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INTRODUCTION

The Caption
The captions Kurd. Madﬂaiov, Kara Mdpxoy, etc., are

traced back from the oldest of our manuscripts, the
Vaticanus, 1209, (B), to Irenaaus in 185, and to the
earliest collections of apostolic writings in the incipient
formation of a New Testament canon. The Latins
had the translation secundum Matthaeum, etc., in their
ancient versions, and the Egyptians likewise. The
Syrians did not have it, because the written gospel ﬁrst
came to them in the composite work of their countryman Tatian, the so-called Diatessaron, in which the
four records of the evangelists were combined.
In these elliptical Kafa'. captions the only word we
can supply is a'uyyc’htov. In fact, this was soon added
in some of the copies, sometimes with the addition of
the adjective aymv: “The Gospel (or the Holy Gospel)
according to Matthew,” etc. But etayyc’mv, either when
supplied or when added in these captions, was understood in its original sense: the substance or content of
“the glad news” that in Jesus, God had fulﬁlled his
Old Testament promises of a Savior and salvation.

Paul used the verb ctayym’cwoaa in this sense in Pisidian
Antioch: “we bring you glad tidings,” how that the
promise, which was made unto the fathers, God hath
fulﬁlled, etc., Acts 13:32, etc. Likewise, when Mark
begins his record with the caption: apx}; 1'01": stayyeaiou

’Irlcroﬁ Xpwroi, he intends to recount historically how this
“glad news” began in the person and the work of Jesus
Christ, thereafter to be proclaimed in all the world.
This broad meaning of the term was accepted for many
(5)

years, so that we must understand the ancient captions
in the sense: “as Matthew presents the gospel or glad
news of our salvation"; “as Mark presents it”; etc.
The only narrowing that occurred, and that quite

naturally, was that dayye’mv came to mean also “the
glad news” as presented historically in a written
record. The word was used as a designation for one
of the four books written by the evangelists. It thus
came to be applied also to similar books in the pseudoliterature of the New Testament apocrypha, for
instance, “The Gospel according to Peter.”
In the old captions the preposition Rani retained its
ordinary meaning: “according to,” in the Latin, sewndum. It did not directly indicate authorship, so that
we cannot translate Kurd. “by”: “By Matthew,” “By
Mark,” etc. And yet authorship is most certainly
included in this broad preposition. In these captions
the sense of land is never that the records in question
are compilations, made by others than Matthew, Mark,
etc., and are only in a general way derived from the

teachings of these men.

We see this with all clearness

in the case of Mark and of Luke.

Mark drew all his

material from Peter, yet his book is never called: “The
Gospel according to Peter,” but always: “The Gospel
according to Mark,” or simply: “According to Mark.”
Why? Because this historical version of “the glad
news” was written by Mark himself; never because
only the sources go back to Mark, while some writer,
who drew from Mark and used his material, wrote the
book. Back of Luke are Paul and the sources to which
Luke himself points in 1 :1-4 ; yet his Gospel was always
designated “According to Luke.” It was regarded as
Luke’s version of “the glad news” as written by,Luke
himself, not by another who only drew on materials
furnished by Luke. These simple facts are decisive for
the other two Gospels. “According to Matthew” and
“According to John” are “the glad news,” not merely

as derived from these two apostles by pupils of theirs
or by men who (innocently or otherwise) impersonated them but as actually being written by them. It is
impossible to regard, either “critically" or otherwise,
the four identical captions, originally afﬁxed to our
four Gospels by the church:

“According to Matthew,”
“According to Mark,"
“According to Luke,”
“According to John,”
in any but the identical sense: the version of each as
written by each. Whatever men are pleased to maintain today, the church never regarded one or two of
these Ka'ra'. as meaning one thing, and the others something far different. If the versions of “the glad news”
ascribed to Mark and to Luke were penned by these

two men, then the other two versions were likewise
penned by the other two men.
This most ancient proof is quite decisive for determining the fact that the authorship of the First Gospel
can be ascribed to none other than to Matthew himself.
Reaching farther back than the patristic and the traditional statements, the testimony of the captions exceeds
theirs in weight and value. Only in one way could it
-be invalidated, namely by direct evidence that the four
mud were not understood in the same sense by the ﬁrst
church. The critics do not admit the evidence of this Km:
phrase and deny that any of the four Gospels were written by the men to whom they have been attributed by the
ancient church. But their views do not affect the
cogency of our argument.
The Earliest Use of Matthew
As far back as evidence goes, Matthew was regarded as the writer of the First Gospel, and his book

was also accepted as authoritative Holy Scripture,
written under divine inspiration. We may point to
the Epistle of Barnabas (130 A. D.) which regards
Matt. 22:14, “Many are called, but few are chosen,” as
Holy Scripture, and which indicates by a combination
of Matt. 9, verses 13 and 9, that Barnabas always considered this Gospel as having been composed by Matthew. We may note that in the year 120, in Rome and
elsewhere, Matt. 2 was discussed in scholarly fashion
with reference to the coming of the Magi to Bethlehem.
We may examine the letters of Ignatius and of Polycarp, the friend of Papias, about 110 A. D. These letters give evidence that the congregations to whom they
were addressed were entirely conversant with Matthew’s Gospel. In his letter to the Ephesians the
former refers to Matt. 2:1-12, and in other letters to
Matt. 3 :15 and 10:16. Polycarp proceeds in the same
way. And we may add Clement of Alexandria and his
namesake of Rome. A glance at the Didache or
“Teaching of the Twelve Apostles” (also about 110
A. D.) shows that Matt. 6:9, etc., is used in admonishing Christians not to pray like hypocrites but to use
the Lord's Prayer. This is quoted from Matthew with
only minor liturgical changes and adds even the doxology, found in Matthew in abbreviated form. The

Didache mentions “the Lord’s yoke,” Matthew 11:29,
etc., quotes Matt. 7 :6, shows knowledge of Matt. 28 :19,
etc., and in various ways reveals its intimacy with the
Sermon on the Mount and with the First Gospel in
general. All this is done in the way which one would
expect at this early date. This early use of our Gospel

makes the impression that Matthew, like the other
three evangelists, was considered as one of the sacred
writings,

known

and

established

as

throughout the church for many years.

authoritative

John and Matthew

We come down to the end of the ﬁrst century when
John was still living and when he wrote his Gospel.
John’s Gospel interlocks with the other three and presupposes a knowledge of them on the part of his readers to such an extent that the ﬁnal Gospel cannot be
understood without them. Again and again John
omits what his readers ought to be told but what they
already know from Matthew, Mark, and Luke. Take
John 1:6, 15 regarding the Baptist. John takes for
granted that his readers are acquainted with Matt. 3:1,
etc., and with the other Gospel accounts, which tell the
Baptist’s story in full. John’s Gospel is nothing less
than a multifarious attestation of the other three Gospels, including that of Matthew. In particular we
must note that John assumes throughout, not only the
existence of Matthew’s Gospel, as well as that of Mark
and of Luke. but also the full authority of all three in
all the churches and the completest knowledge of their
very words on the part of the members of the churches.
Right in Ephesus where John wrote the other Gospels
must have been used for years both in public worship
and in constant instruction.
This superlative evidence from John’s Gospel is
often overlooked when the authorship, the authenticity,

etc., of the other Gospels are examined. Yet it remains
of supreme value. These other three Gospels really
have a double apostolic attestation: that embodied in
their own composition and that derived from the ﬁnal
Gospel. John’s attestation remains, at least in part,
even when critics let him contradict or correct the other
Gospel writers. Only by denying John's authorship
of the Fourth Gospel is his attestation to the other
Gospels destroyed.
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The Hebrew Composition of Matthew

While the ancient church is absolutely unanimous in
ascribing the First Gospel to Matthew, the man who
occupies the seventh or the eighth place in the New
Testament lists of the apostles, a number of ancient
writers report that Matthew wrote something in
Hebrew. The ﬁrst word to this effect was written by
Papias (125 A. 1).): Min-Onto: piv oi'rv c'Bpa'iSt Sealing) 11‘:
Aéyuz mzrdgaro. “Now Matthew compiled the logia in
the Hebrew dialec ." Papias adds that each person
translated these Hebrew logia as best he could. The
main question is as to just what Papias understood by
these logia. He does not say that he ever saw them

or found them in use. He uses the aorist ﬁpuﬁvevac when
he tells about the use to which they were put. This
means that he is reporting an interesting historical
fact, and that in his time these logia were no longer
used and probably were not even any longer known.
We next hear of Ireneus in the second half of the ﬁrst
century, who writes that Matthew issued “a gospe ”
in Hebrew at the time when Peter and Paul were
preaching and founding the church in Rome (about
64-66 A. D.). Yet the church in Rome had been
founded long before this time, and not by an apostle
but by the Christian converts who had moved to Rome
and brought their faith with them. Aside from this
error, the question here is whether Irenmus has in mind

the same writing as Papias, only calling the 'logia a
Gospel, or whether he has in mind a different writing,
an actual Gospel written in Hebrew by Matthew. Few
would be willing to believe that Matthew wrote two
different books in Hebrew.
Pantaanus (about 180 A. D.) claims to have seen
a Hebrew Gospel by Matthew in southern Arabia,
which was brought there by Bartholomew. This report, however, has never had much inﬂuence. Next is

Introduction
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the statement of Origen (born about 185 A. D.) which
he makes on the basis of a tradition, that Matthew was
the ﬁrst to write and that he composed and issued a
Gospel in Hebrew for the Jewish believers. Eusebius
himself, who collected these opinions for his church
history, expresses himself to the same effect. We may
add that Jerome' (second half of the fourth century)
thought that he had discovered Matthew’s Hebrew
Gospel in the Aramaic "Gospel of the Nazarenes," or
“Gospel of the Hebrews,” a Jewish Christian sect, but
he himself later discovered his mistake.

The Hypothesis of an Original Hebrew Matthew
Various forms of this hypothesis have been offered.
One is that the logia of Papias were a collection of sayings by Jesus, which Matthew collected and published
in Hebrew. In course of time, in the hands of the
church, this nucleus received many additions, but these
were not made by Matthew. Eventually this expanded
Hebrew or Aramaic original was translated into Greek
by some unknown writer and was at once accepted by
the church without a single dissenting or questioning
voice as “the Gospel according to Matthew,” on a par
with the Gospels according to Mark, Luke, and John.
The translation into Greek may be dated as early as the
year 65. Another prominent form of this hypothesis
is that the logia of Papias really formed an entire
Hebrew Gospel, originating from Matthew’s pen in the
years 64-67 and being translated into Greek by an
unknown writer in the year 90 or thereabout.

In

some forms of this hypothesis Matthew furnishes but
a small part of the Gospel which always bore his name.
To overcome this obviously unpalatable view the logia
of Papias are converted into a complete Hebrew Gospel
with only the translation into Greek ascribed to the un. known writer. To support this view the effort is made

12
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to show that our present Greek Matthew in various
places betrays the fact that it is not a Greek original
but is written in translation Greek. In these hypotheses the idea of divine inspiration is openly or quietly
set aside. In fact, these hypotheses are thought to
offer freedom of interpretation. We may now emancipate ourselves from the task of harmonizing the four
Gospel accounts. We may allow contradictions between Matthew and the other Gospels, especially John,
or, if not open contradictions, then at least corrections.
The ﬁeld for this freedom is widened or narrowed
according to what is made of the translator. He may
be conceived as more than a translator, as a man who
used his Hebrew sources in his own free way, or as a
man who worked strictly according to his original.
A new hypothesis for the so-called synoptic problem
is thus also produced. If Matthew wrote his Hebrew
GOspel a little before Mark wrote his Greek Gospel,
Mark could have used this Hebrew Gospel of Matthew’s; and afterward, when the unknown translator
rendered Matthew into Greek, he could have used
Mark’s Greek Gospel. The synoptic problem thus
receives a new turn. And with these hypotheses to
start from, the Gospels are re-examined to see what
traces can be discovered in support of the hypotheses.
Yet this method never leads to satisfactory results.

The Hypothesis of a Hebrew Matthew Breaks Down
Whatever Matthew wrote in Hebrew was so ephemeral that it disappeared completely at a date so early
that even the earliest fathers never obtained sight of
the writing. Nor can this undeniable fact be reduced
by the remark that when Matthew was translated into
Greek, this Greek at once superseded the Hebrew.
Anything written in any language by one of the Twelve

must have been highly prized and treasured accord-
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ingly. The translation could not have been made as
late as the year 90. Then the Hebrew original would
have been at hand at this late date. But Mark and
Luke were available in Greek for a score of years prior
to 90. Why, then, did the Hebrew Matthew continue
in use to such an extent that ﬁnally a translation into
Greek was deemed necessary? Again, if besides the
Greek Mark and Luke the Hebrew of Matthew held
its place until a translation was made in the year 90,
it cannot be assumed that the original Hebrew should
have disappeared completely so soon. However generally the Greek translation was used in the churches,
it would be only a translation. The original of Matthew’s Gospel would have been retained as being
hallowed by the apostle’s name and as being highly
valuable for comparison with the translation. Even
if the translation be dated much earlier, the value of
the original would have led to its preservation. The
conclusion is inevitable, Matthew himself never wrote
an entire Gospel in Hebrew. The ephemeral nature
of what he wrote and the early complete disappearance
of his writing attest this fact. To assume the contrary is to surrender this decisive fact.
If Matthew’s Hebrew composition consisted only of
a small collection of the Lord’s sayings, called logia by
Papias, these could never have grown into the complete
Gospel we now have, for the present Gospel is a literary

work built on an excellent plan.

A work that grows

by slow accretions would by its very nature be entirely
different. Besides, too much is asked of us when we

are requested to believe that this slowly growing work
was able to retain the signiﬁcant title “According to
Matthew” only on the strength of its original nucleus
of logia from Matthew’s pen. This holds equally for
the variant hypothesis that an unknown writer took
Matthew’s Hebrew logia and worked them into the
present complete Greek Gospel. This clashes- with
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what we note in the case of the Second Gospel. Mark
drew his material from Peter; Papias himself tells us
this, as Eusebius 3, 39 reports. Yet the Second Gospel was never named “According to Peter,” but from
the start “According to Mark,” the actual writer. In
the face of this incontestable fact it is unwarranted to
assume that, with far less of original material from
Matthew, and that only in Hebrew, the First Gospel
should have been called “According to Matthew" and
not “according to its actual writer” who composed the
entire work in Greek. Moreover, this writer was
unknown, hence not a man of standing in the church as
Mark was. Is it likely that a work from his hand,
even if it contained certain Hebrew material from
Matthew, would at once be ranked on a par with the
other Gospels? We know that the authorship of other
New Testament writings was questioned by some, so

that these writings were called the antilegomena. Was
the entire church satisﬁed regarding this unknown
writer of the Greek Matthew? Did no one ever raise
a question about him and his qualiﬁcations? And this
the more, since his work never bore his own name but
that of one of the apostles?
These hypotheses are sometimes modiﬁed. The
Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, we are told, was translated
into Greek with Matthew’s consent and under Matthew’s eyes. 0r, his logia were expanded into our
present Greek Gospel by some pupil of Matthew’s under
the apostle’s supervision. But this view, too, breaks
down. Was Matthew so lordly or so lazy that he was
not willing to do this work himself? Or was he not
quite competent and in need of help? The assumption
of an amanuensis, resting on the interpretation of two
passages, is also untenable. The various hypotheses
melt under the ﬂame of undeniable facts. Matthew
himself wrote his Gospel, and he wrote it as we have
it now, in Greek.

Introduction
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In this connection let us add, what has long been
noted, that the tax collector Matthew, as a portitor or
gatherer of port dues in Capernaum, must have been
conversant with the Greek, otherwise he could not have
held a position of this kind. His knowledge of this
language must have advanced as time went on. It is
well to note the inﬂux of Hellenists into the church,
beginning at Pentecost; proselytes followed in increasing numbers. Acts 10 reports the conversion of the
entire connection of Cornelius by Peter; and Gal. 2:1-3
indicates the presence of a Greek like Titus, the companion of Paul, among the brethren at Jerusalem. It
is altogether in order that Matthew should have written
a Greek Gospel.

Is the Greek Matthew 0. Translation?

Papias says that the Hebrew logia of Matthew were
interpreted or expounded (ﬁppﬁvme) by each person as
best he knew how. This refers to oral exposition by
individuals here and there. Papias speaks of no writ
ten Greek translation, nor has he ever seen one. The
others, who speak of a Hebrew “Gospel,” say nothing
about a translation. This is strange if the Greek
Matthew in the hands of these fathers was a translation
of the Hebrew Gospel of which they make mention.
Not until we come to Jerome in the fourth century are
we told that he does not know who the translator was:
quad quis postea in Graecum transtzderit non satis cer-

tum est. We see that even he only supposes that a
translation had been made. Yet it is still asserted
that our Greek Matthew is a translation. If our Greek
Matthew is a translation, it ought to be easy to demonstrate this linguistically. A book the size of Matthew’s
would afford all manner of evidence that it was translated into Greek from a Hebrew original if this were

the case.

Yet it has often been remarked that the
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Greek Matthew reads like an original. Moulton calls
the language “colorless Hellenistic of the average
type,” and R. 119 adds that “the book is not intensely
Hebraistic” even though it was evidently intended for
former Jews. All that R. ventures to say is that
Matthew has an instinct for Hebrew parallelism and
Hebrew elaboration, his thought and outlook being
Hebraistic.
The attempt to prove that Matthew’s Gospel is a
translation on linguistic evidence has been unsuccessful. Thus 1:21 is said to be “simply unintelligible"
because “Jesus” is elucidated by means of aétew, although English readers have always found the English
verb “save” quite intelligible in this connection and
are not perplexed because "Savior” or “the Lord’s salvation” is not added as an interpretation of the name
“Jesus.” In 10:25 “Beelzebub” is without a Greek
equivalent; likewise Kopﬁavis in 27:6, for which 15:5
has the Greek sapov, “gift”; and again ﬁaxa’. in 5:22 has
no elucidation. But all these are original Aramaic
terms, used as such in the discourses of Jesus, and are
altogether intelligible to Jewish Christians. A late
translator, writing for Gentile Christians, would have
rendered them in Greek (as Matthew did in 15:5 with
regard to sapov) or would have added an explanation in
Greek. These terms prove the opposite of a translation. The obscurity found in NazwpaZos in 2:23 no more
proves that this Gospel is a translation than any other
obscurity in writing would. To call m’pay mi ’Iop8dvau,
when used as a noun in 4 :25, and PM“ and 'IouSaL’ae,
genitives after and in 4:25,.15, evidence of translation
is to place undue emphasis upon triﬂes. In 16:19 and
18:18 86m: and Adam, “to bind” and “to loose,” are said
to be unintelligible to Greek readers on the supposition
that these verbs are intended to reproduce the rabbinic
“declare forbidden" and “declare permitted,” and that

they have nothing to do with John 20:23.

This rab-
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binic exegesis may be challenged and, even if it were

correct, would not prove that these expressions are a
translation. To call Bar-Jonah in Matt. 16 :17 a translator’s mistake on the claim that Peter’s father was
named Jochanan, is to play one reading against another
and proves nothing. And why object to the Aramaic
bar in Matthew when John 18:40 has “Barabbas”?
The same is true regarding Kavavazos and Xavavtu'a in 10 :4
and 15:22, which are correct transcriptions.
This exhausts the list of linguistic proofs for a

translation. We are told that these are “modest conjectures” which might be multiplied if the original
Hebrew Matthew were available. But these few instances are scarcely suﬁicient to convince the thoughtful

reader that Matthew’s Gospel as we now have it is a
translation and not an original production.
If the Greek Matthew was ,a late translation by an
unknown writer, or if it was an outgrowth of certain
logia written by Matthew, it is difﬁcult to explain how
it was received as authoritative in the church. But
the fact stands that Matthew held a higher place in the
regard of the church than Mark, although the authority
of Peter stood back of the latter. When the pagan
Celsus made his attack on the Biblical books in the
second century he chose Matthew’s Gospel not Mark’s
because he considered Matthew the more prominent
citadel. Nor did he assail its authority in the church
as being a translation, or its authorship as not being
that of an apostle.
The heretic Marcion, in the middle of the second
century, called all the apostles pseudo-apostles, but

neither he nor any other critic ventured the conjecture
that the Greek Matthew was not written by Matthew.
What a telling blow could have been struck by these
early opponents of Christianity if they had had a suspicion that the First Gospel in its current form was not
written by the apostle whose name it bore! When
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Tatian compiled his Diatessaron, the very title of his
book shows that he considered the Greek Matthew on
a par with the other three Gospels. The attempt to
show that this Gospel is a translation from the way
in which the LXX and the Hebrew original are utilized
in the quotations from them found in Matthew needs
no refutation until it produces more tangible results.
The Old Tradition

We may accept the statement of Papias that Matthew compiled certain logia in Hebrew and that these
were used for a time and then disappeared without
leaving a trace. Just what these logia contained will
always be open to question. If they consisted of sayings of Jesus, Matthew may have embodied them in his
Greek Gospel. This would argue for the view that he
wrote his Gospel at a comparatively early date, so that
the older logia soon disappeared. When others after
the time of Papias speak of a Hebrew “Gospel” written
by Matthew they may have in mind the logia of which
Papias spoke, of which they, too, had heard either from
Papias or from others.

These others could hardly

have in mind the sectarian “Gospel of the Hebrews”
or the volume that Pantenus may have seen in Arabia.
No one has ventured to assert that in addition to the
Hebrew logia Matthew also composed a complete
Hebrew Gospel. The fathers, from Papias to Eusebius, who perpetuated the old tradition regarding the
Hebrew Gospel, themselves rest their assertion on tradition, i. e., on reports that they had heard. And none
of these fathers, not even Papias himself, was able to
name a single person who had seen — not to say handled—this alleged Hebrew Matthew. The reports of
the fathers regarding a Hebrew “Gospel" must be considered as hearsay, unsupported by a tangible fact and
contradicted by all the probabilities involved as well
as by several uncontested facts.

The Date of Matthew
Origen accepted the tradition that Matthew was
the ﬁrst evangelist to write a Gospel. This agrees with
the listing of the Gospels, evidently intended to indicate their chronological order, given by both Irenaeus
and the Muratorian canon. When Clement of Alexandria states that the Gospels containing chronologies
were the ﬁrst to be written, basing this on the statements of his old teachers, hé grants the very ﬁrst place
to Matthew and raises the question of priority only
regarding Mark and Luke. We may thus accept the
ﬁnding that Matthew’s Gospel was the ﬁrst to be composed. Some have referred to Irenaaus when ﬁxing
the date of writing at about the year 65. But this
church father's remark about Peter and Paul “founding" the church at Rome and about Matthew writing a
Hebrew “Gospel” at this time makes his statement
rather doubtful. The date of Matthew is really a
matter of conjecture. At the latest Matthew could not
have written after the year 65, probably even ﬁve years
earlier; some, however, have dated his writing about

twenty years earlier. The place of writing is unknown, and not even a guess can be hazarded.
This settles the question as to Matthew’s position
in the so-called synoptical problem. Matthew wrote
before Mark and Luke and thus drew on neither of
these two.

Since Matthew wrote in person he was his

own source. The hypothesis of a Queue or written
source or sources from which the First Gospel drew
breaks dowu the moment the authorship of Matthew is
established.

Only an unknown writer, 'composing 8

Gospel of his own from such material as he might be
able to collect, could use sources. And no writer,
known or unknown, could produce at a late date anything as grand, as true, and as authoritative as the
Matthew we now have. Nor would the church have
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received his late work without a question, to say nothing of afﬁxing to it the title “According to Matthew.”
Matthew’s Plan and HisReaders
“In grandness of conception and in the power with
which a mass of material is subordinated to great ideas
no writing in either Testament, dealing with a historical theme, is to be compared With Matthew. In this
respect the present writer would be at a loss to ﬁnd its
equal also in the other literature of antiquity." — Zahn.
This estimate is correct, save that it omits a comparison with John on the plea that John does not deal with
a historical theme. He certainly does and in general
follows Matthew’s method. Both utilize their historical material as radiations from a glorious center. In
John this center is the God-man Jesus, in Matthew it is
the Messiah promised to the Jews. Matthew is second
only to John.
Matthew’s theme is Jesus Christ, David's son,
Abraham’s son (1:1), i. e., the Christ or Messiah who
came in the person of Jesus as promised to David and
before him to Abraham. This theme Matthew carries
through with a mass of detail. All his material is
historical, including the discourses, for they were actually uttered. In fact, the greater part of Matthew
consists of discourses and in this respect resembles
John. Matthew handles this material with complete
mastery.

He is not fettered by chronological consid-

erations, as an ordinary historian is. While he follows
the general chronological order as given by the life of
Jesus he, nevertheless, groups some details according
to their character and their signiﬁcance.
Matthew writes from the Jewish standpoint for
Jewish readers. Jewish terms and Jewish matters,
therefore, receive little or no elucidation —- his readers
are expected to understand.

Introd/zwtion
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This Gospel has been called an apology, and its
purpose has been conceived as being chieﬂy apologetic.
But this is hardly correct, save in so far as any historical and-objective presentation carries with it its own
convincing power, especially for those for whom it is
intended. The great number of Old Testament quota,tions introduced by Matthew are strictly in line with
his theme. They are bound to impress all readers and
especially such as have been trained in the Old Testament religion. Matthew’s Gospel thus connects the
New Testament with the Old in the grandest way.
From its beginning, including the chronology, Matthew
presents the Jewish nation in its true colors as manifesting the unbelief that rejected the Messiah, so that
the Gentiles superseded the Jews, who failed to take
their proper place in the New Testament kingdom.
When this feature of the Gospel is regarded as narrowing down the readers whom Matthew had in mind,
namely already converted Jews, the fact is overlooked
that unconverted Jews must likewise be shown this sad
fact of national unbelief; for only by breaking away
from it in true repentance can any Jew really enter the
kingdom. This break, too, must be decisive and com-

plete.

Matthew leaves no illusions on this point.

His

Gospel is not Jewish in the sense of Judaizing, mingling
Jewish notions with the true gospel. If the so-called
“Gospel of the Hebrews" appropriated anything from

Matthew, foreign Judaistic elements were inserted by
the sects which used this document and rejected the
genuine Gospels.
It has been said that Matthew does not write as an
eyewitness, does not weave into his narrative sections
small, intimate details, does not note time, place, and
circumstances in detail. Mark is compared, who preserves such details obtained from an eyewitness, Peter.
John, too, is full of these touches. It is not true, how-

ever, that Matthew is devoid of all details that indicate

the eyewitness.

The reason he has less than Mark

may well be due to the type and the character of the
man. His eye and his ear did not catch so many of the
little details that we love to see retained. To the present day eyewitnesses differ very markedly in this
respect. Then, also, the plan which Matthew followed
in his Gospel, the mass of material which he set himself to write into a whole, did not favor the amplitude
of narration, found for instance in John 4. In many
places we see that he was concerned with giving the
main data to his readers and thus omitted the slighter
details.
Back of all the evangelists, and thus also of Mat.
thew and his Gospel, is the Lord with his promise
given in John 14:26; 16:14. All naturalistic explanations of the Gospel are doomed to failure in the premises. No four witnesses could possibly remember and
recount years later with exactitude what they saw and
heard during the years they were with Jesus. This is
especially true of the discourses. We ourselves are
unable to report discourses which we have heard only a
few years, yea, a few weeks ago. Omit the inspiration
of the Holy Spirit, and the four Gospels together, and
each by itself, stand as inexplicable phenomena. They
simply could not have been produced. But they were
produced and stand before us majestically in eloquent
silence. The Spirit used each of these writers, taking
each as he was, and enabled them to write, each in his
own way, so that the writing was what the Spirit
wanted for the church of the coming ages. No wonder
that all inspired writing thus stands in a class by itself,
supreme over all other writing and stamped forever as
divine.
Some have outlined Matthew’s Gospel in a broad
way, making from four to seven parts. When fewer
parts are made, the reason for making only so few is

not apparent.
will suﬂice:

For our purpose the following outline

9°?‘9’9‘P9’Nr‘

The Book of the History of Jesus Christ, Son of David,
Son of Abraham
Christ born as David's and Abraham’s son, ch. 1.
Christ’s experience as a child, ch. 2.
Christ's forerunner and anointing, ch. 3.

Christ begins his Messianic work, ch. 4.
Christ’s Sermon on the Mount, ch. 5-7.
Christ works many miracles, ch. 8-9.
Christ appoints his apostles, ch. 10.
Christ’s answer to the Baptist and his further
words of judgment and of grace, ch. 11.

Christ’s clash with the Pharisees, ch. 12.
10.
11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

'

Christ speaks many parables, ch. 13.
Christ hears of the Baptist’s murder and begins
to withdraw, ch. 14.
Christ again clashes with the Pharisees and withdraws and warns the Pharisees and the Sadducees and his disciples, ch. 15-16:12.
Christ at Cesarea Philippi, preparing the disciples for his death, ch. 16 :13 - 17 :23.
Christ at Capernaum, instructing his disciples,
ch. 17:24-18.
Christ beyond Jordan, ch. 19-20 :16.
Christ on his way to Jerusalem, ch. 20 :17-34.
Christ enters Jerusalem, his last teaching, ending
with the woes upon the Pharisees, ch. 21-23.
Christ’s discourse on the destruction of Jerusalem
and on his Parousia, ch. 24-25.
Christ's Passion, ch. 26-27.
Christ’s Resurrection, ch. 28.

CHAPTER I
I
Christ Born as David’s and Abraham's Son, '
Chapter 1
The Genealogy 1:1-17
Matthew writes for Jewish Christians in order to
establish them in their faith that Jesus is the Christ
promised in the Old Testament. Unconverted Jews
who may read his book will be drawn to this faith
when they see the full evidence here presented that
Jesus is, indeed, the Christ. Although written with
these readers especially in mind, Gentile Christians
and unconverted Gentiles will be equally beneﬁted, for
they, too, are to hold or to be brought to this faith. It
is a mistake to think that Matthew disregarded the
latter two classes of people. To this day we must be
sure that Jesus Christ properly bears the latter name,
which designates his Messianic ofﬁce. It is absolutely
vital, then, that we should know that Jesus Christ is
the direct and true descendant of Abraham through
David. For if he were not, he could not possibly be the
Messiah.

For this reason Matthew begins his Gospel with
the genealogy of Jesus. The book of the generation of Jesus Christ, son of David, son of Abraham.
This is evidently a caption, and this raises the question
whether this caption is intended for the ﬁrst seventeen
verses alone or for the entire Gospel. The alternative
lies between these two and not, as some have supposed,
between the entire ﬁrst chapter and the Gospel as such.
We gain nothing decisive from the word panes, which
(25)
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means only a scroll of papyrus; nor from the combination pip»: ycvc'aws, for everything depends on what
yc'vans includes. We regard this genitive as the LXX
translation of misheppachah in Exod. 6:24, etc.,
Num. 1:18, and thus might translate “family roll."
See C.-K. 238. The point to be noted is that this
meaning makes the term as here used face backward,
as is plain also from the use of the Hebrew equivalent
in the Pentateuch. The person named is described
and identiﬁed by a reference to his ancestors. So also
here the title used by Matthew already states the
family line of Jesus Christ: “son of David, son of
Abraham.” Verses 2-17 furnish only the detailed
family line, the generations reaching back to David
and from him back to Abraham. These two are the
essential ancestors that Jesus Christ had to have, for
the Messiah was to be of the seed of David and of the
seed of Abraham. We thus regard verse 1 as the comprehensive heading or summary of the next sixteen
verses.
Others refer yc'vcms to the Hebrew toledoth, the sin-_
gular being used in Gen. 2 :4; 5:1, elsewhere the plural:
“this is the generation,” “these are the generations."
Accordingly ye'vems is taken to mean “the history": “The
book of the history of Jesus Christ, son of David, son
of Abraham.” This caption is then regarded as a title
for the entire Gospel. But this view is open to serious
objection. In no case in Genesis does toledoth usher
in the history of an individual but always the history of
the individual and his descendants. Kautzsch, therefore, properly translates toledoth “family history."
But Jesus has no family. When, nevertheless, yc'ym:
is regarded as “the history” of Jesus Christ, it is
strange that a genealogy at once follows. We should
have a statement to the effect that this history is to
begin with a tracing of the ancestry of Jesus, and then
theline should be carried back from Jesus to Abraham.

Matthew 1:1, 2

27

It will not do to reply that the two appositions in the
title of this Gospel: “son of David, son of Abraham,”
are appended as an intimation that a genealogy is now
to follow. These appositions are not appended for
such a purpose. For then part of the title of the entire
Gospel (the appositions) would refer only to the next
sixteen verses. Finally, in Genesis toledoth never
includes a list of ancestors in the family history; naturally, because it never faces backward. Matthew’s
7610'“ does this very thing. - So also the name he appends: “Jesus Christ, son of David, son of Abraham”;
for these appositions are integral parts of the name.
This [limos or scroll shows this ancestry. The yz’mm
of v. 1 has the same force as the 'yc'mnc in v. 18; both
mean “origin.”
Words used in a title need not have the article, R.
793, hence ﬂip»: yeve’acws. “Jesus” is the Savior's personal name (1:21),,Yehoshu‘a, or Yeshu‘a, “Yahweh
is help or salvation,” meaning “the one through whom
Jehovah brings salvation.” The addition xpumie, a
verbal from xpl’m, the Hebrew “Messiah,” “the Anointed,” is here not an appellative, “the Christ,” but a
second personal name denoting oﬂice, “Christ.” He
became Jesus at the time of his birth (1:25) and Christ
at the time of his anointing with the Spirit (3:16).
Both of the following appositions belong to “Jesus
Christ."
2) The designation in v. 1: “Jesus Christ, David’s
son, Abraham’s son,” marks Jesus as the one in whom
the Messianic promises made to David and to Abraham
were fulﬁlled. Hence the line of descent begins with
Abraham. This line is traced in the Hebrew manner,
as in Gen. 5 :6, etc.; 11 :10, etc., naming the father who
“begot” the son. In the case of the ﬁrst two fathers,
however, the line is single and exclusive: Isaac, not
Ishmael; Jacob, not Esau. In the case of the third
father, Jacob, the line broadens to “Judah and his
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brothers”; for, although Judah represents the actual
line of descent of Jesus, all the twelve patriarchs were
the direct heirs of the Messianic promise. The twelve
together produced the chosen nation from which the
Messiah sprang.
3) As the mention of the brothers of Judah in
v. 2. already indicates, Matthew furnishes more than
a mere list of names; in the names he epitomizes the
history of the chosen nation. This explains the next
link in the line: Judah begat Perez and Zerah
of Tamar. In this case the mother is named, Judah’s
own daughter-in-law, to recall Gen. 38 with all its
shame. In the bloodline of the Messiah there appear
such grave blemishes. Matthew draws the attention of
his readers to several of them. We must not generalize
and speak of sin and wickedness without restriction,
for then Matthew would have marked the evil character
and the deeds of some of the kings of the Messianic
line. These blemishes deal with women: Tamar,
Rahab, Ruth, and her of Uriah. They all reﬂect on
the bloodline as such. From a line so stained the
Messiah ﬁnally was born. God condescended to use
such ancestors for his Son. Matthew, however, has
more in mind than merely again to reveal the stains of
this ancestral line. Some have thought that his purpose was to humble Jewish pride, but his aim is more
speciﬁc. When he recounts how the Messiah was born
he brings out a feature that Luke does not mention,
namely that before Joseph took Mary to himself she
was found to be withchild, which fact at ﬁrst in
Joseph’s eyes and in afteryears in the eyes of Jewish
slanderers laid her open to the gravest accusation of

unfaithfulness to Joseph. These Jews claimed that
the father of Jesus was Pandira or Pantheras, and for
this reason rejected him. These base slanderers are
reminded by Matthew of what they might well call real
blemishes in the Messiah’s Abrahamitic and Davidic

Matthew 1 :8-7

29

bloodline. Let them occupy themselves with these real
stains, attested in the Old Testament history itself, and
not slander the pure maiden whom God chose to be the
mother of his Son. Of the twins born to Tamar God
allowed Perez to continue to live.
4) From Perez to David the descent is traced
according to Ruth 4:18-22. Whether any links are
omitted we cannot say, nor does Matthew intimate anything on this point.
5) Of Rahal: (Hebrew “Rachab”) draws attention to this woman, a Canaanite (Jos. 6:25) and a
harlot at that, and yet an ancestress of the Messiah!
One tradition makes Rahab the wife of Joshua who
married her after the destruction of Jericho. While
Matthew’s source for making her the wife of Salmon
has not been discovered, no reason exists for doubting
the evangelist’s record. The addition, of Ruth,
introduces another woman proselyte, a Moabitess,
whose story is well known although we should not forget to add that she was descended from an ancestor
conceived in incest, Gen. 19:30, etc.

6) Thus we reach David, the king. The apposition marks the ﬁrst break: the ancestral line had
reached royalty. . Although it had risen to this great
height, the very ﬁrst king introduces another grave

blemish into the line as the phrase shows: of her
of Uriah, namely Bathsheba, to whom Solomon was
born. The simple way in which Matthew connects
Israel’s two greatest kings is telling to the highest
degree. Behind the little phrase lies adultery and
murder and the death of the ﬁrst child. And this
woman, though unnamed, was a queen; rightfully she

belonged to Uriah.
7) With Solomon begins the second group of
fourteen, all of whom are kings, the list being drawn
from I Chron. 3: 10-14.
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8) As regards 'occ'ac, transliterated “Ozias” in the
A. V., really “Uzziah" as in the R. V., this name has
the same meaning as “Azariah,” which is given to him
in I Chron. 3:12. Matthew uses Uzziah, because the

readers of the Old Testament were more familiar with
this name of the king from their reading of the
prophets (Isa. 1:1; 6:1; 7:1; Hos. 1:1; Amos 1:1;

Zech. 14:5).
9) When Matthew proceeds from Uzziah to
Jotham he omits three kings: Ahaziah who reigned
one year (II Kings 8:26) ; Joash, forty years (12:2) ;
and Amaziah, twenty-one years (14:2). Their length
of reign cannot be the reason for their excision from
Matthew’s list. Nor can Matthew be charged with an
oversight in transcribing the names from Chronicles.
The wickedness of these kings is not the reason why
they are here dropped, because other kings that were
more wicked are retained in the list: Manasseh and
Amon. Matthew’s aim by no means is to present a
line resplendent in holiness. The old explanation, that
Ahaziah was a grandson of Jezebel on his mother’s side,
and that the curse of Ahab and Jezebel extended to the
third generation, is inadequate, for women of actual
heathen origin became direct ancestors of the Messiah.
These three successive kings are purposely dropped by
Matthew for the simple reason that he intends to make
the three groups of ancestors comprise the same number of names, namely fourteen. He very likely shortened also the third group, v. 12-16,. in order to have it
contain only fourteen names. See v. 17.
10) No comment is needed on this verse.
11) A great deal has been said on Josiah and his
grandson Jechoniah. While the latter would make up
the number 14 in the second group, the third group,
if it is counted so that each name is used but once,
would show only 13 links. Yet in v. 17 Matthew himself invites us to make the count and to note that each

Matthew 1:11
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group contains exactly 14‘ names. Few will think that
he counted Jechoniah, the unhappy man who reigned
only three months and was then carried into exile,
twice, once as number 14 in the second group, and
again as number 1 in the third group, when no other
name in the entire genealogy is counted twice. Few
also will count Mary as a separate link in addition to

Joseph in order thus to obtain '14 links for the third
group. A simple answer to the problem is to assume a
translator from a Hebrew Matthew and then to say
that this translator wrote “Jechoniah" in v. 11, where
Matthew’s Hebrew had “Jehoiakim," the father of
Jechoniah. This would, indeed, furnish us the additional name, 'so that we could count 42 different names
in three groups of 14, never using one twice. Yet this
error in translation would have us assume that in this
one case, between the father Jehoiakim and the son
Jechoniah, Matthew omitted the verb “begot.” Since
elsewhere “begot” is invariably inserted, it could not
have been omitted here. Both in v. 11 and in v. 12,
Matthew wrote “Jechoniah” and he wrote in Greek —
the “unknown translator” did not exist.
The matter becomes plain when one reads II Kings
23:30 — 25 :7. When Josiah perished at Meg'iddo, his
oldest son came to the throne but was carried to Egypt
where he died. In his place Pharaoh appointed Jehoiakim king in Jerusalem. In this way this second son
of Josiah came to the throne. After a reign of eleven
years he perished at the hand of the king of Babylon,
and his oldest son Jehoiachin, Matthew's Jechoniah.
came to the throne. After three months’ reign he was
carried to Babylon, where he spent long years in exile.
Then his uncle, Josiah’s third son Zedekiah (Zidlciyahu,

to be distinguished from Jechoniah’s brother Zedekiah,
Zidkiyah, I Chron. 3 :15, 16) became king and soon was
blinded and also carried into exile. Matthew is not
writing a mere list of names; all the names are bound
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up with Israel’s history. The royal line of David perished with Josiah’s grandson Jechoniah. That is why
the grandson is named in v. 11 and not Jechoniah’s
father Jehoiakim. The historical complications involved are pointed out by Matthew when he writes:
“Josiah begot Jechoniah Kai robe dScMmﬁ: at the deportation to Babylon.” Here d8e.\¢oi cannot mean “brothers," for Jechoniah had only one brother of whom we
hear nothing more. These are Jechoniah’s relatives,
including the uncle who occupied the throne after him.
Instead of following Josiah with the mere name Jehoiakim in v. 11, and then in v. 12 going on with another
mere name Jechoniah, Matthew brings in the entire
tangled and tragic history. All Jewish readers would
at once understand that Kai rail: (21804;on referred to a
generation between Josiah and Jechoniah, two sons of
Josiah who reigned before Jechoniah and one who
reigned after him. Any one of these three brothers
might have continued the line; it was the second who
did although he was deported with the ﬁrst group of
exiles. Though the third of the three brothers, Zedekiah, came to the throne and might have continued the

line, it did not pass through him.
The word nerouccm'a. refers to the deportation which
was carried out in two great acts; it does not include
the entire period of the seventy years of exile. The
genitive Bapvaam is objective: “to Babylon," R. 501,
really “the Babylon-removal,” R. 494; so also in v. 12.
12) After the Babylon-removal mentions the
deportation a second time and thus emphasizes this
tragic historical fact and its weighty signiﬁcance, the
loss of the throne on the part of the house of David.
The reign of Zedekiah after the deportation of Jechoniah proved abortive. Shealtiel was born in exile as
the ,1.er phrase states. Hence we need not ﬁgure his
father’s age at the time of deportation as though anything depended on that. As regards the line Jechon-

Matthew 1 :14-1 6‘
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iah—Shealtiel—Zerubbabel note Ezra 3:2; Neh.
12:1; Hag. 1:1, 12, 14; 2:2, 23. Yet in I Chron. 3:19
Zerubbabel is the son of Pedaiah: and in Luke 3227‘
Shealtiel is the son of Neri, a descendant of David
through David’s son Nathan and not through Solomon.
These are not contradictions and have not been considered as such. Jechoniah's son Assir (I Chron. 3 :17)
left only a daughter, who, according to the law relative
to heiresses (Num. 27 :8; 36:8, 9), married a man of
her paternal tribe, viz., Neri of David’s line through

Nathan. Thus we have the step from Jechoniah to
Shealtiel. Matthew gives us the legal line on which
all Jewish descendants lay stress as we shall see in the
case of Joseph, the legal father of Jesus; Luke gives
the natural line of descent, not that of Joseph, but of
Mary; her descent from David, etc., being vital for
Gentile descendants. So in the case of Zerubbabel: he
is the legal son and heir of Shealtiel, the natural son of

Pedaiah. When Shealtiel died without leaving children, his brother Pedaiah married the widow in accordance with the Levirate law (Deut. 25 :5-10; Matt.
22 :24-28), raising up seed to his brother.
13-15)

Abiud is not named in I Chron. 3; nor are

any of the following names found in the Scriptures.
The line was traced in the priests’ records, which were
cherished with great care because of the promise that
the Messiah would come from the house of David. But

the scepter had departed from Judah — all the names
are those of unknown descendants.

16) And Jacob hegot Joseph, the husband of
Mary, of whom was born Jesus, the one called
Christ. Through the entire line runs the verb
“begot—begot—begot.” Signiﬁcantly it makes a
halt when it reaches Joseph. He, the husband of Mary,
did not beget Jesus, the Messiah. In marked contrast
with this regular begetting of one ancestor by another

we are told by Matthew that the last thus begotten was
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Joseph, “the husband (dwip) of Mary, and that Jesus

"W88 born,” c‘yewﬁdn (76min), used also regarding the
mother alone, as here) of her. How this happened follows
at once. Since “Jesus” was a name frequently found
among the Jews, the participial statement is added:
6 Aqo’pzm xpmés, which means that Jesus rightfully
bore this second ofﬁcial name “Christ"; on which see
v. 1. Thus Matthew’s genealogy presents Joseph as
the legal father of Jesus, which makes Jesus legally the
heir of David and of Abraham. If Jesus had been
born without a legal father, of Mary without a legal
husband, his legal right to the inheritance from Abraham and David by virtue of the divine promise would
have been void. In addition to the legal standing of
Jesus as the rightful, legal son of Joseph we may note
the protection this standing secured for his mother and
for himself. The two records of Matthew (v. 18, etc.)
and Luke (2:4, etc.) vividly bring out this point.
The record of Matthew is questioned in two ways.
First, by an appeal to an old Syriac version, and
secondly, by the claim that Matthew’s whole genealogy
is “meaningless if it does not contemplate Joseph
as the actual father of Jesus.” Here we meet a typical
example of “critical” methods. Of all the ancient
texts in existence, including all the ancient versions,
one (usually identiﬁed by the symbol Ss) is singled
out as containing a. reading which the “critics” use to
rid themselves of the virgin birth. All Greek texts
and all other versions are set aside, for this one Syriac
translation, the codex Ss and its reading, is made “the
original reading," and all other texts are regarded as “an
accommodation to the doctrine of the Virgin Birth.” For
the critically assured text of v. 16 Moffatt substitutes
his translation of this one Syrian translation: “and
Joseph (to whom the virgin Mary was betrothed), the
father of Jesus, who is called ‘Christ.’ ” In the Moﬁat
Commentary Th. R. Robinson lends this his unqualiﬁed

Matthew 1:16‘
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support. And this is done in the face of all the information long available in Zahn, Introduction to the New
Testament, II, 565, etc. We quote the following:
“The zeal with which many have seized upon the reading of 85 as a bit of the primitive Gospel, without looking to right or left, is explained by the old prejudice
that the genealogy of Jesus, leading as it does to
Joseph, could have been prepared only by one who took
him to be the actual father of Jesus. But the alleged
contradiction between the genealogy and the following
narrative is found equally in Luke ——and so in both of
the only old Christian writings extant which trace the
Davidic descent of Jesus in a genealogy. That his
Davidic descent was ever understood in the Christian
community in any other sense is a hypothesis without
support in existing literature. . . . The hope of
ﬁnding indications in old MSS. and versions that the
authors of lost gospels or brief writings which may
have been worked over in our Matthew and Luke regarded Joseph as the physical father of Jesus, should
at last be dismissed. An author who knew how to
make even the dry material of a genealogy down to

its last detail contribute to the purpose of his thought
regarding the slandered miracle of the Messiah’s birth.
cannot at the same time have taken over statements
from a genealogy of Joseph or Jesus used by him
which directly contradicted his conception of this fact.
Any text of Matthew which contained such statements
would be condemned in advance as one altered against
the author’s intent."

A study of this one text (Ss), by which the modernist would replace all others, even in popular Eng-

lish translation, reveals that this highly inferior text
does not say or intend to say what the critics would
have it say. Like some Greek texts which reveal
alteration, 83 also introduces “the virgin” and “was betrothed,” both terms intended, as in all the texts that
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have them, fully to safeguard the virgin birth—the
very thing the critics would remove. This Ss changes
the verb c’ycwriﬂn to iyc’wncrcv, the verb used throughout
the genealogy. But this was done by Ss, not to make
Joseph the physical father of Jesus, but to make the
ﬁnal verb read like all the verbs that precede. Its
subject would be Mary, and we should translate: “to
whom the virgin Mary, betrothed to him, bore Jesus,"
etc. But even if, as the critics claim, the subject of

this last e‘yc’wwcv is Joseph, this verb, as Zahn states,
“in no sense expresses physical fatherhood” but intends to “designate Jesus as Joseph’s son only in the
same way as in 1 :1 he was called David’s son.” “His
(the Syrian translator's) intention cannot have been
to represent Joseph as the physical father of Jesus,
for it is impossible that one who had this purpose
should at the same time and in the same sentence speak
even more clearly than the A text (i. e., the assured

Greek text) of Mary’s virginity ; exclude the existence
of marital relations between her and Joseph; and in
1:18-25 emphasize as strongly as the catholic text that
Jesus was begotten through the agency of the Holy
Spirit.” Thus even Ss answers the contention of these
critics that the virgin birth is not in “the original
text” of Matthew.
17) All the generations, therefore, from Abrahun to David are fourteen generations; and from
David to the deportation to Babylon fourteen generations; and from the deportation to Babylon to

the Christ fourteen generations. We have seen
that Matthew himself made the second group of ancestors number fourteen by dropping three kings of
Israel.
He very likely secured the number fourteen
in the third: group in the same way. But why did he
want the three groups to be equal? The answer is
that he wanted us to understand that all three groups

had equal weight and importance as far as the Messiah

Matthew 1 :17
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The second contained the names of

kings, but it was no more important than the third.

The ﬁrst began with Abraham, and the second with
David, but neither exceeded the third, which began
with a wretched exile —- Jechoniah wore prison clothes
for 36 years. For, after all, “the house of David did
not produce the Christ but received him as a gift; he
did not come from the natural soil of David’s house but

was planted into David’s house,” Delitzsch. Since
14 = 7 X 2, some would ﬁnd symbolism in these three
fourteens. Yet what the symbolism would symbolize,
no one has yet made plain. It seems most likely that
Matthew found 14 names in the ﬁrst group and then
arranged the rest in two more groups of 14. Twice
already we have had mention of the deportation
(v. 11, 12) ; now it is again mentioned twice. This
shows intent on the part of the author. The lower the
house of David sank, the nearer the day of the Messiah
came. Back of the course of this history in its three

great stages is God himself who sent his Son in the
fulness of time and not until then.
The word mam cannot mean “all” the generations
that actually lived from Abraham to Jesus; this “all”
refers to those enumerated by Matthew. Where did
Matthew ﬁnd these lists of names? We see that Luke
found his much longer list without trouble. In the
case of Matthew, hOWever, we see that he did not mere-

ly copy the list as he found it; he adapted it in a highly
intelligent and purposeful way, dividing the names

into groups, omitting some, adding the names of each
of four women in a signiﬁcant manner, and marking

the groups by historical references. The effort is
made to show from the forms of the names, their spelling, and the supposed errors in transcription, that the
Greek list as we have it today shows that it is a translation from the original Hebrew of Matthew. But the
names were all recorded in Hebrew when Matthew
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ﬁrst found them. He himself transliterated them into
Greek. When later scribes multiplied the copies of
his Gospel, these may easily have tried to “improve"
on the original. We need no Hebrew Matthew with a
late tranlator into Greek to explain the peculiarities
now found in this genealogical list.

The Virgin Birth, 1 :18-25
18) What the genealogy leads us to expect, and
what its conclusion in v. 16 all but states outright,
is now fully presented, namely the actual historical
facts of just how Jesus Christ was conceived and born.
Luke presents the same facts but from the angle of
Mary; Matthew, after giving us Joseph’s ancestry,
presents the virgin birth from the angle of Joseph.
He thus brings in Joseph’s situation when Mary was
discovered to be pregnant, squarely meeting the hostile
Jewish slander about the illegitimate birth of Jesus.
The value of Matthew’s record of the miraculous facts
connected with the birth of Jesus is thus inestimable.
Matthew 1:18, etc., like Luke 2 and John 1:13 (correctly interpreted), constitutes one of the great sedes
doctrimw for the virgin birth, voiced in all ecumenical
confessions of the church, beginning with the Apostles’
Creed:
“Who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born'
of the Virgin Mary.” The facts presented in full
detail by these evangelists are denied by modernism.
But all these denials are mere- echoes of the same
denials made in the age of rationalism. They are
subjective dogmatical opinions without historical facts
on which to stand. The facts and their inspired
record remain unaltered and unalterable as they have
been from the moment when they occurred. Their
denial places those who make it outside the pale of
Christianity. The Christ who was not conceived and
born as the evangelists record is no Christ in any
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true sense, is nothing but a ﬁgment of men's brains.
Any religion based upon this sort of Christ is as vacuous as the Christ upon which it is based:
Now the generation of the Christ was as follows.

His mother Mary having been betrothed to Joseph,
before they came together she was found withchild.

of the Holy Ghost. The continuative Sc' links the
new account with the preceding genealogy, R. 1184; it
merely ushers in the new section and is not adversative.
The name 705 xpmoa heads the paragraph; the addition
“Jesus” is not textually assured. This ofﬁcial name
links the new section with both v. 16 and v. 17. The
genitive, placed forward as it is, has the emphasis:
Christ's genesis is here recorded. Already this emphasis prepares for the miraculous manner of his entry

into the world. He who would be the Christ, the culmination of the entire history of divine promise, would
in his very genesis exceed all his human ancestors.
The assured reading is ye’rem, “generation" in the
sense of “origin"; not yam“, “engendering,” a narrower term with but minor textual authority. It is
the same word as that used in 1:1, where it is found as
a genitive with [31mm and is thus applied to the human

ancestry of Jesus, while here it is the main noun and
designates the conception and the birth of Christ.
This is evident from the predicate oiiw: iv, “was
thus” as is now to be described. It is the manner of
the origin which Matthew sets out to describe. No
other person had an origin “on this wise." The
origin of Adam was wonderful, indeed, that of the
second Adam is still more so. When Matthew sets
out to describe the manner of Christ’s genesis, the
fact as such is already taken for granted. We see
from the way in which Matthew begins that he is not
writing for readers to whom the matters he here re-

lates are altogether new. He mentions neither time
nor place. The latter is indicated only incidentally
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in 2:1, in a different connection. The persons, too,
are not formally introduced to the readers; their mention in v. 16 is quite suﬂicient for Matthew's purpose.
All we need is to be placed at the moment when the
miracle involved in the human generation of the Messiah became apparent to human eyes.
The genitive absol'ute, “his mother Mary having
been betrothed to Josep ,” is made to stand out
prominently by the very fact that this participial
clause is placed forward and even refers to the subject of the main sentence, R. 514, 1132. The aorist
passive participle designates the historical fact of the
betrothal which had occurred at a previous time. The
Jewish betrothal was a solemn promise before witnesses (Ezra. 16 :8; Mal. 2:14), embodying the essentials of the marriage vow. No further promises followed. In later times it was ratiﬁed in writing. By
virtue of the betrothal the bridegroom and the bride
became husband and wife as is also shOWn in the next
verse where Joseph is called Mary’s husband, and in

v. 20 where she is called his wife (Deut. 22:24).

It

is a mistake to regard “husband” and “ ' e” as proleptic terms denoting the husband and his wife to be.
This is reading into the Jewish procedure our modern
conception of an engagement. The Jewish betrothal
was the marriage itself. But the Jewish custom placed

an interval, longer or shorter, between the betrothal
and the bringing home of the bride to her husband’s
house.

No religious ceremony and no vows of any

kind accompanied this home-bringing although it was
made a festive occasion with a procession and a feast
following (Matt. 25:1, etc.). These Jewish procedures were only national and Oriental customs, not

laws enjoined by God; and however socially and morally binding upon Jews they were while in vogue, they
cannot now be imposed upon us as being of divine
right.
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Into this interval between the betrothal .and the
home-bringing Matthew places his readers when he
adds, “before they came together,” szv 77 with the in:
ﬁnitive, the main verb being afﬁrmative. We are,
of course, unable to say how long after the betrothal
or how soon before the expected coming together
Joseph made the discovery of Mary’s pregnancy. The
point is immaterial for Matthew’s narrative. The
aorist awdwczv denotes nothing but the home-bringing
which followed the Jewish espousal. It is not identical with coire or with “he knew her not” in v. 25,

although the home-bringing naturally included the
sexual union of the couple. Happily Joseph looked
forward to the festive day when with his friends he
would go and bring home his wife to his own home.
Then occurred what struck him as a calamity: his wife
“was found withchild.” The aorist cilpc'a'r] simply states
the fact; this verb is used instead of the more usual
37%” 01‘ ¢av¢p39 Judi, R. 1121, and Exouaa. (Epﬂpvov) c'v yaarpi,

“having (an embryo) in the womb,” is the conventional
Greek for “being withchild.”
We are not told that Joseph alone made the discovery of his wife’s condition. Yet neither Matthew
nor Luke refer to any other person. It is evident
from the evangelist’s statement that Mary had revealed
nothing to Joseph of the angel’s message given to her
and of- her submission to the will of God. The angel
had directed her to her relative Elisabeth in the hill
country, and she had gone to commune with this friend,
but as far as Joseph was concerned, having no intima-

tion as to what God’s will might be, she left all in God’s
hands. This was an act of absolute reliance upon God,
the more admirable the more we realize her situation
as it must have been.

An espoused woman, if found

unfaithful, could be punished with death, Deut. 22 :23,
24. To what extent this law was observed at this time
we have no means of knowing. Mary had absolutely
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no means of proving her spotlessness to Joseph or to
any other person in Nazareth. Misgivings and doubts
of various kinds, we may well assume, assailed her.
Her one refuge was to place herself altogether into the
hands of God. And this was well.

When describing Mary’s condition Matthew at once
adds the phrase: ix IIvaipm-os ‘Ayt'ou, “of the Holy Ghos ~."
This at once sheds the full light of divine truth upon
the fact here recorded. Matthew has the thought of
his readers in mind. Not for one instant are we left
in doubt; every unworthy thought is completely fore-

stalled.

In this brief phrase Matthew records what is

popularly called the virgin birth, and on this phrase
hangs the entire paragraph, yea, all else that the New
Testament reports concerning the Word made ﬂesh.
Either the eternal Son of God entered our race as Matthew here declares, or he did not. If he did not, if
Jesus was an ordinary human bastard, or Joseph’s
natural son by an act of forbidden cohabitation, then
they who will may call him their Savior — their lascivious fancy cannot raise him from the mire into which
they have cast him.
19) And Joseph, her husband, being righteous
and not willing to make her a public example
resolved to divorce her privately. We may also
translate, “as her husband”; for what Joseph resolved
to do was the right of a husband, which he was by virtue of his betrothal.
We must not bring in the idea
of “breaking off the engagement,” which is out of
line with this Jewish situation. The two motives
which inﬂuenced Joseph are indicated by the two
present participles. “Being righteous" marks Joseph
as a truly religious Jew, puts him in the same class
with Zacharias and Elisabeth who were “righteous
before God, walking in all the commandments and
ordinances of the Lord blameless,” makes him like
Simeon who was “righteous and devout.” The word
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refers to the heart as well to the conduct. As a
truly religious Jew, Joseph could not think of consummating his marriage with Mary under the present
circumstances.
But we hear nothing about a burst of anger on his
part; quite the contrary. “And not willing to make
her a public example” shows us the second motive for
the resolve he reached. He truly loved his betrothed
wife and was torn with grief because of what his
eyes saw in this gentle maiden whom he had always
'found a model of purity and who still bore this character. Two courses were open to Joseph: the one
harsher, to charge Mary with adultery and thus to
make her a public example (hapasuypml’m), letting
such Jewish law as was in force at that time take its
course; the other course, far more gentle, was to make
use of the lax divorce laws of the Jews and without charging her with any crime give Mary a letter of divorcement,
stating the cause in a veiled way or stating none at
all. Joseph resolved on the milder course; éﬁouhiov,
(aorist) means that he came to this decision, while
the durative 90m denotes only the desire that prompted
him. The verb (imam; is the regular term for divorcing one from the marriage tie, Matt. 5 :31, etc.; 19 :3-9;
Mark 10 :2-12. Already this answers the contention
that making her a public example signiﬁes giving her
a letter of divorce, and that Adapa a‘n'OAI-icral. means merely to separate from her by a mutual agreement. The

latter would be as little “secret” as the former, as far
as that point is concerned. Moreover, it would still
leave Joseph Mary’s legal husband. In addition, it
would not satisfy the law as then in vogue and thus
could not satisfy Joseph’s sense of right. Letters of
divorce were both private and legal, needing no publication before a court.
20) Joseph had not yet carried out the resolution at which he had arrived when God intervened.
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But when he had thought on these things, i. e.,‘had
turned them over in his mind and reached his decision, lo, an angel of the Lord appeared to him during a dream saying to him: Joseph, son of David,
fear not to take possession of Mary, thy wife; for
what was conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit.
And she shall give birth to a son, and thou shalt
call his name Jesus, for it is he that shall save his
people from their sins. The deponent, MumOc’woc,
here the aorist passive form, is transitive, R. 817. At
the proper moment God intervenes. His hand, is made
visible to'us in the earthly story of Jesus in a most remarkable way. As he guided the events pertaining to
his Son, so he still guides all things for his sons even
though his hand is now invisible. The angels of
heaven are his servants and messengers, and it has
been well said that we think of them too little amid
the changing circumstances of our lives and look only
for natural laws and natural causes, whereas God’s
help is often extended through supernatural hands.

The interjection i806, “lo” draws attention to the
astounding thing that occurred at this critical moment.
Behold the gracious guidance of God, his watchful care,
the wondrous way in which he works, and the certainty
with which he attains the necessary result! We have
no article with swam Kuptou, and thus this is one of
Yahweh’s angels, “that do his commandments, hearkening unto the voice of his word,” Ps. 103 :20 ; and not

the Maleach Yahweh who so frequently appears in the
Old Testament and is Yahweh himself. We may well
assume that this angel is Gabriel, the same one who
appeared to Mary, “the Mighty One of Jehovah,” or
“Hero of Jehovah,” to whom it was especially given
to assist in ushering the Son into the world. He
appears to Joseph “during a dream,” mm to indicate
extent and"amp found only in the nominative and the
accusative. The time for the fulﬁllment of Joel’s
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prophecy had come, “your old men shall dream dreams,
your young men shall see visions,” 2:28. Heaven had
approached earth, therefore angels drew nigh, and the
veil that hid their presence was pierced now and again.

We have no reason to think that this appearance
of an angel was different from the one described in
2:13, where evidently the vision came at night while
Joseph was asleep. We may well imagine Joseph lying
on his bed, thinking on these things while sleep for a
time ﬂed his eyes until at last he sank into unconsciousness. Then the wondrous dream came to him. Yet
Joseph did not dream about this angel.

It was not

like the unreal images, some lovely, some horrible, some
silly and senseless that come to a sleeper in a dream.
The angel of Joseph’s dream was real, Edwin), “he appeared.” God is able to use man’s waking and his
sleeping condition for making him see and hear his
angel messengers. And when God sends an angel
messenger to a sleeper he never has the least difﬁculty
in demonstrating that the appearance in the dream is
actual and not like the mere images that at other times
come to our consciousness during sleep. Joseph knew
that this angel had been at his bedside that night. He
regarded this dream and the one in 2:13 exactly as did
Zacharias and Mary the angel vision they beheld with
open eyes. Among the forms of revelation employed
by God, dreams, such as this of Joseph, occupy the
lowest rank. See Delitzsch, Biblische Psychologie.
God himself chooses the form of revelation, adapting it
to the person concerned. How did Matthew know
about Joseph’s dreams? Exactly in the way in which
Luke knew the events which he recorded about Jesus’
nativity. He who sent the angel to Joseph knew how
to have this and other events preserved truthfully for
the church of future days.
The angel addresses Joseph as “son of David,”
via: a nominative, usual in appositions to vocatives,
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R. 464. Matthew’s genealogy has shown Joseph to
be a descendant of the royal house of David; so also
was Mary. This fact is here made the basis of an
appeal to him on this most important occasion to prove
himself a true son of David, a man who has the Messianic faith of David, since the. promise to David was
now in course of fulﬁllment. “Son of David” regards
Joseph as a prince, and princely things were expected
of him, to be a protector of the very Prince of heaven
itself. Men love great names but so often fail to live
up to them.
The fears and the misgivings of Joseph are removed

because they have no foundation in reality; pt; oopqﬁe
is the subjunctive in an aorist negative command as in
the classics. Joseph would in no way compromise himself, condone a crime, risk his happiness, or do anything hurtful or doubtful in taking possession of his

wife, mpmpdv, which is much like comedy in v. 18,
save that it indicates Joseph's activity, while the latter

indicates that of Joseph and Mary.

0n the contrary,

by taking possession of his wife, bringing her to his
own home, Joseph would do God’s will, serve God's Son,
shield and protect the mother of his Lord, himself
receive a thousand blessings, and show himself a true
prince of David’s line. “It is an honor for the wedded
state that our Lord Jesus Christ, God’s Son, was not
born of a simple unmarried maid but of Mary who was

espoused as a true wife to Joseph, her husband.....
Thus also our Lord Christ was born of his mother
according to the law in wedlock and. honored it with
his birth.” Luther.
The real point which had induced Joseph’s decision

to divorce Mary is met most decisively by the M; clause
in the angel’s statement: “for what is conceived of her
is of the Holy Spiri .” “Conceived of the Holy Ghost,”
Apostolic Creed. “And was incarnate by the Holy
Ghost of the Virgin Mary and was made man," Nicene
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Creed. Thus all other Christian creeds, voicing the
united faith of all ages of the Christian Church. In
the Latin draft the Smalcald Articles add to “of the
pure, holy Virgin Mary," semper m’rgine (Concordia
Triglotta, 460), a conviction held in Reformation times
but devoid of actual Bible proof. “In Holy Scripture
the word born does not always signify the outward
birth as when the child comes from the mother’s body;
but the Scriptures, when speaking of our humanity,
also call that born when the child is made alive in the
mother’s body as is here clearly stated, ‘born of the
Holy Spirit,’ as was Christ.” Luther. Jesus had not
yet left the womb, hence 1'5 ymoév refers to the embryo
and its conception: “that which was conceived,” the
aorist pointing to the past act of conception; and thus
also the neuter article is used, leaving the sex unnamed.
In the phrase ix chtigmros 'Ayc'ou no article is needed
in the Greek, R. 761 and 795. This point has been
settled. This is true also with regard to owe and Klspt0$
These terms are really proper names and thus may or
may not have the article. Modernistic unitarian views
deny the plain grammatical fact in order to convert the
Third Person of the Godhead into the impersonal power
of God. Yet this assault is unable to abolish the virgin
birth. In the angel’s statement ‘Aytou is placed after
the Greek copula, lending an emphasis which the English cannot reproduce. If the angel had said “Spirit of
God,” the critics could more easily have found room
for their view; but “Holy Spirit” blocks every critical
effort. From this word of the angel Matthew borrowed the phrase he uses in v. 18. The Third Person
of the Godhead was so fully known to all Jews that no
word of explanation is added, either here in the case
of Joseph or in the case of Mary (Luke 1 :35), or in
the case of the crowds who listened to the Baptist
(John 1:32-34). Examine the evidence in detail in
all the Gospels and note that it includes the knowledge

48

The Intemretation of Matthew

of the Son as the Second Person. It is a critical claim
that the Trinity was not revealed to the Jews in the
Old Testament. The Jewish assaults against the deity
of Jesus never operated with the claim that no Son of
God and no Spirit of God existed but only with the idea
that this man Jesus should call himself God's Son.
The ineﬁ'able mystery of the incarnation is expressed
by the angel in the simplest words yet in the most

adequate way.

The same feature is evident in all

the evangelists when they speak of this mystery.
Here is one of the clear marks of divine inspiration;
facts and realities that the human mind will never
comprehend are expressed in words of utter simplicity
yet of perfect adequacy. In every case the fact is
placed beyond question as a fact, but the profundity of
the manner of the fact, how this or that is or. can be,
is left unrevealed. The reason for the latter is plain:
the how lies beyond human comprehension. Who can
understand how the conception took place a: Hudparoc
‘Ayiou when no man has yet understood just how a com-

mon human being with his personality and all his
physical and mental peculiarities is conceived in the
usual act of procreation? What ('1: contains is voiced
confessionally: “The most blessed Virgin bore not a
mere man but, as the angel testiﬁes, such a man as is
truly the Son of the most high God, who showed his
divine majesty even in his mother’s womb, inasmuch
as he was born of a virgin, with her virginity inviolate.
Therefore she is truly the mother of God and, nevertheless, remained a virgin.” Concordia Triglotta, 1023.
21) Still more completely are Joseph’s fears
dispelled: “And she shall give birth to a son,” etc.
Bengel remarks: “Not, to thee,” as the angel said to
Zacharias, Luke 1:13, when announcing the birth of the
Baptist; compare Gen. 17 :19, where Abraham is told,
Sarah “shall bear thee a son.” Though similar, the
angel’s statement to Joseph is vastly diﬂerent. Note
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how categorically it and also the next statement are
expressed: “she shall give birth to a son . . . he shall
save," etc. No if or and about it. The determinate
counsel and the foreknowledge of God never fail. And
now Joseph’s part in this counsel is revealed to him:
“and thou shalt call his name Jesus,” mucus, a volitive
future of command, differing from the simple futuristic
or predictive futures n’gmz and mam. God is instating
Joseph as the legal father and as the foster-father of
the unborn child. What was already indicated in the
bidding to “take possession of Mary, thy wife,” is here
stated in so many words. Joseph’s course is made
entirely clear. Only the choice of the child’s name
is not left to Joseph, for he is under a far higher
Father who himself attends to this important task.
God named his Son, ‘I-r’aoﬁc, “Yahweh is helper,"
“Yahweh saves”; see 1:1. The name is descriptive,
embracing the entire saving work of God’s Son; and
because of the divine character of this work it by impli-

cation describes also the person of the Son.
The reason for this name is clearly stated: “for
it is he that shall save his people from their sins.”
We must translate somewhat in this fashion in order to
bring out the fact that eta-6s emphasizes “he” in the
verb: “it is he—he alone” who shall save, etc. The
verb “to save,” oégew, like awnip and mompt'a, always
denotes rescue and deliverance from danger and, when
it is used soteriologically, rescue from the worst of
mortal dangers, that of sin, death, and hell. But
coupled with the act of rescue is the idea of keeping
those rescued safe and secure, preserving them so that
the danger shall not again involve them. Thus “to
save” is one of the cardinal terms of the Scriptures.
Compare 00:14”) in Mary’s hymn, Luke 1 :47, and cwmpz'a
in that of Zacharias, Luke 1:69.
“His people,” we ail-1'05, denotes the Jews but in the
sense in which Jesus said that he was sent to the lost
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sheep of the house of Israel. “His people” is not
restrictive: the Jews alone. The term is in place here,
for Joseph is to understand that Mary’s child is to
bring the deliverance long promised to the chosen
nation. By delivering the Jews he would deliver all
nations. It is impossible to give a double meaning to
“his people”: ﬁrst the people of Israel, and secondly
the spiritual Israel or all believers. The two fail to
harmonize. If faith and the actual appropriation of
salvation is to be the mark of M6: atroﬁ, then only a
small part of the Jewish nation is included in the second meaning.
The view that a paronomasia betvveen the name
“Jesus" and the verb “to save,” ought to be employed,
and that this paronomasia is lost by the use of au’xm
in the Greek, since the verb root is not identical with
the root of the name, is untenable. If a play on these
words might have been made in the Hebrew or the
Aramaic, this is no reason for insisting that it was,
thus made and that it was lost in the Greek because
the Greek translator of Matthew’s Hebrew failed to
reproduce it. This sort of proof will never establish
the fact that Matthew wrote his Gospel in Hebrew, and
that some unknown person later translated it into
Greek. See the introduction. Matthew wrote in Greek.
He properly explains “Jesus” by using aézuv. What
more is needed? What more could Matthew do in the
Greek, assuming that he thought of a paronomasia in
the Hebrew? He did as we do when we think of a play
on words which we might make in one language but
ﬁnd we cannot easily make in another—he did not
make it. It would be only an embellishment. Matthew wrote for Jewish readers who understood what
“Jesus” means; when, nevertheless, he adds the explanation in the Greek, this has a far higher purpose than
to make plain an etymology. He aims to show the
kind of “Jesus” this child would 'be.
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Jesus shall save his people “from their sins.” With
one stroke all political ideas are swept away for
Joseph, such as deliverance from the Roman yoke, or
from the ills this yoke had brought on the nation. The
real evils under which the Jews suffered were “their
sins." Sometimes the collective dpaprfa, “sin," is used,
heaping all together into one vast unit mass; again, as
here, this collective is spread out in the great plural
“sins,” all varieties and kinds, yea, each and every
individual thought, word, and deed by which men miss
the mark set by God's law — «imprint» “to miss the
mark.” These sins destroy us, body and soul, in time
and in eternity. To save from these sins is salvation
indeed. Who is mighty enough to effect such a salva-

tion? Only he who was conceived of the Holy Spirit
in the womb of Mary, God’s Son. For to save from
sins is to separate the sinner from his sins so that
these sins can no longer reach him or inﬂict their
deadly, damning power upon him. But what man ever
separated himself or another from even a single sin?
Every sin clings closer than a shadow and will cling
thus forever unless God’s own Son frees, rescues,
saves us.
22) And the whole of this has occurred in order
that it be fulﬁlled what was spoken by the Lord
through the prophet saying,
Lo, the virgin shall he withchild and shall give
birth to a son,
And they shall call his name Immanuel; which
is, when interpreted, With us God.
Several considerations lead to the conclusion that these
are still the words of the angel spoken to Joseph, all
except the clause which translates “Immanuel.” If
Matthew were here writing an observation of his own
he would be interrupting the narrative and should
have written these two verses after v. 25, where they
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would have been in place. In v. 18 he set out to tell
the ye'vctns of Christ, Which means both his conception
and his birth; but at the end of v. 21 we have heard
only of the conception, the birth not being mentioned
until v. 25. Weightier still is the consideration that
until the end of v. 21 the angel gave no support to
Joseph’s faith save only his word; but if v. 22, 23 are
words of the angel, he would give Joseph the strongest
kind of support by citing to him the very promise now
being fulﬁlled.
“The whole of this” is singular, hence not raﬁra
mim but foﬁ'ro am, this with all its features and parts.
The formula here used: “in order that it be fulﬁlled
what was spoken by the Lord (Kﬁpwc for Yahweh)
through the prophet,” is used almost constantly by
Matthew throughout his Gospel with only occasional
variation. He adopted this formula from the angel’s
lips. In every case the veracity of God is substantiated, the greatness, power, wisdom, and grace of God
who stands behind both the prophecy itself and its
eventual fulﬁllment. When the fulﬁllment is an act
of God such as the miraculous conception and birth of
his Son, God’s foreknowledge is due to his purpose,

his apéqzm is ﬁrst and his frpo’vams dependent thereon;
when the act foretold is one regarding man, the foreknowledge or wpdyvmt: is enough, infallibly recording in

advance what man will do.

The verb «qumoﬁ pictures

the promise or the prophecy as an empty vessel which
is at last ﬁlled when the event occurs. The preposition
{m6 introduces the direct agent with the passive verb,
and Sui the mediate agent, R. 820. The actual speaker
thus is Yahweh, and the prophet the medium or mouthpiece through (sui) which he speaks. This describes
exactly the miracle of prophecy and of divine inspiration. These prepositions, running, as they do, through
Scripture, are clear and convincing evidence of inspiration. God is the causa eﬂ'iciens (bani), God’s agents or
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instruments the causae instmmentales (81d) . The angel
did not need to name the prophet to Joseph who would
know that Isa. 7 :14 was referred to; and Matthew’s
readers would also know.
23) King Ahaz of Judah turned from Jehovah and
sought help from the heathen king of Assyria. When
he was told to ask a sign of God, either in the depth
or in the height above, with a pious phrase he declined
to do so. With strong rebuke Isaiah told Ahaz that
God himself would give him a sign, namely this sign,
that a virgin shall conceive and bear a son whose name
she would call Immanuel. This sign meant to Ahaz
that no helper would arise from the perverted house
of David as represented in the wicked male descendants; that all the following wicked generations would
perish; and that ﬁnally from this unnamed virgin the
great divine Helper, Immanuel, would be born. “L0” or
“behold" draws attention to the wonder.
In their denials of the virgin birth the critics say
that the Greek wapﬂe'voc, “virgin” or “maiden,” is misleading and declare: “The Hebrew has no thought of a
miraculous birth, for the term rendered "widen simply
means an adult woman, still young enough to become a
mother, and is by no means conﬁned to virgins." It is
true that ‘almah does not etymologically, like bethulah,
denote a virgin but in general a young woman, as ‘elem’

denotes a young man. They are like the German Jungfrau and Juengling. But this is only part of the story.
The LXX translated ‘almah 1', wapot'vos, “the virgin.”
Zahn reports that since the time of Jerome it has been
noted that in all the Old Testament passages where
'almah occurs it is always used for “virgin,” and that
also in Isa. 54:4 ‘alumim, coupled as it is with ‘alma.nuth (widowhood) , means only maidenhood. Moreover,
the Hebrew, the LXX, and Matthew have the article.
The sign is not that a. virgin, some young woman, shall
conceive in a natural way, but “the virgin," the spe-
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ciﬁc virgin to whom also Micah 6:3 refers. “It is the
virgin, whom the Spirit of prophecy reveals to the
prophet, and who, although he cannot name her, stands
before his soul as one chosen for extraordinary things.
How exalted she appears to him is indicated by her
giving the name to her son, and this the name Immanuel." Delitzsch (see his ﬁne comment on this
passage). The force of this comment is perceived
when we compare Isa. 8:8; 9:5, 6; 11:1-10. No married woman conceiving in the ordinary manner, and
no girl allowing herself to be seduced, could give birth
to a son as great as the one Isaiah describes in these
passages.
Isaiah’s sign was that the virgin would conceive

and bear a son whom she would rightfully call Immanuel, namely the Immanuel described by Isaiah himself: to be born, Isa. 7 :14; actually born, Isa. 9:6; in
his glorious reign, Isa. 11. The fulﬁllment of this
promised sign is the incarnation and virgin conception

and birth of God’s own Son, who by this wondrous
birth became “Immanuel,” “With us God."

Matthew

adds the Greek translation: Meo' may a ease, not so much
because his Jewish readers would not understand
“Immanuel" but in order to have them all and any
others dwell on the full signiﬁcance of this name. The
same angel told Mary that her virgin-born son would
be called “the Son of God,” Luke 1 :35. “He is God in
bodily presentation, therefore a miracle in the form
of a superhuman person.

We would not dare to say

this, because it transcends the Old Testament plane of
knowledge, but the prophet himself says so, Isa. 9:6;
10:21; his statement is as clear as possible, we dare
not darken it in the interest of a preconceived construction of history. The incarnation is, indeed, a

veiled mystery in the Old Testament, but the veil is
not so dense that it admits of ‘no rays striking through.
A ray of this kind, cast by the Spirit of prophecy into
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the spirit of the prophet, is this prophecy concerning
Immanuel. But if the Messiah is Immanuel in the
sense that, as the prophet explicitly says, he is himself
El (God), then his birth also must be a miraculous one.
The prophet, indeed, does not say that ‘the virgin’ who
had not known a man would hear a son without this, so
that the son would be born, not out of the house of
David, but as a gift of heaven into it; but this ‘virgin’
was and remained a riddle in the Old Testament, mightily stirring up the inquiry and search (I Pet. 1:10-12),
and awaiting a solution in historic fulﬁllmen ."
Delitzsch. This solution the New Testament records.
24) And Joseph, having arisen from his sleep,
did as the angel of the Lord ordered him and took
possession of his wife and did not know her until she
gave birth to a son; and he called his name Jesus.
What Joseph thought is left to our imagination. Matthew tells what he did. He obeyed the angel’s order
as one coming from Yahweh by bringing his wife to
his home and thus consummating the marriage entered
into at the time of the betrothal.
25) Normally this would include marital. sexual
intercourse. But the angel’s revelation to Joseph
concerning the divine nature of the child Mary had conceived, to which was undoubtedly added Mary’s communication about Gabriel’s appearance and revelation

to her, caused Joseph to forego this marital right. The
euphemism of»: e'ytmaxey afmiv is frequently found in the
Greek, also in the Hebrew and the Latin. The idea is
“to know intimately,” i. e., sexually, the verb being

intensiﬁed. The imperfect tense intends to take the
reader to the point marked by “until.” Yet this clause,
like all similar clauses in the New Testament, neither
states nor implies what occurred afterward. That the
writer must indicate otherwise. Luther’s semper
virgine in the Smalcald Articles can neither be sub
stantiated nor denied on the basis of this “until” clause.

56

The Interpretation of Matthew

The reason for assuming the full marital relation after
the birth of Jesus rests on other grounds, namely on
the marriage bond itself. What Mary and Joseph revealed about their relation before the birth is what

Matthew reports.

If this relation continued after-

ward, we have a right to expect that it, too, would
have been revealed and thus recorded by Matthew.
The ordinary reader must take it that Matthew was
altogether unconcerned about the intimacy after the
birth, and that thus this normal intimacy followed.
The matter cannot be decided by pointing to «parrd-roxov in Luke 2:7, as though “ﬁrstborn” implies that
other children were born later; see Exod. 13:2. The
question whether Joseph and Mary had other children
still remains an open question since no decisive statement occurs in the GOspels or elsewhere. Other children are named, but whether they were born to Mary
cannot be established. To resort to general principles
or considerations leads to no certainty.
We need not trouble about Isa. 7:14 where “the
virgin" is the one who calls her son Immanuel, and
Luke 1:31, where she is to give her son the name Jesus,
while in Matthew 1:23 the angel uses the plural “they
shall call,” and in v. 25 Joseph bestows the name as
commanded by the angel in v. 21. Joseph and Mary
acted in perfect harmony as to the name “Jesus.”
"Immanuel” was not a given name but was descriptive
of the divine nature of Jesus and of his incarnation.

CHAPTER ll
II
Christ’s Experience as a Child, Chapter 2

The Adoration of the Magi, 2:1-12
From the childhood of Jesus Matthew selects two
highly contrasting and highly signiﬁcant incidents:
Gentiles adore him as the King of the Jews, and the
king of the Jews attempts to murder him. While
Matthew does not state this, both incidents are prophetic for the Messianic King and for his kingdom.
1) Now after Jesus was born in Bethlehem of
Judea in the days of Herod, the king, 10, magi from
eastern parts arrived at Jerusalem. Here, as in 1:25,

the birth of Jesus is mentioned only in a minor clause,
intimating that it is not Matthew’s intention to furnish
only history. He selects the historical events for a
pragmatic purpose, so that each in its place and all
combined may convey what lies back of the events
themselves. Matthew thus reminds us of John, although each proceeds in his .own way. The place and
the time of the birth are not afterthoughts but pertain
directly to the account now in hand. The readers will
understand what follows when they are told that Jesus
was born in Bethlehem, close to Jerusalem, and “of
Judea” is added, not to distinguish this Bethlehem from
another in Galilee, but to draw attention to the fact
that Jesus, a descendant of Judah, was born in this
country that was at one time allotted to the tribe of
Judah; and also to bring this country into contrast
with Egypt and then with Galilee, to which Joseph
(57)
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ﬁnally retired, again living in Nazareth. Herod the
Great still ruled the land, bearing the royal title of king
which had been granted him by the Romans. His
introduction into the account is not intended to date
the birth of Jesus but to prepare for the action which
follows. Luke records the date of the birth more
exactly.
The surprising event now to be recorded is introduced by the interjection “10.” The surprise is so
great that the critics ﬁnd the account concerning the
magi incredible and reduce it to legend and myth.
They indicate this when they translate payer “magicians,” which to modern readers suggests charlatans.
Matthew’s account pictures these men as being of an
entirely different type. They were not sorcerers, conjurors, soothsayers, or the like. Their popular designation as “wise men” well deﬁnes what pa'ym. really
signiﬁes. The narrative presents them as astronomers, and this helps to indicate the part of the east

from which they came. This cannot have been Arabia.
Medo-Persia is also excluded, because the magi caste of
this territory was not noted for its study of the stars.
These magi hailed from Babylon, where since the most
ancient times and far down into the Christian Era
astronomy and astrology were sedulously pursued.
The fact that these magi undertook the long journey to
Jerusalem in order to discover the newborn “King of
the Jews,” whose star they had seen, indicates that
they were not Jews, but also that the great Messianic

hope of the Jews, a hope in which they as Gentiles had
place and part, had been communicated to them by
Jews and had fascinated their hearts. This tallies
with what we know of Daniel, who 600 years prior to
this was made “chief of the governors over all the wise
men of Babylon,” Dan. 2:48, “master of the magicians,
astrologers, Chaldeans, and soothsayers,” Dan. 5:11.
Those who think of later Jewish contacts may add

Matthew 2:1. 2
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them to what in Daniel's case is history. We must
next add the remarkable conversion to Judaism of
Helena, the queen of Adeabene, and of her son Izates,
about 40-50 after the birth of Jesus. The queen supplied Jerusalem with grain during a great famine,
Josephus, Antiquities, XX, 2, 1-5; 4, 3. The Mishna
reports that the king and his mother sent costly gold
vessels to the Temple in Jerusalem. The bones of both
these royal persons were sent to Jerusalem for burial.
To Matthew’s ﬁrst readers it did not seem so incredible
that a commission of magi should come to Jerusalem
from Babylon.
In later times many fancies arose regarding these
magi. We do not know whether they were three in
number, which conclusion rests only on the three kinds
of gifts they brought; and they were certainly not
kings, a fancy which was satisﬁed only with the thought
that kings should do homage to the King of the Jews.
Their names, too, are only inventions. The verb

mpqe’vero marks only their arrival in Jerusalem.
2) Saying, Where is he that was born king of
the Jews? For we saw his star in the east and came
to worship him. The question assumes as fact that
the birth has taken place; 6 uxoeis, the aorist passive
participle, denotes the past fact. The Greek is content
with this, not indicating that the fact occurred quite
recently. “King of the Jews” may recall to us the
superscription on the cross, also Nathanael’s exclamation, “King of Israel,” John 1:49.

“King" is one of

the Old Testament Messianic titles, and the fact that
the Messiah would reign was every Jew’s expectation.
“King of the Jews” marks these Chaldeans or “wise
men” as being Gentiles, though it indicates nothing
regarding the source from which they drew this title.
Rawlinson, The Cuneiform Inscriptions, 3, 51-64, reports regarding astrological tablets with formulas:
when this or that occurs, a great king will arise in the
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west; then justice and righteousness, peace and joy
will rule in all lands and bless all nations; and other
similar expressions. Most naturally these men came
to the Jewish capital to ﬁnd this King or at least to
learn of his whereabouts.
The ground on which the magi base their question
is their observation of “his star” (m'rroﬁ forward for
emphasis). They call this star “his” because they
deem its appearance a sign that the expected King has
also appeared. The singular in the phrase iv 1-,}
harm) cannot be identical with the plural in v. 1 and
denote the eastern country of Babylon whence the magi
came. This phrase must denote the eastern heavens
where the star was ﬁrst observed by these astronomers.
Effort has been made by searching ancient records,
even Chinese astronomical tables, and noted astronomers like Kepler have joined it in order to determine
something about this star. Some have thought of a
comet, some of a constellation, some of a meteor, etc.,
but all to no purpose. Nothing deﬁnite has been determined beyond what Matthew reports the magi themselves as saying. We must note what is said in v.
9, 10. It ought to be plain that this was not a star
such as others that our astronomers observe and study.
It appeared and then vanished; ﬁnally it reappeared,
moved on before the magi, and then stood above where
the child was in Bethlehem. No star such as we note
'in the distant skies could behave in this manner. What
these magi saw was a startling phenomenon, shining
brightly like a star but so low in the heavens that it
could stand above a house and indicate it in distinction
from other houses. How high it stood when ﬁrst seen,
and how low it sank when it guided the magi to
Joseph’s home is not stated. No wonder astronomers
have been puzzled. This star is a miraculous phenomenon, vouchsafed to these magi by God in order
to lead them to Jesus. First its mission is to start
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them on their journey; next its mission is to guide them
to the very house where Jesus was to be found.
These men read the purpose of the star aright.
How they connected it with the Messiah we shall never
know. That they did so they themselves say. “We
came,” they say, “to worship him," wpoaxuvﬁaat, to
prostrate ourselves before him in the Oriental manner
of deepest obeisance as beﬁts the humble subjects of
a great Oriental monarch or the humble worshippers
of God.
3) Now when Herod, the king, heard it he was
troubled, and all Jerusalem with him.

This reads as

though the magi did not at once go to Herod; in v. 7 he
calls them to himself secretly. The news of the search
of the magi became known in the city, and word was
brought to Herod. He was troubled, c‘fapdxo'q, inwardly
shaken and upset. “And all Jerusalem with him,” in
company with him. ‘Icpoadxuaa is here considered a feminine singular like the indeclinable transliterated form,
R. 263; see also 3:5. The reason why the city was
troubled cannot have been the same as that which upset

the king. To say that the city was devoted to the king
and feared that its interests would suffer with those
of the king is to misconceive the situation. Herod
understood well enough that the King referred to by
the magi was the promised Messiah of the Jews. What
he feared was a grand Jewish movement in favor of
this royal Messiah, dethroning the alien house of
Herod which had usurped the throne of David. The
city readily guessed the true reason of Herod’s agitation and on its part feared the violent measures the
bloody old despot might take in putting down any
movement that might arise in favor of the Messiah

King. The contrast is highly dramatic and signiﬁcant:
the Gentile magi come from distant lands to worship
the newborn King, Herod and the Jewish capital are
upset at the thought of such a King.

62

The Interpretation of Matthew

4) Herod’s ﬁrst move is to ﬁnd out where the
Messiah is to be born. Superstitions fear of’the truth
of the sign the magi have seen is combined with conﬁdence in Scripture prophecies; and yet the wickedness in his heart imagines that he will be able to
destroy this royal Babe. And having gathered all
the high priests and scribes of the people, he inquired of them where the Christ is born. He calls a
plenary session of the Sanhedrin. While this body
was composed of three sets of members: the high
priests, the scribes, and the elders, all three are not
always mentioned when designating this body. “0f
'the people” may be construed with both preceding
nouns. The scribes were the professional students of
the law and the experts in its exposition; only the most
prominent of them held membership in the Sanhedrin.
The plural “high priests" refers to the family of the
ruling high priest. The oﬁice was no longer held for
life but was transferred from one to another for
political reasons. Former high priests still retained
the title, which seems to have been accorded also to
other relatives of the high priest who were members
of the Sanhedrin. Either in person or through a
representative the king demanded to know “where the
Christ is born.” The question clearly indicates that
Herod knows who is referred to by “the King of the
Jews”; 6 xpméc is, of course, appellative. The present
tense may be considered a futuristic prophetic present,
R. 866, or the timeless present in an abstract statement.
5) But they said to him, In Bethlehem of Judea;
for thus it has been written through the prophet:
And thou, Bethlehem, land of Judah,
By no means art least among the leaders of

Judah;
For out of thee shall come forth one that leads,
Who shall shepherd my people Israel.
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Herod may have known the answer to his question,
for the Jews generally knew it as John 7:42 plainly
shows. What Herod wanted was an ofﬁcial, authoritative declaration from the highest authority available.
His Wicked motive must not blind us to the good sense
he showed by demanding an answer from the Sanhedrin. Yet we note the hand of God in the providence
which has put the Sanhedrin of the Jews, its highest
religious authority, back of the Scriptural ﬁnding that
the Messiah must be born in Bethlehem, and that the
Old Testament so declares in Micah 5:2. The very
great value of this providence Matthew felt when he
wrote this Gospel for Jewish readers. Every Jew

down to this day is faced by Micah 5:2 and the Sanhedrin's answer to Herod. The Messiah is an individual not the Jewish nation itself. His birth must
occur in Bethlehem and nowhere else. If Jesus is not
this Messiah, then let the Jew tell us what Micah 5:2
means and let him contradict both this prophet and his
own Sanhedrin if he will.
Very properly the Sanhedrin quotes the Scripture
passage from which its answer is drawn. From what
other source could any true answer be drawn? Moreover, to this day all men are able to examine the
answer and to see for themselves whether it is correct
according to Micah’s word. It most certainly is. “In
Bethlehem of Judea" must stand even as the Sanhedrin pronounced. The only alternative is to reject
Micah and together with him the Old Testament as
such. When this is done, all divine religious grounds
have been removed. The perfect tense 'ye’ypa‘n'rat must
be noted as the constant formula for the written Word:
once thus written, it stands forever. Note also 8d, as
in 1:22, “through the prophet," he being the instrument, God the real agent; compare 1:22 on this mark
of inspiration. Matthew’s Gospel is full of Old Testament quotations; but it is surely noteworthy that
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the ﬁrst two quotations recorded by Matthew are
adduced, not by him, but by others, by an angel and
by the Sanhedrin. When, then, Matthew himself
quotes the Old Testament, we see that he only follows
these notable examples.
6) The fact that the quotation is made by the
Sanhedrin itself and not by Matthew is as clear as that
the ﬁrst quotation is made by the angel in 1:23. It
is an unwarranted assumption, underlying so much of
the comment on quotations, that all‘quotations must be
exactly literal and reproduce the ipsissima verba. of the
original. The New Testament writers use the same
freedom in quoting that we ourselves and others use.

We dare not misquote, which means that we dare not
change the true meaning of the original. Beyond that
we are free. Part of this liberty is that we may quote
interpretatively, which means that we may make such
changes in the original as will bring out its true meaning for the situation or the case we may just have in
hand. The one point for which the Sanhedrin quotes
Micah 5:2 is the name of the place of the birth of the
Messiah. The deviations from the original intend to
make the prophet’s meaning fully clear as to this point.
Thus the ancient name “Ephratah” (“fruitful”) was
not needed in addition to the current name “Bethlehem"
(“house of bread"); and the Sanhedrists substituted
“land of Judah” from I Sam. 17:12: “Beth-lehemjuda ,” since the comparison of the prophet dealt with
the section in which Bethlehem lay and the other
sections of Judah.
The change from, “too little to be among the thousands of Judah” (thus literally), to, “by no means
least,” etc., states the thought only in a little different
way. Too little to have a place when the thousands
were counted by no means puts this section down as the
least among all the sections. This is really a ﬁne
litotes, for it means to say that this little section is
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really the greatest of all because it would be the birthplace of the Messiah. An ’eleph is a thousand, counting families and family heads, and ’alluph is Gauhaeuptling, the head or chief of a section having at
least a thousand families. When the Sanhedrin thus
used the plural of the latter instead of that of the
former, so that Matthew wrote in Greek, en mi; ﬁytpécnv,
it is altogether unnecessary to assume that the Sanhedrists had a Hebrew text that was different from
ours, or that the supposed translator of Matthew’s
Hebrew Gospel mistranslated; for each sectiOn in
Judah naturally had a fryepasv, a leader or chief. Instead of naming “the thousands” (population) the
Sanhedrists merely named “the leaders or chiefs” of
the thousands. They thus also secure a play on words
between iv rots ﬁyquiaw and ﬁ‘yotiluvoe: “among the leaders” and “one that leads” (the Messiah). The many
lead only their respective thousand, but this One leads
all Israel. The wording of the Sanhedrists is thus
decidedly to the point.
“Shall come forth” translates Micah's verb quite
exactly; as also the question to be answered deals with
the birthplace of the Christ. The Sanhedrin so understood the prophet’s word. Their ﬁnal words, “who
shall shepherd my people Israel,” are nothing but an
expansion of Micah’s words, “he that is to be ruler in
Israel," adapting II Sam. 5:2. Micah's fourth line is
omitted as not being pertinent to the answer desired
by Herod. The ﬁgure of shepherding a people, ruling
them with the wise and tender care of a shepherd, thus
recalls the rule of David and brings in an expression
often found in both Testaments.
7) The wily king now knew the place; he needed
to know another point: the time of the birth. In
6 uxoa’c (v. 2) the magi had stated only that the King
“was born.” Then Herod, after secretly calling the
maxi, ascertained from them the time of the shining
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star. The inquiry addressed to the Sanhedrin was
public and stated exactly and openly what Herod
desired to know. His question had a natural air as
being one prompted by the curiosity aroused by the
arrival of the magi and as meeting their inquiry:
where is this King? The meeting with the magi is
secret for the reason that Herod wants to hide his
interest in the matter of this King, lest Jerusalem
become suspicious regarding this interest, and the
populace be still more disturbed. In this secret audience the king also hides his intent. He really wants
to ﬁnd out just when this King was born. But he says
nothing about this King or his birth. He is curious
only about the star, in particular about “the time" of
the star, i. e., the length of time it shone. His real
object is to ﬁnd out just when it ﬁrst appeared, for he
thinks that will mark the date of this King’s conception
or of his birth.
The present participle ¢awouéuou is generally regarded as an imperfect, since the imperfect has no
participle and thus uses the present: “the time of the
star that shone or appeared,” i. e., how long it shone.
But it may also be used irrespective of time, since the
point Herod was after was 75:! xpévoy, the extent of the
time. The implication is that the star was now not
visible. The magi could not point to it in Jerusalem:
they did not again see it until the night they left for
Bethlehem (v. 9). While it may be true that the ﬁrst
appearance of the star in Babylonia was coincident
with the conception or with the birth of Jesus, just as
Herod probably assumed, we do not know how long it
shone, how soon after its appearance the magi realized
what it signiﬁed, or when at last they started for
Jerusalem. The two years and under in v. 16 only
indicate that Herod meant to make sure that Jesus
would be caught in the slaughter; in other words, he
allowed his minions an ample margin. The exact date
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of Jesus’ birth cannot be determined from the present
narrative.
8) Herod learned what he wanted to know for his
purpose without raising suspicion in the magi. In
fact, he pretended the same religious interest in this
King as that which animated the magi. And he
sent them to Bethlehem and said, When you have
gone, carefully search out about the young child.
And when you ﬁnd, report to me in order that I, too,
may come and worship him. A lie such as this
could hope to impress the magi, who knew neither

Herod nor Jerusalem, only when it was offered to them
in a secret conference. Unwittingly these Oriental
admirers of the Messianic King are to become Herod’s
tools for that king’s destruction. The hellish net is
most cunningly spread. The aorist participle «(Nae
here expresses time that is simultaneous with that of
the aorist main verb clmv. We must use two ﬁnite
verbs and thus lose the point that the sending is the
minor action. nopwoc’me, however, indicates action
previous to that of éecrdaau, hence: “when you have
gone, search out,” etc. The same is true regarding
the purpose clause: “that I, too, having come, may
worship him."
9) Elated over the valuable information they had
received and over the king’s holy sentiments, so perfectly in accord with their own, the magi left the
audience and that very night departed for Bethlehem.
And they, after hearing the king, went. And, lo,
the star which they saw in the east was going before
them until, having come, it stood above where the
young child was. After the audience With the king
the magi promptly left for Bethlehem. The aorist
merely reports the fact. Signiﬁcantly they left alone.
No numerous delegation from Herod’s palace accompanied them to help in discovering the Child and to
join in worship of the Messiah King. Were the magi
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struck by this signiﬁcant circumstance?

They went

on alone.

The road to Bethlehem, a journey of only two hours,
was direct and most easy to ﬁnd; the magi needed no
guide. Hence the surprise marked by “10” at the
appearance of the star. The tense in the expression
“which they saw in the east” (see v. 2‘), implies: and
not since then. At that time they saw it “in the east,”
i. e., in that direction; now it “was going before them,”

1rpor'rycv, the descriptive imperfect. But this imperfect,
picturing the movement as going on, requires that we
be told how it ended. So the clause with the aorist
follows: “until, having come, it stood," etc. The star
moved as a guide; the star arrived (exam); the star
stood (Ea-reign). It is all perfectly plain, absolutely
miraculous, unlike any star that ever existed.
We are, however, told that the star did not move,
that the magi went only in the general direction of the
star; it was “no guiding star”; the whole thing was
merely an optical illusion and the star appeared to
stand still only when the magi stood still. We are
also told about stars in the heart, which act like the

magnet pointing toward the pole. Finally, we are told
that the star did not do what Matthew writes because
this was impossible. All these views operate with a
star high in the heavens like the other stars and forget
that on a clear night literally hundreds of stars will
twinkle above Bethlehem, and no new star among them
could direct any man either on the way or to a certain

house in the town, or, for that matter, in the open
country.

Unless Matthew is telling a ﬁctional child’s

story, this star hung so low, with a light brilliant to
the eye, that it did just what he reports: move just
above the road, move from north to south, and ﬁnally
stand above the very house where the Child was, so low
that it designated that house and no other.

The idea

that the magi inquired for a house where a boy had
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recently been born is not indicated in the text.
pointed out the house by means of his star.
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10) Now when they saw the star they rejoiced
With joy exceedingly great. Evidently this took
place when they again beheld the star after leaving
Jerusalem. The participle, though used with a verb
of emotion, is circumstantial, R. 1122, indicating the
cause of the joy. Already the cognate accusative
ixa'pmmv xapév, “they rejoiced with joy,” means that they
rejoiced greatly; but Matthew adds both an adjective
and an adverb: “rejoiced with joy very great,” was”,
one of Matthew’s favorite words. Luther thinks the
magi felt sad before this, yet they seem to have been
happy enough. But when the star appeared and moved
as it did, their joy knew no bounds; for not only was
God directing them miraculously, they also knew they
would soon be in the presence of the King. That star
has left a radiance of “joy exceedingly grea ” which
has never grown dim.
11) And having come into the house, they saw
the young child together with Mary, his mother; and
having fallen dowu, they worshipped him; and having opened their treasures, they oﬂered him gifts:
gold and frankincense and myrrh. Three circumstantial aorist participles to indicate the preliminary
and minor actions, three aorist ﬁnite verbs to express
the main actions, the .three sentences constructed alike,

and the whole most graphically told. “The house” =
“where the young child was,” the house indicated by
the star. This by no means has Matthew say that
Jesus was born in this house. It is now some time
after the birth. Joseph undoubtedly secured a house
for his little family at the earliest possible moment

after the birth. The mention of only Mary with the
child is probably due to the fact that they found the
child in her arms. No signiﬁcance is to be attached
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to the omission of the mention of Joseph who must
have admitted the magi at the door.
The great fact must ever be noted that the magi
fell down and worshipped this child, born in this little
village and not in Jerusalem; living in a house and in
surroundings of the poorest kind; lying in the arms
of a mother who was ranked among the lowliest of
the land.
And these were men who were often in the
presence of the king of Babylon, themselves high,
mighty, and wealthy. From the capital and King
Herod they had, come to this poor house. They treat
it as the grandest of palaces and this little child as
the most glorious king. How could they do this?
Their hearts must have beheld what their eyes did
not see.
The little pronoun at"; is noteworthy. Not to the
child and to Mary but to the child alone they offer
their worship and their gifts. What could the little
child know about prostration and offerings? The only
others present were Mary and Joseph, and surely the
magi could not desire to impress two such humble
people. The question is therefore rightly asked
whether these magi thought only of an earthly king.
Everything about them and their arrival in the presence of this Babe points to a religious understanding
on their part. God would not lead men as he had
led them if this child were only exceptional in this
regard, that through some future providence Herod’s
throne or some earthly realm like Babylon should become its possession. The verb wpomivcyxav beﬁts offerings made to God.
Their “treasures” are the receptacles in which
their valuable gifts were kept. We do not read that
they brought gifts to Herod even when they had their
audience with them. The gifts they had carried many
a mile from Babylon are for this little Child who is
able to receive them only through his parents. And
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they are certainly royal gifts. To call them products
of their land is probably a mistake. We know of no
gold native to the territory of Babylon, and frankincense and myrrh of the ﬁnest quality came from India
and, undoubtedly, were imported. That gold should
be an offering seems natural. If jewels and ﬁne
apparel had been added, these, too, would have been
in order. But what was this child to do with the
ﬁne odor of frankincense which was burnt on altars,
or with myrrh, an aromatic gum, or the perfume
drawn from it? If these offerings, so lavishly proffered, have a religious motive they are more readily
intelligible. If these magi see before them a divine
child they are right in offering not only the gold with
the thought of relieving his poverty but in carrying
out their original intention and now not holding back
the frankincense and the myrrh.
The modems esteem these gifts too lightly when
they call them merely royal. They often ask what this
or that person had in mind when he said or did this or
that, but such an inquiry does not seem to come to
their minds when they read about the magi making
these gifts. The ancients. did better: gold, they
thought, was intended for the child as being the King; ..
frankincense for him as being God; and myrrh for
him as destined to die. This interpretation is both
the oldest and the most widely accepted. Devout
minds of later times content themselves with allegorizing for devotional and homiletical purposes: the gold
of faith, the frankincense of prayer, and the myrrh
of patient suffering. This allegorizing is typically
modern by letting the gifts reﬂect, not what the Child
is (King, God, Sacriﬁce), but what we do (believe,
pray, suffer). The ancients were nearer the truth.
The thought that the price these gifts brought
assisted in the ﬂight to Egypt is foreign to Matthew’s
narrative.
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12) And having been divinely warned in a
dream not to turn back to Herod, they withdrew by
another road to their country. The verb qupau’tm is
used with regard to any divine communication; the
idea that here it was in the form of a warning is
derived from the situation alone. The verb does not
always imply that God is ﬁrst askedand then makes
a reply. Just as God sent the star so he sent this
communication. The entire journey of the magi-thus
appears as being under God’s immediate direction.
On the phrase “in a dream," and on the use of dreams
in giving revelations, see 1:20. The magi are not
innocently and unwittingly to play into Herod’s murderous hands. God is guarding the holy Child. In
dwaxwpczv lies the idea of withdrawal from danger;
the magi slipped away by taking the road to Jericho
and across the Jordan and thus were beyond the power
of Herod.
Matthew himself does not say that the coming of
these Gentiles was a fulﬁllment of prophecy. Probably, when Matthew wrote his Gospel, this incident
had not yet been made- the subject of Jewish attack
and thus for Jewish readers did not need to be fortiﬁed
by references to prophecy. Yet Ps. 72:10; Isa. 60:6,
and other prophecies are certainly in line with the

present remarkable incident. Matthew, it seems,
regards the adoration of the magi as itself being a
factual prophecy of the future reception of the King
of the Jews in the great Gentile world, even as he
closes his Gospel with the commissioning of the church
and the apostles to all nations. The great contrast
between Jerusalem and the magi is signiﬁcant to the
highest degree. The magi come all the way from
Babylon, Jerusalem has Bethlehem right at its door.
God condescends to use a strange star, a means‘
adapted to the magi, for bringing them to the revelation in the Word (Micah) and thus to the Messiah,
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and these magi respond wholeheartedly; Jerusalem
has had the Word for ages and, when it learns of
Bethlehem through the magi, responds not at all.
From Jerusalem comes only an attempt to murder
the Messiah. The cold facts as here recorded are
certainly damaging to the Jews. The news that
their highest and holiest hopes are being realized
leaves them under the dominance of the lowest
motives. It has been well said: the apologist becomes
a prosecutor.

The Sanhedrists are frequently represented as
being orthodox, correct in doctrine but spiritually
dead. Flings at teachers of sound theology are then
based on this view. But the high priests were rank
liberalists in doctrine, and the entire question in the
present case was one of mere location with which
doctrine is even now not concerned.
Graver is the
assault on Matthew’s use of the narrative concerning
the magi, making history reﬂect an underlying idea.
Zahn’s reply is to the point. “Is it, therefore, not to
be history? Or is this name merited only by the
brutal facts which torture the thoughtful and the
godly observer of history because they leave his mind
empty?”

The Sla/ughter of the Innocents, 2:13-25
13) Now when they had withdrawn, 10, an
angel of the Lord appears to Joseph in a dream, saying: Arise, take the young child and his mother and be
ﬂeeing into Egypt and be there until I shall tell the.
For Herod is about to seek the young child in order
to destroy it. Matthew frequently uses the genitive
absolute as a temporal clause: “they having withdrawn,” the participle being drawn from the verb used
in v. 12, civaxmpdv, here “to evade danger.” Matthew’s
entire account reads as though Joseph intended to
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remain in Bethlehem indeﬁnitely had it not been
for the intention of Herod. The Child must have
been weeks old by the time the magi arrived. The
impression their surprising visit made is at once followed by another with a surprise of the very opposite
kind. If the magi left Jerusalem toward evening and
arrived in Bethlehem an hour or so after dark, they,
as well as Joseph, received the divine warning that
same night, and both the magi and Joseph must have
left Bethlehem that very night. On “an angel of the
Lor ” and on the matter of divine communications
in a dream, as well on «mi in the phrase employed,
see 1:20. The interjection “10" has its own peculiar signiﬁcance in this instance because of the
startling nature of the message. God honors Joseph
as the legal father and also the foster-father of Jesus.
The care of the Child 'is in his hands, and so the angel
comes to him with directions.
The angel’s command is literally, “Having arisen,
take possession of the young child,” etc. The accessory action is expressed by the aorist participle, the
passive form with the active meaning. The main verb

wanAaﬁe is identical with the one used in 1:20, the
aorist tenses to indicate single acts. Joseph is to arise
at once, bundle up the Child and Mary, and hurry from
Bethlehem with them. The present imperative 4x137:
is durative to indicate the ﬂight that will require days
of travel. “To Egypt” Joseph is to move his little
family, to a distant, foreign land, to which he had
never expected to go. Yet many Jews lived also in

Egypt; Joseph would ﬁnd many countrymen and
friends there.

The magi are warned in only the

briefest way, just “not to turn back to Herod”; but
Joseph, as in. 1:20, etc., receiVes both full directions
and adequate explanation. He is to stay in Egypt

until the angel himself tells him when to come back,
thus promising him another appearance at a future
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day. And now the reason for these astonishing directions is stated with great clearness. On their brief
visit the magi may well have told how they had seen
the star in Babylonia, and how Herod had directed
them to Bethlehem, and how by the aid of the star
they had found the very house in which the holy
family lived. Now the perﬁdy of Herod is revealed
to Joseph: “Herod is about to seek the young child
in order to destroy it," pe'Mu with the present inﬁnitive
with m? is constantly used to express purpose, and the
aorist droxe’m indicates a brief, momentary act.
So close to adoration and offerings murder stalked.
We may well imagine the consternation that followed
when, shortly after the dream, Joseph awoke and also
awakened Mary. Yet they felt ,safe under Jehovah's
protection, whose angel had brought them warning.
We may ask just why Jehovah chose ﬂight for the
Child instead of using some other means to thwart
Herod’s plans. Later we shall see Jesus repeatedly
evading his murderous enemies. God knows how to
use both supernatural and natural means, and in the
present case both are combined.
14) And he, having arisen, took the young child
and his mother at night and withdrew to Egypt.
The genitive wxrds expresses time within which, “at
night," at some hour during the night. When morning came, the family had disappeared, and the magi
had also disappeared. If a few people in Bethlehem
had seen them the evening before, they must have
been greatly perplexed the next morning when they
as well as Joseph’s little family were gone. Observe
the verb “withdrew," the same verb used in verses
12 and 13. While Bethlehem was deep in sleep,
Joseph and his charges ﬂed. We cannot think that
they told a soul that they were leaving or whither they
were going, lest Herod should ﬁnd out and overtake
them; for, surely, they could not travel rapidly.

76

The Intemetation of .Matthew

The way in which Matthew narrates these events
is characteristic of him. He has details enough, but
all his details are quite essential to his aim and purpose. Many details that we should like to have inserted in order to picture the events as they actually
occurred are sternly omitted. Matthew’s eye is directed toward the Old Testament, where God drew
the outlines of the coming Messiah, and these outlines
Matthew ﬁlls in with the actual history of the Messiah who had come. This greater purpose is enough
for him, and all that .is less he leaves aside. We
should like to know whether Joseph and Mary went
afoot, or whether for Mary at least an ass was provided, as the painters love to picture the Flight. But
Matthew has no answer to such questions. They ﬂed
at night— that is all.
15) And he was there until the death of Herod,
that it might be fulﬁlled what was spoken by the
Lord through the prophet, saying, Out of Egypt did
I call my son. Nothing is as yet said about the return, only the duration of the stay in Egypt is stressed.
And with this stay Matthew connects the second line
of Hos. 11:1. The same formula of quotation is used
as was used in 1:22, which see. “What was spoken
by the Lord,” 13 ﬁqoe’v, is what we now possess in writing. The neuter aorist participle states only the past fact
of God’s speaking, while in the other regularly employed
formula (v. 5) the perfect yéypamm adds to the past
fact of writing the present existence of that writing.
By referring to the written Word as “what was
spoken by the Lord,” Matthew marks each written
statement of the Word as something that was spoken
by the Lord. How this formula expresses inspiration,
and that in the true Biblical sense, we have pointed
out in 1:22.
Matthew naturally discards the LXX with its plural 7a n’xva, which is well enough for general purposes
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but not nearly exact enough for what the prophet
really says and what Matthew intends to use. So
he himself translates the Hebrew: “Out of Egypt

did I call my son.”

In this ﬁrst Old Testament quota-

tion which Matthew introduces of his own accord
he cites only the words he intends to use. And this
is the real difference between the present quotation
and that made by the Sanhedrin in v. 6, where the
essential point was only the name of the birthplace,
and all other words were of minor importance and
could thus be rendered with any desired freedom if
only their general sense remained. See the remarks
on v. 6. Now Hos. 11:1 is really only a historical
statement although it is made by Jehovah himself.
The ﬁrst line of the passage, “When Israel was a
child, then I loved him,” shows that Jehovah is speaking of the childhood period of Israel when the young
nation grew up in Egypt. Matthew- reads Hos. 11 :1
in exactly that sense and changesnothing. And yet
he says that this statement of the prophet found its
fulﬁllment when the child Jesus dwelt in Egypt. In
what sense does Matthew understand: “that it might
be fulﬁlled”?
He certainly intends more than a mere coincident
resemblance between the childhood of Israel as Jehovah’s son or chosen nation and the childhood of Jesus,
the divine Son, both spending their early days in
Egypt and thus both being called back from Egypt
into the Holy Land. Mere accidental coincidences
amount to little. Matthew sees far more here. Mere
escape from Herod was not nearly all that God had
in mind for Jesus. Then he might have arranged for
the transfer of the holy family to Babylon by the
aid of the magi. Abstractly considered it would have
made no difference from what foreign land God would
recall Jesus. What Matthew points out is an inner
and divinely intended connection between the two
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sojourns in Egypt. God brought about the ﬁrst
sojourn and made that ﬁrst sojourn a factual prophecy
of the second, which he also brought about. The ﬁrst
is thus a divinely intended type of the second. It is
not accidental that the angel sent Joseph to Egypt and
to no other land. In addition to the word-prophecies
we must recognize the fact-prophecies. It is the
nature of the latter that they can be recognized only
by and through their fulﬁlment. It is always the
antitype which reveals the type as what it really is
in God’s original intention. So here we see how the
wickedness of Jacob's sons brought Joseph to Egypt,
and Herod’s wickedness did the same in the case of
Jesus. Again, God caused this wickedness to lead
to a refuge for the youthful people Israel in the shelter
of Egypt, and then sheltered Jesus in Egypt in the
same way. His wisdom and his love arranged it
all.
But God did more. Into the type he laid the key
for the future recognition of the antitype. Matthew
does not refer merely to the fact of Israel’s early
sojourn in Egypt. The fact itself contains no key.
He takes Hosea's inspired statement of the fact in
which the child Israel is by Jehovah himself called
“my son." Read apart from the antitype, this designation had only its ordinary meaning, but read in conjunction with the antitype Jesus, “my son" becomes
highly signiﬁcant. Deut. 32:18 states that Israel was
begotten as Jehovah’s son, and this is a fatherhood
which exceeds that of Abraham and of Jacob
(Isa. 63:16) and thus points to the miraculous begetting of the Son Jesus “of the Holy Spirit” (1:20;
Luke 1:35). We now see how Matthew connects “my
son” in Hosea and Israel’s early sojourn in Egypt as
a true type and a divinely intended prophecy of “my
Son," the Messiah, who likewise must sojourn in
Egypt. Both had to leave the Holy Land, and all
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the Messianic hopes connected with them seemed to
be utterly lost in far-oﬁ Egypt. Yet “did call out of
Egyp ” places the sure hand of God behind all these
hopes. Israel returned from Egypt for its mission,
and so did this greater Son, Jesus.
We have seen that Matthew connects Hosea’s word
with the stay of Jesus in Egypt and not with the
return from Egypt. which is not reported until v. 21.
This rightly leads to the conclusion that something
is connected with that stay. Back into the ﬁrst century the Jewish slanders have been traced (Zahn,
Matthews, 108) which prolonged the stay of Jesus in
Egypt and made him there learn the magical arts, the
formulas of which he etched into his skin and afterward
practiced as miracles in the Holy Land. Matthew
meets these slanders effectively. Israel itself lived in
this same Egypt for a long time; only as a small child
was Jesus in Egypt, for three years and six or seven
months; and it was the Jewish king’s intent of murder
that necessitated the stay in Egypt. The true facts
remove the slanderous allegations.
16) Now the narrative proceeds. Then Herod,
when he saw that he was made a fool by the magi,
was highly enraged, and, having sent, slew all the
boys in Bethlehem and in all the borders thereof
from two years old and under, according to the time
which he ascertained from the magi. The magi had
not come back as they had very likely promised to do

when Herod gave them their directions. Since Bethlehem was only two hours distant, Herod must have
looked for them the next day, at least the second day.
Then, becoming suspicious, it was a matter of a few
hours to discover that the magi had vanished.

The rest

follows blow upon blow. Matthew has allthe dramatic
essentials, though,~of course, as is his method, these
alone.- Herod saw “that he was made a fool by the
magi," c'mrat'tw, einen zum Narren haben. The con-
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viction ﬂashed into this deceiver’s mind that the magi
had seen through his cunning scheme and had left him
waiting like a fool while they slipped away. He
judged them by his own standard. At once he burst
.into violent rage, oupdw, used only here, and passive, like
our “was enraged.” This blinded his good sense; for
if the magi had sensed his treachery, he might well
conclude that they had warned the parents. In his
blind rage Herod orders the killing of the baby boys
in the whole neighborhood.
The subsidiary actions
are neatly expressed by participles, so here changing,
“having sent,” i. e., having given commission to some
oﬂicers to have the bloody deed done; tum (évmpe’m).
“he made away with,” i. e., be murdered. The deed
is Herod’s. How it was done Matthew does not record
as being immaterial for his purpose. We may
imagine that bands of soldiers were rushed into Beth—
lehem (others think of assassins with daggers) and
searched every house.
We do not think that any secrecy was attempted
or any cunning trick devised to get hold of the victims.
The whole account presents brutal, ruthless action.
The babes were snatched from their mothers and
slashed to death before their eyes. Terror reigned.
The age of the boys is speciﬁed: “from two years old
and under,” and See-reﬁt: is an adjective in the genitive
singular, construed ad sensum with no noun to be
supplied; Kafw're'pw, a comparative adverb, literally
“more downward.” This age limit Herod arrived at
on the basis of what he had quietly ascertained from
the magi regarding the time of the star’s appearance
in Babylon (see v. 7). We may take it that Herod
set the limit sufﬁciently high so as to be sure to include Jesus. “From two years old” includes all
that were not yet three years old and all below that
age. The number killed is not given and is estimated
from the probable population and from the average
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number of baby boys in such a population. Yet sta.
tistical averages are not followed by all commentators.
Some of them allow themselves to be inﬂuenced by the
circumstance that Josephus, who records the great,
bloody crimes of Herod, omits mention of this crime.
Why he does so has not been ascertained although
various hypotheses are offered. Some critics cite the
silence of Josephus as proof for the unhistorical character of Matthew’s account, although the argumentum
e silentio is never proof. In order to make the crime
small enough so that Josephus neglected to record it,
the number of boys is placed at six to eight; others
go up to thirty.
These little babes are really the ﬁrst Christian
martyrs.

17) Then was fulﬁlled what was spoken through
Jeremiah, the prophet, saying:
A voice in Ramah was heard,
Weeping and mourning great,
Rachel sobbing for her children
And would not be comforted because they are
not.

Here Matthew shows us how he wants us to regard
Herod's frightful act of murder. It was part of the
calamities that Israel brought upon itself by its unbelief and wickedness; we may say that in the case
of some it was the last of these calamities before the
revelation of the Messiah. The idea is not merely superﬁcial likeness: inconsolable weeping in Bethlehem.
The inner cause of the two weepings is identical, and
thus the one is poured into the other to make the vessel
full. Israel’s sin caused the Assyrians to carry the
ten tribes of the northern kingdom into an exile where

they entirely disappeared: “they are not." It is the
same sin that placed a foreign monster, the Idumean
Herod, on the Jewish throne at the time of the birth
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of the Messiah and thus enabled him to slay the children of Bethlehem, so that of them, too, it was true:

"they were not.“
Yet Matthew does not write Iva as he does in the
quotations in 1:22 and 2:15. In these latter two
cases God’s intention and purpose ruled, not so in
Herod's act, for which he personally bears the sole
responsibility. The fact that Matthew omits the
phrase “by the Lord” is of no moment, since in

Jer. 31 :15 these words are introduced by, “thus saith
the Lord." The fact that Matthew mentions the
name of the prophet whom he quotes may in this
instance be due to the circumstance that Jeremiah is
the prophet of sorrow and weeping. 0n the further
points involved in the formulas of quotationsee 1 :22;
2:5, 16. There has been much discussion on Ramah
and on a possible personal connection of Rachel with

this town.

Ramah is a town north of Jerusalem, and

in Jeremiah it is mentioned by the Lord because the
people who were carried into exile were assembled
at Ramah. Other places that have this name are out
of the question; and the suppositions that Rachel was
buried at Ramah, or that Matthew confused Ramah
with Bethlehem, or mystically identiﬁed the two, or
forgot that the Bethlehemites were descended from
Lea through Judah and not from Rachel through
Ephraim and Joseph — deserve little mention. Rachel
is intended to represent the nation just as “the
daughter of Zion" does. In her, as. the favorite wife
of Jacob who so greatly longed for children, “the
voice of weeping and mourning great" for the exiles
who are carried away is made concrete and realistically individual. .Poetically she is pictured as still
being alive and watching the deportation, not as being
dead and weeping in her grave.
Matthew himself translates the Hebrew with very
.minor changes. “Rachel” is in apposition to “a voice
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in Ramah.” Of course, the voice referred to is that
of Rachel; it is not some unknown voice sounding
into Ramah from the outside. Ramah lies on the
heights at the border of the two kingdoms; the voice
of weeping could thus be heard in both lands. The
«imperfect 59m describes the continuance of Rachel’s
inconsolable condition, and yet this open tense points
to an outcome of her sorrow, namely to the comfort

pronounced by Jehovah in Jer. 31 :16, 17. This comfort is not included in Matthew’s quotation; .still we
may here add that, when she is told by Jehovah that
her children “shall come again from the land of the
enemy," this does not refer to a physical return of
the lost ten tribes to Palestine during some millennium, but to the future conversion of the Gentiles, by
whom the ten tribes were absorbed.
19)
Now when Herod was dead, lo, an angel of
the Lord appears to Joseph in a dream in Egypt, say-

ing: Arise, take the young child and his mother, and
be going into Israel’s land; for they have died who
were seeking the life of the young child. As in v. 1
and v. 13 a genitive absolute again marks the time?
the aorist fdmﬁaawos merely noting the fact that
Herod had come to his end. That is all that Matthew
says about Herod, but read Josephus, Antiquities,
l7, 6, 5, regarding that horrible end: entrails rotting,
privy member putriﬁed and producing worms, unbear-

able stench, convulsions, etc., prolonged, useless
attempts at cures, bloody, murderous thoughts—the
death of a moral monster. Matthew has the Hebrew
style which repeats a chosen way of saying a thing,
introducing scarcely any variation. So here compare
1:20 and 2:13: each after a genitive absolute has:
“lo, an angel of the Lord appeared (appears) to him
(to Joseph) in a dream, saying." See the exposition
of 1:20. As promised in 2:13, the angel returns to
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direct the further course of Joseph. In what locality
of Egypt the family dwelt is unknown.
20) The directions of the angel begin exactly as
those in v. 13. But now the imperative is mpaiou,
“be going,” beﬁtting a leisurely return. And only
the Holy Land in general is indicated in the phrase “to
Israel’s land,” a designation used only in these closing
verses, the genitive, however, using the ancient honorable and religious name “Israel" to designate the
nation. As the phrase “to Egypt” in v. 13 leaves
the choice of a speciﬁc locality to Joseph, so now
again Joseph may choose just where in Israel’s land
he would dwell.
Once more we note that the Lord adds the full
explanation for the sake of Joseph: “for they have
died,” etc., the perfect tense with the strong present
connotation, “and now are dead.” The plural subject

perplexes

the

commentators.

Some

point

to

Exod. 4:19, but there the plural is altogether
informal and is even made emphatic by the addition
of “all," while in the present case only Herod has

been mentioned as seeking the life of the Child, and
only his death has been mentioned in the genitive
absolute at the head of the verse. This induces some
to regard oi {moﬁwes (a timeless present, R. 1111)
as a plural of category, which is used"when an individual is referred to, in order to make the thought
general, that no danger of any kind now threatens
the Child's life, thus: “Herod and in him the entire
class of mortal foes," B.-D. 141. The majestic plural
cannot be considered. R. 392, 406 thinks the plural
is intended to conceal identity. Since W is commonly used as a designation for “life,” it is not necessary
to refer to the “sou " and its connection with the blood
shed by a violent death. To seek the life means to
seek to kill.
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21) And he, having arisen, took the young child
and his mother (the same wording as in v. 14) and
went into Israel’s land. This reads as though, just
as the angel had left the location open for future
decision, so also Joseph left it open until something
more would determine the choice.
22) But after hearing that Archelaus was
reigning over Judea in place of his father Herod, he
feared to go there; and having been divinely directed
in a dream, withdrew into the parts of Galilee, and,
having come, settled in a town called Nazareth, in
order that what was spoken through the prophets

might be fulﬁlled, for he shall be called a Nazarene.
Not until Joseph reached the Holy Land did he hear
of the accession of Archelaus to the throne of Judea.
This son of Herod the Great received Judea, Samaria,
and Idumea but had received only the title “eth'narch”
and not “king” from Caesar Augustus. By a ﬁnal
change in his father’s will the oldest son Antipas
(Antipater) received only Galilee and Perea. Philip I
(whose wife Herodias and daughter Salome left him)
received nothing. Philip 11 obtained Batamea, Trachonitis, etc. Josephus-«records the_ details, among
them the bloody act with which Archelaus began his
reign. One of Herod's last acts was the’slaying of
Judas and Matthias for instigating the pulling down

of the golden eagle Herod had placed above the
Temple gate. At the time of the following Passover
Archelaus, though not as yet conﬁrmed as ruler by
Caesar, found several people commiserating the
martyrs. He ordered his calvary to surround the
Tempel and slew 3,000. The rest ﬂed to the mountains, and everybody abandoned the Passover, “lest
something worse should ensue." This was the news
that greeted Joseph in “Israel’s land” and ﬁlled him
with dread.
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From Luke we learn that at ﬁrst Joseph and Mary
lived in Nazareth in Galilee and how it came about
that they moved to Bethlehem. Matthew writes as
though they intended to stay in Bethlehem indeﬁnitely
and were driven away only by Herod’s plot. And now
that Herod was dead, all the implications of Matthew's
narrative are to the eﬁect that Joseph would like to
have settled in Bethlehem. The reason is not difficult
to ﬁnd. Galilee was despised by Jerusalem as “Galilee
of the Gentiles," inhabited by a mixed population,
Matt. 4:15; Isa. 9:1; I Mace. 5:15. Whatever was
done in Galilee was done, as it were, “in secret," and
only what was done in Jerusalem was considered as
being done “to the world,” on the real Jewish world
stage, John 7:3, 4. In Jerusalem the Temple stood,
and here was the vital center of the theocracy. According to Joseph's thought the proper place for the
young Messiah to grow up was the neighborhood of
the Holy City and certainly not the half-Gentile Galilee. A comparison of Matthew and of Luke does not
reveal a discrepancy or contradiction but only adds
to our information. But Joseph found his fears too
great to risk residence in Bethlehem or anywhere
in Judea. The present tense BMMH is due to indirect
discourse; after a past tense the Greek does not need
to change the tense. It is like the English “was
reigning.” The verb does not necessarily mean, “to
be king”; it is used generally with reference to rulers,
“to reign" or govern.

In v. 12 mprltw has the idea of warning because
of the context. The verb itself in the passive means
only to receive a divine communication, and this is the
thought here. There is no implication in the verb
that Joseph prayed to God and thus received an answer from above. The opposite is the case. In the
midst of his fears God directed him as he had done
twice before. The expression is exactly like that
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used in v. 12 regarding the divine directions given
to the magi “in a dream” In neither case is “an
angel of the Lord" mentioned, and thus none should
be introduced by us. How these two communications
were made we are not told. The scruples of Joseph
about returning to Galilee were overcome. By taking
Jesus to this country he would not be acting contrary
to Jehovah’s will. With “the parts of Galilee" open
to him, Joseph quite naturally selected Nazareth and
settled in his former home where he and Mary had
many friends.
23) While God thus left the choice of the town
to Joseph, and Joseph alone selected this place, the
hand of providence was, nevertheless, in the selection
thus made. This is made evident by the purpose
clause: “in order that what was spoken through the
prophets might be fulﬁlled, for he shall be called a
Nazarene.” It is needless to go through the history
of the exegesis of this passage which has certainly
perplexed many. The use of 5m»: instead of Eva is
immaterial, for both have the same meaning. But

the plural “through the prophets” is important.

It

cannot refer to one prophet speaking for all. This
plural evidently refers either to the prophetic books
in general or to the entire Old Testament. It also
shows that no quotation is to follow which will introduce some word that was uttered by several prophets.
This means that an is not recitativum, like our quotation marks, pointing to a direct quotation. No Ae'ymv
precedes 6a, which shuts out not only a direct quotation but also an indirect prophetic utterance. The
prophets nowhere said even in substance “that he shall
be called NagwpaZos‘.”

Two views are thus removed, both of which are
based on a play on words. The ﬁrst is that, growing
up in Nazareth, Jesus would be called a Nazarite, one
separated and dedicated by a special vow and thus
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living an ascetic life. But even the etymology is
wrong, to say nothing of the fact that Jesus never
lived. the ascetic life nor bore the name of a Nazarite.
The second is that his growing up in Nazareth tallies
with Isa. 11:1, where the Messiah is called netzér, “a
shoo ” or “branch.” This combination, which Jerome
says he learned from Jewish Christians, has satisﬁed
the more critical and has been entered in books of refence. Yet netzér is only a ﬁgurative term, used only
once by one prophet, and is only one of similar ﬁgures:
choter, “reed” or sapling, also in Isa. 11:1 tzemach,
“sprout," in Jer. 23:5; 33 :15. It is very well to point
to the likeness: Nazareth, an insigniﬁcant place from
which no one expected anything; Jesus, outwardly just
as insigniﬁcant-looking. But “Netzér,” whatever its
etymological connection with “Nazareth,” is not the
name applied to the Messiah by the prophets; in order
to.have more than the one prophet, the synonymous
terms from. entirely diiferent roots cannot be brought
in; and Jesus never bore the name “Netzér” or “Nazarene” in the sense of “Shoot,” “Sprout,” or “Branch.”
This 5n means “for" or “because.” Jesus lived in
Nazareth in order to fulﬁll the prophets; and the
evidential reason, by which we ourselves can see that
his living in Nazareth fulﬁlled the prophets, is that
afterward, due to his having lived there, he was called
“the Nazarene.” We may add that even his followers
were called “Nazarenes.” Matthew writes nothing
occult or diﬁicult. A Nazarene is one who hails from
Nazareth. Matthew counts on the ordinary intelligence of his readers, who will certainly know that the
enemies of Jesus branded him the “Nazarene," that this
was the name that marked his Jewish rejection and
would continue to do so among Jews. They put into
it all the hate and odium possible, extending it, as
stated, to his followers. And this is “what was spoken
through the prophets.” One and all told how the Jews
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would despise the Messiah, Ps. 22:6; Isa. 49:7; 53 :3;
Dan. 9:26; every prophecy of the suffering Messiah,
and every reference to those who would not hear him,
like Beat. 18 :18. The Talmud calls Jesus Yeshu Hannotzri (the Nazarene) ; Jerome reports the synagogue
prayer in which the Christians are cursed as Nazarenes: “and the Notrim and the Minim may suddenly
be destroyed; may they be blotted out of the book of
life and not be written with the just.” Compare
Acts 24:5, “sect of the Nazarene,” and Paul’s characterization. If Jesus had been reared in Jerusalem, he
could not have been viliﬁed as the Nazarene. It was
God who let him grow up in Nazareth and thus furnished the title of reproach to the Jews in fulﬁllment
of all the reproach God had prophesied for the Messiah
through the prophets.

CHAPTER III

In
Christ’s Forerunner and Anointing, Chapter 3

Christ’s Foremnner and His Work, 3:1-12
The reason that Matthew proceeds from the childhood of Jesus to John the Baptist and the opening of
Jesus' ministry is the fact that the intervening time
oﬂered nothing for Matthew’s purpose: to present
Jesus toJewish readers as the Messiah. All that this
span of years affords is covered by the brief record in
Luke 2:41-52. No tradition regarding this period was
in existence. In spite of all his searching Luke found
nothing to report save the incident that occurred when
Jesus was twelve years old, and, much like Matthew,
he at once passes on to the work of the Baptist.
1) Now in these days comes forward John the
Baptist, acting as a herald in the wilderness of Judea,
saying, Be repentingl for the kingdom of the heavens
has come near. The critics ﬁnd some strange things
in the phrase “in those days,” which need not be refuted
here. Matthew writes in Old Testament style (Exod.
2:11) and by “those” connects our thoughts with his
previous narratives and their remarkable character.
The view that Matthew copied the phrase from Mark
1:9 is answered by the difference in the connections.
Matthew is content with this broad reference, whereas.
Luke speciﬁes the time as being the ﬁfteenth year of
the reign of Tiberius, thus when Jesus was about twenty-nine years old. The historical present «mytum
(R. 868) lends a touch of vividness: “comes forth,"
(90)
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tritt wuf, in order to begin his great work. Matthew’s
interest is centered in the preaching and the work of
the Baptist, so he omits the details regarding his
parentage and his early days. This “John” (“Yahweh
has been gracious”) is identiﬁed by his usual appellation, “the Baptist,” even Josephus, writing, “John,
called the Baptizer.”
His work of baptizing is already brought out in his
name and is then mentioned in its proper connection
in v. 6. While baptizing was distinctive of John and
thus gave him the added name, his work in general
was that of a prophet, more speciﬁcally of a herald,
sent by God to the nation. That is why Matthew at
once adds xypéamv, “acting as a nﬁpuﬁ or a herald,” as
one who with a loud voice announces what his superior
has ordered him to announce. When we translate this
Greek word “preaching,” the original meaning of the
verb must be retained. Preaching, in the Biblical
sense, is merely to announce clearly and distinctly
exactly what God orders us to announce in his Word.
We dare not change that message by alteration, by
omission, or by addition. The preacher is not to utter
his own eloquent wisdom but is to conﬁne himself to
the foolishness and the slaundalon of the gospel. The
announcement the Baptist was to make was quite
speciﬁc and limited as we shall see; and he attempted
no more than this. “In the wilderness of Judea" only
in a general way indicates the locality of the Baptist’s
activity, in this respect resembling the opening phrase
“in those days.” From v. 6 we see that the valley of
the Jordan is referred to and speciﬁcally its lower end
which borders on Judea. The Fourth Gospel states
that the Baptist’s ﬁrst work was done “in Bethabara
beyond Jordan” (i. e., “in Bethany,” the correct reading.) The most probable site is the northern ford
near Succoth, the same by which Jacob crossed over
from Mahanaim. This region is called desert because
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it has never been inhabited, except later by ascetics
like the Essenes and the hermits who sought seclusion

there. With the feminine adjective ii (915”: supply
xépq, “the desert place.”
John worked in obedience to an immediate call
from God; in this respect he was like the prophets of
old; compare Luke 3 :2, “the word of God came” to him.
His preaching and his work were divinely directed by
immediate revelation. Moreover, John was born as a
member of the Jewish tribe to whom priestly functions
belonged, and thus no Jew questioned his authority to
perform such functions, i. e., to teach and to administer
religious rites. He did not choose this desert country
on his own accord but was directed by God. The Ghor
or ravine through which the Jordan ﬂows is dense with
wild growth but because of the excessive heat unﬁt for
ordinary habitation; and the adjacent upland, whether
level or rugged, is also undesirable “wilderness.” This
wild region was chosen for the Baptist’s work by God
because it symbolized and pictured the spiritual state
of the nation now being called to repentance in such
an unusual and dramatic way. It called to mind the
desert wanderings of Israel for forty years when their
unbelief had shut them out of the promised land for so
long a time.
2) Matthew presents only the essentials which
the Baptist announced. In paravodn, “be repenting,"
we are introduced to one of the most important words
in the New Testament, the Hebrew mieham, “repent by
changing the mind,” and schub, “to turn” or to be converted. Mmyoezv originally means: “to perceive or see
afterward” (ﬁnd), i. e., when it is too late; “to change
one’s mind” and thus “to regret” and “to repent.”
The Scriptural use of the term added a spiritual depth
that is far beyond the thought of secular writers. The
word at once signiﬁed that religious change of the
heart which turns from sin and guilt to cleansing and

Matthew 3:2

93

forgiveness by God’s grace. The linguistic difference
between parameiv and'its synonym éwmpé¢¢w is that the
former looks both backward toward the regretted sin
and forward to the accepted pardon, while the latter
looks rather to the grace received. The present tense,
“be repenting,” indicates a state or condition, one beﬁtting the day of the Messiah, thus a life lived in repentance. The assertion that on the Baptist’s lips the call
to repent meant less than it later signiﬁed on the lips of
the apostles, in particular that it did not include faith

in the Messiah, is answered by John 1:8: “The same
came for a witness to the Light, that all men through
him might believe”; by Luke 3 :18, where the Baptist’s
preaching is called stayycktzwoac, “to preach the gospel”;
and by the fruits of this repentance, which are such as
only faith in the Redeemer and forgiveness of sins can
produce.
The Baptist has been regarded as belonging to the
Old Testament prophets. But Mark 1:1, etc., characterizes his work as belonging to the tipx); mi du‘yyeMov,
“the beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ.” In the
Smalcald Articles Luther calls the Baptist “the ﬁery
angel St. John, the true preacher of repentance,”
Concordia Triglotta, 487, 30. At times “repentance”
and “to repent” are used with reference to contrition
alone, and again with reference to contrition plus faith,
i. e., conversion in its entirety. For the latter use
compare Mark 1:15; Acts 20 :21; Luke 24 :46, 47, where
the wider sense of the term is indicated; and for
the former, Luke 13:5; 15:7; and our present passage,

where the narrower sense is in place. The latter is well
described in Concordia Tm'glotta, 259, 29 and 35.

The reason for repentance is: “for the kingdom of
the heavens has come near,” the perfect tense ﬁy‘ymcv
(éyyc'zw) is durative—punctiliar (R. 895) : has been
drawing near and is thus now at hand.

Matthew

alone writes 1‘7 ﬁaomda nay otpavév, and he does so at least
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32 times; the others write 1‘, ﬁamu’a 1’06 9:017, which is‘
found only a few times in Matthew’s Gospel. The
distinction is merely formal; one and the same kingdom is referred to. Both genitives may be considered
genitives of possession: the kingdom which belongs to
the heavens, belongs to God. But it is difﬁcult to keep
the qualitative idea out of the former: the kingdom
whose very nature is that of heaven; and the subjective
idea out of the latter: the kingdom that God rules.
The plural “of the heavens” is a translation of the
Hebrew schamayim, a usage that is natural for Matthew. It is used both in the Greek and in the English
besides the singular: “the heavens" — “heaven."
There is no need to bring in the seven heavens to
explain this plural. We may very well think of Daniel
2:44, and 7 :14, to gain a proper conception of what the
Baptist had in mind.
This grand Biblical concept cannot be deﬁned by
generalizing from conditions obtaining in the kingdoms of the earth. These are only imperfect shadows
of God’s kingdom. God makes his own kingdom, and
only where he is with his power and his grace his
kingdom is found; earthly kingdoms, which are many
and various, make their kings, often also unmake them,
and their kings are nothing apart from what their
kingdoms may make them. So also we are not really
subjects in God’s kingdom but partakers of it, i. e., of
God’s rule and kingship; earthly kingdoms have only
subjects. In God’s kingdom we already now bear the
title “kings unto God,” and eventually the kingdom,
raised to the nth degree, shall consist of nothing but
kings in glorious array, each with his crown, and Christ
thus “the King of kings,” a kingdom made up entirely
of kings with no subjects at all.
This divine kingdom goes back to the beginning and
rules the world and shall so rule until the consumma-
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tion at the end of time. All that is in the world, even
every hostile force, is subservient to the plans of God.
The children and sons of God, as heirs of the kingdom,
in whom God’s grace is displayed, constitute the kingdom in its speciﬁc sense. The kingdom is in them.
This kingdom is divided by the coming of Christ, the
King, in the ﬂesh to effect the redemption of grace by
which this speciﬁc kingdom is really established among
men. Hence we have the kingdom before Christ, looking toward his coming, and the kingdom after Christ,
looking back to his coming— the promise and the fulﬁllment to be followed by the consummation —-the
kingdom as itwas in Israel, as it now is in the Christian Church, the UM Sonata. in all the world, and as it
will be at the end forever.
With this understanding of the kingdom, that where
the King is and rules with his power and his grace
there the kingdom is to be found, we see what the
Baptist means when he says, “the kingdom has come
near.” Jesus was approaching, and by the revelation
of himself with power and grace as the Messiah and
by the completion of his redemptive work he would
stand forth as the King of salvation from heaven and
would by faith enter into the hearts of men, making
them partakers of his kingdom. Thus yap is justiﬁed.
Since the kingdom is so near in Christ, the King, all
men should long to receive this kingdom. The one
and only way to do this is to repent, to turn from sin,

self-righteousness, and worldly security by the power
of grace in the Baptist’s Word and Sacrament to the
King and his kingdom with its pardon, peace, and joy.
3) For this is the one spoken of through Isaiah,
the prophet, saying,
A voice of one shouting in the desert,
Make ready the way of the Lord,
Make straight his paths!
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“For" explains the presence of the Baptist at this
time and his message concerning the kingdom and
his call to repentance. God sent him with this message
and call in fulﬁllment of the prophecy spoken by God
“through Isaiah, the prophet,” some 700 years earlier.
“The voice” spoken of in Isa. 40 :3-5 is not only a type
of the Baptist. Matthew says that it is more; so does
the Baptist himself in John 1:19-24, “I am the voice
of one crying in the wilderness,” etc.; so does Jesus in
Matt. 11:10, “This is he of whom it is‘written,” etc.
The restoration of their homeland to the Jews after the
Babylonian captivity was only a minor part of God’s
grace to them; the fullest measure of that grace did
not appear until the Messiah came, and with that full
measure Isaiah comforted hispeople long in advance
of the arrival of the blessed day. That day had now
at last come. 05m takes up all that Matthew says
about the Baptist in the two verses preceding. The
passive 6 51,041: points to Yahweh as the speaker, and Sui
to the prophet as the human instrument he used.
Here is the Biblical doctrine of divine inspiration in a
nutshell: see the exposition of 1 :22.
Matthew’s quotation agrees with both the Hebrew
and the LXX, except that in the former the parallelism
of the poetic lines requires that we construe, “in the
wilderness prepare,” while Matthew has, “one shouting in the desert” or wilderness. Since both the voice
and the preparation are found in the desert, the difference is immaterial. The poetic lines are highly dramatic,

they are like a tableau: “Voice of a crier!" qol qare’
(status comtmctus); the two words in the Hebrew,
as well ,as in Matthew, are like an exclamation. Delitzsch writes: “The person disappears in the glory
of his calling, receding before the contents .of his cry.
The cry sounds like the long drawn-out trumpet blast
of a herald.” In the same dramatic way We are placed
out “in the wilderness.” When commentators on
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97

Isaiah explain the imagery here used as being derived
from the Lord’s coming to Egypt through the Arabian
(southern) desert to bring his people into Canaan, they
do what is unnecessary; for there was also a great
stretch of desert between Babylon, where Israel was
held in exile, and their homeland, Palestine. This
desert, however, is used ﬁguratively by Isaiah; it
denotes the hindrances and obstacles which separate
the people from Jehovah. Hence a road must be prepared through them on which Jehovah may come to his
people to deliver them. Though Babylon is inhabited,
it is a heathen land and is thus pictured as a desert or
wilderness in which Jehovah’s people were lost. All
this was symbolized by the Baptist who was ordered to
shout in the literal wilderness near the Jordan.
Once the moral and the spiritual import of the
prophet’s imagery is perceived, the shouting of the
voice, namely the Baptist’s call to prepare the Lord’s
way, will also be understood. The wilderness with its
obstructions is found in the hearts of the people; here
the Lord’s way is to be prepared. In Isa. 40:3, 4
mountains and hills are to be levelled, etc. To make a
way through them is a task that is utterly beyond
human power. That is exactly the impression to be
made on the readers and hearers. Strictly speaking,
only the Lord himself can construct a way through such
obstacles. When, nevertheless, he orders us to build
this way, the obvious sense is that we can do it only by
the power of grace which the Lord himself bestows.
That is why the Baptist cried, “Repent l” Impenitence
raises the mountains of obstruction; repentance opens
the way for the Lord. And true repentance is wrought
by the Lord’s own law and gospel in which his power
and grace are active. “Make ready the way of the
Lord !” Luther writes: “Such preparation is spiritual, it consists in the deep conviction and confession
that you are unﬁt, a sinner, poor, damned, and miser-
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able with all the works you are able to do. Where this
conviction is wrought, the heart will be opened for the
Lord’s entrance with his forgiveness and gifts."
4) The man thus described with his message and
with his prophetic connection is now presented in his

personal appearance and mode of life. Now this
John had his garment of camel’s hair, and a leather
girdle around his waist; and his nourishment was
locusts and wild honey. We must regard minis as
being merely demonstrative: “this John” (R. 686),
pointing to all that has already been said about him;
and not as being intensive: “John himself," since no
contrast is apparent. Living and working in the wilderness, he dressed and ate accordingly. The two imperfect tenses picture the man. His very appearance
was a stern sermon. It was a call to all those who
made food and drink, house and raiment their chief
concern in life to turn from such vanity and to provide
far more essential things. He was a living illustration
of how little man really needs here below — something
we are prone to forget. And by drawing people out
into the wilderness John made them share a bit of his
own austere life. Men left their mansions, ofﬁces,
shops, their usual round of life, and for a time at least
gave their thoughts to higher things. Yet we need not
ov‘erdraw as artists do when they picture the Baptist
clothed in a camel's skin; he had an Zysupa, a long, loose
garment, woven, as the dmi phrase shows, out of “camel’s hair," and thus coarse and rough in texture like

the garments of the very poor. With this rough robe
there naturally went a girdle to hold it at the waist,
60¢ﬁc, for which Greek word we use the plural “loins.”
The girdle kept the robe from ﬂapping open and made

it possible to tuck it up when walking. Made of
leather, it, too, was cheap. We may take it that this
enduma was John’s only garment. No sandals are
mentioned.

Matthew 8:4, 5
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From Zech. 13 :4 we see that “a rough garment” or
“a garment of hair" was the customary dress of a
prophet and was used even by false prophets in order
to deceive. In II Kings 1:8 King Ahaziah recognizes
Elijah when this prophet is described to him as “an
hairy man and girt with a girdle of leather about his
loins." Since Elijah preﬁgured the Baptist in his
stern preaching of repentance (Mal. 4:5: Matt. 11:4;
Mark 9:11, 12; Luke 1:17), this similarity of dress
cannot be accidental. In this very wilderness Elijah
made his last appearance.
Four varieties of locusts were allowed as food,
Lev. 11:22. They are still eaten by the poor and
in times of famine, being abundant in the spring and
often coming in great swarms. The wings and the
legs were torn off, the bodies were dried, or roasted,
or ground up and baked, seasonedwith salt, and could
be kept for some time. Palestine was famed for its
wild bees and honey, which are found especially in

the wilder regions.

The adjective aypwv with [KIM pre-

vents us from thinking of some sweet substance pre-

pared by men, or of sweet exudations from leaves. The
abundant natural wild honey is referred to.
The Baptist's mode of life marks him as a Nazarite
(Luke 1:15), and until the time of his preaching he
must have lived like a hermit (Luke 1:80). In this
respect he was the antithesis of Jesus .(Matt. 11:18).
5) To the preaching, the prophecy, and the person Matthew adds the actual work. Then there
kept going out to him Jerusalem and all Judea and
the surrounding country of the Jordan and were be-

ing baptized by him in the river Jordan, confessing
their sins. “Then” means when the Baptist came
forward (v. 1) to execute his divinely appointed task.
One crowd after another arrived in the desert from
the proud capital Jerusalem, the very center of Jewish
life. No wonder others followed from everywhere in
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Judea and the Jordan region, including Transjordania.
Matthew stops with mention of this; he might have
added Galilee, where Jesus spoke 11:7, etc., concerning the Baptist (compare also the ﬁrst disciples of the

Baptist who came from Galilee). The two imperfects,
éseqropeﬁero and éﬂavr‘rIZOV‘ro, are used in descriptive narrative, compared by R. 883 to a “moving-picture show.”

The feminine adjective 1'7 rcpl'xwpos is due to the noun 71')
that must be supplied.
6) Matthew’s c'ﬁam'L'Cowo says absolutely nothing
regarding the mode of baptism which the Baptist
employed. Nothing regarding the mode can be obtained from the added preposition iv, “in the river Jordan,” for which Mark 1 :9 uses (is, with no difference in
meaning, R. 525.

This c’v is locative (R. 524), stating

where the baptism took place; it denotes place (R. 586)
and nothing more. The readiness with which the mu]titudes submitted to baptism is explained by the fact
that puriﬁcatory rites by the application of water were
not new nor strange to the Jews; and these rites were
not administered by immersion, Lev. 14:7, 27; Num.
8:7; 19:13; Heb. 9:13; also Exod. 19 :10; Lev. 15,
entire chapter; 16:26; 28; 17:15; 22:6: Deut. 23:10.
These were washings, rinsings, and bathings and not
immersions. The Jews expected that, when the Messiah came, he would use a puriﬁcatory rite such as this;
see the question on this point put to the Baptist by the
Pharisees in John 1:25. Instead, therefore, of seeking
to explain Matthew’s verb “were being baptized” by
some later ﬁxed practice obtaining in the Christian

Church at the time when Matthew wrote, the Christian
practice must be explained by the puriﬁcatory rites
used by the Jews since the days of Moses. Since none
of these were immersions, immersion was not the mode
of either the Baptist’s or Jesus’ baptism.
The verb Bamt'é'w, as all lexicons agree, refers to any

mode of applying water.

It is linguistically unwar-
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ranted to restrict it to one mode to the exclusion of all
other modes, and that a mode for which Jewish practice
furnishes no evidence. How could immersions be
administered on the desert journey and in a city like
Jerusalem, where water was never abundant? But did
not the Baptist labor near the river Jordan? If his
baptism was administered by immersion, then, since
the estimated number he baptized during the brief
period of a little over a year in which he labored was
between 200,000 and 500,000, he must have lived an
aquatic life. We have no evidence that he used his
disciples as his assistants when baptizing. Moreover,
he also baptized at IEnon (John 3 :23), the very name
of which means “Springs.” The «one 58am, literally
“many waters,” rivulets ﬂowing from these springs,
made the place suitable for his work, not by furnishing
water for immersions, but by providing water for
drinking, a great necessity where many people were
gathered. Of course, he could use these “waters" also
to pour or to sprinkle when baptizing.
Yet the idea prevails that the Baptist immersed.
This is plainly traditionalism. It is well illustrated in
the case of Zahn, who admits that there are no indications of the mode of baptism in Matthew's words and
yet, when he tries to imagine how the Baptist baptized,
speaks of a Vollbad. Some refer to the baptism of
Jewish proselytes, but they fail of proof regarding two
points. This rite is not mentioned until the second
century, and no one can show that it was practiced at
the time of the Baptist; still more vital, no evidence is
at hand that the baptism of proselytes was more than
a washing, it was like similar Jewish rites. We may
add that nowhere does it appear that the Baptist
thought that he was making proselytes of the Jews
whom he baptized.
John “preached (and what he preached he, of
course, practiced)

the baptism of repentance unto
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remission of sins,” Mark 1:4; Luke 3:3. This cannot
refer to a future forgiVeness, but as surely as the
repentance led to the baptism, so surely the baptism
bestowed the forgiveness then and there. The similar
expression found in Acts 2:38, “to be baptized for the
remission of sins,” certainly refers to forgiveness bestowed by baptism. When Jesus speaks to Nicodemus
about being born again by baptism he refers to the
sacrament of the Baptist. To be born again of water
and the Spirit deﬁnes the nature of this baptism as
containing the Spirit and as working regeneration.

None of Christ’s apostles received a baptism that differed from that of the Baptist, yet I Pet. 3:21 states
that baptism “saves.” Acts 19 :1-7 reports that certain
believers who had received John’s baptism were rebaptized by Paul. But these people did not even know
that there was a Holy Spirit. The Baptist himself
could not have baptized them; this must have been done
by some former disciple of the Baptist who refused to
follow Christ, and whose baptisms were thus no real
baptisms. We today regard no baptism as real and
valid that has been administered apart from the Trinity, which includes the Holy Spirit.
The Baptist’s sacrament merged into that of Jesus
(John 3:26; 4:1, 2). In essence and in efﬁcacy both
were the same. The Baptist’s was on the level of the
revelation given at that time; that of Jesus on the level
of his completed work. That of the Baptist made followers of the Christ about to come; that of Jesus followers of the Christ who had come. Both bestowed
forgiveness: the one the forgiveness about to be

wrought, the other the forgiveness that had been
wrought. Thus the baptism of John was preparatory
for Israel alone, Christ’s permanent for all nations.
And only in this way the one made ready for and then
gave way to the other.
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Those who translate épamt’com “got themselves
baptized,” and do this because ,“the Aramaic verb is
active,” base their view on an Aramaic Matthew which
no one has seen. Since ban-6 regularly names the agent
after the passive, Matthew’s Greek verb is passive.
The elfort to make it active has a purpose behind it,
namely that “the rite was not intended to have any deﬁnite effects on the new recruits” (note this designation) ; “baptism was not something that was done to
them, it was something that they did; they professed
themselves to be ﬁt and proper members of the new
order.” This inverts Matthew’s. statement. Baptism
is no mere profession. In the case of eVery baptism of
a repentant Jew forgiveness was bestowed by this

sacrament. Therefore Matthew adds, “they were being baptized, confessing their sins.” True repentance
always leads to confession. All that the present participle says is that the confession of sins accompanied
the baptism. And the claim is specious that, if the
confession was a requisite for the baptism, we should
have the aorist participle. Since the main verb is
durative, the added participle would also be durative;
for both forms here used intend to describe customary
actions. The Baptist preached repentance, and then
all who were moved to repentance confessed and were
baptized, and this went on from day to day.
7) It v. 7-12 Matthew furnishes us a sample of
the preaching of the Baptist. It displays the full
power of his preaching, striking the conscience of his
hearers with fullest force. Matthew's sample, however, consists of an address made on a special occasion
to a special set of people. Now when he saw many
Pharisees and Sadducees coming to his baptism he
said to them: Oﬁsprings of vipers, who did warn you
to ﬂee from the coming wrath? Do, therefore, fruit
worthy of repentance. And think not to say in your-
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selves, As father we have Abraham; for I say to you, ,
that God is able of these stones to raise up children
for Abraham. The aorist :84"; points to a day when
the Baptist saw a crowd of Pharisees and Sadducees
coming to be baptized. They must have come together
from Jerusalem. The Baptist’s work was at its height
as we see from the fact that it drew so many of this
type of men from the very capital itself. It should
not be denied that they intended to be baptized, for
e‘m’ expresses aim or purpose (R. 602), and the Baptist’s entire address has this their intention as its
basis. Comparing John 1:19, etc., and v. 24, etc., we
may conclude that the scene here described by Matthew
occurred ﬁrst, and some time later the two delegations of which John writes arrived to demand an oﬁicial answer from the Baptist concerning himself and
his work.

The Pharisees formed the Jewish sect or party
which laid the utmost stress on the strictest outward
observance of the law, including the rabbinical traditions and regulations which professed to build a
formidable protecting hedge about the law. They
were utterly self-righteous, and cultivated a hollow
formalism that was ostentatious to a degree, especially
in observing ceremonies, fastings, almsgiving, long
prayers, tithes, etc. Christ portrays them as thorough
hypocrites. The Sadducees rejected the rabbinical
traditions, also the doctrine of the resurrection, of the
angels and of spirits, of immortality and the judgment to come. They were freethinkers and skeptics,
with a corresponding laxness in morals, yet included
in their number many of the richest and most inﬂuential Jews such as the family of the high priest.
While in general they were in opposition to the Pharisees, the Sadducees occasionally joined with them
when their interests coincided. See Josephus, Antiquities, 18, 1-4.
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The two nouns have but one Greek article, which
shows that the Baptist regarded them as constituting
one class, addressing the same words to both parties.
He treats them as insincere, hypocritical, impenitent
persons and as such unﬁt to be baptized. “When he
saw them coming for his baptism” means that after
the Baptist had concluded his preaching and was ready
to baptize the penitent sinners, he saw these Pharisees
and Sadducees coming with the others in order to receive the sacrament. Then it was that the Baptist
stopped them. When imagining the scene, the writer’s personal opinion is that the Baptist baptized the
thousands who made confession by dipping a branch
of hyssop, or some other branch, into the water and
thereby sprinkling one convenient group after another.
Very likely these Pharisees and Sadducees did not mix
with the common people, whom we know they despised, but came forward as a separate group, the common people respectfully making way for them and not
attempting to join their group. This leaves the natural
question as to why these haughty people wished to be
baptized. The only answer that can be given is drawn
from the general situation: the movement that had
assumed immense proportions; the fear that, unless
they joined it, they would lose their inﬂuence; the
desire to grasp the leadership in this new movement.
A change of heart failed to enter into the step these
Pharisees and Sadducees resolved to take. From
Luke 3:7, etc., We see that others also failed to re-

pent, for the Baptist’s words .were addressed not only to
these two leading classes but “to the multitudes.”
The situation thus is dramatic in the highest degree. The very address is like a blow in the face.
These proud sons of Abraham, these honored leaders
of the nation the'Baptist addresses as “offsprings of
vipers,” exposing in one expression the great and fatal
sin that marked their character. The form yew-6pc“.
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designates living creatures (from ycwdw) , while yew-ripm'a
(from yivoutu) refers to fruits of the earth, R. 213.
The Exisiu, “viper,” is a small, very poisonous serpent,
such as the one that fastened its deadly fangs in
Paul’s hand at Melita, Acts 28:3. The Baptist does
not say “viper” but "oﬁsprings of vipers,” for others
had preceded them, and they had entered into the sin

of their fathers.

What trait of character the ﬁgure

of the viper means to express is evident: deadly hypocrisy, base treachery, and the fatal deceptions which
they practiced and in which they lived (Matt. 12:2, 24;
15:2; 16:1; 22:15). Their original progenitor is the
serpent which deceived Eve; hence Christ called them
“the children of the wicked one,” 13:38; John 8:44;
Acts 13:10. When it comes to dealing with these
deadly sins no words are minced by the Baptist or
by Jesus or by the apostles. The conscience is struck
with a directness that almost takes away the breath.
The stunning address opens a dismaying question:
“Who did warn you to try to ﬂee from the coming
wrath?” Somebody, John says, secretly and in an
underhanded way (inroSa’xvum) whispered this to them
and did it in order to deceive them. John leaves this
somebody unnamed, since only the devil prompts a
man to try to ﬂee from God’s wrath by mere outwardly religious acts. Note the aorist 4mm. The
devil suggested that these hypocrites could actually
escape God’s wrath by a hypocritical religious act. By
means of this tense John exposes the devil's trick, who
makes these men think that they will really escape
when by such actions as theirs they will only runthe
more directly into the coming wrath. By this exposure of the devil’s trick John truly warns these
men, not by underhanded whispers, but by open words.
There are two points in John’s question: ﬁrst, that nobody can escape by insincere, outward use of the
means of grace; secondly, that the way of escape is
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still open, even for hypocrites such as the Pharisees
and the Sadducees, if by God's grace they allow themselves to be turned from hypocrisy to true, sincere
repentance and the honest use of the divine means
of grace.
The “wra " of God, while it is an anthropopathic
expression, is no ﬁgure of speech but a terrible reality;
it is mentioned over 300 times in the Old Testament
and many times in the New. It is the necessary reaction of God’s holiness and righteousness to sin as
the persistent rejection of his love and his grace. It
is always active, not merely at the end of the world
but in constant acts of judgment from day to day,
although these are now often withheld by God's long-

suifering.

“The coming wrath,” r) pémuaa 6py-ri, is a

pregnant expression for the ﬁnal manifestation of
God’s wrath at the end of the world (see v. 12). The
connection of this wrath, in point of punishment and
judgment, with the coming of the Messiah may be seen
in Zeph, 1:15 (dies irae, dies illa) ; 2:2; Mal. 3:2, etc.,
18; 4:1, 5. When the Jews thought that the Messianic wrath would be turned upon the Gentiles alone,
in particular upon their Roman oppressors, they were
sadly mistaken.
8) ' Over against the false way, suggested by the
devil, which deceives men into thinking they have
escaped when they have not, the Baptist sets the one
and only true way: of”, purely illative, R. 1192. The
expression “do fruit" is one of the many in the
Scriptures in which ﬁgure and interpretation are
combined: the fruit consists of acts that are done;
and the aorist imperative demands actual doing,
R. 835. The verb woody is a Greek rendering of the
Hebrew ‘asah, schafen, produce by work and effort.
Luke, as well as Matthew, uses it repeatedly in connection with “fruit.” Thus what is here called fruit is
termed “works meet for repentance” in Acts 26:20;
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and Luke 3:8 has the plural “fruits,” dividing what
may be viewed as a whole into its component parts,
the various acts which show a changed heart. The
genitive “of repentance” cannot be appositional because it depends on the adjective “worthy”; hence
repentance cannot itself be the fruit. Examples of
this fruit the Baptist himself mentions to certain
classes of people in Luke 3:11-14. “Fruit" indicates
an organic connection between the Works and the
repentance, just as a tree brings the fruit peculiar
to its nature. The adjective «isms, “of equal weight,”
requires works of a type and character that is sufﬁcient to show the actual presence of repentance in
the heart. The latter is invisible; hence we judge its
presence by the former, which are visible. We dare
judge in no other way. We often note a superﬁcial
repentance; it brings fruit different from that
demanded by the Baptist, namely a passing regret, a
few tears, perhaps, a transient emotion, a few sighs,
an excuse or two, a wish to be different, a resolve
to change by our own efforts, a brief outward bet-

terment, and the like. The Baptist demands the repentance which is true conversion, wrought by God
himself through the very preaching of the Baptist, and
thus easily and clearly attested by the resultant life.
These Pharisees could not remain Pharisees, nor these
Sadducees, Sadducees. Though baptized a hundred
times, they could not escape the coming wrath. The
Baptist is not demanding something peculiar and
extravagant from these upper-class Jews; he merely
insists that his original requirement be met without
deception or evasion. What he said to these men was
intended for the ears of all who were there and heard
him.

9) Matthew chose to record this address of the
Baptist because it especially brought out so strikingly
the Baptist’s spiritual conception of the kingdom, and
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this in direct opposition to the prevalent external and
false conception of the Jews, especially of the upper
classes. In this connection, compare what Christ said
regarding Abraham in John 8 :33, etc. “And think not
to say in yourselves, As father we have Abraham.” The
ingressive aorist at; 866m (B. 834) is the subjunctive
in a negative command, hence peremptory: “Do not
start to think when I tell you this.” “In yourselves”
is added because these hypocritical Jews would be
inclined secretly to cherish this thought. The predicate object “as father” is placed ﬁrst, and the direct
object “Abraham" last, making both emphatic. The
old Jewish conviction was that all the physical descendants of Abraham, through Jacob, were safe from
Go'd's wrath because of their father Abraham; they
were sure that this connection with Abraham guaranteed to them all the blessings of the Messianic kingdom to the exclusion of the Gentile world. See how
Jesus shatters this conviction in John 8:39, 40. The
rich man in hell also had Abraham for his “father"
and heard from him the word “son,” but it availed
him nothing.
“For I say unto you” meets this false Jewish assumption squarely by giving the reason that the Jews
should not hold this false thought. In “I say to you”
the full authority of the Baptist confronts these Jews;
he speaks as God’s own prophet. He tells them the
decisive truth “that God is able of these stones to
raise up children unto Abraham,” i. e., to ﬁll the places
these Jews leave vacant by being false children of
Abraham. The ﬁgure has tremendous force: to turn
common, lifeless stones, such as were lying there in
the wilderness, into true spiritual children of Abraham!

The ﬁgure describes most drastically the creat-

ive power of 'God’s grace.

If these Jews turn their

hearts into ﬂinty stones by resisting God’s converting
grace, God will by that same grace turn other men,
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whom these Jews regard as nothing but dead, useless
stones, into truly repentant sinners. But the contrast
is not merely between men and stones, replacing impenitent men by such as seem to us incapable of
spiritual impressions. If this were all, then the
thought might be a contrast only between Jews, the
proud upper class as represented in the Pharisees
and the Sadducees, and the despised lowest class, open
sinners, harlots, publicans, etc. But the contrast is
between the Jews of any and of all classes as descendants of Abraham and common stones that have no
descent at all. These stones represent Gentiles. The
Baptist is not using an abstract comparison, he is
uttering prophecy. Matthew reports this prophecy
for his speciﬁc purpose. His Gospel is written for
Jews, all of whom need the Baptist’s word. From
chapter two onward, the record of the Gentile magi,
through the pertinent parts of the Gospel and ﬁnally
its signiﬁcant conclusion this thought of the repentance and conversion of the Gentiles recurs. See, for
instance, 8:10-12.
10) As the kingdom with its call to repentance
is at hand, so of necessity also the judgment of wrath
upon the impenitent. Everything about this kingdom
is spiritual, wholly unlike the formalism of the workrighteous Pharisees, or the rationalistic worldliness of
the skeptic Sadducees. Repentance saves, impenitence
damns. And already the ax lies at the root of the
trees. Therefore, every tree not doing excellent fruit
is hewn out and is thrown into ﬁre. Time is pressing, judgment is fast drawing near. How true the
Baptist’s words are we see from the destruction of
Jerusalem forty years later. Jesus repeated the Baptist’s warnings in the parable of the barren ﬁg
tree, in the call to “walk while ye have. the ligh "
(John 12:35), and in other passages; see also Isa. 65 :6 ;Mal. 4:5. This is, indeed, operating with fear as a
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religious motive. After love and grace fail to appeal,
the threat and the terror of judgment alone are left.
Because man still has a conscience, the terrores conscientiae, which the law intends to produce, will have
their rightful place, no matter what rationalistic minds
may predicate of God and of his law.
The ﬁgure of “doing fruit” is expanded in the most
telling way. In addition to the fruit we have the
tree, the root, the ax, the hewing out, and the consuming ﬁre. “Already” is placed ﬁrst and is the
more emphatic because of its distant position from
the verb, R. 418, 423. Judgment is ready to descend.
The article in the expression “the ax” points to the
one divine judgment, pictured as an ax, together with

ﬁre, to match “the trees.”

This plural refers to all

the impenitent Jews. The present tenses are timeless, picturing the thought as such, as is done in general propositions. This is true especially of the verbs
“is hewn out” and “is thrown.” The ax lies “at
the mo ,” npés, facing it with dire intent. While Rd?!”
is present, its root is perfect and has the sense of
completion; it does not express linear action but condition or state. . The ax “lies,” having been placed
at the root, R. 881. As an instrument it connotes
the hand that shall swing the ax. The ﬁgure is overdrawn when it is thought to mean that the ax is
already being swung by the hand, and its blade is
about to cut into the root. The ax merely lies; the
trees designated for being felled have already been
selected, and the ax has already been deposited beneath
them. Only one ax, yet many trees. The ﬁgure is
of necessity strained since one and the same judgment strikes many individuals. Hence also the singular “root" is used for all the trees. In the divine
imagery we often ﬁnd that the ﬁgure seems to exert
itself to convey the full reality; human pictures are

too weak to convey all that should be conveyed.

So
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the reality at times protrudes through the ﬁgure.
When the divine speakers use the ﬁgures they always
have the full reality in mind and are never, like other
speakers or writers, fettered by mere ﬁgures.
“To the root," not to the twigs, or to the branches.
Not even a stump will be left; judgment will be complete. The plural “trees" is dissolved into the singular “every tree,” which yet omits none; miv without
the article following= “every.” Judgment is discriminatingly just: none but the fruitless, yet every
one of these. The characterization pi; wowiiv xapubv 1:an
takes up the thought. of v. 8, the present participle
characterizing the tree as one whose nature it is not
to “do” anything in the way of “excellent fruit,” bringing only Kapn'ov xaxo’v, good-for-nothing fruit. Repentance ishere again not viewed as good fruit but as belonging to the tree and marking its nature. Only by
the inward change of repentance (contrition and faith,
v. 2), through grace and the Word is a man made a
good tree, and being such, the “excellent fruit" follows
as a matter of course, evidencing the spiritual nature
of the tree at whose root no ax will ever lie.
The verb c'KKé'Ir'rc-rat= “is hewn out” from among
the good trees, hewn at the very root. And then it
“is thrown into ﬁre,” the phrase being placed for—
ward for the sake of emphasis.
The very timelessness of these present tenses lends them additional
power. This is what is done. When it is done makes
no difference. Keep your mind on these terrible acts
while the day of grace still lasts. The Scriptures frequently speak of ﬁre when describing the judgment.
Mal. 4:1, “The day cometh, that shall burn as an
oven”; the branches cut from the Vine are burned,
John 15:6; the tares are gathered and burned,
Matt. 13:40. All God’s judgments are like ﬁre,
especially the ﬁnal one; for the wicked shall go “into
hell, into the ﬁre that 'never shall be quenched."
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Mark 9:43, “into everlasting ﬁre,” “into hell ﬁre,"
Matt. 18:8, 9. The Sadducees of all ages have tried
to quench this ﬁre by making sport of it, thereby preparing“ themselves the more for it and hastening its
coming to themselves.
11) To the word regarding the impending judgment the Baptist adds the word concerning the still
present grace (v. 11) and closes by combining the
ﬁnal outcome of both (v. 12). The connection is confused by some when they misunderstand the ﬁnal
phrase in v. 11 and take “ﬁre” in this phrase to denote
judgment. I on my part am haptizing you in water
for repentance; but the one coming after me is
stronger than 1, whose sandals I am not ﬁt to carry.
He shall baptize you in connection with the Holy
Spirit and ﬁre. Here John performs his main function, to point to “the Coming One,” 6 épxépm: (11:3;
Luke 7 :19), a well-known designation for the Messiah,

derived from Old Testament statements such as
Gen. 49:10, “until Shiloh come.” It is notable that,
like Jesus, the Baptist avoids the title “Messiah,”
evidently because of the political tinge the Jews had
come to connect with this term. Against all such
political and allied ideas the spiritual character of the
Baptist’s work contended. He mentions “the One
Coming” as though he has referred to him quite often

in his preaching.

For this Coming One he is endeav-

oring to make all his auditors ready. The other thought
here indicated is that no one shall for a moment think

that the Baptist himself is the Messiah. This comes
out very clearly in Luke 3 :15, etc., where the words of
our verse and the following one are repeated with the
preamble: “And as the people were in expectation, and
all men mused in their hearts of John, whether he were
the Christ, or not; John answered, saying to all, I
indeed baptize you,” etc. The Baptist again denied
this expectation in John 1:26, 27.

114.

The Interpretation of Matthew

First the tremendous diﬁ’erence existing between
the two persons is made prominent. John is a prophet, divinely commissioned, and made such an impression on the people that they thought he might
himself he the Messiah. But John tells them, “the
One Coming after me is stronger than I.” The phrase
dwiaw you, really, “behind me," is to be understood temporally, “after me.” John says: “I am only his
humble forerunner. If you think I am great, he
who will be here presently is inﬁnitely greater.” How
much greater isstrikingly brought out: “whose sandals I am not ﬁt to carry.” It was the humblest
slave’s task to remove and to carry away his master’s
sandals; in Luke 3:16 note: “the latchet of whose
shoes I am not worthy to unloose.” Mark and Luke
add the detail of the untying, Matthew mentions only
the carrying away. How great, then, is this Coming
One if this prophet of God is not ﬁt to carry his
sandals which only his feet have touched? The answer is: the Coming One is God’s own Son. John’s
words are not self-abasement, no Oriental extrava-

gance; as a prophet ﬁlled with the Spirit he speaks
absolute truth. Note that icxvpéﬂpos'; from the noun
10705;, refers to the personal possession of power. John
implies that he, too, is iaxupéc, “strong,” the divine
strength of the Word having been given to him. This
is not false humility. Who, then, could be stronger?
Only he who is himself “the Word” (the Logos).
With this difference between the persons corresponds the difference of their work.

John makes

this plain by another comparison. Since he is
appointed to baptize he places beside his baptizing
that act of the Coming One which can also be called
a baptizing. John baptizes with the ordinary sacrament which employs water; God’s Son will crown his
great redemptive work by baptizing in connection with
the Holy Spirit and ﬁre. A divinely appointed man
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may use water in the sacrament; only the Son of
God can pour out the Holy Spirit, and even he only
after completing his redemptive work and then ascending to heaven.
When John describes his own strength he says,
"I on my part (emphatic 176) am baptizing you with
water for repentance.” This was the pOWer put into
his hands by God. It marked him as the forerunner
of Christ.
We have no right to stress cl: ,urdvosav
so as to make repentance only the result of baptism,
as something that only followed baptism as its aim
and purpose. This is contrary to the durative imperative ,mavoezu in v. 2, “be repenting," i. e., live in
repentance. “For repentance” refers to the repentance manifested by all those who came to be baptized
by John.
The expression av man does not mean, “with water
only," so that John’s baptism becomes nothing but a
symbolical sprinkling with water or an immersion in
water. To claim that, because Jesus baptized with
the Holy Ghost, John’s baptism was devoid of the
Holy Ghost, is to draw an untenable conclusion. As
the Holy Ghost wrought all spiritual effects throughout the Old Testament, so he wrought in both John's
preaching and in his baptism and in all gospel preaching until the day of Pentecost, from which day onward
his presence, power, and gifts ﬂow out in wholly unrestrained measure and over all the earth. The
distinction is not: before Pentecost no Spirit; after
Pentecost the Spirit. If this were true, no soul could
have been saved before Pentecost. The distinction
is: before the actually completed work of redemption
the limited preparatory work of the Spirit; after that
the superabounding fullness of the Spirit. The idea
that even our present baptism is only water, a mere

sign and symbol without the Spirit, only a confessional
act 'and work of obedience on our part; and that the
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only baptism that gives us the Spirit is the so-called
“Baptism of the Spirit” by which the Spirit is thought
to seize a man suddenly without the use of divine
means (converting him by this seizure and later suddenly and totally sanctifying him), is a fanatical View
which casts aspersions upon the very means of grace
by which the Spirit does come to us and substitutes for
these means human emotions, imaginings, and dreams
by which the Spirit never comes.
The Coming One, John says, “shall baptize you
with the Holy Ghost and ﬁre.” Here we have Jesus’
own commentary: “John truly baptized with water;
but ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost not many
days hence,” Acts 1:5. And v. 8: “Ye shall receive
power, after that the Holy Ghost is come upon
you,” etc. Also Peter reports how the Holy Spirit fell
upon Cornelius and the Gentiles with him “as on us
at the beginning,” i. e., Pentecost. He adds: “Then
remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he
said, John indeed baptized with water, but ye shall
be baptized with the Holy Ghost,” Acts 11:16. The
miraculous outpouring of the Holy Ghost at the time
of Pentecost is the supreme work and thus the ﬁnal
great mark of the Messiah. None but the Son who
had gone to the Father (John 16:7) after completing
redemption could thus send the Comforter. This
Mightier One, who was to. show his might by thus

miraculously sending the Spirit, was also miraculously
pointed out to the Baptist and by no less a sign than the

descent of the Spirit upon him “in a bodily shape like a
dove,” Luke 3 :22. Compare John 1 :32-34.
It ought to be evident that in the parallel phrases
('I' 58m and ('V chdya-n the preposition must have the
same meaning. One may admire the courage of those
who, after taking “in water” in the sense of immersion in water, do not shrink from letting “in Spirit and
ﬁre” likewise mean immersion in Spirit and ﬁre. But
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no immersion took place on Pentecost, and iv does not
suggest this idea. R. 586 regards c'v 58m as locative; but this cannot be its force in the parallel

phrase. Others prefer the instrumental idea, usually
expressed by “wit "; but the Spirit is not an instrument or a means such as water and ﬁre. The c'v has
its ordinary meaning, “in connection with." John baptized “in connection with water" as everybody saw;
Christ would perform a baptizing “in connection
with the Holy Spirit and ﬁre” as everybody would also
see. The nature of the two connections indicated by
3v lies in the nouns that follow.
One e‘v combines the Spirit and ﬁre: c‘v Evelina"
'Ayz’g; «at npt’, and thus regards them as one concept
which is also placed over against the one water. Even
where this is recognized, it is nearly always misapplied; for “in the Holy Spirit” is referred to a work
of grace (not, however, Pentecost, but a peculiar
immediate bestowal) and, separated from this by
the interval of the whole New Testament era, “in ﬁre”
is regarded as the ﬁnal work of judgment. The reason
for this is the fact that in v. 10 “ﬁre" is used ﬁguratively in connection with judgment. This view inserts a second “in” which is not there. This view
misunderstands v. 11, which speaks only of grace
and leaves the reference to judgment to v. 12. This
view overlooks the fact that judgment is never conceived as a baptism with ﬁre or with another element;
baptism and baptizing always imply cleansing and
not destruction. This view assumes that “ﬁre” is
always a symbol of judgment and destruction. But
see the reﬁner’s ﬁre in Mal. 3:2, 3, ﬁre as an image

of puriﬁcation in Zech. 13:9; Isa. 6:6, 7; I Pet. 1:7,
and the “spirit of burning" taking away ﬁlth in
Isa. 4:4. Pentecost, the fulﬁllment of John’s prophecy, has the two combined in the clearest manner:
the Spirit and cloven tongues of ﬁre as the visible

118

The Interpretation of Matthew

manifestation of the Spirit. Thus the church, too,
has never had the least trouble with this ﬁre. She
sings:
“Come as the ﬁre and purge our hearts
Like sacriﬁcial ﬂame."
Reed.
“Come, Holy Spirit, from above
With Th celestial ﬁre;
Come an with ﬂames of zeal and love
Our hearts and tongues inspire."
Cotterill.
“And each believing soul inspire
With Thine own pure and holy ﬁre.”
Luther, translated by Massie.

Finally note the contrast between ﬁre and water: the
latter in the case of John, the former in the case of
Christ; but both in grace.
12) It is one of the features of Old Testament
prophecy that it views the two comings of the Messiah, that for the purpose of redemption and that for
the purpose of ﬁnal judgment, without regard to the
great interval existing between them. The prophets
see the future, but without the perspective of time.
The Baptist does the same: the Coming One pours out
the Spirit with all his grace (v. 11) and also separates
the grain from the chaff. The great length of time
lying between these two occurrences remains un-

revealed.

To assume that these prophecies are to

have no interval, i. e., that the ﬁnal judgment would

soon follow Pentecost, is to misunderstand the prophecies, all of which intend to hide from us the time
of the end, as they do to this day.

Understanding

this feature, we see why the Baptist joins the description of the Messiah’s ﬁnal work to that of Pentecost
by a mere relative clause: Whose winnowing
shovel is in his hand, and he will thoroughly clean
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his threshing ﬂoor; and he will collect his grain into
the garner, but the chaff he will burn up with ﬁre
unquenchable. From the ﬁgure of the trees. and
the fruit they bear the Baptist passes to the allied
ﬁgure of the grain and the chaff and all the imagery
connected with these. The idea of the Coming One
is retained.
The idea of a mere man, though he
be as great as the Baptist, doing what is here described
is unimaginable. The deity of the Messiah looms
behind the two works described (v. 11 and 12) ; both
demand that the Messiah. be the Son of God and nothing less.

The work is divided into two natural parts: 1)
separation as in 25:32; 2) disposal of the separated
parts: in 25 :34, “Come,” etc., and in 25:41, “Depart,”
etc. This separation begins already in this life. The
grain and the chaﬂ‘, believers and unbelievers, are
utterly distinct from each other. And so we see “the
congregation of the saints” (Ps. 89 :5; 149 :1) drawing
together, on the one hand, and “the congregation of
evildoers" (Ps. 26:5), on the other, and blessed is he
who keeps away from the latter (Ps. 1:1). But in
this life, even in the organization of the church (v. 7),
this separation is not fully effected. nor can it be
made fully visible to men as long as we live in a
world in which “it doth not yet appear what we
shall be: but we know that, when he shall appear.
we shall be like him; for we shall see him as he
is,” I John 3:2.
The word “fan” denotes a large wooden shovel
designed for tossing up grain after it is threshed out
on a smooth, elevated “threshing ﬂoor" and the loose
straw has been raked away. The remaining mass of
mingled “grain” and “chaﬁ,” when tossed up, is
separated by the wind, the heavy grain falling in a
heap, the loose, light chaff being blown to one side.
Nor shall the two ever be again mixed —- their separa-
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tion is now ﬁnal. ”Whose winnowing shovel is in his
hand” pictures the mighty Messiah as being ready
at any moment to begin this task of separation. In
Luke 3:17, where this word is also recorded, two
inﬁnitives follow, both effective aorists. Matthew uses
future tenses. A ﬁne distinction results: Matthew
simply records the future facts concerning the grain
and concerning the chaff; Luke inserts the idea of
divine purpose regarding the grain and omits this
regarding the chaff, stating only the fact concern—
ing it. The form Staxaadpiei is future, and Sui in the
verb is perfective: will clean “clear through,”
“throughly” (A. V.), an old form for "thoroughly.”
To clean the threshing ﬂoor means to remove all the
straw and chaff and to leave a great heap of grain.
Both wheat and barley are called aims, “grain.” Both
were extensively grown in Palestine, where, as in
Syria, the old way of threshing may still be seen.
After the separation has been effected and the
threshing ﬂoor completely cleaned as stated, both the

grain and the refuse ﬁnd disposal. The former is
collected in the darooﬁxq («ind and down), the place for
“putting it away,” the granary or storehouse. It is
valuable and treasured accordingly. In fact, the one
great object of tilling the ﬁeld was to obtain this
grain. The “chaff” is just waste; hence the Messiah
“will burn it up,” Karaxatiaci, the Kara: again being per-

fective but with the thought of “down": burn it completely. This alone would be sufﬁcient. But this

might be understood as denoting annihilation of the
wicked. The Baptist shuts out this idea by adding:
“with ﬁre unquenchable.”

The remarkable thing is

that the ﬁnal adjective “unquenchable” departs from
the ﬁgure and adds the reality after the manner of

Biblical allegory (on which see Trench, Parables, p. 9).
As noted in v. 10, the ﬁgure is too weak to bring out

all that ought to be stated, so the reality is added.

If
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the wicked were to be annihilated, the ﬁre would burn
itself out; instead, it will never be quenched, its burning will go on eternally, as an eternal punishment for
the wicked. Many views have been advanced to show
that “eternal” as applied to the fate of the wicked
in the Scriptures signiﬁes only a long age of time;
but then “eternal” as referring to the blessedness of
the saints in heaven would also have to be a blessedness that ﬁnally ends. “Unquenchable” answers such
views. It shuts out both annihilation and ﬁnal restitution. Speculations as to the nature of this unquenchable ﬁre are valueless. God will provide a ﬁre
that is fully adequate; and those who burn in it will
not in the least question its peculiar nature.
The imagery of the Baptist is wholly transparent,
especially to Jews who know this imagery from the
Old Testament. Only the godly who repent and accept
the Coming One in faith are “grain," true children of
the kingdom, true children of Abraham. Only they
will enter heaven. All the rest are chaff which the
wind blows away, Ps. 1:4. How valueless is chaff
compared .with grain? Who ever planted a ﬁeld in
order to garner nothing but chaff? All the proud
works of men — what do they make of men when the
judgment comes? Light as chaff will all those be who
bring nothing else on that great day.

Christ alone,

held to by faith, makes us grain.

Chﬁst’s Baptism and Anointing, 3:13-17
13) Matthew's account is much fuller than Mark’s
and Luke’s. Mark is often praised for introducing

touches and details into his account; and here we notice
this feature also in Matthew’s Gospel. We shall note
similar instances as they occur. In each of the preceding chapters two closely related sections are presented: in the ﬁrst the genealogy and the birth, in the
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second the magi and the murder of the innocents. So
in this third chapter we have the Baptist and Jesus’
baptism. Then comes forward Jesus from Galilee
to the Jordan unto John to be baptized by him.
“Then” points to the time just described when the
Baptist was at the full height of his activity. The
verb wapayiverai is identical with that used in v. 1 concerning the Baptist, and it is used in the same sense.
As the Baptist stepped out of retirement into his great
public mission, so Jesus now does the same. He leaves
Galilee (Nazareth) where he had lived all these years
and appears at the Jordan. “To John," with mic,
denotes contact and communication with John. The
inﬁnitive with 701': regularly denotes purpose: Jesus
came to be baptized by John. There seems to be a
good deal of misunderstanding regarding this act of
Jesus, further explanation of which the evangelists
withhold. We may say only that, since his Messianic
calling was clear to Jesus already at the age of twelve,
it certainly was now fully clear to him. That implies
that he certainly also understood the mission of his
forerunner John. The hour had come and Jesus
acts.

14) The implication of the inﬁnitive is that Jesus
requested John to baptize him. But John would
have hindered him, saying, I have need to he baptized by thee, and comest thou to me? Amwhﬁw,
used only here in the New Testament, is a choice
term: “to hinder earnestly." The conative imperfect
indicates action begun but interrupted: attempted to
hinder.
This was not opposition but reluctance due
to scruples. The question in John’s words must not
be overlooked. John’s treatment of Jesus is the very
opposite of that accorded the Pharisees and the Sadducees (v. 7). These he refused to baptize on account
of their sins and their impenitence, Jesus he refuses

to baptize because of his sinlessness and because of
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his own sinfulness. He who towered above the Pharisees and the Sadducees bows in deepest humility before Jesus.
“I have need to be baptized of thee, and comest thou
to me?” voices John’s surprise and perplexity. We
see that he knOWS a good deal about Jesus, He himself, indeed, tells us, “I knew him not,” John 1:31, 33;
but this implies only that at ﬁrst the divine assurance
had not been given him that Jesus was the Messiah
and by no means excludes the thought that on other

grounds he felt sure that Jesus was the Messiah.

God

had promised to reveal the Messiah to John in a special
manner, and until this revelation came, however certain John felt about the person who would be designated thus he could not with absolute and divine certainty declare, “This is he.” John was a kinsman of
Jesus. It is altogether likely that from his own
parents he had heard the wonderful story of Jesus'
conception and birth and the subsequent events. The
lives of the two, however, diﬂ’ered widely. John spent
the years of his youth at Juttah, far south in Judah,
near Hebron; Jesus grew up in the carpenter’s shop in
Galilee.
We do not know whether the two ever saw
each other until they met here at the Jordan. All the
more remarkable is the word of John by which he
makes a complete exception of Jesus.
The surprise lies in the comparison which John
makes between Jesus and himself. By saying that
Jesus has no need of being baptized by him, God’s
prophet though he was, John virtually declares that
Jesus is no sinner, for John’s baptism was for sinners
only.

By saying that he has need of being baptized

by Jesus, John confesses his own sinfulness and places
himself in the same class with the sinful people whom
he baptized daily. By acknowledging the right of
Jesus to baptize, yea, to baptize even him whom God
had commissioned to baptize the Jewish people as he
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was now doing, John places Jesus, not on the same
plane with himself, a prophet divinely sent, but far
above himself, in an ofﬁce far above his own. “I have
need to be baptized by thee” is often taken to mean,
“baptized with the Holy Spirit.” But this rests on
the misunderstanding that John’s baptism was only
a water rite, a mere symbol, while that of Jesus would
be, not the miracle of Pentecost, but a sudden seizure

by the Spirit, such as it is assumed still takes place.
15) But answering, Jesus said to him, Permit it
now; for thus it is proper for us to fulﬁll all righteousness. Then he permitted him. This is the ﬁrst
recorded word of Jesus since he spoke to his mother
when he was twelve years old. The formula: “answering, he said,” the participle being added pleonastically, or the use of two ﬁnite verbs: “he answered and
said,” always marks the importance of the statement
thus introduced. The passive forms are used in the
active sense. A serene, certain, comprehensive mastery pervades this word of Jesus. The scruples of
John are allayed. He who was sent to lead the people
as the ﬁrst great prophet of the New Testament is
here himself led.

In fact, he here proves himself to

be a true prophet, for he recognizes and obeys his
heavenly Master when that Master comes to him.
“Permit it now,” lasse es, as“ (second aorist from
dcﬁi'qpt), is idiomatic. We perceive the majesty of this
word when we note that by it Jesus fully concurs in
what John has just said concerning their relative
purity and greatness.

The sense is:

“It is even as

thou sayest, John; yet this is the very reason why
you may permit what I ask.” The “now” implies that
at another time, instead of John serving Jesus, John

may well expect and ask to be served by Jesus.
Another thought lies in 54,29 a'pn: the baptism of
Jesus is not such that Jesus could say, “I have need
to be baptized by thee,” as John rightly and truly
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says this concerning himself. All Jesus can say is,
“Permit it now.” The exceptional character of the
baptism requested is thus implied in Jesus’ case.
The word “now" refers to this moment when Jesus
is about to assume his ofﬁce. Sufﬁcient reason for
the baptism of Jesus exists only “now” and could not
exist at any other time in his life or in connection
with his work.
The connective ydp brings the explanation: “for
thus it is proper,” etc. Whereas John said, “I have
need,” Jesus says only, “It is proper,” wpe’wov aun’v, it
is ﬁt and in place, the present neuter participle with
the copula, a periphrastic present tense, R. 81, 1119.
In the case of sinners a need exists, namely to wash
away their sins. 0n the nature and the efficacy of
John’s baptism see v. 6. In the case of Jesus, who
has no sin, no such need exists. The words tpe’u'ov éa-n’v
show that in the case of Jesus’ baptism there was an
inner purpose that was entirely different from that
obtaining in the case of the others baptized by John
or of John’s own baptism, if one could have been
administered to him. What this purpose was we
begin to see when we consider that, although Jesus
did not need the baptism, he, nevertheless, asked
for it. If he, being sinless, needed not the sacrament that washed sinners clean, why did he ask for
it?

Could he not have gone on in his sinlessness

as heretofore and remained thus to the end?

He cer-

tainly could have as far as his own person was con-

cerned. The fact that Jesus, nevertheless, asks for
the baptism and says that it is proper for him to
receive it and for John to administer it (note may,
“for us”) indicates that Jesus thinks, not of himself
alone, apart from sinful men and concerned only about
his own person, but as being concerned with men, as
being sent to assume the great ofﬁce and work of

saving them.

Simply as a perfectly holy person it

126

The Interpretation of Matthew

would not have become Jesus to ask for, or John to
grant him, baptism; but as the holy person sent to
save all the unholy ones, now that the great work was
to be begun, it, indeed, became Jesus and John to observe this baptism.
The point that made it so proper is stated: “it
is proper for us to fulﬁll all righteousness.” “For
us” = John and Jesus. The matter pertains to them
alone. This, then, is neither the moral nor the ceremonial law. By associating himself with John in this
matter of the baptism Jesus is thinking of their

respective oﬁices. It was proper that they should
carry out whatever their respective positions required.
It is thus that Jesus views his baptism. The view that
it is an act of “righteousness" only in so far as it
marks the willing obedience of Jesus, God having
ordered John to baptize and Jesus (though not needing the baptism) submitting to it, makes the baptism
a formality and misunderstands what John’s baptism
was. It was not law but gospel, not a demand to
obey but a gift of grace to be received and accepted
as such. By accepting John’s baptism Jesus is in
no sense obeying a law, a useless law in his case;
and in no sense accepting grace and pardon, since
he is, indeed, sinless. Jesus is choosing baptism by
John as the right way by which, to enter upon his
great ofﬁce, and he is doing this with a ﬁne sense of
propriety including John as well as himself. He, the
Sinless One, the very Son of God, chooses to put himself alongside of all the sinful ones for whom John’s
sacrament was ordained. He thus connects himself
with all instances of John’s baptism; for it is his
mediation that makes these truly efﬁcacious for sinners. By thus joining himself to all these instances
of John’s baptism he signiﬁes that he is now ready to
take upon himself the load of all these sinners, i. e., to
assume his redemptive ofﬁce.
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It was thus also proper and right that Jesus should
come and, as it were, offer himself voluntarily for this
great ofﬁce and not wait until he would be called or
until it would be laid upon him. For this ofﬁce, espe~
cially in so far as it involved the sacriﬁce upon the
cross, had to be assumed voluntarily. Shortly after this
baptism John calls Jesus the Lamb of God, referring
directly to the sacriﬁce. Jesus himself calls his suffering a baptism, Luke 12:50 and elsewhere. These are
rays which illuminate the character of this act when
John baptized Jesus.
Luther presents the view (Erlangen edition, 19, 2,
482, etc.; 20, 457; and elsewhere) that in this baptism
Jesus acted as our substitute. Loaded with the world’s
sin, he buried it in the waters of Jordan. When following Luther some go so far as to say that what

Christ obtained for us in his baptism is now conveyed
to us by the means of grace (Word and Sacraments)
as though salvation was fully secured for us by
Christ's baptism. Luther’s view strains the words
by attempting to give the same signiﬁcance to Christ's
baptism as is given to that of the sinners who ﬂocked
to the Jordan, Christ coming with the sins of others
and having them washed away, the others having their
own sins removed. This produces a double removal
of the same sins.
The idea that the law required of priests and of

teachers that they be thirty years old and be consecrated by a religious washing and anointing can

be substantiated only in the case of the Levites
(Num. 4:3) and would make the whole transaction
with regard to Christ, including the anointing with
the Spirit, nothing but a legal ceremonial observance.
It is far more than that. The modernistic view has
Jesus come to John just as others did, to enroll himself among the servants of the new kingdom and to
submit to the same ritual as the rest.

This makes
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the King himself one of the servants. Some other
views should be forgotten. We cull two minor
thoughts that should be preserved. One is that Jesus
honored John’s baptism, which he certainly did, but
only incidentally, for he uses John’s ministration for
a far higher purpose. The other is that Jesus intended to sanctify the water of this sacrament which
he himself would afterward send out to all the world.
Concordia Triglotta, 736, 21; Mueller, Die symbolischen Buecher, 770, 14.
“Then he permitted him” —- that is all; no descrip-

tion of the mode, no details of any kind concerning
the baptismal act, not even the verb “to baptize."
Luke has only the participle Bamaﬂc’mc, “having

been baptized”; Mark has the ﬁnite verb c'ﬂa-Irﬂ'd'on,
“and was baptized by John in the Jordan." The Holy
Spirit seems purposely to withhold a mention of the
mode. If the mode were such a vital thing, we may
certainly conclude that the Holy Spirit would in this
most important case have indicated it for us with sufﬁcient clearness; but he does nothing of the kind. All
the ancient pictorial representations of the baptism of
Jesus, as well as of other baptisms, show other modes,
never immersion, Clement F. Rogers, Baptism and
Christian Archaeology, Oxford, Clarendon Press. This
layman collected all the ancient pictorial representations, starting with the prevalent assumption that he
would ﬁnd immersion there presented. When he
found, the opposite, he changed his view.

Even the

ruins of ancient baptisteries show that these were
too shallow to have permitted immersion. We are not
told of witnesses to Jesus’ baptism, but it would be
unsafe to conclude that none were present.
16) And having been baptized, Jesus went up
immediately from the water. And lo, the heavens
were opened, and he saw the Spirit of God descend-

ing as a dove and coming upon him.

And lo, a voice
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out of the heavens, saying, This is my Son, the Beloved, in whom I was well pleased. The aorist participle preceding an aorist ﬁnite verb ordinarily denotes
action prior to the verb; and only when the nature of
the actions demands it, do the two express simultaneous action. The former is the case here: Jesus was
baptized, and after the baptism was ﬁnished, he went
up from the water, going up the riverbank. The modiﬁers attached to the main verb make this doubly certain: “he went up immediately from, or away from,
the water.” Matthew does not say that Jesus came
up out of, or from under, the water. What he does
say is that, after the baptism was ﬁnished (Bum-wade) ,
whatever may have been the mode of administration,
Jesus without delay ((59:59) walked away from the
water of the river, so that his anointing with the
Spirit of God did not take place, as many artists
picture it, while he was being baptized or while he
stood knee-deep in the water but on the bank of the
'river, a little distance from the water. There is no
implication that Jesus was under the water. In
Mark 1:9, 10 the baptism is related in one sentence,
the movement away from the water in another. Matthew’s d‘mi should be considered together with Mark’s a:
(1:10) : neither refers to the baptismal act as such;
neither puts Jesus under the water; both speak of
what followed the baptismal act. Jesus stepped out
of the water (c‘x) onto the bank and walked from the
water (a’uré) onto the bank. This would be the sense
even if Bam'wOeic indicated immersion. Neither of
these prepositions can be used to prove that immersion was the mode employed for Jesus’ baptism.
When Matthew writes, “Immediately he walked up
from the water, and lo, the heavens were opened,” the
impression is made that Jesus acted intentionally. By
the baptism Jesus gives himself to the work of sinbearing; by the anointing and the voice from heaven
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the Father accepts him for this work. The two acts
constitute a grand whole. We must not separate
them although they are distinct and not to be mingled
or confounded. Some are inclined to do this when
they speak of the Spirit’s descent upon Jesus as though
this were a feature of his baptism, which it was not.
The application of this fact to our baptism, namely
that in the same way, through baptism and in it, the
Spirit comes to us with his regenerating grace, is
incorrect. He, indeed, does so come, but upon Jesus
he came, not in and through baptism, but after the
baptism.
“Lo" marks the miracle. “The heavens were
opened," with its aorist, states an actual fact. This
was not a mere vision and certainly not a mere im—
pression (E’z‘mwlc) in the mind of Jesus. The
evident fact should not be weakened by talking about
a new relation of Jesus to the Father. The supposition regarding the occurring of something in the
heart of Jesus, die innere Erregung seines Geisteslebens, though it be coupled with the outward
phenomenon, like all other human speculations only
obscures the facts. The views that the heavens just
happend to brighten above Jesus, or that a thunderstorm brought on ﬂashes of lightning, are rationalistic
theories. Ezekiel (1:1) saw the heavens opened;
Stephen likewise (Acts 7 :56) ; compare also Rev. 4:1;
Isa. 64:1. “Heaven opens itself, which hitherto was
closed, and now becomes at Christ’s baptism a door
and a window, so that one can see into it; and henceforth there is no difference any more between God
and us; for God the Father himself is present and
says, This is my beloved Son.” Luther. The additional am? is textually questionable, nor would it add
to the sense the thought that what occurred pertained
to Jesus. The heavens did not remain open, and it
is an insertion into the text to say that now a new,
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mysterious intercourse was opened between Jesus and
the heavenly world. We are not told what became
visible when the heavens were suddenly opened as we
are told in the case of Ezekiel and of Stephen. Yet
we may well say that the heavenly glory was visible
and that John and any others present beheld its
radiance. Matthew, however, focuses everything
upon Jesus.
The subject of d8ar, “he saw,” is the same as that
of c'we'ﬁn, “he walked up,” namely Jesus. John 1 :32, 33
makes it certain that John, too, saw the Spirit's descent
upon Jesus; in fact, his seeing this was the divinely
appointed proof for him that Jesus was, indeed, the
Messiah. Matthew’s concern is not with John but
with Jesus. What he saw is graphically described
(more fully than by Mark) : “the Spirit of God
descending as a dove and coming upon him.” Hm'um.
@eoﬁ, without the articles, seems to be the correct reading; with these proper nouns the articles may or may
not be used; the sense would be the same. When we
see from John 1:29-34 with what clarity the Baptist
'spoke of what his eyes, too, saw here beside the Jordan,
the mistake of those appears who deny that the Old
Testament revealed the Trinity to the Jews or revealed the Trinity only dimly and imperfectly. All
of the Baptist’s hearers understood him. Later on
the Jews object only to the claim that the man Jesus
should call himself God's Son; they never once raise
the issue that God is only one person and not three.
It is specious to raise the question as to how fully
the Baptist and the Jews themselves grasped the
reality of the three divine Persons and then to rate
their knowledge as low as possible.
‘
Because of his very nature the Spirit is invisible,
but God never had diﬁiculty when he wished to appear
to the fathers. Why the Spirit chose the form of a
dove has often been asked. Luther thinks that‘ it
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was done because of the Spirit’s friendliness, because
it is without wrath and bitterness, the Spirit desiring
to show that he has no anger towards us but is ready
to help us to become godly and to be saved. Others
point to purity, innocence, and meekness as being
symbolized by the dove. Gen. 1:2 is the only place
in which a somewhat analogous expression occurs concerning the Spirit.
We may content ourselves by
saying that the dovelike form intended to convey
the idea of the graciousness of the Spirit. The two
present participles Karaﬂaivov and épxépcvov picture how
the dovelike form came down upon Jesus, and
('7' afmiy is elucidated by John 1:32, 33: he “remained
upon him,” did not return whence he came. The
Spirit was a permanent gift to Jesus. As his conception “of the Spirit,” so this coming of the Spirit
was a gift. It pertained to the human nature of
Jesus. In his deity the Son was of the identical
essence with both the Father and the Spirit, nor could
the Spirit be given to him. But in his human nature,
which he had assumed in order by it to work out our
redemption, he could receive the Spirit as a gift; and

he did receive the Spirit when the great work was
now to begin.
The coming down of the Spirit upon Jesus is the
anointing prophesied in Ps. 45:7: “God, thy God,
hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above
thy fellows.” Isa. 61:1: “The Spirit of the Lord
God is upon me; because the Lord hath anointed me

to preach,” etc. (Luke 4:18). See also Acts 10:38:
“God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost
and with power.”

The prophets received some of the

gifts of the Spirit; Jesus, lifted far above them, with
an inﬁnitely greater task to perform, received the
Spirit as such. What power thus ﬁlled him we see
when he is now led up of the Spirit to be tempted,
Matt. 4:1, and when he returns in the power of the
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Spirit into Galilee to teach there in his wonderful way
and to work miracles. Luther writes: “Here he
begins rightly to be Christ," namely the Anointed One,
“and was thus inaugurated into his entire Messianic
ofﬁce as our Prophet, High Priest, and King.”
Rationalism thinks that a common dove ﬂuttered
over Jesus.

Some resort to ﬁgurative interpretations

or assume a twofold vision, namely that what Jesus
and the Baptist beheld in the spirit was also symbolized for their eyes and their ears, so that they thought
they actually saw and heard. But the shepherds
actually saw and heard the angels, so Jesus and John
saw and heard what occurred when the Spirit came
down and the Father spoke from above.
17) A second “10” calls attention to the next
manifestation: “a voice out of the heavens,” ex with
the strict idea “from within," i. e., the opened heavens,
R. 597. The nominative stands alone, needing no
verb. The words spoken by _this voice reveal that
it is the Father’s. This voice and what it declares are
as real to the ears as is the form of a dove to the
eyes. The fact that the Baptist, too, heard it, he
evidences when in John 1:34 he says of Jesus, “this is
the Son of God.”
Mark and Luke record the words as being addressed
to Jesus, “Thou art my Son, the Belove ,” etc., which
we regard as the actual form in which they were
spoken. Matthew writes, “This is my Son, the Beloved,” etc., and intends the words for us. While
being addressed to Jesus, they are also intended for
all others as we plainly see from John 1:34. Some
make a distinction . between “my beloved Son” as
referring to the eternal Godhead of the Son before
the incarnation, and “in whom I was well pleased”
as referring to Christ in his ﬂesh: but the reason
for this is too obscure. 0510: refers to the God-man
as he stood on the riverbank. In what sense this voice
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intended I: uiés you to be understood cannot be in doubt
after the preceding chapters in Matthew, to say nothing of all the rest of the Scriptures. This Son is the
Second Person of the Godhead. Those who deny the
deity of this Son must settle their accounts with the
Father. “My Son, the Beloved,” 6 dyaamfds, adds the
verbal adjective, which, like most verbals, has a
passive meaning: the Father loves him. The verb
.iynav denotes the highest type of love, that which is
coupled with full comprehension and understanding
and is accompanied with corresponding purpose.
When it is used, as here, regarding one who is worthy
of that love, dyam'iv includes the completest and highest
manifestations of this love; this is impossible when
the sinful world, enemies, and unworthy persons are
the objects. The verb ¢u\¢iv expresses the love of
affection, and while it is also ﬁtting when it is referred to the relation existing between the Father and
the Son, it expresses far less.
Unless we see the God-man in Jesus we shall fail
to see why God should here call from heaven that this
is his Son, the Beloved. This announcement has to
do with the work on which Jesus is entering. It predicates far more than that the Son 5011me is the Son
and as such from eternity the Beloved. That fact
would evidently need no announcement, nor would
it be connected with this baptism by such an announcement. The announcement deals with the Son Zvaapxoc,
with the Son as incarnate in Jesus, and with him as
now entering on his Messianic work. It thus proclaims who Jesus really is: “my Son,” and voices the
Father’s love for him as he now proceeds to do the
Father’s will in this great work. Some regard
dyammis as equivalent to povoymis, “the Only-begotten,”
and assert that this is the ﬁxed meaning of the term.
The evidence adduced, however, amounts only to this
that an only son was at times also called “the belov ”
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(son), thus in Gen. 22:2, 12, 16, which is the chief

proof offered.

The main objection to this interpreta-

tion lies in the sense attributed to povoymic, namely
that in John 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18; I John 4:9 this term
refers only to the human birth of Jesus, that thus
only he was “the Only-begotten," and not to the generatio aeterna of the Son in his divine nature. From
all eternity the Son was the Only-begotten; and when
that San came of his own volition to carry out his
Father’s redemptive will, the Father called him “the
Beloved.”
And to this the Father added: “in whom I was well
pleased.” This clause is not an exposition of “the
Beloved,” saying only about the same thing. Our
versions convey this idea by disregarding the aorist
tense clean“, by translating, “in whom I am well
pleased.” This tense “was pleased" becomes clear
when we understand that the verb dismay, when it
is employed regarding persons, often has an intensive
sense and is equal to Myeaﬂu and alpcﬂzcw, “to select
or choose for oneself." The good pleasure expresses
itself in the choice. See C.-K., 253. Thus “in whom
I was well pleased” really says, “I was well pleased
in choosing him.” The clause goes back to the
moment when God selected his Son for the redemptive
work, and when that Son accepted that work. The
aorist is historical and nothing more. The mighty
fact of the heavenly selection of the Son who now
stands incarnate at the Jordan is thus announced.
That is why the Spirit is now sent upon him.
The eternal Son is the Father’s Elect for the great
task. This Son, now incarnate and now presenting
himself for the task, is thus the Beloved. Upon the
human nature of this Elect and Beloved One the Spirit
himself is bestowed for the great task.
All this Jesus
knew without the Father’s words. All this is announced for the Baptist and for all of ,us to know.
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And thus in what transpires here at the Jordan we
have one of the clearest and completest revelations of
the Trinity: the Father speaking from heaven—the
Son standing incarnate at the Jordan — the Spirit as a
dove descending out of heaven.

Yet here, too, we have

this revelation only in a limited degree, only in so far
as these three divine Persons are engaged in our
redemption and salvation. The deeper mysteries of
the Holy Trinity remain hidden from us. God, as it
were, is compelled to reveal so much in order that
we may know how our salvation is wrought. Even
so much of the Trinity is beyond mortal comprehen- .
sion. Its revelation has only the one purpose indicated and was never intended to answer the curious
questions which rationalistic intellects (not hearts)
may raise. The church has called this the economic
Trinity, the revelation concerned with the economy of
our salvation.

CHAPTER IV
IV
Christ Begins His Messianic Work, Chapter 4

Christ's Temptation in the Wilderness, 4:1-11
We have three accounts of this event. That of
Luke alone is a real parallel, and that of Mark only
a brief summary. Matthew could not have drawn
on Luke, or Luke drawn on Matthew, judging from
the two narratives. As far as Matthew is concerned,
he wrote in advance of both Luke and Mark. The
idea that Mark presents the original tradition on
which the accounts of Matthew and Luke were based
is cancelled by the other idea of the critics that Mark
is the writer who introduces the detailed touches which
Matthew is thought to lack. Mark simply abbreviated
what Matthew had already narrated at length, adding
something from oral tradition. The further questions
about the nature of the Temptation and how it must be
conceived are answered after the text of the narrative
itself has been examined.
1) Then Jesus was led up into the wilderness
hy the Spirit to be tried by the devil. Both the adverb
“then" and the facts now related show the close connection of this section with the anointing just recorded.
There is no reason why dvéxon cannot mean, “was led
up,” namely from the Ghor or depression through
which the Jordan ﬂows to a lonely spot on the neighboring mountains. If the observation is correct that
in the LXX 1) Epypos is used to designate the wilderness
beyond the Jordan in distinction from 1; 5pm»: 1-5;:

’IovSaias, we may assume that the temptation occurred
(13'!)
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in that locality although the traditional sites should
not be taken too seriously.
In view of 3:16, 17, “by
the Spirit," cannot mean “by Jesus' own spirit” but
must mean by the Holy Spirit who had come upon
Jesus and remained upon him permanently for his
ministry.
This passive verb, however, in no way
expresses a reluctance on the part of Jesus to meet
the tempter. It intends to bring out the very opposite: the willingness of Jesus to do the divine will. It
does even more: it wards of the idea that Jesus
entered into this temptation of his own accord when
at this very beginning of his ministry it might have
been wise to avoid such a decisive test. We often
rashly subject ourselves to temptation. Jesus was
led into his ordeal by his Father’s own Spirit. And
this means that the temptation had to occur, and at
this very time. It was God’s own will that this mighty
battle should be fought now.
The remarkable combination ought to be noted:
God's Spirit and the devil, in?) for? aniparos—imo Tot-l

Smﬁéhou. The one bestows all his power upon the
human nature of Jesus, the other at once puts this
power to-a supreme test. In a strange way God’s
will and the devil’s will meet in a tremendous clash.
We may take it that Satan knew all about this man
Jesus, miraculously conceived and born by Mary and
then living so long and so quietly in Nazareth. As an
invisible spectator he beheld what transpired after the
baptism at the Jordan. So this was God’s Messiah,
come to crush Satan, destroy his works, and to erect
the kingdom of God among men. At once the devil
resolved to break this divine champion. He had
conquered the ﬁrst Adam, he would conquer the
second, and that at once. Before this Jesus got
under way with his work, Satan would lay him
low with his old cunning. God willed that it should
be so.
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The inﬁnitive wapaaﬁm denotes purpose, and the
aorist denotes completeness: to be tested to the ﬁnish.
The devil was to exert the full extent of his power,
God offering no restraint. The verb itself is really
a 120:: media, “to try,” “to test," “to put to the
proo .” It obtains its sinister sense from the context,

and because this is often evil, replica: has its dark
connotation “to tempt,” and 6 «Way means “the
tempter." “By the devil" was Jesus to be tempted
in a mortal test. Satan would strike in person and
would not entrust the issue to a lesser agent. As
regards a Mpom, really an adjective used as a noun,
“the slanderer," “the adversary," we need not waste
time by bringing in the volume of Biblical evidence
which reveals “the devil” as the fallen angel Satan,
the author of sin, the head of the hellish kingdom,
forever opposed to God and devoted to man’s eternal
ruin because of this opposition. Consult the details
in C.-K., 187, etc. If no devil exists as he is described
in the Bible, the whole Bible is false, and man himself
is converted into his own devil.
2) And after fasting for forty days and for
forty nights he ﬁnally was hungry. This statement

is the preamble to the temptation that now begins
and helps to explain Satan’s ﬁrst onset. By fasting
for so long a time Jesus did not weaken himself for
the ﬁnal battle as some have suggested. It is useless
to refer to the two periods of forty days spent by
Moses on Sinai without food or drink (Exod. 34:28;
Deut. 9 :9, 18), or to the forty foodless days of Elijah
while traveling to Horeb (I Kings 19:8), or 'to other
long fasts of ordinary men. Since the body of Jesus
was wholly unaifected by sin, its power of enduring
abstinence from food by far exceeds ours. An idea
of partial fasting, living without ordinary food due
to wandering in the desert, is wholly shut out by
Luke 4:2: “he did eat nothing in those days.” Mat-
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thew writes: “afterward (tummy) he was hungry”;
and Luke: “and when they were completed "(the days),
he hungered."
This long fast should not be regarded as a preparation for the coming temptation. We nowhere read
that Jesus fasted and prayed. This is not a retirement
of Jesus such as he at other times sought for communion with God. Jesus did not spend these forty days in
the happy enjoyment of the good pleasure of his Father
and thus forgot all about food. He was led up into
the mountainous wilderness for quite a different purpose, namely, “to be tempted by the devil.” Mark uses
£43m“, “he is thrown out into the desert,” and then
adds that he was there mtpazdmoc {are rot": Earavi, “being

tempted by Satan,” namely during the entire time
which he spent in the desert. This duratiVe participle
after 5» does not indicate purpose: “in order to be
tempted,” and thus the temptation should not be restricted to the three attacks at the end of the forty
days. Luke also has this present participle: weipatdluvos

{ma ma Swﬂvou.

Since Luke has it after ﬁyc‘ro. if he had

purpose in mind and thus only the three fully recorded
temptations, he would have employed the inﬁnitive or a
purpose clause. During the entire forty days Jesus
endured the temptation of the devil, and this experience
caused him to forget all about food. He gained no
breathing spell Whatever to allow his mind to turn to
the wants of his body. It is not necessary to assume
that Jesus did not sleep during these forty nights; that
would surely have been mentioned if it had been a fact.
We have no revelation regarding the continuous
temptation. The supposition that it was so severe and
of such. a nature that human language is unable to
convey what it was, is untenable, for then we should
have a description of only the minor temptations,
which is certainly not the case.
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When thinking about the long days full of temptation the {m6 phrase used by all three evangelists must
be kept in mind. This is the preposition used for the
personal agent with passives. Satan alone caused
this long temptation. None of it arose from the

thoughts and the desires in Jesus’ heart concerning
either his Sonship or his Messiahship. Deductions
from temptations arising in our sinful thoughts and
desires are inadequate for giving us the inwardness of
the temptation endured by the sinless Son of God. The
fact that the hunger was not felt for just 'forty days,
no more and no less, cannot be considered accidental.
We read about other periods of precisely forty days in
the Scriptures, so that it seems as though some mysterious law underlies this number.
3) And when the tempter had come he said to
him, If thou art a son of God, say that these stones
shall become bread. The circumstantial participle
is temporal. Not until this time did the tempter
appear in person. How he launched his previous
assaults is not indicated. The fact that Satan now
appeared in some tangible form is generally admitted.

But the supposition that all angels possess an etherial
form of some kind and by this are able to appear, is
unbiblical speculation, usually also ending in ascribing
some tangible form even to God. As medpam angels
differ from men in having no bodily form of any kind.
Yet good angels freely appear to men when they are
sent by God; men see them and hear them speak. God
appears in the same way (3 :16, 17). Apart even from
II Cor. 11:14, Satan too, who is an angel, must have the
power to appear.

The supposition that, because he

here quotes the Scriptures, he must have come as a.
Jewish scribe, or, if that is too speciﬁc, as a man of
authority, is answered by the last two temptations. He
came as what he was, Satan; and Jesus knew with
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whom he Was dealing and that Satan had come to put
him to the supreme test.
Exactly as he did in Gen. 3 :1 and in Job 1:9; 2 :4, 5,
Satan starts the temptation by raising a cloud of doubt.
While he uses a condition of reality: “if thou art a son
of God,” the “if” really questions the fact, for Satan
demands that Jesus furnish the proof. We see that
Satan questions the very word of the Father spoken
from the opened heavens. When doing so, he cunningly modiﬁes the Father’s word. He does not say,
“the Son of God," the one and only eternal Son, but,
“a son of God,” one of a class, related to God only by
the divine favor (swam-6:, “beloved,” 3 :17) and chosen
only thus to be the Messiah. Our versions translate
(also Luke), “the Son of God,” and it must be admitted that the unarticulated view 105 6:06 may be so
rendered; it is like a title. As far as Satan’s demand
of proof is concerned, no real difference would obtain.
Satan says, “a son,” because Jesus is man, a fact

strongly emphasized by his present hunger for food.
“Only such a son art thou,” he suggests. And even
that, Satan implies, needs proof. The thought that,
if Jesus, would furnish this proof, Satan himself would
also accept this sonship of Jesus plus his Messiahship,
is out of line; for this is a temptation for Jesus by submitting the proof to prove even this kind of sonship.
Note that all who today deny the deity of Jesus or his
eternal Sonship agree with the devil in calling Jesus
only “a son of God” and are better than the devil only
in this regard that they regard him to be such “a son”
whereas the devil implies that he doubts it.
How is Jesus to prove that he is “a son of God”?
“Say that these stones shall become bread.” The In
clause is the object of sin-é; it states what Jesus is to
say, R. 993. The temptation lies in this bidding on the
part of Satan. The tempter did not really doubt that
a word spoken by Jesus could turn the stones lying
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there into bread. Satan knew that as the Messiah
Jesus could perform this and other miracles, for even
the Jews expected miracles of the Messiah. Like the
tempter, the Jews asked for peculiar miracles, which,
if they had been wrought by Jesus, would have plunged
him into sin. In this respect the Jews were simply
tools of the devil, continuing the temptations here advanced by Satan in person. Ordinary Christians have
the right idea when they say: “If Jesus would have
done what Satan said he would have obeyed Satan
instead of God.” So, by acceding to the Jews’ request
he would have done their wrong and wicked will and
not the Father’s. But this involves much more. We
cannot say that it would have been wrong for Jesus to

supply himself with bread by means of a miracle. Most
likely Jesus himself ate of the bread gathered after the
feeding of the 5,000 and of the 4,000, the bread he had
himself miraculously produced. Why should he on
those occasions have remained hungry when all the rest
were fully fed? But here all is different. The Greek
has no word for “loaves” but merely uses the plural
of “bread" when it wants to indicate a number of the
ﬂat cakes into which bread was baked (contra R. V.
margin and others).
By the very act of miraculously transforming these
stones into bread to prove himself “a son of God" Jesus
would prove himself a false “son.” That act would
imply distrust of his Father. By the Father’s own
Spirit Jesus was here to undergo the severest temptation. The Father’s own will had brought him to this
hunger. For forty days the Father had supported the
body of Jesus so that it did not even feel the hunger
resulting from the fasting. Now Jesus is no longer to
look up to his Father with a true son’s trust but is to
look down to these stones, to use them for evading this
hunger? Does it seem strange that the Father should
leave a son of his to hunger thus, or unworthy-for a
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son of this Father to be in such a state of hunger; so

that, in order to make sure he is a son, the son must
provide food for himself? Was not this son, who is
even the eternal Son, to suffer inﬁnitely greater agony
than the present hunger?
The judgment that this ﬁrst temptation is one that
does not directly concern the Messianic mission of
Jesus overlooks the essential point which appears in
the conditional clause: “if thou art a son of God." Both
the hunger and the making of bread out of stones are
connected with the devil’s method of proving sonship,
and sonship in this case involves Messiahship; for as
the Son Beloved, Jesus was the one chosen (see 3:17).
4) Jesus conquers the tempter by acting as a
true “son” should act, to say nothing about “the Son.”
The devil's suggestion is not for one moment entertained by Jesus’ mind. The implied distrust the devil
wants Jesus to show toward his Father is at once met
by the most perfect trust and reliance on the Father.
But he answering said (compare 3:15), It has been
written, Not on bread alone shall a man live, but
on every utterance going forth through God’s mouth.
The sum and substance of this reply is trust: the trust
of any true son of God, the trust of the incarnate Son.
This trust rose in its might and crushed the very suggestion of distrust or mistrust and thus overcame the
temptation.
The importance of the reply is indicated by the
preamble: “he answering said.” The remarkable thing
is that Jesus meets every assault with a word of Scripture: yclypam'at, “it has been written,” the perfect tense
with the implication: “and once written, now stands
forever.” Hence we may translate, “it is written.”
Jesus smites the devil with “the sword of the Spirit,
which is the Word of God,” Eph. 6 :17. He who could
himself say, “Verily, verily, I say to you i” and could

speak with divine authority in every utterance of his
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own, turns to the Word already written and uses that
and only that. The quotation from Deut. 8 :3 stamps
the Pentateuch as the Word of God; for the formula
“it has been written” is used only with reference to the

divine Word. What God wanted Israel to learn during
the forty years in the desert when he humbled Israel,
suffered it to hunger, and fed it with manna, that Jesus
did not need to learn, that he knew perfectly even now
when he was distressed with hunger. Israel was a
type of the Messiah in many phases of its history, and
that is the case here with regard to these forty days of
fasting in the desert. Israel often murmured and
sinned when it was hungry or thirsty, not so Jesus,
God's true Son. The word Moses spoke for God rings
out from the lips of Jesus as the innermost conviction
of his heart and voices his absolute trust in God. By
this word and this act this “son” in the true way proved
that he was “a son."
Note the gradation: “the Son” (thus the Father in
3:17) — “a son” (thus the devil) — “a man" (thus
Jesus in the quotation). Does the devil lower Jesus
and refer to him only as “a son,” one of a class? Jesus
does not reply, “I am the Son.” He is not debating
with the devil and has no call to enlighten the ﬁend of
darkness. He is here to conquer Satan. So Jesus
meets the insult, which questions even his sonship, by
a reply which pertains to all men merely as men. This
actually makes the devil ridiculous. Did he himself
really imagine that it was bread that kept a man alive;
or did he really think that Jesus could be fooled by such
a false notion ? That is true with regard to all lies and
lying assumptions: when they are exposed by the light
of truth they appear as what they actually are, ridiculous, preposterous, the notions of fools. The devil’s
bidding that Jesus hurry and appease his hunger with
stones made into bread, wants Jesus to believe the silly
notion that a man’s life, to say nothing about the life
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of “a son of God,” rests “on bread alone, ”can
a: ap'rgb wimp,
on this ground or basis (R. 604) “alone” and thus apart
from God, the Creator of both the man and the bread.
In his blind folly the devil may think so, Moses knew
better, Israel learned better, every “son of God” knows
better, only fools blinded by the devil do not know
better. The future “shall live” is probably volitive,
the tense expressing the divine will; not merely futuristic regarding what shall occur (R. 889).

“On the contrary,” de (after a negative statement), whether a man knows it or not, he lives only
“on every utterance going forth (it: in the participle)

through God’s mouth” (a Hebraistic turn, R. 649).
The sense is beclouded when the question is put as to
whether ﬁﬁpa refers to merely the uttered word or to the
thing uttered. None of the utterances of God are just
words and thus mere sounds. The Hebrew term motsa',
when it is used in connection with lips or mouth, means
Ausgehendes (Ed. Koenig, Woerterbuch, on Deut. 8 :3)

and could thus be expressed by the neuter participle
mopmépcvov without the addition of ﬁﬁpa. We may thus

lay no stress on the latter word; the real sense lies in
the participle: “what goes forth through God’s mouth,"
on that the life of a man rests. The addition “every"
thus also becomes clear. What goes forth through
God’s mouth is what God orders, and his orders for
maintaining a man’s life may be varied. See the orders
by which Israel was kept alive in the desert, Moses
without food on Sinai, Elijah while travelling forty

days and nights on one meal, and again when being
fed by ravens, and again when making the widow’s
meal and oil abound for many days (I Kings 17 :1-16;
19:4-8) ; Jesus when fed by angels, v. 11. No amount
of bread or other food will keep a man alive without a
word and an order from God’s mouth.
The ﬁrst temptation resembles the one that 0c-

curred in Eden.

It deals with food and uses food to
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awaken distrust of God and of God’s Word. What
succeeded in Eden, in the land of plenty, failed in the
destitute wilderness. What succeeded in the case of
Adam and Eve who were well-fed, failed in the case of
Jesus who was in great hunger. The temptation
assailed Jesus from his human side; he resisted it, not
by means of his divinity, but as man, with his trust in
God and in God's Word. By doing it in this way he
enables us today to follow his example. All true sons
may follow this “son."
5) The second attack reverses the first. Failing
on one flank, the devil turns swiftly against the
other. The ﬁrst two temptations thus form counterparts; the two are halves which form a whole. Then
the devil takes him with himself into the holy city
and placed him on the wing of the Temple and says
to him, If thou art a son of God, throw thyself down.
For it has been written,
To his angels he will give injunction concerning
the;

And on their hands will they bear thee up
Lest ever thou strike thy foot against a stone.
We have noted rapahapﬂalvcw in 1 :20 and in 2 :13, 20;
here it has the same sense: “to take possession of and
thus also to take along.” The present tense pictures
the devil taking Jesus with him in this manner. The
aorist, “and placed,” or “stood him,” simply states the
fact. “The holy city,” the Temple, and then the quotation of the Holy Scriptures to Jesus, the Holy One
of God, certainly are in strong contrast to “the devil,"
to whom nothing is holy when prosecuting his unholy
work.

There are interpreters who deny the actuality

of what Matthew describes as facts. Since the devil
is a spirit, we are told that what is here stated must
have taken place “in the spirit.” The devil’s power
did not actually place Jesus on the wing of the Temple
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but only controlled his senses so that Jesus “felt himg
self” standing on the wing of the Temple. It is also
added that this included dizziness because Josephus,
Antiquities, 15, 11, 5, mentions this feeling in describing the height above the rocks below. But is Jesus
only mentally to throw himself down from this height?
And if the second temptation occurred only in the mind,
are the other two different?
Like Job, Jesus was placed into Satan’s power so
that the latter might tempt him to the uttermost. The
transfer of Jesus to the Temple was a physical transfer.
There is no difﬁculty as to willingness on Jesus’ part;
he consented to the Father’s will to be tempted as the
devil might will to tempt him.

We need not say that

Jesus transferred himself to the Temple; «apaaappdm
and tongue indicate that the devil provided the motive
power. Throughout, Jesus only submits to the tempter’s operations. The devil was permitted to take
Jesus where he desired for the purpose of temptation.
The icpéu is not the mic or Sanctuary (the building
housing the Holy and the Holy of Holies) but the
entire Temple area with all its buildings and courts.
The wrepuytov is “the wing of the Temple”; note the
article: not some wing but the one speciﬁcally so called.
The diminutive has lost its force in the Greek. This
“wing” was most likely the one from which James was
thrown down, Acts 12:2; Eusebius 2, 23. This was a
part of the outer wall that encircled the entire Temple
area. The most acceptable location is the area ,BaawK-é
or royal porch'on the south wall, a deep ravine lying
between it and the opposite suburbs; others think of
the east wall along Solomon’s Porch where the drop
is 400 cubits or 600 feet. Josephus describes both locations in Ant. 15, 11, 5, and the latter also in 20, 9, 7.
Not a word is said about people in the Temple courts,
before whom Jesus‘ was to make a display by throwing
himself from a great height and remaining unharmed.
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This idea, which is wholly foreign to the text and contrary to the very nature of the second temptation, has

led some to think of the roof parapet or of the roof
gable of the Sanctuary.
6) The conditional clause in the tempter’s bidding
is the same in form and in thought as in v. 3. But the
temptation runs in the opposite direction. As a true
son Jesus had just demonstrated his absolute trust in
God regarding his bodily needs. And as a true son he
has just pointed to the Word of God on which his trust
rested. At both points the new assault is,aimed. If
Jesus is such a true and trustful son of God, let him
demonstrate the fact by something more decisive than
continued patient hunger. That, the devil implies, is
a cheap way of showing real trust. And yet, like the
liar that he is, this cheap method was the very one
he assailed but a moment ago when he sought to entice
Jesus to distrust God by not waiting for bread from
God but by rushing himself to provide it. The heroic
way to display trust, Satan says, is to test some promise

of God to the limit and on the instant. Let Jesus throw
himself down from this great Temple height and prove
that God’s promise in P5. 91:11, 12 is true. If Jesus
has real ﬁlial trust, the devil intimates, he will not
hesitate a moment; and, of course, if God fails to keep
his Word, that Word is nothing, and Jesus might as
well be dead as to live and to rely on empty promises.
The cunning of the temptation is doubled by the
devil’s use of Scripture. By himself quoting Scripture
the devil would block any further resort of Jesus to
Scripture; he would wrest the sword of the Spirit from

Jesus’ hand. The devil here shows himself an expert
in handling Scripture. Luther well calls him a doctor
non promotus sed ezpertus.

The passage he quotes

seems to ﬁt the proposal he makes in the most perfect
way. Read the entire Psalm and see how all of it ﬁts
quite exactly. All that Satan has done is to invent
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an act to match the two verses quoted, one in which
God’s angels can bear a man up and prevent him from
crashing his feet on the stones beneath. They will
catch him under the arms and let him light on the
rocks below as gently as feather down. The devil's
art of quoting Scripture has been spread far and wide
in the devil’s school, and some of his pupils and graduates are doctors that are quite as expert as he is.
In this case the deception does not lie in misapplying
to Jesus what really does not apply to him. Psalm 91
applies to any son of God and certainly also to this Son.
Satan abbreviates by omitting the line, “to keep thee
in all thy ways.” Some ﬁnd the deception in this omission as though the promise of God were conditional:
to protect us only when we walk in the path of divine
duty. But then the words should read, “to keep thee
in all his ways.” If the deception lay in omitting this
line, it would have been rather easy to overthrow Satan.
A misquotation is removed by the corrected quotation.
Jesus, however, makes no correction, does not point to
the omitted line but accepts the quotation as being
substantially correct. The deception in the use of this
quotation by Satan lies in setting one Scripture against
another. One statement is-stressed, and others that
should go with it are quietly disregarded. The trick is
constantly practiced, often on a large scale, when a
mass of passages are combined in such a way that it
makes the Bible say what it most certainly does not
say, in fact, openly contradicts elsewhere in the plainest
language. This type of deception easily catches the
unwary, especially the devout who regard the Scriptures highly; it is also the delight of those who love to
harass devout believers while they think they are fortifying themselves behind impregnable walls.

7)

Jesus said to him, Again it has" been written,

Thou shalt not test out the Lord, thy God.

The

. temptation is overcome with a single word.- A true
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son knows what his father says and means; so Jesus
knows that all the great promises of his Father’s protection are intended for our humble trust in him and
never once for our presumption. It would be a caricature of humble trust to take a gracious promise of God
and by some foolhardy act to challenge God to see
whether he will, indeed, do what he has said, or, still
worse, simply to presume that he must do what his
words say. As the ﬁrst temptation, under the plea of
acting like a true son, tries to lead to distrust of the
Father, so the second temptation, under the same plea,
tries to lead to a. false trust of the Father. What such
false trust really is the Father himself has declared in
plainest language, and as a true son. who knows all
that his Father has said, Jesus sets at the side of the
word quoted by the devil another word that must be
considered together with it.
On the use of 54»; as an aorist see R. 311. The
adverb mum never has the sense of contra. or opposition. Jesus does not set one Scripture against another.
The adverb means “again," rursus. Jesus places one
Scripture beside another and thus establishes the great
principle of all true interpretation: Scripture ea:
Scripture explicanda est, Scripture is explained and
must be explained by Scripture. Any false conclusions
or deductions from one passage are eliminated by com-

paring other pertinent passages. No man dare press
into a passage a thought that contradicts another passage. Here all exegesis that operates with contradictions in the Scripture has its answer. It is generally
the easy way out where the real solution of what looks
like a contradiction is not readily found. In the present case all is clear: Ps. 91 :11, 12 dare not be pressed
to clash with Deut. 6 :16: “Thou shalt not test out the
Lord, thy God."
This word of God rests on the incident recorded in
Exod. 17:7 when the people demanded that God fur-
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nish them water with the challenging cry, “Is the Lord
among us or not?” Their sin, was the fact that they
tested out God, tried or tempted him. Instead of
praying and trustfully relying on God, leaving the fulﬁllment of his promises of help in need to his abounding
grace, the people chided and challenged God. They
did it in the bad situation in which they found themselves. They did it by presumptuous lack of trust.
They virtually said: “If God does not do what we
demand, then there is no God among us, then his prom-

ises amount to nothing.” In this negative way they
tempted or tried him out. And this was their sin.
The devil wants Jesus to commit this sin in the
opposite or positive way, which is far worse. Jesus
is in no danger but is deliberately to throw himself
into mortal danger. And he is to do this for no reason
whatever save to try out God regarding his promise —
as though God had not proved often enough that he

helps his own and keeps his Word. Without necessity
plunging into mortal danger may look like supreme,
heroic trust in God and thus as supreme proof of truly
being a son of God. That is the lure of this temptation.

In reality this is false trust and thus, as Jesus points
out, nothing but tempting God, of which no true son of
God Would ever be guilty as little as he would be guilty
of lack of trust.

All lack of trust and all false trust

are closely akin. Both tempt and challenge God with
their presumptions as to what he must do to keep his
promises.

If Jesus were to throw himself down from

the Temple height he would presumptuously go beyond
God’s promise and thus tempt God and sin against him
and his promise. By pointing out that truth from the
written Word itself the tempter and his temptation are

vanquished.
8)
Again the devil takes him with himself to a
very high mountain and shows him all the kingdoms

of the world and the glory of them; and he said to
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him, These all will I give to the if thou, by falling
down, wilt worship me. Luther says that he who in
the ﬁrst temptation showed himself as a black devil,
and in the second as a light, white devil, using even
God’s own Word, now displays himself as a divine,
majestic devil, who comes right out as though he were
God .himself. Satan drops his mask and appears as
the prince and ruler of this world. He no longer
operates with the appeal, “if thou art a son of God,"
suggesting some ungodly way by which Jesus is to
prove that he is such a son. Cunningly he accepts the
fact that Jesus is a son, even the one chosen to be the
Messiah, and on this Satan rests the ﬁnal temptation.
Those who regard the transfer of Jesus to the
Temple wing as a mental act, thrust into the mind and
thought of Jesus by Satan, think of the transfer “to a
very high mountain” in the same way.

Jesus feels

himself to be on such a mountain; in reality he never
left the wilderness. Seeing the kingdoms of the world,
we are told, was only a mental act; so why not also the
being on a mountain? For no physical mountain
affords a view of all the kingdoms of the world. One
answer to this is that, if the showing of the kingdoms
was mental only, no mental mountain was necessary,
it would be wholly superﬂuous. The second is that the
plain verbs of both Matthew and Luke shut out this
hypothesis. The third is that, if by his mere volition
Satan could project thoughts and feelings into the mind
of Jesus and could make Jesus think he was where he
actually was not, the mind of Jesus would be utterly

helpless under the will of Satan. The statement that
Jesus “still remained master of his thinking and willing” is the assertion of the commentator who would
harmonize his view with the Gospel accounts. Only by
means of the words which Satan spoke could he present

thoughts to the mind of Jesus; and these lying thoughts
Jesus promptly rejected.
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The verb Ses'xwaw (Luke, ESuﬁev) can scarcely mean
that Satan ﬂashes the thought of all the kingdoms of the
world and of their glory'into the mind of Jesus. “And
shows" means “shows to the eyes of Jesus.” Luke
adds that this was done Ev 0117p?) xpévou, “in an instant of
time." This phrase does not refer symbolically to the
transient nature of all these kingdoms and their glory,
ﬂashing brightly for an instant and then being as

quickly gone.

This any/.17; is an actual instant.

Before

the very eyes of Jesus as he looked out over the world
from that mountaintop the prince of this world, by his
occult power, ﬂashed in an instant a view of the mighty
realm he ruled. “And the glory of them" brings out
the feature that made “all the kingdoms of the world"
so desirable and attractive to Jesus who was to be the
true king of this vast realm but only by achieving the
kingship through suffering and death.

How this show-

ing was performed, especially how the glory was made
to appear, and that all in an instant, is beyond us.
9) We need not trouble about the neuter plural
«mam mirru which refers to “all the kingdoms of the
world and the glory of them.” Luke has: “all this
authority and the glory of them." The devil offers
Jesus the rule of this grand domain and the glory
that would go with this rule. Luke adds the devil's
explanation as to how he is able to make this grand
offer: “for to me it has been delivered, and to whom

I will I give it."

He speaks as though he were the

rightful ruler of all these kingdoms, and as though
God himself had given him this rule. This, of course,
is a lie, for he is an illegitimate ruler who has usurped
his authority and will be brought to book for his
usurpation. Also his presumption that he is so
supreme in his rulership that he is able to make a
gift of it to whomever he may will is a lie. A
usurper's gift is spurious, and whoever would accept
his gift makes himself a party to his usurpation. All
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the arrogant pride of the devil who ﬁrst fell away
from God through pride comes out in his offer:
“These all will I give thee.”
The boldest stroke, however, lies in the little condition attached to the offer: “if thou, by falling down,
wilt worship me.” The circumstantial aorist participle mao’w enhances the act of worship and, like the
aorist subjunctive rpoaxuwjaye, signiﬁes a single act.
The verb is used with reference to Oriental prostration before great human lords but especially also with
reference to prostration before God in the deepest
religious reverence and adoration (2:2, 8, 11, the
latter also with the participle). The reply of Jesus
shows that the latter meaning is in the devil’s mind.
Satan’s proposition is this: God has turned all theSe
kingdoms over to him, and he is willing to turn them
over to Jesus if, as Satan is under God, Jesus will
place himself under Satan. Satan offers to make
Jesus the Messiah-King just as God wants him to
be this King. It can all be done by means of one
little act of prostration before Satan. Instead of a
long, bitter road to the throne one short step will reach
the crown.
The whole proposition intends to appeal to the
human nature of Jesus. Like a god Jesus can rule
at once. There is no need to face shame, agony, and
ignominious death. Instead of the bitter cup only a
single obeisance. Satan would place himself in harmony with God by making Jesus the King. Yet the
whole proposition is false from beginning to end.
Satan does not bow before God in worship as Jesus
is to bow before Satan. Satan has not received the
kingdom from God, he rules them as the eneiﬁy of
God, as a rebel against God, as a usurper whom God
is dethroning through Jesus. By the one act of worship Jesus would also become a rebel against God
and at the same time a tool of Satan. The king-
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doms and their glory, promised to Jesus by Satan,
would remain Satan’s. The transfer would be an
illusion.
Instead of being a King, Jesus would be
a slave of Satan. The way in which Satan tried to
buy Jesus is the way in which he bought Eve: “Ye
shall be as gods.” Thus. he bought Judas, but the
price was the trivial thirty pieces of silver. Ever
he still buys men in this way, but never at a price so
great as the offered Jesus. It may seem foolish on
Satan’s part to offer such a temptation to Jesus and
to think that Jesus might be caught thus. But after
succeeding with his proffers to other men in thousands of instances, Satan felt that this man Jesus
would certainly succumb to an offer that was more
magniﬁcent than any he had ever made. The author
of all evil lies most completely under the blinding
power of evil.

As men, when they are submerged in

sin, lose all moral judgment, so by his fall Satan lost
all sense of righteousness and truth and moves only in
absolute, moral darkness.
10) Then Jesus says to him, Begone, Satan!
For it has been written, The Lord, thy God, shalt
thou worship, and him alone shalt thou serve. The
holy indignation of Jesus is apparent.

Not until this

time does Jesus add a word of his own to the Scriptures with which he smote the tempter, and this word
is the command to Satan to begone. He calls him
“Satan,” because this is the ﬁend’s personal name.
Certainly, its signiﬁcance, “adversary,” receives its
full weight in the exclamation of Jesus. The suppo-

sition that until this time Jesus did not know that he
was dealing with Satan, and that, if he had known,
he would have ordered him away at once, is untenable.
Jesus was to be tempted by the devil and knew this

from the start. The ﬁrst two temptations fully reveal
Satan. The reason why Jesus delayed until this time
to order away Satan is not the fact that Satan had
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now thrown off his mask; as far as Jesus was concerned, Satan was never masked. The plain reason
is the fact that Satan has exhausted his temptations.
Jesus was by the Spirit of God exposed to all the
tempting power Satan possessed. By ordering away
Satan Jesus did not withdraw himself from further
and more severe assaults. When Satan made his third
eﬁ‘ort he had no temptation that could possibly prove
stronger. The ordeal was ﬁnished. The command to
Satan to begone is the announcement of victory on

the part of Jesus. Satan is ordered to begone because
he has been utterly vanquished.
The blow of ﬁnal victory is another word of Scripture. Even now the last stroke is delivered by the
sword of the Spirit. We are to know that the written
Word is the one and only shield and weapon by which
to overthrow the evil one. If Jesus had at the last
used a word of his own, we might think that the written Word is after all not enough. The quotation is
taken from Deut. 6:13; but “thou shalt fear" in the
Hebrew and in the LXX is rendered by “thou shalt
worship,” conforming to the tempter’s word. Yet
ya/re’ denotes the fear of reverence which is expressed by the humble and reverent act of worship.
The Hebrew has: “and serve him,” to which the LXX
adds: “him alone.” Since this is the true sense of
the original, Jesus retains it. The service of Ampa'a
or worship (often with offerings) belongs to deity
alone. Rendered to others, it becomes the abomination of idolatry. Satan attempted to lure Jesus into
a ﬂagrant transgression of the First Commandment.
the most fundamental of all, in which the whole law
centers.
Since no greater commandment exists, and
no more essential part of this greatest commandment

than the act of reverent worship, Satan is at an end.
As he had done in the other two temptations, so
also in this third Jesus speaks only as “a son,” a
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true Israelite.

As man, Jesus, too, was under God,

under the law of God and hence honored and wor-

shipped God and kept all his commandments as all
men ought to keep them.

In the battle with Satan,

Jesus made no use of his divine prerogatives and
powers.

He vanquished Satan as man.

And thus

“we have not an High Priest which cannot be touched
with

the feeling of

our

inﬁrmities;

but was

in

all points tempted like as we are, yet without
sin,” Heb. 4:15.
11)

Then the devil leaves him.

And lo! angels

came to him and engaged in serving him. “Leaves
him,” (:4):an abrév, means more than that the devil
departed; he desisted from further attacks upon Jesus,

“stood away from him," as Luke writes with the signiﬁcant addition: “for a season,” literally, “until a suit-

able season.” Utterly routed in this set and formal
attack, the devil afterward tried to dissuade Jesus
from his holy course and ﬁnally brought about his
death through Judas’ betrayal. In one form or in
another the third temptation was repeated (Matt.
16:22, 23; John 6:15; 14:30).
Matthew leaves Jesus, as far as we know, on the
mountain whither Satan had carried him. Whether
the angels, who now came to him and “were engaged

in serving him” (Stnxévow, the durative imperfect),
bore him back into the wilderness, where the devil
ﬁrst attacked him, or to some other place, who can
say? The verb signiﬁes service freely rendered for

the beneﬁt of the person concerned.

We may be

quite sure that this service included furnishing food

for the hungry body of Jesus.

Others include solar-

tium, augmenting the victory of Jesus, and helping

him to celebrate the triumph.
Matthew presents the three temptations in their
historical order; Luke arranges the places in a climax:
desert — mountain — Jerusalem and the Temple. The
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fact that Matthew's order is the historical one is
evident from the command at the end of the third
temptation, ordering Satan to leave.
The account of Christ’s temptation is not a parable, or a. myth, or a legend. Either of the latter two
would make this portion of Scripture a human invention.
Then other portions may be of the same empty
nature, and we should be at sea regarding any and
all portions. Some think of a dream or a vision.
There is no report that Christ ever had dreams or
visions, and where such means are used in the case
of others Matthew and the Scriptures say so. . A victory over Satan in a dream or a vision would not be
an actual victory. Communications are received by
men in dreams, though not from Satan. but battles
are not fought in dreams or in visions.
Some regard the entire occurrence as a mental
one. Jesus fought out the battle with the spurious
and perverted Messianic ideal of the Judaism of his
day in a long inner, mental struggle. One version of
this makes everything mental: the wilderness, the
devil, the wing of the Temple, the mountain, the angels,
etc. Instead of dreaming it all or having it come to
him in a vision, Jesus thought it all. If this is true,
then the entire temptation rose out of the mind and
the heart of Jesus himself and took such a hold on
him that he wrestled with it for forty days. Ethically
this is incredible. The pure and holy heart of Jesus
is incapable of producing Satanic thoughts, incapable,
too, of dallying with them for an instant, to say nothing of forty days. If the entire temptation was only
mental, the evangelists did not present it thus. A
less radical view compromises. The devil and the wilderness are real but not the wing of the Temple or
the mountain.

The stones are real, and Jesus is to

change them into real bread, but he'is not really to
leap from the wing of the Temple to real rocks be-
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low — he is to do this only mentally. He does not see
real kingdoms, actual glory, although he is to snatch
at these unreal gifts by a real act of worship. The
evangelists describe realities throughout. They also
seem to have a proper conception of what the devil
is able to do. Even their psychology is sane and
sensible. Satan is able to present thoughts to the
mind of Jesus and to suggest acts to his will only by

means of words, Jesus instantly rejecting both the
thoughts and the acts. He is not able to invade the
mind of Jesus without the use of words, making Jesus
think things by mere volitions of Satan’s will. The
latter assumption lays Jesus’ mind open to Satan.
and such a view cannot be accepted by believing commentators.

It is often also assumed that the temptation of
Jesus must have been like ours also in this respect
that Jesus might have succumbed to it.

It is usually

presented in this form; if Jesus could not have fallen,
his temptation was not a real temptation (meaning:

like ours) ; it is presented in the Scriptures as having
been real, hence Jesus might have fallen. These conclusions would be sound if Jesus could be placed on
the same level with us believers in our present state,
or with Adam and Eve in Eden, or with the angels
prior to Satan’s fall in heaven. But the Scriptures
attest that Jesus was not merely “a son of God” (v. 3
and 6) but the Son of God, the incarnate second Person of the Godhead. God cannot fall into sin. This
is absolutely true regarding all three Persons.

Only

by the theory of a kenosz's which empties Jesus of the
Godhead and leaves him nothing but man could a fall
into sin under temptation be possible for him.
Neither the Father nor the Spirit could be tempted
by Satan because both are only God. The Son could
be tempted because he became man. He alone of the
three persons, by assuming our human nature, could
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suffer human hunger and could be asked to appease
that hunger in a sinful way. He alone, by his human
nature, was made dependent on his Father and could
thus be asked to abuse his dependence by a false trust
in his Father. He alone, in his human nature, faced
the cross and could thus be asked to evade it and follow
an easier course. Temptation was possible to Jesus
only on the side of his humanity.
The verb «alpaca. means to try or test. The greatness of the strength tested changes nothing regarding the reality of the test to which it is subjected.
The strain applied is just as real when the strength
endures it as when the strength is too weak to endure
it. Jesus, the Stronger, remained unmoved under all
the force Satan, the strong one, brought against him.
Thus the test or temptation was real in every way and
not an illusion. We see this more readily when we
think of the test made, not by immoral solicitation, but
by suffering and death for the world’s sin. When the
test was made, the outcome was not for a moment in
doubt. Yet the agony and the death were real
although Jesus bore them triumphantly.
Chn‘st’s Work in Galilee — a Summary, 4:12-25
The baptism of Jesus was followed by his temptation. From this Jesus returned to the Jordan, won
six disciples (John 1:35-51), and returned to Galilee.
The Baptist continued his work, Jesus attended the
festivals at Jerusalem (John 2:18, etc., 5:1). Matthew is not concerned with these events. He is not
writing a chronological history; his method is pragmatic: to present a great life-picture of Jesus as the
Messiah. At this point he presents a summary survey of the ministry of Jesus in Galilee when the work
was at its height.
12) Now when he heard that John was delivered up he withdrew into Galileo and left Naza-
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reth and came and dwelt in Capernaum by the sea,
in the regions of Zebulun and Naphtali. Matthew
offers no connection in time between the temptation
and the present account. Yet the temporal participle
marks a point of time that lay far beyond the temptation. This gap covers the rest of the Baptist’s work,
for he is now in prison, and the tragic news has reached
Jesus. By this participial clause Matthew also indicates that he is acquainted with all the preceding
events although in following the plan of his Gospel
he passes them by without mention.

We cannot say

that this is due to the fact that he was called later
and consequently had no personal knowledge of these
events, for he narrates both the baptism and the
temptation. Still less can we assume a contradiction
with John’s Gospel which reports some of the events
omitted by Matthew. It is taken for granted that
the readers know the story of the Baptist and his
tragic end. Later in his Gospel Matthew utilizes some
of the details of the Baptist’s later life (11:2; 14:3).
Here only the fact of the arrest is introduced to mark
the general point of time; even the name of Herod
Antipas who ordered the arrest is omitted.
The Baptist’s arrest indicates the time when Jesus
resolved to do his main work in Galilee. The verb
dvaxwpeiv, “to withdraw,” often implies fear of danger
as a motive for the withdrawal, but not always, and
not here; for Jesus did not ﬂee to Galilee in order to
escape a fate similar to that which had came to the
Baptist. Herod Antipas was the tetrarch of Galilee
and Perea and certainly had full power in his own
dominion. In this instance to withdraw means to
retire.
Instead of seeking the fullest publicity in
Jerusalem, the great center of the Jewish world, Jesus
transferred his main activity to Galilee, the Jewish
province that was farthest removed from the capital
and quite generally looked down upon by the proud
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inhabitants of that center. Wisdom and prudence
dictated this decision on the part of Jesus; it conserved best the interest of the work which he had
come to do.
13)

John 2:12 reports that Jesus transferred his

home from Nazareth to Capernaum shortly after he

ﬁrst returned to Galilee from the Jordan. When Matthew writes, “and having left Nazareth, having come,
he dwelt in Capernaum,” these aorists merely mark
facts without particular reference to the exact past
moment of time. We are simply to know that, when
the Baptist was imprisoned, Jesus no longer lived in
Nazareth but in Capernaum. Both cities are regarded
as feminine nouns with 76m understood, R. 759. It
seems as though Jesus had planned his extensive Galilean ministry long before the arrest of the Baptist
and had moved his home to Capernaum quite early;
then, when the arrest occurred, the plan was put into
operation.

Capernaum (cl: is static, R. 593)‘ was far more
suitable for the purpose of Jesus than Nazareth could
be. since it was situated on the populous shores of
the Sea of Galilee and on the great trade route, the
via man's, which extended from Damascus and the
East to the Mediterranean coast. It was easy to
radiate out to all parts of Galilee from this center.
The adjective «apaoamm’av, “beside the sea,” R. 613,
points to the shipping; Jesus himself often crossed
this sea in boats. Yet to Matthew the transfer of
residence to Capernaum is important only as being
connected with the selection of Galilee for Christ’s
extensive Messianic ministry. To Jewish minds this
is really astounding, and Matthew writes for just
such minds. In Jewish eyes the only ﬁtting place for
the Messiah’s work was Judea and in particular Jerusalem; a Galilean Messiah seemed an impossibility to
them. The addition, “in the regions of Zebulun and
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Naphtali,” points to the Galilean land in general and

is drawn from the prophecy which Matthew at once
appends. But the phrase ('v dpt'ots' is not intended to
point to the two tribes Zebulun and Naphtali, as
though Capernaum lay near or upon this line. These
old boundary lines had long ceased to divide the country. Capernaum lay in Naphtali with the old boundary line being to the south. The phrase means “in
the regions”(ﬁnes) and is added to indicate that this
territory of the two tribes could easily be reached from
Capernaum as a center in fulﬁllment of Isaiah’s prophecy. Zebulun and Naphtali are combined as one territory in which Capernaum lay.
14) All Jews who were perplexed because of
the Messiah’s working so extensively in Galilee are
pointed to Isa. 9:1, 2: in order that it might be ful-

ﬁlled what was spoken through Isaiah, the prophet,
saying:

The land of Zebulun and the land of Naphtali,
Along the way of the sea, beyond the Jordan,
Galilee of the Gentiles,
The people sitting in darkness
Saw a great light,
And to them sitting in death's region and shadow,
Light rose up for them.
On Matthew’s formula of quotation see 1:22 and
2:17. In the present instance a direct prophecy concerning

the

Messiah

is

fulﬁlled

by

Christ.

The

passive 76 51,06» implies Yahweh as the speaker, and Sui
marks the prophet as his mouthpiece; the reference
is to a word that was ﬁrst spoken and then written by

Isaiah. This presents divine inspiration exactly as
it occurred.
15)

We need not concern ourselves with the diﬂi-

culties encountered in the Hebrew of Isa. 9:1, for all

that Matthew quotes from this verse are the territorial
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designations: “the land of Zebulun and the land of
Naphtali. the way of the sea, beyond Jordan, Galilee
of the Gentiles”; and these he adds as appositions to
the subject of v. 2, not in the least altering the substance of the prophet’s words. R. 469 regards these
nouns as vocatives, but they may also be regarded
as simple nominatives in apposition with 6 Aao'c, or

simply as nominative absolutes. And there are ﬁve:
1) land of Zebulun, 2) land of Naphtali, 3) along
the way to the sea, 4) beyond the Jordan, 5) Galilee of the Gentiles. All ﬁve denote stretches of
territory. The 682w adieu-r19, Isaiah’s 'derelc hayyam,
is not the road that leads to the Mediterranean
but the stretch

of country

to

which

this

great

ancient road, the via ma/ris, led. The accusative 586v is adverbial to denote extent, and this
adverbial with a genitive is used as a nominative

or as an independent expression. The same is true
regarding the phrase: wépav rot: ’IoPdeov, “beyond the
Jordan,” i. e., Perea, which lies at the extreme east,
while “along the way of the sea” lies at the extreme
west. The ﬁfth term: “Galilee of the Gentiles,” is
not Galilee as such but the northern stretch of
Palestine beyond Naphtali. All this territory Jesus
covered during his ministry, radiating out from Capernaum as the general center.
This entire region had suffered severely during past

ages. Delitzsch writes: “Since the days of the Judges
all these stretches of country were by reason of their

proximity exposed to corruption by heathen inﬂuences
and by subjugation through heathen enemies. The
northern tribes on the other side suffered most by
reason of the almost constant wars with the Syrians
and the later war with the Assyrians, and the deportation of the inhabitants gradually increased under Phul,
Tiglatpileser, Salmanassar until a total depopulation
resulted.” While in Christ's time this region was
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populous enough, the people of Galilee were to a large
extent a mixed race, and their spiritual condition,
in spite of their connection with the central sanctuary
at Jerusalem, was deplorable in every way, especially
also since that sanctuary had long ceased to represent
the true worship of Jehovah.
16) Isaiah’s description is entirely correct: “the
people sitting in darkness.” They are still called
6 Aaés, a term frequently used to designate Israel as
the chosen “people” in distinction from rt; 50",, “the
nations” or “the Gentiles.” Isaiah has “walked in
darkness,” which the LXX retain, but which Matthew
renders freely “sitting." “Darkness,” however, is
more than the absence of the light, the divine truth
of salvation; the Scriptures use the term with reference to the power of evil, especially as represented in
delusion and religious falsehood. The true gospel
light had gone out under the power of Jewish formalism and work-righteousness. Now the astounding
fact is that this most benighted portion of the entire
Jewish land should be chosen to receive the light
through the extended ministry of Christ. Isaiah foretold this event: they “see a great light,” which the
evangelist, since the prophecy was now fulﬁlled, replaces with the past tense: they “saw a great light.”
This is the Messianic salvation embodied in Christ and
proclaimed by him.
In the parallelism of Hebrew poetry a second
synonymous couplet repeats this wonderful thought
with variation. The description of the people is intensiﬁed. “Darkness" is not enough to express their
sad condition: they sit (Isaiah has “dwell") “in
death’s region and shadow,” from which they are
unable to escape. Matthew translates beerets tealmaoeth, “in the land of the black shadow,” e'v x699 xaz
mug". hunt, “in the region and shadow of deat .”
Compare tsalnuweth, “valley of the shadow of deat ”
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(black shadow) in Ps. 23:4. The genitive is evidently to be construed with both datives, and the datives
constitute a hendiadys: “death’s black shadowland,"
which is a ﬁne rendering of the Hebrew construct
chain (LXX: ('V xépg oxui. emirau). Delitzsch: “We
must conceive the apostate mass of the people as having been destroyed, for if death has cast its shadow
over a land, it is a desert. In this situation those who
remain in the land see a great light breaking through
the black-bordered sky. The people who looked up
vainly with cursing, Isa. 8:21, are no more; it is the
remnant of Israel which sees the light of spiritual
and bodily redemption above its head.” In the
prophet’s description of this light in the following
verses (6, 7) note:

“For unto us a child is born, unto

us a son is given," etc. Matthew again has the aorist:
“light rose up for them.” In this way “they saw a
great light": God let it rise for them. - The redundant
af-mis helps to emphasize the dative “to them sitting."
The ﬁgure is that of a glorious sunrise after a black
and deadly night. In both the prophecy and its fulﬁllment we must not miss the strong note of undeserved grace. The people were at their lowest ebb,
all spiritual light was gone, there was absolutely no
hope or help in themselves: then God stepped in and
in pure grace sent them a heavenly gift, the help of
salvation in Christ Jesus.
17) From then on began Jesus to herald and
say, Be repeating! for the kingdom of the heavens

has come near.

Prepositions may be used with

adverbs, R. 676; so here: “from then on.” The aorist
“began” marks the point of beginning, and the following present inﬁnitives, “to herald and say,” indicate
the continuous work thus set in motion. Matthew has
the same verb which he used to describe the Baptist’s
work: mpﬁaaav, “to herald,” generally rendered, “to
preach,” but always signifying to announce publicly
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as a herald, to proclaim. The point to be noted is
that to preach is not to argue, reason, dispute, or convince by intellectual proof, against all of which a keen
intellect may bring counterargument. We simply
state in public or testify to all men the truth which
God bids us state. No argument can assail the truth
presented in this announcement or testimony. Men
either believe the truth as all sane men should, or
refuse to believe it as only fools venture to do.
It is evident that Matthew wants us to understand
that Jesus took up the work of the Baptist’s heralding, now extending it throughout Galilee, whither the
Baptist had not been sent. Many Galileans had heard
the Baptist (11:7-9), but to many regions of Galilee

the Baptist’s message had not come, save perhaps
through more or less reliable reports.

Now Jesus

himself sounds the great announcement to them.
the announcement itself see the exposition in 3 :2.

On

18) The account which now follOWS is merely incidental in the summary description of the Galilean
ministry of Jesus. The readers are to picture Jesus
as being accompanied by a number of disciples who
were not merely attached to him personally but were
under his training for the great future work awaiting
them. The insertion of the present incident into this
summary section is, therefore, without a mark of time.

All we are able to gather is that the disciples named
were called to follow Jesus when his Galilean ministry
got well under way.
Now, when walking along by the Sea of Galilee,
he saw two brothers, Simon, called Peter, and
Andrew, his brother, throwing a casting net into the
sea; for they were ﬁshermen. This scene is entirely
distinct from the one described in Luke 5:1, 2. No
multitude is here pressing upon Jesus, he is alone.
He is walking along not standing.
The ﬁshermen are
in the boat, busy throwing out their casting net, and
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have not disembarked to wash their nets. Already
these differences show that Matthew does not want to
record the same incident as Luke. Simon and Andrew
are introduced in the simplest manner. They are
brothers, and their profession is that of ﬁshermen.
We see them in the midst of their work. This could
not have been the place where they usually kept their
boats and prepared their nets as was the case in
Luke 5:2; but they were somewhere along the shore

where successful ﬁshing could be done.
In v. 21
Jesus walks forward a distance to the place where the
boats were kept.

Simon and Andrew, however, are

introduced as Matthew’s readers have always known
them: the former as the one “called Peter,” and the
latter as “his brother.” In this way Matthew intimates that both men had already become followers of
Jesus as John 1:35, etc., reports, who also informs
us that Simon had been given the name Peter.
The attachment ﬁrst formed at the Jordan associated these men with Jesus as his disciples who followed him as the Messiah (John 1:41), of whom Moses
and the prophets wrote (v. 45), the Son of God and
King of Israel (v. 49). This following did not preclude a return to their old occupation as ﬁshermen
especially when Jesus remained at Capernaum and in
the neighborhood. What Matthew now records is an
advance upon this discipleship, a call to apostleship, to
be followed eventually by a formal instatement as
apostles, 10:1, etc. It is thus that we now ﬁnd these
men BdMomc, “throwing,” the present participle
marking their act as regular work, even also as

they were professional ﬁshermen. The dpcﬁﬁhna'rpov
is a net that can be thrOWn from either side of the
boat, while a Gay-rim is a dragnet, and a 8""ro a net
of any kind.
19)

And he says to them, This way, after me!

and I will make you ﬁshers of men!

The adverb
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80'3" is used as the plural of the adverb sci-mo in calling
someone hither; it has the force of an imperative,
R. 1023, and “after me” means that Jesus intends to
go on. But the imperative, hortative, subjunctive, or,
as here, future indicative, which follows, states the
purpose for which one is called hither. This purpose
is the chief point. Hence we should not regard this
expression as a command to follow Jesus and a
promise as to what Jesus will do. R. 949 misconceives the force of the adverb when he makes it
equivalent to a conditional clause with Edy: “if you
come after me, I will make,” etc. The entire call is
a gracious expression of Jesus’ will, and the adverb
“hither” or “this way” is merely incidental. The
call is stated in transparent ﬁgurative language and
is adapted to these ﬁshermen who were even now busy
with their task. “I will make you ﬁshers of men”
means that Jesus will train them for the great work
of winning men for the gospel and salvation. This
call does not imply that they are to join Jesus for
their own sakes as was the case with reference to the
call which John 1:35, etc., reports. This call presupposes that these men had already followed that other
call, were already disciples and believers, already knew
the gospel and the work of spreading its salvation. This
call is for the sake of others, avopmroi, “men,” human
beings. The term is universal and not restricted to
Jews.
A grand prospect is opened to these two brothers.

Their previous attachment to Jesus had prepared them
so that they would be ready when this call came. Not
yet were they ready to go and to catch men. They
would need further intensive training, and this Jesus

would now begin with them. Because of the wording
of this call it has often been identiﬁed with Luke 5 :10:
“from henceforth thou shalt catch men.” But only the
imagery of the two calls is similar. The call recorded
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in Luke comes later, follows a miracle after preaching
to a multitude from Peter’s boat, and is addressed to
Peter alone. The call recorded in Matthew and in
Mark is preliminary; that in Luke has the distinct
addition, that, by the miracle of the great catch
of ﬁsh, tremendous success is promised to the ﬁshers
of men.

20) And they immediately, having left the nets,
followed him. Peter and Andrew at once obeyed
the call. They dropped their ordinary profession, left
“the nets" on the shore, no doubt in the hands of their
helpers, and followed Jesus for the schooling they were
now to receive for a far greater calling.
Those who identify Luke’s account with that of
Matthew and of Mark state in support of their view
that the disciples could not have twice left all; and they
add that if the disciples returned to their former work
after the ﬁrst call they would have been apostates.
But Matthew and Mark do not say that the disciples left all or left their old work for good and all.
What they did was to follow Jesus and thus to signify
their acceptance of his great call. Jesus certainly did
not want them to throw away their property. And
while Jesus remained at Capernaum they could certainly, without prejudice to the call they had accepted
on the ﬁrst invitation, occasionally earn a little at
their old work. Even after the resurrection of Jesus
seven of the disciples worked a night long at ﬁshing,
John 21:1, etc.
21) And, having walked forward from there,

he saw other two brothers: James, the son of Zehe'dee, and John, his brother, in the boat with Zebedee,
their father, engaged in repairing their nets; and he
called them. The two pairs of brothers are some
distance apart, for the participial clause draws attention to the separation. As Jesus “saw" the ﬁrst two,
so he “saw” the second two. The ﬁrst two are called
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away from their actual ﬁshing, the second from their
repairing the nets. All this is quite distinct from the
scene presented in Luke. What we know about Peter
and about Andrew in their relation to Jesus applies
equally to James and to John, who are identiﬁed as the
sons of Zebedee for Matthew’s readers. The call to
these sons is, of course, the same as that extended to
the other pair of brothers.
22)

And they, having left the boat and their

father, followed him. They respond with the same
alacrity. Since their father was mentioned as being
with them, Matthew remarks that they left him. Zebedee was not called to the ministry. But he consents to
the call of his sons and remains behind alone. So he,
too, believed in Jesus and rejoiced in the great work
for which Jesus chose his sons.
23) Matthew now completes his general description of Jesus’ Galilean ministry. In these last three
verses he surveys the entire work as it constantly
increased throughout the regions already named, with
reports of it reaching Syria, the great territory to

the north.

The survey thus presented takes us to

21:1, etc., when Jesus entered Jerusalem for his pas-

sion. Nothing is said about Judea and Samaria or
about Jerusalem in particular. The fact that Jesus
taught and wrought also in the capital was not remarkable, but it certainly was noteworthy that he
covered all of Galilee.
The fact that Jesus called
men for the ministry at the beginning of his activity
in Galilee prepares us for 10:1, etc., where we are

told that he sent all twelve of the men so called to
have their ﬁrst taste of this work by assisting Jesus
in Galilee.
And Jesus kept going about in all Galilee, continuing to teach in their synagogues and to herald
the gospel of the kingdom and to heal every disease

and every weakness among the people.

The Baptist
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chose one spot, then another; Jesus travelled over all
of Galilee, and the imperfect mpu'ncv pictures him
doing so. The three present participles do the same.
Only in v. 17, where Jesus takes up the Baptist’s
work, is the unmodiﬁed mptia'dew used regarding the
preaching of Jesus. In the case of the Baptist only
this verb is used to describe his activity, on which
see 3:1. Ordinarily the activity of Jesus is characterized by the word Ma’axcw, “to teach,” which is never
used with reference to the Baptist. The latter always
preached out-of-doors, Jesus very frequently in the
synagogues before the audiences which gathered regularly every Sabbath day and probably at this time
already on the second and the ﬁfth day of the week
to hear the reading of the Scriptures and to engage
in public prayers. Since the days of the Babylonian
captivity synagogues, i. e., assemblies, had become a
ﬁxed institution among the Jews. In addition to the
service indicated, whenever competent persons were
present, addresses connected with the Word were
delivered to the people.
The second participle, “continuing to herald the
gospel of the kingdom,” recalls the Baptist’s heralding and intimates that this continued throughout the
ministry of Jesus. The content of this heralding was
1-5 cﬁayye'htov, "the glad news," since the burden of the
proclamation was salvation and life everlasting. The
glad news dealt with “the kingdom," and we may
recall all the parables, in which Jesus revealed now
this now that feature of the kingdom. The genitive
may be objective; on the kingdom compare the exposi-

tion in 3:2.
The Baptist wrought no miracles, but Jesus
wrought them in great numbers: “continuing to heal
every disease and every weakness among the people."
The tangible evidence was thus presented that in Jesus

the kingdom with all its heavenly blessedness was
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actually present. The object is not only doubled for
the sake of emphasis, but “every" is repeated for the
same purpose. The word w'oos refers to disease, and
mania to the soft, weakened condition resulting from
disease. No type or kind of disease, and no case,
whatever its stage of development, did Jesus leave
unhealed. And this healing was always perfect restoration to health in an instant by word or by touch or
by both. It is true, M6: is used extensively with reference to the Jewish people. Yet we are not ready
to state that,“among the people” here means that the
healings were restricted to Jews. We cannot think
that any among the mixed population of Galilee were
turned away; note, for instance, 8 :1-13.
24) And the report of him went forth into the
whole of Syria; and they brought to him all that
were ill, seized with all kinds of diseases and tortures, demoniaca and moon-struck and paralytics;
and he healed them. The imperfect tense used in
v. 23, with its accompanying present participles, is
now followed by aorists which state so many facts.
“The report of him," 1', dxoi; atroi has the objective
genitive. The :whole of Syria heard about Jesus.
This does not- refer to Galilee as being included in
the general term “Syria,” but to Syria proper, the
region north of Galilee toward Damascus, Antioch, etc.
In these cities many Jews were living who kept in
close touch with their native land. Besides, intercourse for commercial purposes was constant and
lively.
Beginning with v. 23, Matthew links his sentences
with the simple paratactic «at, R. 428. He adds that
all the sick were brought to Jesus. This does not
mean that the whole of Syria brought the sick but
that, wherever Jesus went, the people did not wait
for him to discover some sick person or other but at
once brought them to him.‘ “All that were ill," rain-
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xaxés c'xovrac, is general, and with an adverb ('xcw means
“to be." In v. 23 the diseases are stressed, here the
persons suffering from them. To the ﬁrst participle
a second is added predicatively: “seized with all kinds
of diseases and tortures,” i. e., grave cases, many of
them in severe pain. Appositionally three classes are
added, those of the very worst type: “demoniacs,
moon-struck, paralytics.”
There is a strong tendency among modern commentators to deny the reality of demoniacal possession
as recorded in the Scriptures. The demoniacs are
thought to have been people who were afﬂicted with
some mania, an unbalanced condition of mind, perhaps were lunatics or epileptics. But what is gained?
The great miracles remain even when such a view
is taken. These views, however, may lead to serious
results. Either Jesus knew or did not know that
these were demoniacs. If he did not know their real
condition, we have a Savior who was as ignorant as
the people of his own day. If he did know that these
people were not devil-possessed, then he acted as if
they were, and we have a Savior who could act a lie.
To say that Jesus “accomodated himself" to the popular
opinion leaves his case under a fatal, moral stigma.
The fact is that he never descended to any falsehood.
however widely and strongly held.
The Scriptures distinguish clearly between all ordinary forms of disease and the peculiar afﬂiction of
demoniacal possession. Jesus, for instance, addressed
the demons, and these replied to him and often did so
in statements which the human sufferers themselves
could not have made. “It is in vain to clear away
from these Gospel narratives the devil and his demons.
Such an exegesis is opposed to the whole faith of
the world at that time. If we are now to make these
statements mean just what we please, why did not
a single man of the ancient world understand them

176

The Interpretation of Matthew

so? Are we becoming wiser? Then let us congratulate ourselves on our good fortune; but we cannot on
that account compel these venerable writers to say
what in their own time they neither could nor would
say.” Horst, Zauber-Bibliothek, Matson, The Adversary, 177, etc., settles the question as to presentday cases; some still occur in heathen lands. “A certain abnormal state of mind exists, which is not
insanity according to the legal deﬁnition of the term.
It is a state unaffected, so far as science can prove,
by any physical condition of the body; on which medicine appears to have no effect, and on which religion
alone seems to exercise a beneﬁcial control." Christ
gave his apostles power to drive out possessing spirits.
The supposition that Christ accomodated himself to
the views of the people in order to help these sufferers denies his omnipotent power as the Son of God
and reduces him to the level of modern “healers."
Nor can anyone show why he did not enlighten at
least his chosen disciples but permitted them to remain under the old delusion. What Jesus told the
seventy when they returned to him after driving out
devils also more than establishes the reality of such
terrible possession, Luke 10:18, etc.
Some regard the “moon-struck,” canmgénzyoc, as
being epileptics (R. V., for instance), others as being
lunatics (A. V.), and these latter are correct. Those
who think of epileptics suppose that their ailment
ﬂuctuated with the phases of the moon; but this view
cannot be substantiated. The old word “lunatic,” one
affected by the moon, corresponds exactly to the Greek
term, but neither‘word has anything to do with the
moon’s phases. The “paralytics” are those who have
suffered paralysis, which may be due to a number of
causes and produces many incurable cases. “And he
healed them," i. e., without the least difficulty and
without a single exception. The aorist states the his-
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torical fact. In this simple way, without an effort
to excite the reader over the tremendousness of the
fact here presented, inspiration records the miracles
of Jesus. These healings (the verb occurs twice) are
acts of grace and mercy, performed as such, and thus
they distinguish the character of Jesus as the Messiah
and of the message he brought. These miracles still
stand as the divine seals attesting the message to
which they were appended. And this attestation, once
made and forever ﬁxed in a divinely inspired record,
needs no repetition and, therefore, has none.
25) Matthew completes the summary of Jesus'
wonderful Galilean ministry by adding one more
feature. And great multitudes followed him from
Galilee and Decapolis and Jerusalem and Judea and
beyond the Jordan. Of course, this occurred when
the ministry of Jesus was at its height. Naturally,
crowds were drawn from Galilee, ﬂocking to him from
every corner. But Galilee became the magnet for
other lands. Decapolis is the region northeast of
Samaria beyond the Jordan, so named after the ten
cities which formed a kind of federation. Most of
the inhabitants were Gentiles. Among these cities
were Scythopolis, Gadara, Hippo, and Pella. Samaria
is omitted, for the Samaritans hated the Jews to such
an extent that they would not respond.

Syria has

already been named, and evidently sent its contingent.
But even Jerusalem was stirred together with Judea
in general so that many were attracted to despised
Galilee. “Beyond the Jordan" (v. 15) is regarded as
a noun in the genitive and designates Perea, the territory south of Decapolis, east of the river, toward
the Dead Sea. These crowds followed Jesus about in
many places, at times gathering by thousands, so that
Jesus often found little time for rest and privacy. Before this great audience Jesus spoke and wrought his
miracles.

178

The Interpretation of Matthew

In this section, v. 12-25, Matthew presents the
general program of the main body of his Gospel. We
see the type of book he intends to' write. It is not a
mere chronological account of the life of Jesus but
a presentation of the great facts which reveal Jesus
as the Messiah, yet all are recorded in due chronological order. The chronology only serves, it does
not govern. In this respect Matthew resembles John.
The entire conception of his Gospel is masterful and
grand.

CHAPTER V
V
Christ’s Sermon on the Mount, Chapters 5-7

In the Sermon on the Mount, Matthew, of course,
presents an example of Christ's teaching. For that
matter, he presents various other examples in the
course of his Gospel. This sermon is more. It presents the entire life in the kingdom, from the ﬁrst
entrance into the kingdom here on earth to the ﬁnal
consummation of the kingdom in the last judgment.
Only when this comprehensive nature of the sermon
is-perceived will its true greatness be perceived and
the propriety of Matthew’s placing this sermon in the
forefront of his Gospel.
The Sermon on the Mount could not have been
preached at the opening of Christ’s ministry in Galilee.
Its entire contents, as well as the account of the circumstances connected with its delivery, point to the
height of Christ’s ministry as the time of the delivery.
Those who call this sermon Christ’s “inaugural," “his
introductory address," “the revelation of his Messianic plans," are led to this view by the prominent
place given to this sermon by Matthew's Gospel but
do not take into account the entire plan of Matthew's
composition. When this sermon was preached, the
Twelve had already been appointed apostles, and many
others had become Jesus’ disciples. The sermon is
addressed to them. The multitudes who also heard
it are secondary. These crowds were to hear and
to know what the true disciples of Christ really possessed and what their lives in the kingdom would
(179)
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henceforth be. In this way, and only in this way, the
sermon opened the door of the kingdom to the crowds,
showed them what was inside, and bade them to enter
and to join those already inside.
The Sermon on the Mount has often been regarded
as law and not as gospel. Jesus is thought of as expounding the true sense of the law over against the
shallow and perverted exposition of the Jewish scribes
and rabbis, doing again the work of Moses because
the Jews had lost the true understanding of Moses.
But it would be an astounding thing for Christ to do
this, and it would be equally astounding for Matthew
to place three chapters of law in the forefront of his
Gospel. This conception is due to the fact that the
theme of the sermon and the hearers to whom it is
addressed are not properly understood. The Beatitudes are pure gospel; the hearers particularly
addressed in 5:11-16 are by Jesus himself characterized as true disciples of his, and the entire sermon
is directed to them. The body of the sermon deals
with the life of these true disciples and employs the law
only as the Regel or rule by which they live and prove
themselves to be true disciples. The Sermon on the
Mount is the counterpart to the address on the last
judgment, 25:31-46, in which works are decisive both
for those on the right and those on the left: works
as evidence for the presence of faith, and other works
as evidence for its absence. The sermon speaks of
the works the disciples are to do in the power of the
gospel and of faith, and the discourse on the judgment

of the works the disciples have done and the ungodly
have not done. In the sermon gospel and law are
properly combined, and the gospel is the fundamental
content.

Although it would be exegetically quite essential
to outline the structure of the sermon, few attempt to
do so. The following outline may serve:
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Introduction (5:3-16) : The blessed children of
the kingdom—who they are—how they are blessed
of God, despised of men, invaluable as salt and light to
the world.

The theme lies in verses 17-20.

The Children of the Kingdom in the Righteousness
that is theirs
I.

The law is in their hearts and thus controLs their
conduct (5:21-48). This is developed concretely
by examples from the law and personally from
the disciples as followers of Christ.

II.

The Father is before their eyes, and thus they are
freed from hypocrisy (6:1-34). This is developed by examples from the religious life of the
disciples in the same concrete and personal way
(observe how “Father” runs through the chapter).

III.

The judgment is their warning, and thus they
attain the kingdom above (7 :1-23). The development is by personal admonitions with the judgment as the background.

Conclusion: The transparent ﬁgure of the wise
and the foolish builder, applying to the entire sermon
and to all its hearers.
1) Now when he saw the multitudes he went up
into the mountain; and when he sat down, his disciples came to him.

And he opened his mouth and

began to teach them, saying, etc. Neither time nor
place are speciﬁed. While we may be interested in
both, Matthew’s Jewish readers should have their
whole attention centered on the substance of the sermon. So the preliminaries are brief: only a transitional St, the multitudes, the disciples, and what we
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may gather from the sermon. From Luke 6:12, etc.,
we learn that Jesus had chosen the Twelve as apostles,
that other disciples were present in addition to a great
concourse of people. The sermon itself presupposes a
degree of advancement on the part of the disciples.
Only in v. 20 does it refer to entering the kingdom, a
word that was evidently intended for those who had
not yet entered. In v. 12 it refers to the Twelve, associating them with the prophets of old; and in v. 19 it
distinguishes between the teachers who shall be least
and those that shall be great in the kingdom. According to Luke, Jesus went up into the mountain the night
before and retired for prayer. It was in the morning,
just after the Twelve had been chosen, that Jesus chose
a spot where all could see and hear him, a large level
place between the heights or along the mountainside,
and there began his teaching, ESISuUKw, the ingressive
imperfect, R. 885.
“The mountain," with its Greek article, is best
taken to refer to the one right at hand, R. 756. The
expression is similar to our “into the woods,” “into the
ﬁeld,” when we have no special woods or ﬁeld in mind.
Yet some stress the article: “the New Testament
Sinai,” “the mount of sacred history," but this stress
refers to what the sermon now to be preached made
of this mountain. The locality seems to have been
near Capernaum; late tradition takes it to be the
Horns of Hattin.
“The multitudes,” with its Greek article, points
back to 4:25, and thus strengthens the inference that
the sermon was spoken at the height of Jesus’ ministry
in Galilee. It was customary for teachers, and for
preachers to sit cross-legged while speaking, the
hearers assuming the same position. The writer
saw a speaker sitting thus on a raised platform in a
mosque in Damascus in 1925, another in the mosque of

.the dervishes in Constantinople, the hearers in each
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case sitting on the floor. The word may-rd means more
than pupils or learners, namely those who have learned,
who have imbibed their master’s spirit. They may
still learn, but what they have already learned is what
makes them “disciples.”
2) “Having opened his mouth" is the common
Hebrew expression pithach peh and is here added to
mark the impressiveness of the occasion. The imperfect “began to teach” invites us, too, as we read, to follow this teaching.
The Introduction and the Theme
3) Blessed the beggarly in spirit; for theirs is
the kingdom of the heavens. The Beatitudes read
like a Psalm; paxdpm at once recalls the ’ashre of
Ps. 1:1. “Blessed!” intoned again and again, sounds
like bells of heaven, ringing down into this unblessed
world from the cathedral spires of the kingdom inviting
all men to enter. The word, like its opposite oiuu',
“woe,” is neither a wish regarding a 'coming condition, nor a description of a present condition, but a
judgment pronounced upon the persons indicated, stating that they must be considered fortunate. The form
is almost exclamatory: “O the blessedness of those
who,” etc.! And it is Jesus who renders this judgment, which is, therefore, absolutely true although
all the world may disagree. Each of the eight judg-

ments is at once established by revealing in what the
blessedness actually consists; and the eighth judgment
is even doubled, and its blessedness is unveiled in two
strong statements. All this blessedness is spiritual,
each part of it coming from the great Messianic kingdom, true soul-blessedness, a rich possession now but
with a glorious promise of still greater riches—the
very opposite of the word’s happiness which is poisoned already in the bud and soon blasted forever.

“Blessed" means joy for those concerned.

But this is
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the heavenly way: the great gifts of the kingdom are
ours, insuring a constant ﬂow of joy, so that. even if
for a moment we be sad and sorrowful, the joy will
again well up in our hearts. John 15:11.

The word mwxés is derived from a verb which signiﬁes cringing, crouching like a beggar. (M.-M. 559). It
is stronger than "poor," it is “cringingly, beggarly
poor.” We do not regard the added dative as a
locative, R. 523, as naming the place where this crouching takes place; nor is it instrumental as R. 523 maintains against B.-D.; but as B.-D. 197 says, a dative
of relation: “beggarly poor with respect to the spirit,"
or, imitating Luther’s rendering in v. 8: die armen

Geistes sind (Zahn) ; like ‘ani un‘keh march. in
Isa. 66:2: “But to this man will I look, even to
him that is poor, and of a contrite spirit, and trembleth
at my word.” The poverty here referred to is not one
against which the will rebels but one under which the
will bows in deep submission. It is more than a
state or condition, it is also an attitude of the soul
over against God. It is the attitude that grows out
of the profound realization of utter helpnessness and

beggary as far as any ability or possession of self are.
concerned. These wretched beggars bring absolutely5
nothing to God but their complete emptiness and need
and stoop in the dust for pure grace and mercy only.
This is the condition and attitude of true repentance
preached by the Baptist and by Jesus as basic for all
who would come to God and to his kingdom. The disciples had attained it, and the Twelve gave the special
evidence in that they forsook all and followed Jesus,
looking to him and receiving from him alone.
The astonishing thing is that Jesus should pronounce people such as this “blessed,” fortunate in the
highest degree.

Pharisees, Sadducees, and the world

generally would do the very opposite.

But the coin of

all such is counterfeit, never passes with God, who ac-
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cepts no coin from men but only beggars’ empty hearts
and hands. And thus it is not at all astonishing that
such beggars, stooping before God, are “blessed."
“For theirs is the kingdom of the heavens,” “theirs" in
the sense of “theirs alone,” barring out all others who
come before God with a different attitude.
The text reads: “is” = is now; yet some interpreters would tell us that this refers to a future possession because the following verses have future
tenses. But how about v. 10? Others make the
copula timeless and refer to the Aramaic where the
copula is omitted, and they consider “the kingdom"
eschatologic: “the world as it will be when it has
again become God’s in the regenerated world of the
future." But this is contrary to all that the gospel
reveals concerning God. He feeds and satisﬁes the
poor, Luke 1:53; he does it the instant they come to
him and does not only promise future bread; we are
to eat now, and we do eat the Bread of Life, possess
the treasures of the kingdom. For the kingdom which
the Baptist and Jesus proclaimed as being at hand is
“within you,” Luke 17:21, an actual present possession. Christ’s kingdom is one of grace and glory combined; the grace is now here, the glory has not yet
been revealed, I John 3:2.
“Kingdom” (compare the exposition in 3:2) must
not be taken in the sense of an outward realm as we
speak of earthly kingdoms, thinking of land and of

people. This “kingdom of the heavens” centers in the
King, Jesus Christ, and in the powers of grace, might,
“and glory that go out from him. Where he is, there
the kingdom is because there he exercises grace and
power. The rich and proud in spirit resist that
exercise as it would work in and over them for salvation. The poor in spirit cry out for that exercise of
saving grace and help. It is impossible that the King
should let them go on crying—he at once ﬁlls their

186

The Interpretation of Matthew

hands and their hearts. Whatever he may have in
store for them in the future, already now he has a
vast abundance. Thus the poor in spirit become rich
toward God, Luke 12:21. Their royal riches consist
in Christ's grace, pardon, adoption, sanctiﬁcation, “all
spiritual blessings in heavenly places in Chris ,"
Eph. 1:3. Not that these gifts now end the attitude
of the beggarly in spirit, so that this term no longer
describes them. The case is this; as long as we live
in this world of sin and in spite of all grace “sin
daily,” so long our poor hands are stretched out to
God’s grace in Christ, daily receiving grace for grace.
And the ﬂow of God’s rich grace goes out and can go
out to us only as long as we keep that attitude to
which God himself has brought us and in which his
grace works to keep us. Thus the kingdom is ours
now, and, being ours, in its progress it will bring us
all that God still has laid up for us.
4) Blessed they that are mourning; for just
they shall be consoled. This second pronouncement
is as paradoxical as the ﬁrst. The verb denotes loud
mourning such as the lament for the dead or for a
severe, painful loss. The sorrow for our sins in true
contrition should not be excluded from this mourning.
Do our sins inﬂict no loss upon us? Do they not rob
us of what is dearer than relatives, money, or other
goods? Instead of excluding sorrow for sin, this is
the chief part of the lament. But, of course, we must
include all other grief and sorrow due to the power

of sin in the world as this inﬂicts blows, losses, and
pain upon the godly.
It includes every wrong done
us, as well as every painful consequence of our own
wrongdoing. It is almost self-evident that this mourn—
ing is not like that of .the world which howls loud
enough when its sins ﬁnd it out: “but the sorrow of the
world worketh death," II Cor. 7 :10.
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Behind this sorrow of the godly lies the recognition
of the merciless power of sin and of our helplessness
to ward it off and to escape. Hence this mourning is
a constant cry to God in their distress. The substantivized participle is the present tense and thus characterizes the godly as mourning constantly. As far
as contrition is concerned, let us keep in mind the
ﬁrst of Luther's famous 95 Theses, that our entire
life must be a continuous contrition and repentance.
As far as other sorrows are concerned, “we must
through much tribulation enter into the kingdom of
God,” Acts 14:22; in fact, all the passages that speak
of tribulation belong here. God’s people are, indeed,
a mournful lot!
But how can they be called blessed, emphatic al'mu',
“they, just they,” “they alone”? Because they are the
only ones who “shall be consoled." The passive implies that God is their consoler. And this is a future
tense. Chiliasts interpret: “shall be consoled in the
glorious earthly Messianic Millennium, when all the
forces of evil are crushed, when all the Christians

shall at last he triumphant.” Until that time these
mourners must remain comfortless save for the
prospect of that distant comfort. But Christ says,
“I will not leave you comfortless: I will come to you,”
John 14:18; and when he came, we read, “Then were
the disciples glad, when they saw the Lord,” John 20 :20.
No; this chiliastic comfort kingdom is but a mirage.
The future tense is future to the mourning: the comfort always at once follows the mourning. Remember
the “little while” in John 16:16. The greatest of all
comfort is the absolution pronounced upon every contrite mourning sinner. Without this all other comfort
is vain. And in tribulation God’s Word, God’s deliverance and help, God’s support, cheer and uplift us as
nothing else could so. Finally, God’s promises of
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future deliverance from all evil in the heavenly kingdom of glory ﬁll us with abounding comfort. As our
mourning rises unto God in this vale of sin and tears,
so his constant comfort ﬂows down to us. Thus we
who mourn are of all men most blessed, for we, indeed,
are comforted.
5) Blessed the meek; for just they shall inherit
the earth. The best commentary is Ps. 37 ; note v. 11.

“The meek” are the mild, gentle, patient. The word
refers to an inward virtue exercised toward persons.
When they are wronged or abused they show no resentment and do not threaten or avenge themselves. The
opposite are the vehement, bitter, wild, and violent.
Jesus is the greatest example of meekness.
' The paradox is again startling, the fact that people
of this kind “shall inherit the earth." Jesus does not
say, “the new earth,” yet many regard his word as a

reference to the millennial earth or to Rev. 21 :1.

And

Jesus says “shall inherit," namely with Christ, the heir

of all the earth. This lot is theirs in accordance with
their Lord’s will and testament. Read Ps. 37: the
wicked shall soon be cut down like the grass and wither
as the .green herb —evi1doers shall be cut off —yet a
little while and the wicked shall not be; yea, thou shalt
diligently consider his place, and it shall not be —and
so the story of the wicked goes on. There is not much

inheriting of this earth according to the Psalm. But
look at the ‘anavz'm (also in Isa. 61:1), “the meek.”
Jesus is merely repeating Ps. 37:11, 22. They are
cautioned not to vex themselves when the wicked grow
haughty and appear mighty and great. They may
suffer, but the divine blessing constantly follows them
also in this life and on this earth. It will not do to say
that the temporal blessings promised to Israel in the

old covenant are not to be regarded as being promised
also to those living in the new covenant. The Christian Church has fared even better than Israel fared.
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The idea that in the Psalm “eart ” signiﬁes Canaan
and thus the heavenly Canaan in Jesus’ beatitude, is

specious; for Jesus indicates no difference of this kind.
It will always be true (v. 16) : “A little that a righteous
man hath is better than the riches of many wicked,"
for his little has God’s blessing, and their much God's
curse. Our meekness, however, often shines by its
absence; our covetousness, pride, and other faults
necessitate God’s discipline, who always follows higher
aims that reach beyond temporalities. Chemnitz writes
that God lets his children ﬁnd a little nest on the house
that is intended entirely for them. Luther agrees that
this beatitude adds the promise of “temporal life and
goods on eart .”
6) Blessed those hunger-ins and thirating for
righteousness; for they shall be ﬁlled. In verses
6, 6 the order is the same as in the Lord’s Prayer: ﬁrst
the Fourth Petition for bread, then the Fifth for forgiveness of sins. Hunger and thirst are very commonly used to express strong spiritual desires and
needs. Both participles are durative present tenses,
for this hungering and thirsting continues and, in fact,

increases in the very act of being satisﬁed. Daily we
cry for forgiveness, and daily God satisﬁes us. We
are blessed just because our hunger and our thirst continue. If they should cease, Jesus could no longer
pronounce us blessed because he could no longer satisfy
us. Perfectionism ﬁnds no support here.
“Righteousness,” sumo-6m, is one of the cardinal
terms of the gospel, fundamental for the entire Scriptures. It is the quality of one who is pronounced
“righteous” by the eternal Judge according to his norm

of right. The term is always forensic. Always back
of it stands the divine Judge and his judgment bar;
always it embodies his judicial verdict of acquittal.
No man, however wise and powerful, has ever discovered a way to turn a guilty, sinful soul into a right-
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eous one. Men justify and declare themselves righteous, but this amounts to no more than the criminal's
denial of his crime and never stands before the court
which has the full evidence of his guilt. But what is
beyond all human ability is brought about by Christ
who by his holy life and sacriﬁcial death met the demands of God’s norm of right, met them in our stead
and now transfers his perfect righteousness to us
through faith and thus wins our pardon and acquittal
before the divine judgment bar. “Righteousness" cannot here mean the power of right in human affairs in
the world of men generally; for the passive “shall be
ﬁlled” denotes a gift of God to certain persons, rendering them “righteous” in his sight. It cannot denote a
virtue, the so-called acquired righteousness, when men
live righteously and do what is right. The passive
verb shuts out also this. This word cannot be trans-

lated “goodness."

Auuuomim, is never dyaommiyq.

On

86mm, sutured-15m, and Satanic; see C.-K. 296, 311, 317, and

learn once for all that these terms and other derivatives
in both Testaments and elsewhere, in.both secular and
religious uses, are never anything but forensic, a ver~
dict pronouncing righteous.
“Shall be ﬁlled" is again future, the verb matching
the ﬁgure of hunger and thirst. But this is not a distant future in a supposed millennium or in heaven but
one that at once feeds the hungry and gives drink to
the thirsty.

The moment faith in Christ is wrought, at

that moment righteousness is declared without even the
interval of a second.

And ever ‘and ever as we yearn

to be righteous in God's judgment, his Word in a thousand places declares us so.

With these declarations,

all of them advance pronouncements of the ﬁnal verdict at the last day, every contrite and believing sinner

can satisfy and ﬁll his soul. The verb xoprézm is strong.
It is used to express the feeding and fattening of cattle with fodder and grain and men with abundance of
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food. He who is daily fed with Christ’s righteousness
is blessed indeed!
7) Blessed the merciful; for just they shall he
treated mercifully. The ﬁrst four beatitudes look
toward God, the next three toward men. These treat
of three virtues which mark the godly as blessed. “The
merciful” are, of course, the same persons as those
referred to in the previous beatitudes. Luther well
says that in all the beatitudes faith is presupposed as
the tree on which all the fruit of blessedness grows.
This, then, is not mere natural mercy as it is occasionally found among men generally but the mercy growing
out of our personal experience of the mercy of God.
God's mercy toward us always makes us likewise merciful, 18:21, etc. The noun IMO: and its derivatives
always deal with what we see of pain, misery, and distress, these results of sin; and xépzc, “grace," always
deals with the sin and guilt itself. The one extends
relief, the other pardon; the one cures, heals, helps, the

other cleanses and reinstates.

With God xépu: is always

ﬁrst and mo: second.
The agent back of the passive “shall be treated mercifully” is again God, and again the future means at
once as we show mercy. In this future tense we ought
to see the impossibility of a reference to the hereafter.
There will be no misery there and thus no possibility
of merciful treatment on the part of God. God ﬁrst
makes us merciful and then even blesses us for being
merciful. This beatitude has stimulated God’s people
to do all manner of eleemosynary work. It is well
known how absolutely bare of even the idea of mercy
many heathen religions are. The mercy of unchristian
men about us, such as it is, disjoined from Christ, relieving only physical distress, is one of the indirect
results of Christianity, never an outgrth of the natural heart as such. The fearful cruelty which slumbers
in the unregenerate heart, when occasion brings it out,
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is often appalling, and its worst feature is “man's
cruelty to man."
8) Blessed the pure in heart; for just they shall
see God. Some regard "the pure in heart” as a
reference to sanctiﬁcation, either in the wider sense
(pardon plus good works) or in the narrower (good
works) ; although only perfectionists think of complete
sinlessness or “total sanctiﬁcation.” The Beatitudes
are a perfect chain not a loose aggregation.

Placed

between mercy to our fellow-men and peacemaking,
purity in heart must denote a single virtue. A glance
into the Old Testament shows us the bar lebab, the
exact counterpart to xaeaptn r5 xapSZa in P3. 24 :4; compare 73:1; Gen. 20:5, 6; and then I Tim. 1:5; II Tim.
2:22; I Pet. 1:22, and Zahn’s conclusion is evident:
“pure in heart” =3inceritas, singleness of heart, the
honesty which has no hidden motive, no selﬁsh interest,
and is true and open in all things. Nothing is lost by
thus specifying this virtue, for it is possible only in a
heart that is justiﬁed and sanctiﬁed by God.
As the virtue, so the reward of grace: “just they

shall see God.” Whatever may be said regarding seeing God in his Word by faith and regarding seeing him
spiritually in communion with him in this life, “shall
see God” must here be the m'sio Dei in the other world,
promised to the gloriﬁed saints, I Cor. 13:12; I John
3 :2, 3. Between God who is pure and the pure in heart
(the dative as in v. 3) an afﬁnity exists, the consummation of which is reached in heaven. The greatest joy
of heaven will be the vision of God. We need not think
of looking into the unfathomable essence of God; for
as God's presence delights the angel hosts and ﬁlls
them with ineﬁ‘able blessedness, so his presence will

be made manifest to the pure in heart. Blessedness
will ﬂood them like light in the beatiﬁc vision of the
All-pure.
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9) Blessed the peacemakers; for just they shall
be called God’s sons. Compare Eph. 4 :3; Rom.
14:19; I Cor. 14:33; Heb. 12:14; etc. At peace with
God and thus themselves ﬁlled with sweet peace, they.
live in peace, if possible, with all men and work to keep
and to make peace wherever peace is threatened or lost.
Theirs is the work of true Christians who follow in the
footsteps of the Prince of Peace.

Nor is this “peace

at any price," which ignores confessional principles
and is unwilling to contend for the faith once delivered
to the saints (Jude 3). These are not unionistic peacemakers who combine contrary doctrines by agreeing to
disagree. Truth of God comes ﬁrst, peace with men
second. Friends are dear, the Word of our greatest
Friend dearest. No “blessed” was spoken by Jesus

upon the disrupters of the church who insist on their
false views, nor upon those who regard the peace and
the fellowship of their brother-confessors as being of
slight value, so that they may run after other fellowships. The true peace of the church is a blessed possession, we cannot guard it too closely.

Contentious,

stubborn, obstreperous church members—this beatitude ought to make them impossible. Also in the
world, wherever strife arises, the followers of Christ
work for peace in the spirit of their Master.
The passive “shall be called” implies “by God," for
he alone can bestow the title “God’s sons” in truth and
in reality.

Here, too, the future tense means that God

shall call them his sons now when they prove their
relation to him by their peacemaking. Chiliasts again
think of their future mirage kingdom, and others of
the world to come. “God’s sons, uzoc’, shall they be
called; the title is not re’xva, “children.” The latter carries rather the connotation of tender affection, the
former that of dignity and high standing. Hence
also “they shall be called" GOd’s sons; this high dis-
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tinction shall be accorded to them, and by dad himself.
God himself shall own them as sons of his. He who
sent his Son to make peace between God and man will
acknowledge as his sons those who in the spirit of his
Son also make peace.
10) Strange to say and a general paradox to all
the designations of the godly thus far used, in particular also of the last, peacemakers, these people,
loving and working for peace, shall themselves be
accorded the opposite of peace in this warring world.
Blessed they that have allowed themselves to be persecuted for the sake of righteousness; for theirs is
the kingdom of the heavens. Blessed are you whenever they shall revile you and persecute and say
everything wicked against you by lying, for my sake.
Rejoice and exult; for your reward is great in the
heavens; for thus they did persecute the prophets
before you.

In this ﬁnal beatitude “blessed” occurs twice, but
the second is evidently only a repetition and thus marks
an emphatic conclusion of the entire line of the beatitudes. This full elaboration of the ﬁnal beatitude
casts a special glamour over it, making one welcome
persecution when it comes. Come it will as the Lord
here intimates. In the previous beatitudes present
participles are used, only here we have a perfect participle and that passive. It cannot here be equal to a
present: “are persecuted” (A. V.), and it seems to be

more than just the ordinary perfect passive: “have
been persecuted.” In all the previous beatitudes the
designations indicate more than just inﬂictions, they
show an inner attitude. This seems to be the case with
regard to SeSmy/Ac'vot. This passive perfect may be regarded as permissive: “who have allowed themselves to
be persecuted," or: “have endured persecution.” The
idea is that they did not flee from it but willingly submitted to it when it came to them. Thus the perfect
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tense is explained; they held out under persecution and
are now people of this kind, martyrs who have stood
ﬁrm in just trials.
They endured “for the sake of righteousness,”

2mm summing, the same term that was used in v. 6.
and it has the same forensic sense. It is God who as
the great Judge pronounces his verdict upon them and
thus accords them the quality of righteousness. These
are true believers and as such righteous in God’s eyes.
They confess their faith and live up to it in their lives
and thus prove obnoxious to the world which visits
persecution upon them. “For the sake of righteousness” thus means more than that they suffered innocently, although this, too, is included. They suffered
because of what they were in their character and their
lives, for the divine approval that rested upon them.
God adjudged them righteous, the world, in ﬂagrant
opposition to God, adjudged them abominable. Because
their whole character and their life, as approved of
God, constituted a standing rebuke to the world, indicating God’s judicial disapproval of the character and
the life of the world, the world turned against them
and thus persecuted them.
Having stood ﬁrm under the test of persecution in
the righteousness they attained by God’s grace, their
great blessedness is that “theirs is the kingdom of the
heavens,” all the grace, gifts, and glory that go with
the rule of the Messiah and King. See the exposition
of 3:2. Whatever the world may take from them is
more than made up by this heavenly possession which
no one can take from them. To have Christ and all
that Christ bestows by his kingdom and rule is more
than life, liberty, or earthly goods.
11) The fact that this is still the same beatitude
although “blessed” is repeated is evident from the
applicatory second person which is now used and from
the description of the persecution just mentioned.
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“Blessed are you” shows how the disciples are to apply
all these beatitudes, although they are couched in the
third person, to themselves, including in particular the
last. The intimation in Bray, “whenever," is that many
cases of the kind now speciﬁed will occur. The three
plural verbs have indeﬁnite subjects: “whenever they
shall revile you,” etc. No need to say who is referred
to. They are the enemies of Jesus and his disciples
who oppose the kingdom.

The three aorists express

actuality. Men will actually “revile” the disciples,
upbraid them with violent language; “persecute” ,or
inﬂict injury upon them; and ever afterward “will say
everything wicked against you” whenever they mention
you. These certainly are painful inﬂictions. Two
important modiﬁers are added: ¢cu86p¢vot“by lying,” for
which we should use an adverb: “falsely,” and 'e'vcxcv
311.013, “for my sake." These two modiﬁers expand what
the phrase “for the sake of righteousness" contains,
namely the innocence of the disciples and the real cause
of this persecution, their adherence to Jesus and to his
teaching. On this subject Jesus spoke fully to his
disciples at various times and especially on the night
before his death, John 15 :18, etc. Jesus never held out
any false prospects to his followers.
12) Instead of grieving and lamenting in view of
this persecution or under the distress it inﬂicts, Jesus
tells his disciples to “rejoice and exult.” The two
imperatives are durative: their gladness is never to
leave them, no matter what they are called on to endure.
An example of how the Twelve lived up to this injunction is found in Acts 5:41: “rejoicing that they were
accounted worthy to suffer shame (v. 40, heating) for
his name"; add all the painful experiences of Paul and
the martyrdom of so many. “Rejoice" is not enough,
“exult” or “skip and shout for joy,” dyaMuiaac, is added.
At once the adequate reason for the rejoicing under
such circumstances is added: “for your reward is great
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in the heavens." This pwsés is “pay,” but never in the
sense of something earned by works or sufferings of
ours but as something unearned and freely bestowed by
grace by the generous hand of God (19 :29). For he is
ever a God who will let no man do a thing for him and
for his Son unless he reward it with an abundance that
comports with his own greatness and glory. This
“pay" is “great,” not according to our merit, which
does not exist, but according to him who bestows it
beyond any merit of ours.

It is “in the heavens,” laid

up for us there like a wonderful capital drawing interest, to be paid out to us in due time. It consists,
not in salvation, which becomes ours by faith before

we ever do or suffer anything for Christ’s sake, but
in the greater glory that shall be ours in hea‘yen.
With yép an explanation is added: “for thus they
did persecute the prophets before you," namely in the
old dispensation. Here Jesus points to the most illustrious martyrs of the past (23:34, etc.), so many of
whom gave up even their lives for God. He ranges
the Twelve and his other disciples alongside of these
prophets. In one and in only one way may we join this

most illustrious company in heaven: by joyfully suffering persecution for Christ’s sake. Beyond question
the highest glory in heaven belongs to the martyred
prophets, and next to them stand in due order all others
who in their various stations suffered for Christ. Not
in spite of our persecutions are we to rejoice, but
because of our persecutions. The wounds and hurts
are medals of honor. They attest that we belong to
Christ not to the world. In war promotion is rapid,
and the war for Christ never ceases. II Tim. 4:7, 8.
Yet, so many are afraid of a few scars for his sake.

The Beatitudes are not a string but a circle or circlet, for the last, like the ﬁrst, bestows the whole
kingdom.

All are paradoxical but strikingly true.

Together they cover the whole life of the Christian,
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the ﬁrst four in regard to God, the second four in
regard to men. Themain features of life are selected
and combined in a grand whole. From the second to
the seventh pertinent parts of the kingdom are assured,
but no disciple who has such a part can have it without having the whole. Yet, whatever our experience
in the disciple life —for that experience the kingdom
has a corresponding blessing.
13) The Beatitudes (v. 3-10) are objective. Only
the two applicatory verses 11, 12 are subjective.
But when Jesus now turns from our relation to God
(the Beatitudes) to our relation to the world (v. 1316) , his words are subjective. The transition to this
second relation is made in the last beatitude, which,
therefore, also received a subjective turn in v. 11, 12.
First God’s blessing to us (v. 3-12) , now through and
by us blessing for the world (v. 13-16). .You alone
are the salt of the earth. But if the salt become insipid, with what shall it again be turned into salt?

For nothing is it good any longer except, thrown outside, to he trodden under foot by men. The strong
emphasis on his, which is placed forward for that reason, has the force of “you —— you alone," i. e., Christ’s
disciples. The predicate, too, has the article, 15 has,
which implies that subject and predicate are identical
and convertible, so that we may say, “The salt of the
earth are you." R. 768. The eifort is made to limit
“you" to the apostles and in connection with them to
the called pastors of the church, but neither the text
nor the circumstances nor the nature of the subject
justify such a limitation. All believers who possess
what the Beatitudes bestow by that bestowal are made
the salt of the earth.
“Are” states a fact, which justiﬁes those editors
who accent éa-n’. In preaching this is often made an
admonition, “ought to be.” But the admonition would
be far stronger if the incontrovertible fact were stressed
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that all believers are salt; their very faith makes them
salt, and if they are not salt they are not believers. Much
has been said regarding “salt,” its use in Jewish sacriﬁces, Lev. 2:13; Ezek. 43:24; Mark 9:49; in binding
covenants, Num. 18 :19; II Chron. 13:5; Elisha purifying the water of Jericho with salt, II Kings 2:21; a

pinch of salt placed into the child’s mouth in
connection with baptism;
him with whom he had
waver between the single
corruption or the double
rendering food palatable.

the Arab holding inviolate
eaten salt. Commentators
use of salt in counteracting
use of doing this and also
In Christ’s word the ter-

tium compamtionis is a unit idea not a duality.

The

thought of making the world palatable to God is quite
impossible. All that Christ has in mind with the ﬁgure
of salt is that his disciples check the moral corruption
of the world, so that it does not quickly perish in its
own moral rottenness. This ﬁgure by no means exhausts our function in the world, even also as other
ﬁgures at once follow. The world would prefer that
we were honey instead of salt (Besser) . The caution

is needed that salt is not a food.
“The salt of the earth,” like, “the light of the
world,” has a universal sweep, it extends far beyond
mere Judaism. All the earth is referred to, and
“earth" because earth is correlated with corruption as
in the funeral liturgy: “earth to earth.” “World”
suggests darkness. The thought is tremendous that we
believers should be such salt. This is due to the fact
that Christ and the kingdom dwell in us, changing our
inward nature and working not only in us but also
through us in blessing for the whole earth.
“If the salt becomes insipid,” with adv, contemplates
expected cases, so that salt may actually lose its saltness, Mpavﬂﬁ, becoming ,wpév or tasteless, a'vam, unsalty,
Mark 9 :50. Remote cases are often cited to show that
in olden times natural salt, when procured in an impure
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state, mixed with other chemicals, might thus actually
lose its power and become unsalty. This sort of proof is
deemed necessary on the assumption that Jesus would
not use a ﬁgure taken from anything that does not
actually occur in nature. But the assumption is untenable: Jesus does use such ﬁgures. Who lights a lamp
and then sets it under a bushel? What father would
send his son as did the one mentioned in 21 :37 ? Where
is the lord who would reward his servants as did the
one in the parable of the Talents and in that of the
Pounds? These impossible ﬁgures serve to bring out
most strikingly the reality Jesus intends to picture.
Let us acknowledge the fact that Jesus used ﬁgures
with a mastery that goes beyond all “good writers.”
The very idea of salt losing its saltness! But that is
what happens in the case of Christians, the spiritual
salt of the earth. The fact that Jesus is using as a
ﬁgure something that is impossible in nature is shown
by the question: “With what shall it again be turned
into salt?" “There is no salt of salt,” Jansen. Once
the saltiness is gone out of salt, nothing can again
restore the saltness to that salt. Both ideas are beyond
nature — salt losing its saltiness and having it restored.
Yet Jesus here speaks of both as though men had
actually found the former and tried the latter. The
Christian who loses his faith and thus his wholesome
effect upon the world is worse than the man who never
had faith.
All that can be done with saltless salt is to throw it
out of the house into the road, for men to tread it under

foot. The a' p.75 clause has no verb, this being supplied
from 20x17“. There is something contemptuous in both
the passive aorist participle BAqOév, the worthless stuif
“thrown outside," and in the present inﬁnitive Kara.wareiaﬁai, “to be constantly trodden down" by the men

who walk the street.
which begins now.

The ﬁgure is that of judgment
As bad as it is never to enter the
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kingdom, to be thrown out of it is still worse. “Think
of the solemn fulﬁllment of this word in the case of
dead churches of the Orient which have literally been
trodden under the foot of the servants of the crescent;
think of the terrible judgments that have come upon
European Christian nations.” Pank. There is bitter
truth also in the fact that a saltless and powerless
Christianity makes more unbelievers than all the books
of inﬁdels that were ever written. “Have salt in yourselves !” Mark 9:50.
14) You alone are the light of the world. A
city lying on top of a mountain cannot be hidden.
'chic as in v. 13: “you alone of all men.” In the
supreme sense Christ is the light of the world, John
8:12; 9:5; 12:35; Isa. 49:6; 60:1. The antithesis of
light is darkness, John 1:5; Eph. 6:12; Isa. 9:2, etc.
In a secondary sense Christians are the light of the
world; Christ immediately, they mediately; he the
original, they the derived; he the sun, they the moon
reﬂecting light. See this relation in John 8 :12; 12 :36;
I Thess. 5:5. We have the same derivation of light
from Christ in the ﬁgure of the lamp, which does not
light itself.
Salt is for corruption, light is for darkness. Substantially both are the same, but formally one points
to foulness (I John 5:19; Gal. 5:19-21; Rom. 1:23-

32), the other to ignorance, blindness, and folly (Eph.
4:18; II Thess. 2:10; Matt. 24:11) As the Christians
oppose and overcome the foulness around them, so they
oppose and drive out the falseness. All this they do
through the Christ who is in them through Word and
Sacrament.
“A city lying on top of a mountain” is the ﬁrst
auxiliary illustration, bringing out fully the point that
a light must shine out afar.

But the ﬁgure is now

broadened. The plural imdc does not refer merely to
so many individuals, each operating for himself. They
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all form a grand, united whole, like a city, which at
once calls to mind Ps. 48:2; 87:3: “Mount Zion, the
city of the great King,” “0 city of God.” The ﬁgure
is concise but it pictures a safe place which, with its
protecting towers and walls, is visible for many miles
around, to which men may ﬂee from the dangerous
wilderness round about. Everybody can see it on top
of its mountain; all can ﬁnd refuge there.
15) Neither do they light a lamp and set it
under the peck measure but on the lampstand, and
it shines for all in the house. The plurals are indeﬁnite; “they," anybody. “The lamp,” “the measure,” “the lampstand” are deﬁnite and denote these arti—
cles as they are found in the house. The ﬁgure of the
lamp is the second auxiliary ﬁgure to that of the light.
It emphasizes the point that a light is intended to light
for somebody. The Christians as a body cannot be
hid; they are like a city on top of a high hill. An individual Christian, however, may think of hiding his
light and, in fact, may do so. Hence this ﬁgure of the
lamp and the peck measure. The former is a small
receptacle for oil which is metal or earthenware, is provided with a wick and has a handle so that it may be carried from place to place. The A15st was regularly set
upon the Auxm’a provided for it, a slender stand, made of
metal. Some old references have been hunted up which
state that a [458(01', a little smaller than our peck measure, was at times placed over a lighted lamp. But
who lights a lamp in order to cover that lighted lamp?
That would be ridiculous. If the light is not wanted, the
lamp is not lit, or the light is blown out. If the light is
wanted, the lamp is lit and placed .upon its stand. For
what do you suppose Christ lighted us? To have us
hidden from sight? No, but to act as a lamp (Mm-a)
to all in the house.
16) Thus let your light shine before men that
they may see your excellent works and may glorify
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Note the correlatives

ot'mus . . . 6w: '(R. 710), which introduce the conclusion and the application. All the ﬁgures are now made
plain by the introduction of the reality. If our faith
is the light, our works of faith are the rays that radiate
from that light. We ourselves are the light even as the
Baptist “was a burning and a shining light"; and yet.
because our light is derived, we have the light: “he
that followeth me shall not walk in darkness but shall
have the light of life.” Luther reminds us especially
of the confessional works of the ﬁrst table of the law,
“the three high commandments which refer to God’s
honor, name, and Word," not, of course, omitting the
second table, the love to our neighbor with its many
works. In our day of humanitarian works and “charity" and “a moral life" without Christ the chief works
by which the faith of Christ's disciples shines out and
must shine out deserve especial attention: the acts of
true Christian worship, the support of gospel preaching and teaching at home and afar, the stand against
error and all anti-Christian and unchristian religious
forces, the fearless confession of the divine truth, the
loyalty to the principles of this truth under all circumstances, the readiness to bear ridicule, slander, loss.
and persecution of all kinds for the sake of the faith
and the truth of the Word. We all need the peremp-

tory aorist command: ~1\ap|[la'.r¢u.
What lies in “the light of the world" is now brought

out.

In all these “excellent works" (72: mm zpya) there

dare never be self-glory, which would at once vitiate
them all, but that men “may see" these works, whether
they believe because of them or not, and “may glorify
your Father in the heavens,” i. e., if possible, may be
brought to that. The works wrought by the Word
shine with a heavenly brightness in this dark world of
sinful works; and this light will draw many to Christ,
so that they, too, believe and thus give praise and glory
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to God, the Father, who sent Christ, and on their part
join us in the same radiant works.
17) After Jesus has described the blessed relation
of his disciples to God in the Messianic kingdom, and,
connecting with that (v. 11, 12), their great task of
letting their blessedness shine out into the world in
good works for God’s gloriﬁcation, he is ready to
announce the great theme of his sermon. This is nothing other than the Righteousness which the disciples
must possess and display in the kingdom for the saving
of the world. In presenting this great theme Jesus
states most emphatically that all it contains is in absolute harmony with the entire Old Testament Scriptures
but is likewise in glaring disharmony with the righteousness advocated and built up by the scribes and the
Pharisees.

It was highly necessary for Jesus to present

his theme in this manner.

The scribes and the Phari-

sees professed to be the genuine exponents of the Old

Testament. When Jesus now contradicted them so
completely in principle and in detail, the disciples were
in danger of concluding that Jesus intended to abolish
or at least to modify the Old Testament. The exactly
contrary was true.

The righteousness Jesus sets forth

as the essential of the kingdom contradicts that of the
Pharisees just because it fulﬁlls the Old Testament in
reality and truth.
THEME:

The Children of the Kingdom in the
Righteousness that is theirs

Do not think that I came to abrogate the Law or
the Prophets; I did not come to abrogate but to ful-

ﬁll. The aorist imperative does not imply that the
disciples had such a thought, but it does emphatically
forbid such a thought. R. 833 considers ﬁA9ov constative; it may be thus regarded “came” or “did come,”
including Jesus’ entire mission. One of the common

ways in which the Jews designated the Old Testament
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was, “The Law and the Prophets,” to which at times
was added, “and the other Books.” Here the adversative “or” divides the Old Testament into two parts:
“the Law” or Pentateuch; “the Prophets” or all the
rest of the Old Testament. Jesus did not come to
disturb or to set aside either of the two. All Jews
knew that the Samaritans accepted only the Five Books
of Moses and rejected the rest of the Old Testament.
Occasionally the opponents of Jesus had slanderously
called him “a Samaritan.” Jesus, therefore, most
emphatically proclaims his full adherence to the whole
Old Testament canon. Let those note it well who think
lightly of the Old Testament or question any part of the
canon. Compare the Gospels and note the use which
Jesus made of various utterances and portions of the
Old Testament. It is one grand unit, all in perfect
harmony, and the prophetic books substantiate and
expound the Torah or Pentateuch.
The work and mission of Jesus is not “to abrogate,"
uranium (an effective aorist, R. 857), annul, or destroy,
any part of the Old Testament because it is now useless and no longer to be respected by the disciples. The
very contrary is true: Jesus came “not to abrogate but
to fullﬁll.” No object is mentioned in the second statement although, of course, the Law and the Prophets
are referred to. The whole stress is concentrated on
the verbs; and “not to abrogate,” a negative, enhances
the force of the positive “to fulﬁll,” «Amie-mat, again an
effective aorist, R. 834, and both inﬁnitives denote

purpose.
The verb “to fulfill” suggests the image of a vessel
which is ﬁlled to the top. The vessel here referred to

is the written Word, the Law and the Prophets; and
this vessel is ﬁlled when what the Word records occurs.

The mission of Jesus is to fulﬁll the Law and the Prophets, not partially, but in toto. His entire mission is
embraced in the one word, «Anpéaat, which, therefore, is
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used in the second statement without an object, in the
absolute sense. When Jesus is through working, the
whole Old Testament will be fulﬁlled. The meaning of
the verb is altered when it is thought to signify “to
complete,” as though by his teaching or his work Jesus
is to ﬁnish what the Old Testament began. The Old
Testament is already complete, for it describes all that
the Messiah and his kingdom will be. It needs no
addition and should suffer no subtraction. The vessel
needs no‘enlargement or alteration; all it awaits is to
be ﬁlled full by what Jesus is and does. “To fulﬁll"
does not mean “to develop," as though the Old Testament contains only the germs or rudiments. In view
of the exposition of various commandments (v. 21,
etc.) “fulﬁll” cannot mean that the work of Jesus consists in adding the true spiritual exposition to the Old
Testament commandments or teachings in general.

For Jesus adds nothing new; he shows only what the
Old Testament itself contains, and does this only because
of the rabbinical perversions.
“To fulﬁll” cannot, as Luther and others think, be
restricted to Christ’s teaching, just because Christ
teaches in this sermon. -It includes all for which
Christ “did come,” even as the inﬁnitive is wholly
without a modiﬁer. Another restriction is inserted
when the prophecies concerning Christ are excluded
from the fulﬁllment and only the requirements and the
demands of the Old Testament are considered as the
vessel that is to be ﬁlled. This restriction is based on the
view that this sermon sets forth the righteousness
required of us for membership in the kingdom. Christ
is thought to teach us the good works (v. 16) that we
must have. But this restriction of “to fulﬁll” is doubly
specious. In v. 17 Christ is not speaking of us but of
himself. ,Twice he says ﬁaoov, “I did come,” and all
three inﬁnitives have him as their subject. Any righteousness of ours, including all true good works, rests
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on him alone and on him as ﬁrst having fulﬁlled all the
Law and the Prophets. Every blessing of the Beatitudes ﬂows from Christ and from what he did for us by
his fulﬁllment. The moment this is overlooked the
very heart of the sermon is lost; it then becomes nothing
but a moral lecture, a new version of the old Pharisaic
work-righteousness. Rationalism and modernism so
regard the sermon, but their view cannot be accepted.
Our old dogmatical writers and the commentators
who have learned from them are the ones who have
really understood this sermon. They have seen that
“to fulﬁll the Law and the Prophets” refers to the fulﬁllment of the Old Testament prophecies, including the
entire satisfactio with both the obedientia active and
passiva, Christ’s entire vicarious atonement, and in
addition all that Christ will still do until the consummation of the kingdom is reached (I Cor. 15 :24; see the
author’s exposition of this and the following verse in
his commentary). Part of this grand fulﬁllment is
Christ’s teaching regarding his own work, including
that of his apostles, by his teaching and his Word
enabling us to apprehend all that he has done for us,
so that we may, indeed, appear righteous before God.
18) For, amen, I say to you, until the heaven
and the earth passes away, one iota or one particle of
a letter shall in no wise pass away from the Law until
all shall come to be. With ydp Christ establishes the
object of his mission to fulﬁll the Old Testament. Not
one particle of the written Word will pass away without receiving its fulﬁllment. This statement Christ
seals with “amen” and then with, “I say to you.” In
the formula: “amen, I say to you,” “amen” is the seal
of verity, “I say to you” the stamp of authority. “Amen"
is the transliterated Hebrew word for “truth," “verity,” an adverbial accusative in the Greek, amass, “verily.” In Hebrew it appears only at the end of. a statement or an obligation like our liturgical Amen. “All
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search in Jewish literature h'as not brought to light a
real analogy for the idiomatic use of the single or the
double 6.1.1va on the part of Jesus.” Zahn. This means
the use at the beginning of the statement. The best
one can say is that Jesus used the double “amen” when
he spoke Aramaic just as John reports, and that when
transcribing this into Greek, the synoptists deemed
the single cinﬁv sufﬁcient for their readers. The supposition that John’s double amen is intended to reproduce
the sound of the Aramaic words for “I say" is unlikely
and leaves unexplained why John still adds to the
double amen the words: “I say to you.” The entire
formula is always solemn and introduces only statements of great weight.

“Until the heaven and the earth passes away”
means until the end of time. The verb in the singular
regards “the heaven and the earth" as a totality, R. 405.
The present sky and earth are referred to, but not an
annihilation of both but rather a complete change, the
heaven of God and the angels being joined to the heaven
and the earth of man, Rev. 21:1-3. The subjunctive
wape’AOy is the verb of the main clause, and oi: p.15 with a
subjunctive or a future indicative is the strongest form
of negation. Here the negation is a weighty litotes
for the assertion: “shall most certainly stand.” The
“iota” is the Hebrew “yod,” the tiniest letter, a mere
little hook; the xepaia is a tiny projection which distinguishes a larger Hebrew letter from another that is
otherwise quite similar. The expression that not a
single iota or piece of a letter shall pass away is prov-

erbial: not the smallest part of the written Old Testament shall fall away and be lost (tom 0A., R. 933, expressing God’s will). “The Law” refers to the Torah
in the broader sense, namely, the entire Old Testament,

for which the fuller term, “the Law and the Prophets,”
was used in v. 17. It is unwarranted to regard “the
Law” as referring only to the legal requirements of the
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Old Testament, to something found in the Old Testao
ment, a. part of it. Every part of that old written
Word shall stand, prophecy as well as command.
The ﬁrst protasis with Eu: «1"»: indicates only the
time: “until the heaven and the earth passes away”;
parallel with this, the second protasis with Zen iv advances from the time to what shall occur during this
time: “until all shall come to be” exactly as stated in
the Old Testament, fulﬁlled by Christ in every detail.
To the very end of time Christ’s work of fulﬁllment will
extend, and when that end is reached, mivra, “all
things,” i. e., all that the Old Testament states, will
have occurred. The kingdom will then have reached
its consummation. There will be no need to ask about
the written Word after that. The thought is not that
it will then pass away.

In the blessed hereafter no

written Word will be needed. And yet all that was
written and that we now have in God's writing will
stand forever down to the last letter and portion of a
letter. All of it will stand in the fulﬁllment Christ
will have wrought: every prophecy concerning Christ
down to the last judgment and the ﬁnal glory of his
kingdom; every divine requirement concerning us,
wrought out by Christ in our ﬁnal gloriﬁcation down to
our eternal gloriﬁcation in his kingdom; even the letter
of the Word concerning the wicked in their consign-

ment to hell. This is what it means that Christ came
“to fulﬁll.”
Any number of human plans, promises, resolutions,
laws, and regulations prove abortive.

Failing in their

purpose, they are cast aside. Not so even the slightest
word of God. It will attain whereunto it was spoken
and written by God. Some of God’s words have
already reached their complete purpose and fulﬁllment
and now stand thus in both Testaments, for instance,
all that was written about Christ’s redemptive work.
Other words of God are still in process of fulﬁllment,
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for instance, what he has said about the church. Still
other words have not yet been fulﬁlled, for instance,
those concerning the consummation. These still stand
like empty vessels waiting for their contents to be
poured into them. But eventually every written word
of God will stand like a vessel that is ﬁlled to the brim.
“Until all things come to be” will then be attained.
Compare 1:22; 2:23; 3:3; 4:14, etc., showing how
certain Old Testament words were fulﬁlled, these vessels receiving their contents.

This answers the ques-

tion regarding the ceremonial and ritual laws of the
Jews. Their purpose was fully attained when Jesus
came. Then, like vessels that were ﬁlled, they were
set aside to stand thus forever. Nothing more could
be put into them. The Old Testament, however, con—
tains any number of words concerning the new covenant. These vessels are now being ﬁlled, and at the
last day they, too, will be full to the brim and will stand
thus forever.
19) From himself and his own task of fulﬁllment
Jesus'now turns to his disciples and to their treatment
of the words of God. Who, therefore, shall set aside
one of the least of these requirements and shall
teach men thus shall be called least in the kingdom
of the heavens; but who shall do and teach them,
he alone shall be called great in the kingdom of the
heavens. When speaking of the disciples Jesus cannot duplicate what he says regarding himself. He
must of necessity limit the application to the ivroxm’,
“the requirements,” which God makes of us. This
term, however, is more than the Mosaic or legal commandments contained in the Old Testament; it includes
all that God asks of us as disciples, in particular also
repentance (3:2; 4:17) and faith in the Messiah, and
then, of course, also newness of life.

Through his

Word and his Spirit God enables us to meet “these
requirements.” yet they are his c'vreri nonetheless.
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Through his power and his grace we meet them in a
double way: do them and teach others to do them; in
our own hearts and lives and in our teaching of others.
The two possibilities which Jesus contrasts are not
the extremes: complete rejection of the requirements
and full acceptance of them. This would apply only to
non-disciples and disciples; to exclusion from the kingdom and inclusion. The contrast is far less, it is one
so frequently found among those who are disciples. A
disciple may “set aside one of the least of these requirements," and here Jesus uses Mm whereas in v. 17, when
speaking of himself, he has the far stronger xammicw.
We may “set aside” a word of God by our own ignorance, wrong interpretation, manipulation for selﬁsh or
other ulterior reasons, even by teaching others “thus,"
i. e., to do the same, yet that fact would not in the least
alter that word. In v. 17 the thought is expressed that
Jesus as the Messiah might actually “abrogate” the
Old Testament or part of it and do this in accord with
God’s own will. It is unwarranted to reduce what
Jesus says regarding himself in v. 17, 18 to the level of
what he says of the disciples in v. 19. Jesus is not
considering our setting aside any of God’s requirements, for most of these are so vital that any disciple
who did set them aside would cease to be a disciple
and would forfeit the kingdom. He contemplates the
setting aside “of one of the least of these requirements”
contained in the Word. This means “least” in the
objective and not merely in the subjective sense, i. e.,
least in our opinion. The idea that all the divine
requirements are of the same importance, and that this
is substantiated by what Jesus says about the iota and
the part of a letter is untenable. Some requirements
are supreme and essential; others, secondary; and still
others, least. To be sure, they all belong together and
form a grand unit, and whoever sets aside even the
least may progress in his wrong course and soon set
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aside some essential part; yet, for all that, “least”
means “least” just as Jesus says.
Just as Jesus came to fulﬁll the entire Old Testament, so his true disciples will cling to its entire contents and to their fulﬁllment by Jesus, setting aside
not even the least part. But if the wrong thing be
done, nevertheless, the individual doing it “shall be
called least in the kingdom of the heavens" over against
the one who does and teaches all the requirements and
is therefore “called great in the kingdom of the heavens.” Back of the two passive magma stands God
himself. Men may applaud and call him great who in
his foolish wisdom, by his practice and his teaching,
sets aside one of these least requirements; they admire
even those who set aside some of the essentials; but not
so God. 0n the kingdom, etc., see 3 :2; for already this
passage shows that Jesus has in mind the kingdom as

it is now present with us not merely eschatologically
the kingdom of glory as it shall be at the end of the
world. On this subject see I Cor. 3 :11-15. Right here
in the Christian Church God regards him great who
does and teaches all that his will and his Word require
and him least who sets aside even one of the least of
the requirements of his will and his Word.
There is a warning in the word “least” and in the
word “one.” For, if already he is least who cancels
just “one of the leas ” requirements, how, then, does

God rate him who tampers with several of these least
requirements or with one or more that are higher?
Those who regard “the kingdom” eschatologically
think that “least” and “great” refer to the degrees of
glory which shall be portioned out to us in heaven.
Since Jesus has in mind the church on earth, “least”
and “great” now apply to us.

Yet it is true, in heaven

the glory will be apportioned accordingly. Already
here God calls us exactly what we are in relation to his
will, Word, and kingdom, and will certainly do the same
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in heaven. Some deny the degrees of glory in heaven,
but such degrees exist, even as hell also has its few
and many stripes and even a nethermost part.
20) The thought expressed in v. 20 should prevent
us from letting ydp prove or establish the ranking
which God accords the different disciples in his kingdom. This ya’p merely elucidates and explains. Among

the Jews the scribes and the Pharisees were regarded as those who most perfectly and completely
taught and lived up to the will and the c'mxal of God
as embodied in the Old Testament. The people looked
up to them as being the very greatest in the kingdom,
and they held the same high estimate concerning themselves.
These estimates were, of course, wholly false,
as Jesus will also show in detail in his sermon. The
scribes and the Pharisees were the opposite of models
for the disciples in meeting the will of God. Hence
the explanation: to be great, or to be even the least in
the kingdom Christ’s disciples will have to surpass the
scribes and the Pharisees by far. For I say to you,
as the very King of this kingdom of the heavens,

that unless your righteousness shall surpass by far
that of the scribes and Pharisees, in no wise shall
you enter into the kingdom of the heavens. There
is but one article in the expression “the scribes and
Pharisees” (see 2:4; 3:7).

While it is true that the

former were the acknowledged expounders and teachers of the Old Testament, and the latter the great Jewish party which professed to live up'to the legal regulations of the Torah in the most scrupulous manner, here
this distinction is not stressed. The two are regarded

as one body, for the vital point in which they utterly
failed was the attainment of the righteousness which in
God’s judgment admits to the kingdom. The scribes
retarded this attainment by their learning and their
ofﬁcial teaching, and the Pharisees by the empty formalism with which they practiced this teaching.
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The negation of: m; with the subjunctive eaéwe
(cf. v. 18) in the most decisive way bars out of the
kingdom all whose righteousness is of the same nature
as that of the scribes and the Pharisees. Some wish
to make exceptions of men like Nicodemus and Gamaliel, but neither of these was in the kingdom. Jesus
told the former that he had to be reborn before he could
see the kingdom. The idea that the scribes and the
Pharisees will be the least in the kingdom is mistaken;
because of their type of righteousness they are and will
remain outside of the kingdom. Auawaﬁw, here has the
same force that it has in v. 6; see the full exposition
of that verse. The only difference lies in the genitive
“your righteousness” in comparison with that of the
scribes and Pharisees. Christ admits that the latter
have a certain kind of righteousness; he tells the disciples that their righteousness must be of an entirely
different kind if they expect to enter the kingdom. It
must “surpass" or be more abundant than that of the
scribes and Pharisees. The adverb "Actor adds the idea
of comparison: “by far,” magis quam, “more than.”
In what respect the righteousness of the disciples must
excel that of these Jews is not stated; the body of the
sermon will fully show that. Luke 16:15 brings out
the difference: “Ye are they which justify yourselves
before men; but God knoweth your hearts: for that
which is highly esteemed among men is abomination in
the sight of God.” The formal, outward righteousness
of the scribes and Pharisees was adjudged righteousness by these men themselves but before the heavenly
Judge it was the very opposite of genuine righteousness. The excess of the righteousness of the disciples,
therefore, lay in this that it would be pronounced true
righteousness by the one and only Judge, God himself,
and would thus admit to the kingdom.
The question is asked whether Christ here speaks
of the righteousness of faith or of the righteousness
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of life, and the usual answer is that he speaks only of
the latter. This is thought to be the case because in
the body of the sermon Christ contrasts the true fulﬁllment of the law with the sham fulﬁllment practiced
by the scribes and Pharisees. But this fact already
should give us pause that no fulﬁllment of the law
which even the best of Christ’s disciples may attain
admits them to the kingdom. The kingdom is not
acquired by our good works. Luther writes: “What
now is the better righteousness? This, that work and
heart together are pious and directed according to
God's Word. The law will have not only the work but
the pure heart which throughout comports with the
Word of God and the law. Yes, you say, where will
one ﬁnd such a heart? I do not ﬁnd it in me; thou,
too, not in thee. What, then, shall we do about it?
We have no high righteousness and yet we hear the
judgment that, unless our righteousness is better than
that of the scribes and Pharisees, we shall not enter
the kingdom of heaven. This is what we are to do:
besides all the good we are able to do we are to humble
ourselves before God and say, Dear Lord, I am a poor
sinner, be gracious to me and judge me not according
to my works but according to thy grace and mercy,
which thou hast promised and prepared in Christ.
Thus this doctrine leads to this, that the Lord would
warn us against spiritual pride and would bring us to
the knowledge of our unclean, wicked hearts and sinful
nature and thus lead us to the hope of his grace.”
then. is the true righteousness.

This,

Still more should be said. We cannot separate
v. 20 from v. 17-19, especially from v. 17. Our entire
discipleship rests on Christ’s fulﬁllment of the Law
and the Prophets. Only our faith in his redemptive
fulﬁllment makes us disciples. Thus alone are We the
salt of the earth and the light of the world, and as such
alone can we show forth “excellent works,” v. 16. As
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such alone can we be good trees bringing forth good
fruit (7 :16-23). Without Christ’s redemptive fulﬁllment we shall never surpass the righteousness of the
scribes and Pharisees which Christ rejects (7:21-23).
The righteousness of which Christ speaks is not the
righteousness of life over against the righteousness of
faith but the righteousness of life as manifesting the
righteousness of faith. Read about the works enumerated in 25 :34-39, and then the verdict in v. 40: “Ye
have done it unto me” (faith) over against v. 45: “Ye
did it not unto me" (no faith). The Sermon on the
Mount sets forth the genuine works of faith in Christ

in contrast with all other so-called works.
Here, then, we have the theme of the sermon:
Righteousness. It is not treated abstractly but concretely: the Righteousness which marks Christ’s true
disciples. We venture the formulation: The Children
of the Kingdom in the Righteousness That Is Theirs.

The Elaboration of the First Part of the Sermon
The Law is in the Hearts of the Disciples and thus
Controls their Conduct, 5 :21-48
21) This is true with regard to the Fifth Commandment. You heard that it was said to the
ancients, Thou shalt not murder! and whoever mur-

ders shall be held to the judgment. Jesus begins
with the Fifth Commandment as a pra-ecepto apertissi'mo (Bengel) , the one of whose fulﬁllment the scribes
and Pharisees most likely boasted especially. “You
heard” means: from your teachers, the scribes and
Pharisees, on whom you were entirely dependent for
your instruction; ﬁxoﬁa’are, aorist, whereas we prefer
“have heard,” R. 844. They told you that “it was
said,” of course, by Moses, “to the ancients,” to whom
he ﬁrst brought the law: “Thou shalt not murder!
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and whoever murders shall be held to the judgment.”
This is all the scribes and Pharisees told you regarding
this commandment, and, of course, you believed them,
holding that what Moses told the ancients now binds
also you. The scribes and Pharisees apparently expounded this commandment correctly by adding, what
Moses did not add, that the murderer “shall be held
to the judgment.” That, indeed, sounded very severe.
Accordingly, also you brought the murderers before
your courts of law and had them sentenced to the
proper punishment.
But this was all that you heard: nothing but a civil
law to be applied to an actual murderer by a civil court.
Just so you did not commit murder and run foul of the
court! Not a word about God and what by this commandment he requires of the heart! Not a word about
the lusts and the passions that lead to actual murder
and, though they produce no murder, are just as wicked
as murder!

The 1'7 xpim refers to “the judgment" ren-

dered by any Jewish court of law. The common local
courts, arranged according to Deut. 16 :18, consisted of
seven judges and two shoterim or assistant Levites
(Josephus, Ant. 4, 8, 14). The Talmud reports that
there were courts of twenty-three judges in larger towns
and of only three in villages. 0n the senate of the elders
see Deut. 21:18, etc.; 22:13, etc., also 19:12.
22)
But I say to you that everyone angry at his
brother shall be held to the judgment; and whoever

says to his brother, Blamed bonehead! shall be held
to the Sanhedrin; and whoever says, Blamed fool!
shall be held for the Gehenna of the ﬁre. “I say to
you” is opposed to “you have heard.” What the disciples now hear Jesus saying is vastly different from
what they heard the scribes and Pharisees pronounce.
The opposition does not lie in “it was said.” Jesus is
not contradicting or correcting Moses; for he came to

fulﬁll the very law given and written by Moses (v. 17).
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Right here he is expounding what Moses meant by
“Thou shalt not murder,” i. e., that he never had in
mind merely a civil law for a civil court but the heart of
every Jew, yea, of every human being.
Thus Jesus takes up the sins of the heart against
the Fifth Commandment, namely anger and its most
common manifestation of calling ugly epithets. I John
3:15 shows us what Jesus has in mind: “Whosoever
hateth his brother is a murderer; and ye know that no
murderer hath eternal life abiding in him.” The usual
exegesis regards this word of Jesus as a presentation
of three sins and three penalties, the second being
graver than the ﬁrst, and the third graver than the
second: for anger alone, the judgment of the court;
for calling an ugly name in anger (‘fRaca !”) , the court
of the Sanhedrin; and for an angry curse (“Thou
fool l”), hell-ﬁre. But Jesus cannot have either such
distinctions in the sins or in the penalties in mind.
What about other sins such as to strike a person in
anger, to wound him, ﬁnally also to kill him? What
greater penalty could be inﬂicted beyond hell-ﬁre? In
v. 21 “the judgment” is evidently that of a civil court,
remanding the murderer for execution. To what
graver penalty could the Sanhedrin remand? What
court of law could possibly try a case of anger, to
which no expression had been given, and order execution for anger? And who would think that the great
Sanhedrin would try a man for angrily calling an ugly
name? The ﬁrst tw0 mentioned are civil courts, yet
Jesus is evidently not repeating the folly of the scribes
and Pharisees by making this commandment a mere
civil law. What court could send a man to hell? These
questions are not answered by the usual exegesis. No
mention is made of the fact that in God’s sight anger
is equal to murder and makes us worthy of hell.
Zahn is correct. Jesus is satirizing the casuistic
method of the scribes and Pharisees. They would
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make such distinctions in transgressions, and these
distinctions would turn out a farce when it came to
designating the penalties. Since anger is equal to
murder in God’s sight, the angry man would have to
be executed by a civil court — if this commandment is
to be considered in the superﬁcial manner of the scribes
and Pharisees. Well, then the man who uttered the
angry epithet would have to be taken to a still higher
court, say the Sanhedrin, which, however, could do no
more than the lower court. If the angry epithet should
be a triﬂe different, well, then hell-ﬁre might be decreed. But by whom? There was no court higher than
the Sanhedrin. According to this casuistry, what
would be left for the crimes of striking, wounding, and
actual killing? The purpose of this satire is to demolish the entire Jewish treatment of this commandment as a mere civil law. Civil courts cannot possibly
consider the infractions that start in the heart and
break out in ugly names. That is why the scribes and
Pharisees omitted all these infractions and never instructed the people regarding them. They even taught
as though Moses himself did no more for the ancients
to whom, at God’s command, he gave the law. Against
this gross perversion Jesus hurls his satire. By saying
that anger is equal to murder and worthy of the death
penalty and an angry epithet likewise Jesus shows how
God judges these sins; and when for a similar epithet
he decrees hell-ﬁre, he shows that in the judgment of
God hell is the penalty for all these sins, beginning
with anger and on through to murder.
The usual exegesis makes a distinction between
[mi and ﬂwpc'. The former is probably derived from
req, through the Syrian mqa, and thus means an empty
one who acts as a numskull. Uttered in anger, it would
be something like our “Blamed bonehead l" See Zahn;
M.-M. 562 is insufﬁcient. The latter sounds like a
genuine Greek word, poipo’s, “stupid," “foolish,” although
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in the Greek it is not used for calling names. But
this Greek word was adopted by the Jews and was
used by them as a vile epithet, somewhat like our
“Blamed fool !” Matthew, therefore, really leaves both
epithets untranslated, for his Jewish readers would
understand the words without a translation. The two
epithets are in reality synonymous, one referring to an
empty mind, and the other to a slow mind. The second
is sometimes made far graver than the ﬁrst by regarding pwpée as a Greek translation of the Hebrew nabal,
“fool,” and referring to Ps. 14:1; 53 :2, where “fool" is
equivalent to atheist. But in the Psalm passages the
LXX translates nabal (14.9w, and in no language does
the simple word “fool” mean atheist.

Some fools, it

is true, show their folly by talking atheistically. Or
,mpé is regarded as a Hebrew word that is derived from
month, “to rebel,” i. e., against God. Either of these
explanations would make the word a kind of curse, but
neither is tenable. Both are efforts to put enough
gravity into (wipe, to warrant being sent to hell.
South of the walls of Jerusalem lay the valley that
was desecrated by Moloch worship, in which children
were

burned

(Jer.

2:23;

7:31;

II

Chron.

28:3;

33:6) , Josiah declared the place unclean (II Kings
23:10), and it was then used as a place for the disposal
of offal (Jer. 7 :32, etc.; 31 :40). Thus ge ben~Hinnom,

“the valley of the son of Hinnom,” became yc'cwa or
Gehenna, a designation for hell, the place of the
damned. The addition “of the ﬁre" refers to the ﬁre
of hell. The eleven passages in which Gehenna occurs
cannot refer to the valley near Jerusalem. We have
no evidence that the Jews ever burned criminals alive,
or that the bodies of dead criminals were dragged out
to this valley, or that constant ﬁres were kept going
there.

Hell cannot be abolished by such interpreta-

tions of Gehenna.
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23) From what God thus requires of the heart
Jesus draws a conclusion as to a speciﬁc instance
which may illustrate a true disciple's conduct. If,
therefore, thou art offering thy gift at the altar.
and there rememberest that thy brother has something against thee, leave there thy gift in front of
the altar, go ﬁrst, be reconciled with thy brother,
and then, having come, be offering thy gift. With
£an Jesus presents a supposed case, he puts it into the
second person singular, thus making it highly personal
and effective. The case is one that appears in endless
variations in actual life.

Of course, it is derived from

the Jewish forms of worship which Jesus himself followed; in due time these forms were superseded. But
the example still applies. If not before, then in God’s
presence, in our public worship any sin lying upon our
conscience ought to come to remembrance. The present tense npoatﬁe’pns is descriptive: “engaged in bringing," while the punctiliar aorist [Amaaﬂs marks the sudden remembrance. “That thy brother has something
against thee," means rightfully against thee. By word
or by deed, by omission or by commission, before God
and thy conscience thou hast wronged thy brother, no

matter whether he holds it against thee or not. Thy
memory and thy conscience hold it against thee, and
that is enough. In these affairs each person must be
his own honest judge. A brother may be wrongfully
offended, without cause, charging thee where he has no

right to do so.
24)

Then the guilt is on him not on thee.

God looks at the heart, and no act of worship

is acceptable to him that comes from a heart which is
guilty of unconfessed wrong to another. Burdened
with such guilt, thou thyself art not acceptable, either

now in his house of worship or afterward at his judgment bar. Though the scribes and Pharisees may
decree that no act of offering may be interrupted, lay-
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ing the emphasis on the offering instead of on the
heart, Jesus commands to leave the offering right there
before the screen which separates the court of the men
in the Temple from the court of the priests and to go
ﬁrst (read 5-way: wpé‘rov together) and be reconciled to
thy brother. The passive of sundown means that thou
art to become wholly am; or “other” to thy brother.
Go, confess thy wrong, and ask thy brother’s pardon.
When this is rightly done, that ends whatever he rightly
holds or may hold against thee. Of course, he should
be glad to have thee come, be satisﬁed with thy honest
confession, demand no more, and cheerfully forgive.
This would be the desired reconciliation for both persons concerned. But if he should be unreasonable and
refuse to forgive, thou for thy part art, nontheless, rec-

onciled; the guilt would now rest only on him. With
the wrong thus removed from thee, come back (e‘Adu'w)
and go on with thy offering («pda‘iﬁtpg the present imperative to indicate all that pertains to the act, although
R. 882 would make this present punctiliar).
This example is perfect in every way. Here is a
simple case of fulﬁlling the Fifth Commandment with
the heart. Here we have no perfectionism, for wrong
is done a brother, yet the wrong is removed, and by
this removal the commandment is truly kept. This is
done by God’s grace, for his grace, favor, forgiveness,
blessings we desire and implore by our offerings and
our worship. The old covenant, requiring sacriﬁces in
the Temple, pointed to the Messiah whose coming mediation bestowed grace and pardon on all repentant
Jewish believers; and the new covenant, now without
those sacriﬁces, points to Christ and his accomplished

mediation and thus bestows grace and pardon on all
repentant Christian believers. Thus the righteousness
of faith brings forth the righteousness of life through
grace.

Matthew 5 :25
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25) The speciﬁc example given in v. 23, 24 is
now broadened by an admonition couched in ﬁgurative or parabolic language. Be disposed to come
to terms quickly with thy opponent at law while
thou art in his company on the way, lest, perhaps,
the opponent at law hand thee over to the judge,
and the judge hand thee over to the ofﬁcer, and thou
be thrown into prison. Amen, I say to thee, in no
way shalt thou come out thence until thou hand
over the last penny. The imagery is borrowed from
the old legal method of dealing with debtors who could
be remanded to prison until they paid the last cent of
their debt. The parable is narrowed unduly when the
application is limited to disputes about money. Jesus
is expounding the Fifth Commandment not the Seventh. He has just given an illustration of a man who
has in some way wronged his brother and should go
and be reconciled to him. The parable about the debtor
carries this illustration to its conclusion.
The term dwib‘utos is neutral, any opponent at law; to
the plaintiff it would be the defendant, and to the defendant the plaintiff. In the parable, however, Jesus addresses the defendant; he owes the debt. The sensible
thing for him to do is to make a settlement with the creditor before his case is brought to the judge. It is plain,
of course, that in the parable the debtor is the man who
has wronged his brother according to the previous
example. Many are content to stop with that. But it
would be strange if Jesus had no word of admonition
and warning for the brother who has been wronged.
He, too, owes a debt to the brother who has wronged
him: he owes that brother forgiveness. He owes that
debt the moment he is wronged and certainly ought to
pay it most joyfully when his brother comes to him
for reconciliation. Otherwise the roles will be reversed.
The brother who did the wrong will have paid his debt
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by confessing and asking for forgiveness, and the other
will remain in his debt by withholding his forgiveness.
The periphrastie present imperative 7091. ctvoov, "be
well-minded,” here has the meaning, “be disposed to
come to terms.” When all ill will has been dropped,
this will be easy; the whole matter can at once be settled
in the right way, without further damage to either
party. So again, at bottom, this commandment deals
with the heart. This is the real teaching of Moses and
the law; this the scribes and Pharisees had lost because
their hearts were alienated from God and from his
Messiah; this Christ restores in the hearts of all his
true disciples. “Quickly” is explained by the clause:
“while thou art in his company (pcr' aaroi) on the way,”
i. e., before it is too late. While we are still together
in this life we may easily settle our misdeeds against
each other. But, signiﬁcantly, debtor and creditor are
depicted as being on the way to the judge. For while
earthly judges sit only in cases that are formally
brought before their courts, every infraction against
God’s law, when it is without repentance, confession,
etc., must ﬁnally reach his court. Just as an ordinary
creditor ﬁnally turns a refractory debtor over to an
earthly judge, so, if death separates the wrongdoer
from the wronged, the case between them goes to the
divine Judge, and just as an ordinary judge makes
short shrift of an ordinary refractory debtor, so will
the divine Judge do with him who has wronged his
brother and refused to confess and to seek forgiveness.

As the ordinary debtor is turned over to the judge
and by him is turned over to the court ofﬁcer (up
impe’m, who carries out the orders of the judge) and is
by the latter thrown into prison, so the divine Judge
will dispose of the man who has wronged his brother
and remained obdurate. The tertium oomparationis
lies in the action of the two judges. Hence we need
not seek to ﬁll in the details of the picture.

Matthew 5 :26-28
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26) Only the prison is emphasized when Jesus
warns the wrongdoer that he will never be able to leave
it. The (ﬁvhami, therefore, pictures hell, “the Gehenna
of the ﬁre,” v. 22. Roman Catholicism centers on the
clause: “until thou hand over the last- penny,” and
refers ¢vAaKﬁ to purgatory and thus ﬁnds ways of paying off our guilt in this imagined place. The Catholic
contention that an: iv always introduces something that
is expected to happen and often does happen should not
be contested, not even on the basis of 18:30, 34, which
are like the present clause. It is true, many an ordinary debtor who has been thrown into prison has some-

how managed to pay his debt even to the last xospdvme,
quadrans, l cent, the Greek term being left untrans.
lated by the Jews. But this possibility pertains only
to the ﬁgurative language of Jesus. It presents no
possibility for a sinner after death and judgment because the Scriptures know of no such possibility. "Em
Jv may raise the question: “But how will he pay at all
in the tin-Am; to which God will remand him, to say
nothing about paying the last quadrans?" The only
answer the Scriptures give is: “Payment there is impossible.”
27) That the law must be in the hearts of the
disciples is shown from the correct exposition of the

Sixth Commandment.

You heard that it was said,

Thou shalt not commit adultery! From the scribes
and the Pharisees you heard this, heard it as the old
law of Moses (Exod. 20:14; Deut. 5:18), as a piece of

civil legislation, and that is all.
though here omitted, is understood.

“To the ancients,"
But neither Moses

nor God intended that this commandment should be
only a civil law or an outward rule of life. What this
commandment includes Jesus now states.
28)
But I say to you that every man looking at
a woman to lust after her did already commit adul-

tery with her in his heart.

So far the prohibition of
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this commandment extends. Even the Decalog shows
this when in its ﬁnal commandment it forbids lust,
Exod. 20:17; Deut. 5 :18. H6: 6 (see R. 773) is mascu—
line, hence “every man.” The present participle pun.»
characterizes the man by his act of continued looking.
The construction «pt: 76 with the inﬁnitive denotes purpose (not result) , it is‘somewhat like our phrase, “with
a view to,” etc. (R. 1003, 1075) ; the aorist inﬁnitive
is effective, referring to accomplished lusting; verbs of
desire govern the genitive. Jesus does not say that by
the accomplished lusting or by and during the act of
looking at the woman the man in question commits
adultery. The aorist c'poixwtnv, with 1781; emphasizing
the feature of the time, precedes these acts. The man
who casts lustful looks is an adulterer to begin with.
The sin is already "in his heart” and only comes out in
his lustful look. If the heart were pure, without
adultery, no lustful look would be possible. Hence
Jesus does not state how the guilty man can free himself of the sin as did the man mentioned in v. 23, 24.
The man’s very heart and nature must be so changed by
divine grace that lustful looks will become impossible
for him.
It ought to be understood that what is thus said of
a man (m2: 6, masculine) is equally true of a woman.
Likewise, “every man” is general and cannot be restricted to married men; and 'yvvaixa cannot refer only
to a married woman who belongs to another man. A
bachelor’s lustful look upon a maid is certainly as
adulterous as the lustful look of a married man upon
another man’s wife. To introduce a man’s look upon
his own wife is specious, for adultery between these
two is excluded, I Cor 7:9. Jesus uses ('pm'xwaev to
match the potxdaac of the commandment, and both are
to be understood in the broad sense, adultery including
the more speciﬁc fornication. What the Sixth Commandment calls for is a pure heart which keeps even
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the eyes pure. On this the scribes and Pharisees had
no instruction to offer. Such‘ a pure heart is the
product of regenerating and sanctifying grace alone.

29) But if thy right eye entraps thee, pluck it
out and throw it from thee; for it is better for thee
that one of thy members perish and not thy entire

body be thrown into Gehenna. Here Jesus meets
an excuse offered by the man with a lustful eye who

blames the sin he commits onto the eye.

He would

shield his heart by a reference to his eye. He receives
the sound, sensible, natural answer, “Get rid, then, of
the eye !" The saneness of the answer is established
by ya’p which presents the universal rule in the strong

form here applicable. No man hesitates to have a
virulently diseased part of his body amputated by the
surgeon in order that he may not lose his life. It is
the only thing to do; otherwise the man dies. If,
indeed, your right eye is so diseased with sin, as you
assert, that this eye cannot look on a beautiful woman
without trapping you into lust, then, on your own
assertion about your eye, only one thing will save you

from hell, to pluck it out and cast it away from you.
For on your own admission the only alternative would
be that the dangerous eye continue to inﬂame your

whole body with lust and thus send it down to hell.
This case is not like that mentioned in v. 23, 24.
There the conscience is aroused, and Jesus tells the

man how to quiet it aright; but here a specious excuse
is offered. This man claims that he cannot help it that
his eye inﬂames him to lust, and Jesus draws from the
fallacious excuse the equally fallacious conclusion as to
the remedy. He tells the man that what he really proposes by such an excuse is the excision of his owu

wicked eye. Hence v. 29 has 86, while v. 23 has aim.
This also explains d with the indicative: Jesus takes
a real case and treats it as such. Mark 9 :43-47 has c‘dv
with the subjunctive instead of the (i used in Matt.
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18:8, 9 in an identical saying of Jesus. Whereas d has
in mind a present reality, c‘év contemplates a future
possibility, R. 1018-1019. The force of the conclusion
drawn by Jesus is the same in both cases.
The fallacy lying in the excuse is thus exposed. The
seat of the sin is not in the eye but, as Jesus has already
indicated in v. 28, in the heart. To make this clearer
he mentions only the right eye and in v 30 only the

right hand. Remove either, and the left eye, the left
hand will produce the same sin if, as the excuse asserts,
the devil is in the member not in the heart. In fact, a
blind man and even a eunuch may be lascivious. All
excuses which blame the body and man’s bodily nature as though these creations of God make lust and
other sins inevitable, a mere function of our bodily
being, just the course of nature, end in the absurdities
of successive amputations until the whole body is
thrown away.

This, of course, is foolish, and that

means that the premise which involves so foolish a conclusion is false. The seat of lust and sin is in the
heart, mind, and soul, which abuse the eye and the
other members. The commandment is intended ﬁrst
and essentially for the heart. The alternatives are not
at all: either a mere outward, civil law against criminal acts or plucking out the eye, cutting off the hand
to make the body behave. A new heart must be created in us, and this will rejoice to run the way of God’s
commandments and will succeed in attaining the better
righteousness.
Neither the older allegorical or the newer symbolical interpretation which make eye and hand unreal are
tenable. The literalism which deals with the actual
removal of eyes, hands, etc., is entirely too wooden.
How many of Christ’s disciples maimed themselves
thus? The verb axavsaaizew always means actually to
entrap, while cxdeaxov (axadeAqopov), the crooked stick

to which the bait was afﬁxed and by which the trap was
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sprung, refers to the enticement which may or may not
lure to sin. The ﬁgure in the verb is not that of stumbling over an object that lies in one’s path. M.-M. 5’76.
'EﬁcAc is from 66mph».

The subject of the impersonal

01414.6,“ is the ho. clause, R. 992.
30) And if thy right hand entrap thee, etc.,
merely extends the refutation of the shallow excuse
(18 :8 and Mark 9 :45 add also the foot). To think of
spiritual amputations misses the very point of the refutation Jesus offers. This idea is somewhat ludicrous,
for certainly none of us is to have only one spiritual
eye, one spiritual hand or foot.

What Jesus urges is

the spiritualization of the heart; its renewal through
grace makes all our members the instruments and the

servants of righteousness. Rom. 12:1.
31) The scribes and Pharisees not Only disregarded the application of the Sixth Commandment
to the heart and thus failed to see the sinfulness of
lust, they extended this disregard to the outward
conduct by regarding the law as actually permitting
all manner of divorce and as insisting only on the
outward formality of handing over a certiﬁcate of

divorce. Thus Jesus adds the statement that the
commandment which forbids the lust most certainly
also forbids divorce. Moreover (86), it was said,
Whoever shall release his wife, let him give her a

divorce-certiﬁcate, droordmon', the same as ﬁrBM’ov
dwooraa’t'ov in 19:7 and in Mark 10:4. Here the
simple appe'oy is sufﬁcient to .mark the fact that Jesus
refers to the word of Moses written in Deut. 24:1 etc.,
which was used by the scribes and Pharisees to justify
their lax divorce practice. Therefore, too, Jesus sum-

marizes Deut. 24 :1 as the Jews did when they assumed
that this passage allowed their divorces and demanded
only that a divorce-certiﬁcate be handed to the wife.
In 19 :7 Jesus explains how it came about that divorce
was allowed by Moses; here Jesus refers to Deut. 24
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only as the false Jewish justiﬁcation for their evil
practice in order to place over against this practice the
true intent of God’s commandment. The school of
Rabbi Shammai interpreted “the shame of nakedness"
(Hebrew), “some uncleanness in her” (A. V.) in Deut.
24:1 as denoting approaches to adultery (actual adultery being punished by death in Moses' time) ; the laxer
school of Hillel, whom the Jewish practice followed,
interpreted the expression as a reference to anything
displeasing to the husband; Akiba permitted divorce
when the husband found a more desirable wife.
32) But I say to you that every man releasing
his wife without cause of fornication brings about
that she is stigmatized as adulterous; and he who
shall marry her that has been released is stigmatized
as adulterous.

What Jesus declares as being the

force of the Sixth Commandment regarding marriage
is summarized in 19 :6: “What God hath joined
together, let not man put asunder.” God alone severs
the bond by death, Rom. 7 :2, 3. Every other severance
is excluded by the Sixth Commandment and takes place
only when this commandment is violated. Once this is
understood, the words of Jesus become clearer, and
several wrong interpretations are removed. Jesus is
not expounding Deut. 24:1, but Exod 20:14 as quoted in
v. 27. He is not setting up one cause for divorce over
against the idea of many causes, but is forbidding all
divorce and all causes for divorce as being against God's
intent as expressed in Exod. 20:14. Speaking to an
audience of Jews who knew nothing of a woman divorcing her husband, he naturally speciﬁes only the case of
a husband divorcing his wife. The fact that among us
where also wives divorce their husbands his words apply
to them equally, needs hardly to be added; see Mark
10 :12, who writes for Gentiles.
Those who say that Jesus here makes a wife's
fornication a legal cause for which a husband may
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secure a legal divorce make the word of Jesus a mere
legal verdict whereas, in reality, it is something far
more fundamental, namely the true moral exposition
of the Sixth Commandment. Fornication as such violates, the commandment in the grossest fashion; and
fornication on the part of a wife adds to this violation
another that is equally gross: by this act the wife
severs her marital bond. By it she then and there
destroys her own marriage; and she does this apart
from anything her husband may do in" consequence,
apart also from any law that he may invoke. Of
course, the same effect is produced upon the marriage
by the fornication of a husband. The reason that
Jesus exempliﬁes by reference to the wife only has
already been stated. Fornication on the part of either
spouse breaks the Sixth Commandment in a double
way: it also always destroys the marriage bond. That

is why Jesus virtually says that the offended husband
may dismiss a fornicating wife; drqiﬁm refers to the
Jewish situation. He may rid himself of her; vice
versa, if he be the fornicator, she may rid herself of
him (not, indeed, according to Jewish law but morally
before God). And she may do this without breaking
the Sixth Commandment. For it is the fornicator that
destroyed the marriage and left the spouse with a disrupted marriage. Jesus is not discussing the legal
steps that may or may not be taken. Jesus does not
legislate.

The term Aéyoc here used is not “report” or rumor
of fornication but is like atria, ratio, “cause of fornication,” the sin being a fact. It is true, the ancient legal
practice stoned the fornicatress and thus ended the
matter of the marriage; but she was stoned as one who
had broken her marriage. At the time of Jesus this
old law was not carried out; the legal practice was now

that the husband might drive out the wife.
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But here is a wife “without cause of fornication,"
and yet for some reason or other her husband proceeds
to destroy her marriage with him, 6 awoaﬁwv Km, “he
that releases his wife" by making use of the lax law of
the Jews (Jesus is speaking of them). It is now the
husband who destroys the marriage. The guilt of
breaking the commandment rests on him. The innocent wife is by this man’s action forced into a position
similar to that of the innocent husband whose wife
broke his marriage by her fornication. Jesus says
that by his act the husband forces the wife into a position that is contrary to the Sixth Commandment: “he
brings about that she is stigmatized as adulterous.”
The form pmxewﬁyat is passive, and the agent of this
passive is the husband. Jesus makes this emphatic by
using «old, “he, the husband, makes or brings about,”
and adding the passive inﬁnitive. This is an aorist
passive: by his 1roL¢iv he once for all forces his wife out
of the marriage. She who according to the commandment, or" potxeua'as‘, ought to be in her marriage, is now,
contrary to the commandment, outside of it through the
wicked action of her husband.
Dictionaries, commentators, and translators regard
potxcvﬂzjvac and also patxirat as active, and they do this

in the face of v. 27, 28 where we have the actives:
ﬁrst the future potxaiaccs, then the aorist e'pm'xwacv. No
attempt is made to prove that the passive forms of this
verb have the same sense as the active. Yet the
passive ,umxevaﬁvat is translated “to commit adultery”
(active). This is done by adding in parenthesis: “he
makes her to commit adultery (in case she marries
again).” But this parenthesis is untenable. When
is this woman made what Jesus says? The moment
her husband drives her out whether she marries again
or not.
Even when women such as this eventually
married again, they were made [Lotxwaﬁvat the very
moment they were driven out. It ought also to be
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plain that Jesus here scores the husband who drives
out his wife. Of what is the woman guilty? Jesus
has no indictment against her. She is the one that
is wronged; that is what the passive states, and doubly
so with mud before it. Jesus here shows against whom
this wicked husband sins: ﬁrst against his innocent
and helpless wife, and secondly against any man who
may later on consent to marry her (hence the second
passive potxafat). Zahn alone sees that the inﬁnitive

is passive, for which he deserves full credit; but under
the inﬂuence of the traditional exegesis he fails to see

that the agent of this passive must be the subject of
«aid, namely, “everyone who dismisses his wife.” So
he falls back into the old error: he makes the agent

of pocxwoﬁval. the man mentioned in the next sentence
who later on may marry this wronged woman. This
is grammatically untenable. The agent of a passive
inﬁnitive or of an active inﬁnitive cannot be introduced from a sentence that follows.
A further complication is due to our helplessness
in translating this passive inﬁnitive (also the passive
potxd‘rac) into English. We have no passive corresponding to the active “to commit adultery." But
this is no justiﬁcation for translating these two passives as though they were actives like the two actives

in v. 27, 28. Since our English fails us here, we must
express the two passive forms as best we can to bring
out the passive sense of the Greek forms. We attempt
this by translating the inﬁnitive, “he brings about

that she is stigmatized as adulterous,” and the ﬁnite
.verb, “he is stigmatized as adulterous.” We are ready
to accept a better translation but only one that keeps

the passive sense of the verbs.
Nothing in the words of Jesus forbids such .a
woman (or, if the case is the reverse, such a man)

to marry again. Such a prohibition is often assumed
but is without warrant in Jesus’ own words. It is
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this assumption that led to the current mistranslations. All that the passive potxevaﬁvat states is that
this woman has been forced into a position that
appears to men as though she, too, had violated the
commandment, at palxclia'as. She is an unfortunate
woman whose marriage has been disrupted without
guilt on her part. Her wicked husband has fastened
this stigma upon her. It is impossible for her to
publish to all the world just how she comes to be in
the position forced upon her It ought to be apparent
that here we have essentially the same case that Paul
treats in I Cor. 7:15. The Jewish husband drives
out his wife and thus disrupts the marriage; the Gentile husband leaves his wife and thus disrupts his marriage. Both sunder the marriage. Paul says, “the
sister (or if the case be the reverse: the brother) is
not under bondage,” i. e., is free from the marriage
which the ungodly spouse disrupted Exactly the

same is true of the Jewish wife who is driven out by
her husband.
These two are one case not two as is
quite generally assumed. But we must stop talking
about “one” or “two causes of divorce.” Neither
Jesus nor Paul is stating causes for divorce; neither
is legislating or speaking of legal steps. Both are
dealing with the sinful acts which disrupt a marriage
in violation of the divine commandment. It ought
to be a great satisfaction to see that Paul and Jesus
agree in every respect, and that Paul does not add any-

thing to what Jesus stated.
But the effect of the husband’s evil act of driving
out his wife affects not only the wife but also any
man who may eventually marry her. Note the passive

197v anoMAupc’mv, “her that has been released or dismissed,” restating what Jesus said about the wicked
act of this husband; he is the agent back of this
passive participle. The man who marries this
wronged woman, he, too, pmxirai, “is stigmatized as
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The verb poixéw is in sense identical with

pmxaiw. But here again the passive should not be
overlooked. This man as little “commits adultery"
as the woman “commits adultery." Neither “commits” anything, both have had something committed
upon them. The man who marries this woman thereby shares her position. Hence also the present durative tense potxarai: he constantly bears this stigma ; he
is joined to a woman whose marriage has been
destroyed by her former husband. As long as both
live, this shadow will follow them. It is thus that
Jesus unfolds to his Jewish hearers in the Jewish
environment in' which they live the vicious effects
upon the innocent when the Sixth Commandment
is wickedly transgressed by rending the marriage tie.
33) Another perversion of the law on the part
of the scribes and Pharisees, who always leave out
the heart and thus attain no real righteousness, pertains to oaths and the Second Commandment. Again
you heard that it was said to the ancients (on this
formula compare the exposition of v. 21), Thou
shalt not make oath falsely; moreover, thou shalt
perform unto the Lord thine oaths.

This sums up

Lev. 19 :12 and Deut. 23:21, etc. ; compare Num. 30:3,
etc. Jesus ﬁnds no fault with this brief restatement
used by the scribes and Pharisees in their teaching.
Their great fault was the fact that in both of these
words of Moses they saw nothing but a general permission to use all sorts of oaths and then spent all
their casuistic ingenuity on determining the degree
of binding force of the different forms of oaths, concluding that those which did not directly name God
had no binding force.

They argued that if one is

not to swear falsely he certainly may swear truly;
and that if he is duly to hand over (anSi'Swm) what
he has promised with an oath, the use of the oath
must be free to all. Jesus points out that the true
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deductions from these words of Moses run in the very
opposite direction. They pertain to the heart as does
every law of God.
34) But I say to you not to swear at all; neither
by the heaven because it is God’s throne; nor by the
earth because it is his feet's footstool; nor by (dc,
R. 594; e‘v, 588) Jerusalem because it is the great
King’s city; nor shalt thou swear by thy head because thou art not able to make one hair white or
black. But let your statement (Myoc, What you
say) be, Yea, yea; Nay, nay; and what is more than
these is due to the wicked one (ix, originates from
him). This is what Jesus presents as the correct
deduction from the words of Moses concerning perjury and all oaths—the root of the matter which
goes down into the heart. Why this prohibition of
perjury? Because men not only lied but even swore
to lies, both originating from the devil (a 105
wompoﬁ)
Why this injunction to keep a promise
sealed with an oath? Because men would break even
such promises, acting on a motive prompted by the
devil. Do this prohibition and this injunction then
open wide the door to the promiscuous use of oaths?
They do the very opposite; they really say “not to
swear at all.” Just as the permission to send away
a wife for the reason of fornication does not open the
door for all manner of divorces, so the regulations
about oaths do not justify oaths. The law about
divorce really implies no divorce, and the law about
oaths no oaths at all.
35) The fact that true oaths are here referred
to goes without saying.
In fact, Jesus declared that
.all the minor oaths, which the Jews used with the
understanding that they were not binding, are also
true oaths. For though God is not directly mentioned in each oath he is most certainly involved. The
four mire merely add four further negatives after
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,3, dpéaat; in the case of only the last min is the verb
repeated.

“By heaven!” means, “By God’s throne l” The
omission of the article before “throne,” “footstool,”
and “city” places the emphasis on the added genitives,
which are, therefore, also placed at the end. “By the
earth!” means, “By his feet's footstool!” “By Jerusalem!" means, “By the Great King’s (God’s) city !”
Only shallow formalists would argue that Moses' regulation about oaths justiﬁed the widest use of oaths, and
that avoidance of the direct mention of the divine
name, especially the name Yahweh (which all Jews
avoided as being too sacred to be pronounced) justiﬁed
the freest use of these oaths which were then really
not binding save in some cases. For the cunning
Jewish distinctions see 23:16-22. Jesus’ condemnation of all these oaths in spite of Jewish casuistry makes
it certain that “not to swear at all" means exactly what
he says, “Use no oaths whatever!”
36) The elucidation about swearing by one's head,
an oath so frequently used by both Jews and pagans,
follows a different line because the head is not directly
connected with God. Jesus does not say that a man’s
head really does not belong to the man but, like his
whole body, unto God, the Creator.

Here the refer-

ence to God is by way of man's powerlessness in
regard to his head. It is, indeed, his head and yet so
little his to offer in pawn by way of an oath that he
is unable to make one hair of his head white or black,
i. e., to grow with this or that color according to his
will. The skeptic may say that nature attends to
that. Jesus means that God’s power is exercised over
every man’s head even to the extent of controlling the
color with which each tiny hair grows (compare
10 :30). Only he who disregards God in his heart can

swear by his head.
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37) The man whose heart is true to God utters
every’ statement he makes (Aéyoc) as though it were
made in the very presence of God before whom even

his he‘art with its inmost thought lies bare.

With

a heart thus pledged to truth, his lips will ﬁnd no
need to add anything to his “yea" and “nay.” The
doubling: “Yea, yea; Nay, nay” in Christ's command
merely indicates the positive nature of the assertions
and the denials. Like other duplications, these two
are made for the sake of emphasis. In other words,
a disciple may repeat his statement. Jesus often uses
such repetitions, often making the second statement
fuller than the ﬁrst. From John’s Gospel we see that
he used the double “amen” or “verily.” A question
may often induce us to reaﬂirm what we have already

said.

We cannot make the ﬁrst “yea” the subject

and the second its predicate; this is likewise true regarding the two “nay." In James 5:12 the wording
is different; no tenable reasons are advanced for the
assertion that James has the original form of Jesus’
words, and that the Greek of Matthew is an imperfect translation of the Aramaic original of Matthew.
James is not giving the words of Jesus as they were
uttered by him; Matthew, however, does. Thus for
a disciple who always speaks the truth as though being
in God’s presence all oaths are ruled out.
What is more than these simple, truthful “yeas”
and “nays” is due to, originates from, the wicked one.
The positive 15 mpmaév is a popular substitute for
the comparative nae’oy. “What is more” = equals any
oath added to our truthful statements. By inserting
oaths we imply that our statements are not truthful,
that we really cannot be believed except under oath.
If this implication is true, then we are, indeed, liars,
children of the devil, the father of lies and of liars

(John 8:44) , if the implication is not true, we are
liars when making it and thus relate ourselves to the
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The thought requires that e‘x mi wompoi be mas-

culine: “due to the wicked one,” not neuter: “due to
the wickedness." Why weaken the power of the
thought by substituting the impersonal power of evil
for the personal author of evil? And is there any
wickedness that is not due to the devil?
This ﬁnal statement of Jesus’ shows why oaths
are still necessary. The prince of this world rules so
many men that the state, which has to deal with the
ungodly as well as with the godly, is compelled to
require oaths in order to establish truth and to conﬁrm promises. Since the world is so full of liars, the
state cannot trust a simple “yea” or “nay.” Hence
the Scriptures permit necessary oaths, Heb. 6:16.
Jesus himself took an oath before the Jewish legal
authorities, but Pilate did not put him under oath.
Because in a lying world even God's people become
doubtful and inclined to mistrust, God, too, uses the
oath, swearing by himself, Heb. 6:17. It is invalid
reasoning to claim that oaths as such are “of the
wicked one,” and that, therefore, every oath is a sin.
It is the necessity for the oath, a necessity due to the
world full of lies, that is produced by Satan and his
inﬂuence upon men. The church has no room for
oaths because everything said and done in the church
is done in God’s own presence. In their intercourse

with men Christians will make no use of oaths, for
they speak and act as being in God’s presence. This
leaves the oath to the state alone, and also state penalties for perjury. When certain associations demand
oaths of those who join them, their demand brands
them as being ungodly; and when they exact oaths
regarding promises, the contents of which are still
unknown to the person concerned, they show themselves as doubly ungodly. To promise what one does
not yet know is to forswear oneself, Lev. 5:4, 5.
Every oath of this kind has no binding power, should
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be repudiated and confessed as sin so that God’s pardon may be secured.
38) Jesus now turns to the perversion of the
penal law against crime. You heard that it was
said, An eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, i. e., shall
the criminal give. Thus your courts shall exact their
penalties, making them equal to the crimes committed; Exod. 21 :24, 25, “burning for burning, wound
for wound, stripe for stripe”; Lev. 24:20, “breach
for breach”; Deut. 19 :21, “life for life,
hand
for hand, foot for foot.” Thus the scribes and Pharisees deduced that in his dealings with others every

man should likewise retaliate in kind and should in
every case insist on his full rights. The fact that
Moses also said: “Thou shalt not avenge, nor bear
any grudge against the children of thy people, but
shalt love thy neighbor as thyself,” Lev. 19:18; and
that Solomon, who as king administered the penal
laws, nevertheless wrote: “Say not, I will do so to
him as he hath done to me, I will render to the man
according to his work,” Prov. 24:29: this went for
naught. The worst feature of this perversion was
the fact that those who insisted on their rights
adorned their revengeful and base actions with the
very Word of God as though God himself bade them
act as they did.
39) Again Jesus does not abrogate or change
the penal laws as being too harsh, as not being
humanitarian enough, or as needing reform in other
respects. He has not come to abrogate but to fulﬁll.
But I say to you not to resist the wicked man; but
whoever smite: thee on thy right cheek, turn to him
also the other; and to him bent on going to law with
thee and on taking thy tunic, leave to him also thy
robe; and whoever shall impress thee for one mile,
go with him two. The severity with which the
courts are compelled to deal with proved criminals is
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certainly not the norm and pattern of life for the
disciples whose hearts are ﬁlled with the love of
God. What the judge in a court must under criminal
law exact as the demand of justice (exempliﬁed by
Jesus’ reference to the Jewish criminal code) constio
tutes only the last step to which the governmental
authorities are compelled to resort against criminals
(Rom. 13:4). Instead of furnishing the general pattern for our conduct toward our fellow-men these
ﬁnal penal measures do the very opposite. The law
is not placed into our hands but is taken out of them.
The very God who placed that law and its execution
where it belongs, into the hands of the government,
places another law and its execution, the law of love,
into the hearts of Christ’s disciples. This is our law
of action when we are wronged. And this law requires of us patience, forbearance, willingness to
forego our rights and to suffer wrong in order to

overcome the evil with good, so that the courts may
not need to step in. By obeying this law of love from
the heart the better righteousness will be ours in the
verdict of the divine Judge.
First the general principle: “not to resist the

wicked man”; then several speciﬁcations.

The 19'»

“mpg; cannot refer to the devil although in v. 37 m}
wompoi signiﬁes the devil; for we must always resist.
the devil, James 4:7; Eph. 6 :13.

This is equally true

regarding the neuter, “wickedness.” Since all the
exempliﬁcations cited mention men as wronging us,
up tempt; is the man who treats us wickedly. “Not.
to resist the wicked man” is set over against the
penal law of an eye for an eye, etc. This law is.
intended for the government alone which is to administer it after due process of law and is not to be applied
by the individual himself when he is wronged. The
best commentary is the action of Jesus himself as
recorded in John 18 :22, 23, also I Pet. 2:23. “If a.
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neighbor knocks out your eye, are you justiﬁed in

knocking out his eye to get even with him?

It is

getting even with him in sin.” Loy. And the worst
feature of this sin is the anger, resentment, and pas.sion which ﬁll the heart when such resistance is
offered. Christ's word is intended to keep our hearts
clean of all such carnal propensities. Those misunderstand its meaning who demand a “non-resistance”
which would ignore or overthrow all righteousness.
The law of love is not intended to throw open the ﬂoodgates to unrestrained cruelty and crime.
39) This explains also the three illustrations of
the non-resistance that is due to love. Rather than to
give way to anger when struck unjustly on the right
cheek, or in anger even to strike back on the principle
of an eye for an eye, etc., the disciple who has Christ’s
love in his heart will turn the other cheek for a second
blow that otherwise would not be struck.
40) Rather than resentfully to contest a lawsuit
which threatens to attach his xL'ra'w, the tunic worn next
to the body, as payment for an alleged debt, the disciple of love will of his own accord turn over to his
unjust opponent also his Wrwv, the outer robe, which
was considered so indispensable that, when it was
taken as a pledge, it had to be returned by sundown
(Exod. 22:26) since the poor man would need it as a
covering for the night (Deut. 24 :12, 13) .
41)

The verb dwapniuv is derived from dyyapac, the

Persian postal courier, and was taken over from the
Persian by both the Aramaic and the Greek. The
courier was authorized to requisition animals and anything else he might need to expedite him On his trip.
Thus the verb came to mean “to press into service,”

as Simon of .Cyrene, for instance, was compelled to
'bear Christ’s cross. Jesus supposes the case that one
is thus unjustly forced to travel, perhaps as a porter
with a load, one thousand paces, 1,680 yards, 3. Roman
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mile. Rather than rebelliously to resist the imposition
with a heart full of bitterness the true disciple will of
his own accord, in perfect cheerfulness of heart, add a
second Roman mile.
The striking feature about these three illustrations
is the doubling, and each time the second half of the
deed that accepts injustice and wrong is wholly voluntary on the disciple’s part. In this way Jesus graphically despicts the disciple’s mastery over his own heart
and will in keeping himself free from the natural bitter passions to which sin makes us prone. In this
regard the three examples resemble the injunction
given in v. 29, 30: rather to suffer anything than to
lose the love that insures us the better righteousness
in God’s judgment. All three examples, however, are
intended only for the spiritual interest of the disciple
and never for a moment for those who inﬂict injustice
upon him, never to abet them or to encourage them in
their baseness.
42) The fourth illustration differs from the
others in that it presents no doubling. To him that
asks thee give; and from him that wants to borrow
of the turn not away. Jesus does not say, “Give
double what is asked.” This example is in contrast
with the one preceding, for here we have request
instead of compulsion. Instead of harboring bitterness the heart might be inclined to hardness, lack
_of pity, etc. The text does not intimate that this
is importunate begging or insistance on borrowing.
The reading 86:, aorist imperative, is preferable since
it harmonizes with the aorist «iroarpmpﬁc; in Luke 6:30
the present imperative is in place both on account
of the idea of repeated requests lying in mwri and on
account of the second durative imperative, infra. ' The
old law inculcated the duty of giving and of lending
in Lev. 26:35, and forbade the selﬁshness of turning
these acts to personal advantage'as might be done by
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usury, Exod. 22 :25; Lev. 25:36, 37. The loving desire
to help is to prompt these deeds.
For the sake of the disciple Jesus speaks and not
for the encouragement of the wicked man. With the
latter God will deal and for his punishment God has
authorized penal laws. When this is borne in mind,
no

extravagant

interpretation

will

be

put

upon-

the four examples which are introduced by Jesus.
“If a ruﬂian strikes me in wilful wickedness, or in
conscious violation of all law takes away my property
to gratify his greed or spite, or in bare malice to inflict
an injury upon me, asks me to give or lend him my
money or goods without any claim of suffering or need
on his part, shall I understand Christ’s words to mean
that the love which the Holy Spirit has given me will
ﬁnd its appropriate expression in yielding to his
Satanic assaults and demands, and even doubling my
loving compliance with his ungodly desires? I think
not” — and Loy is right. Christ’s injunctions are not
intended to be applied mechanically, just formally, or
with foolish blindness which loses sight of the true
purposes of love. Love is not to foster crime in others
or to expose our loved ones to disaster and perhaps to
death. Coupled with selﬁsh love is the wisdom which
applies love. Christ never told me not to restrain the
murderer’s hand, not to check the thief and robber, not
to oppose the tyrant, or by my gifts to foster shiftlessness, dishonesty, and greed.
43) To the illustrations of the better righteousness as exempliﬁed by single commandments of the
law Jesus now adds the, ﬁnal one taken from the summary of the entire second table of the law, the commandment of love to our neighbor. You heard that
it was said (on this formula compare v. 21), Thou
wilt love thy neighbor and wilt hate thine enemy.

This is the way in which the scribes and Pharisees
taught the people the great sum of the second table.
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They mutilated even the words they quoted from
Lev. 19:18 by omitting “as thyself.” The scribe
mentioned in Mark 12:33, and the lawyer in
Luke 10:27 are exceptions. This omission in the
usual rabbinical teaching was no innocent abbreviation. For the original command was not intended to
state whom we are to love so as to raise the question
as to who this neighbor is, Luke 10 :29, as the scribes
and the Pharisees actually did; but to state what we
are to do, namely, to love, even placing dynamics forward for the sake of emphasis, and how much we
are to do, namely, to love, even placing dyamfaa: forcontrast is not at all between the persons but between
the actions: we are to love, “not hate thy brother
in thine heart,” Lev. 19:17 ; not wrong him, v. 19, or
stand against his blood, v. 16. By shifting the
emphasis these false teachers brought in the question
as to who our neighbor is and then limited the word
so that those not included in “neighbor” were not to
be loved but hated. This was a ﬂagrant perversion
of the law which included all the members of the
Jewish nation down to the lowest and extended even
to the stranger, Exod. 12:43-49. “One law shall be
to him that is homeborn, and unto the stranger that
sojourneth among you.” The question regarding the
enemies of Jehovah, who are to be treated as such,
does not enter here; compare Ps. 139 :21. Jehovah’s
enemies who reject all his love and are thus ﬁnally
destroyed are not to be confounded with our personal
enemies, nor are conclusions to be drawn from the
former with reference to the latter. The future
dyamjaac is a common substitute for the imperative
(R. 330) and is volitive (R. 943).
How bold the perversion was appears in the corollary which the scribes and Pharisees drew: “thou wilt
hate thine enemy," n‘w e’xopév crov, thy personal enemy.
It is often supposed that love for our enemies is
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unknown in the ancient Jewish code and came about
as the product of a moral evolution; but Lev. 19:18
ushers in the commandment of love by the prohibition
against taking vengeance or hearing any grudge
“against the children of thy people," and vengeance
and grudges could be directed only against those who
have injured us, i. e., our personal enemies. If, according to Leviticus, we are to love our neighbor as ourselves instead of taking vengeance and bearing a
grudge we have exactly what Jesus here commands
his disciples. So this is not a new commandment
but nothing but the old commandment brought forth
again. With their vicious corollary about hating our
enemies the scribes and Pharisees had only fallen from
the ancient moral height.
44) But I say to you, Love your enemies and
pray for those persecuting you in order that you
may be sons of your Father in the heavens, seeing
that he makes his sun rise on wicked and good and
sends rain on righteous and unrighteous. Once more
as God’s own Son and the Lord of the law, with the
emphatic eyes and the voice of authority, Jesus crushes
the rabbinical perversion and restates what Moses and
the prophets (v. 17) really commanded God’s people.
He uses the plural to include all his hearers, and the
present imperative dyamiu means, “love constantly.”
“Your enemies” are personal enemies who are deﬁned
in the parallel command as “those persecuting you,”
hating and trying to do you injury. On their part
they are ﬂagrantly transgressing the law. But their
doing so is not to induce us to follow their evil example; compare Lev. 19:18. Our enemies will have
a fearful account to render to God; we are to be preserved from having such an account to meet. In spite
of all their enmity we are to go on in love.
'Ayamiv deserves careful attention. It signiﬁes something that is altogether higher than ¢¢Aeiv, the love of
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mere affection and liking. This latter kind of love
would be impossible in the case of an enemy: he would
not accept our affection, would strike us if we tried
to embrace him. Nor would we be able to like our
enemies, even as we nowhere read that Jesus liked
the wicked Jews, his enemies. The verb dyawﬁv denotes the love of intelligence, comprehension, and corresponding purpose. It, indeed, sees all the hatefulness and the wickedness of the enemy, feels his stabs
and his blows, may even have something to do toward
warding them off; but all this ﬁlls the loving heart
with the one desire and aim, to free its enemy from
his hate, to rescue him from his sin, and thus
to save his soul. Mere affection is often blind, but
even then it thinks that it sees something attractive
in the one toward whom it goes out; the higher love
may see nothing attractive in the one so loved, nor
is this love called out by anything that is attractive;

its inner motive is ‘simply' to bestow true blessings
upon the one loved, to do him the highest good. I
cannot like a ﬁlthy, vicious beggar and make him my
personal friend; I cannot like a low, mean criminal
who may have robbed me and threatened my life; I
cannot like a false, lying, slanderous fellow who, perhaps, has viliﬁed me again and again; but I can by
the grace of Jesus Christ love them all, see what is

wrong with them, desire and work to do them. only
good, most of all to free them from their vicious
ways. 0n God’s dycim see the author's commentary
on John 3:16.
The A. V. follows the less critical text which inserts
two clauses from Luke 6:27, 28, and only reverses
them. Matthew merely abbreviates. The true aydm,
does all it itself can and then enlists also the aid of

God.

Both the imperative «poadxeaoe and the sub-

stantivized participle smo’wmv are present tenses and
durative; our enemies may go on persecuting us, we
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are to go on praying for them. The root idea of {:«e’p,
“over," easily becomes the notion “in behalf of,” “for
the beneﬁt of,” R. 630. The best commentary on such
praying is Jesus’ prayer on Calvary for his execu~
tioners. Our prayer will be that God’s grace may
bring our enemies to see their sins and their wrong,
to repent and thus to obtain God’s pardon. Only the
dycim; which Jesus puts into our hearts as his disciples
is able to produce such prayer.
45) How this love is to come into our hearts and
completely control them Jesus has already indicated
in the Beatitudes (see especially v. 6) and in the
ﬁgures of the salt and the light in v. 13-16. In the
added purpose clause this is again brought out. We
are “sons of our Father in the heavens” when we are
reborn by grace through faith in the Son and as such
“sons” we will, indeed, be able to love our enemies even
as our heavenly Father loves them. The emphasis
is on ye’vqoﬁe, which, however, does not mean that by
loving our enemies we shall “become” sons of God, a
thought that is wholly foreign to the Scriptures even
if it be thought to mean: become his sons in the future
glorious Messianic kingdom. By faith we are now
sons of God. This aorist punctiliar subjunctive refers
to the establishing of a fact. That we are, indeed,
sons of God will become a settled fact when our likeness to our Father in loving our enemies as he loves
his furnishes the open evidence. “Your Father in the
heavens” brings out the full idea of our sonship. So
great is our Father whose sons we are, and such is
his character, namely heavenly, which is ~far different
from all that is merely earthly. And we are related
to him as sons. His grace has put us sinners into
this wonderful and blessed relation through the great
Son himself who came to make us sons. What a
motive, then, for us to love as he does and as he
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bids us love through his Son and thus to show that we
are his sons!
.
“Seeing that," an (compare John 2:18; 8:22, 43),
brings out the thought as to why loving our enemies
would make it plain that we are sons of this Father.
Here is “his sun”; he made it and he controls it. Yet
he lets it rise on the “wicked” who by their vicious
deeds show that they are his open enemies as well as
on the “good" who by their good deeds show that they
are his friends. The active dvart'Mci is causative:
“cause to rise,” R. 801; B.-D. 309, 1. God does the
same with reference to the rain. The impersonal
ﬁpéxa has the implied subject God, R. 392; B.-D. 309, 1.
God rains on “righteous and unrighteous.” The absence of the article in the case of these four adjectives
used as nouns emphasizes the quality each expresses.
The arrangement of these adjectives is chiastic:
wicked — good: righteous — unrighteous.
This
chiasm helps to express the thought that when bestowing sunshine and rain to produce the crops men need
for their support neither the one class nor the other
is ﬁrst as far as God is concerned. “Good" and
“wicked” express moral character as evidenced in
good and in wicked lives. But these “good” are
“righteous,” and these “wicked” “unrighteous,” and
these added designations, both of which are forensic,
point to God’s judgment. Already now and eventually in the last judgment (see 25:46, where the two
classes again appear) God pronounces the one class
good and righteous and the other class wicked and
unrighteous. The good deeds of the former reveal
their faith, regeneration, and sonship; the evil deeds
of the latter their lack of faith, of spiritual life, and
of divine childhood.

The world’s judgment of good

and wicked counts for nought. The scribes and
Pharisees and many who today are praised as
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“good" will not appear as such when God judges
them.
The fact that God makes no difference in sending
sunshine and rain and many other earthly blessings
on his sons and on his enemies we must remember
is due to his dya'm with its blessed purpose. “0r
despisest thou the riches of his goodness and forbear—
ance and longsuffering; not knowing that the goodness of God leadeth thee to repentance?” Rom. 2:4.
Let us not think that it costs God nothing to send sunshine and rain on the unrighteous. It is his mighty
dya’m, that restrains him from sending only destruction
upon them. By his benefactions he would lead the
wicked to repentance. With this loving purpose of
his our action toward our enemies is to accord, demonstrating that we are, indeed, his sons. This disposes
of the statement that what Jesus here says does not
stand the test of truth, since by the same acts of nature
God also destroys both the wicked and the good. The
fallacy of such reasoning is apparent: the sunshine
and the rain are, of course, one and the same for the
wicked and the good, just as it is one storm, ﬂood, or
ﬁre that kills the wicked and the good. But the purpose behind these acts of nature is not the same for
the wicked and for the good. All things work together for good to them that love God, but men who
will not repent despite God’s goodness must go to their
doom through God’s judgment.
46)

The double statement introduced by yap eluci-

dates by a double argumentum e contra'nio how the
disciples as sons of the heavenly Father could not
maintain their position if they should refuse to show
love such as that of their Father. If they withheld
their love from their enemies they would remain on the
old, low level of open sinners and of heathen people.
For if you love only those who love you, what credit
have you? Are not the tax collectors doing the
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same thing? And if you salute your brethren alone,
what especial are you doing? Are not the Gentiles
doing the same thing? You shall, therefore, be perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect. These
questions are highly dramatic, containing, as they
do, their own answers. They completely shatter the
rabbinical teaching on love. To love only those who
love us raises us not a whit above the moral level of
tax collectors, the despised, renegade Jews who for
their own proﬁt bought up the taxes assessed by the
Romans in some locality, paid over the assessed
amount, and then collected from the people as much
more as they could. Even these men, untrue to their
own nation, known as extortioners, loved those who
loved them. Here, too, although it is used in a base
sense, dyamiv has the idea of intelligence and purpose.
They well knew what they were doing, and their purpose was plain. Does Lev. 19:18 mean no more
than this?
The term parade is used in a wide sense, it is not “pay”
or “reward" for our love but recognition on God's
part. Can he in any way acknowledge, recognize,
give us “credit” for such love? Then he would have
to own and credit also the love of these base tax
collectors.
47) But the teaching of the scribes and Pharisees
is worse. They centered upon the expression: “the
children of thy people” in Lev. 19 :18, and disregarded
all the additions the law itself made. They drew a
sharp line between Jews and Gentiles, despising the
latter as goyim, as utterly unworthy of a Jew’s attention. They taught that Jew needed to salute only Jew
and regarded a Gentile as being no better than a dog.
To be sure, the pagan Gentile retaliated in kind and
gave the arrogant Jew no more greeting than the Jew
gave him. Both Jew and Gentile saluted only his own
“brethren” or fellow-nationals. It is to this that
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Jesus refers, citing the common friendly Salutations
as the cheapest form of love. The word for “salute"
is more than Luther’s freundlich tun; it signiﬁes
to welcome, to greet on arrival, to bid farewell at

departure, and to do this in the Oriental manner
by an affectionate embrace. By saluting only their
Jewish brethren the scribes and Pharisees brought
their morality down to the pagan level. What did
they more, mpwaév (see v. 37), than these dogs of
pagans? Can the disciples be satisﬁed with anything
as low as that?
48) So the conclusion follows (oﬁv): as sons of
God the disciples must be like their Father. Verse 45
is restated in the form: “You shall be perfect as
your heavenly Father is perfect.” Starke writes:
“The little word ‘as’ («3.) shows that we are to make
God our model in all his perfections and follow him
in spirit and in truth; not, however, that complete
equality is demanded. For God’s attribues are inﬁnite
while our virtues are ﬁnite and, compared with God's,
a mere shadow." The future anoe is equal to an imperative as in so many legal formulas. In Greek i'pcis
is emphatic even by its position after the verb: “you
on your part” over against the scribes and Pharisees.
They mutilated and perverted the law and tried to
subtract as much as possible even from the outward
acts that were commanded, haggling with God even
on these points. Thus there was nothing perfect
about their obedience, it consisted of useless outward scraps. The disciples of Jesus are to be totally
different, n’Aum, “wholly devoted to the will of God
revealed to every sincere Israelite in the Word of the
divine law and in the model of the divine conduct,"
Zahn.
The thought and the expression are drawn from
Deut. 18:13: “Thou shalt be perfect (upright, sin.
cere) with the Lord thy God.” But Jesus adds that
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God himself is perfect in .this sense, namely true and
upright in his dealings with us and therefore the
model for all his sons. He is 16km; who has reached
the réxos or goal, i. e., the one indicated in the context.
Here it is a translation of the Hebrew tho/m, “complete," like the whole number, the full time, an animal
without blemish or deformity. The sense is that he
is rc’Mios who gives himself to the law of love without holding back on any point, including even his

enemies in genuine aydm; as God does in his love.

The

English translation “perfec ” is largely responsible

for the idea of absolute sinlessness often given _as
the meaning of u’Aaoc; and it is unfortunate that we
have no derivative from “goal” adequately to render
the Greek. The fact that absolute sinlessness is not
the thought expressed here we see from v. 6, where the
blessed disciples still hunger for righteousness, and
from v. 7, where they still need mercy and are blessed
by constantly obtaining it.
It is incorrect, then, to think that the goal of loving our enemies is too high for us. This goal we
must reach by the grace of God, otherwise God cannot regard us as his sons. But even then our love toward both our friends and our enemies will show
many a ﬂaw which we will confess and for which we
will day by day ask and receive pardon. Perfectionism may imagine that it is able to attain sinlessness
in this life; this goal we shall not reach until we
enter glory. Equally incorrect is the idea that in

these expositions of the law Jesus offers only “counsels for the perfect” which are unattainable on the
part of lesser Christians. Christ has no double
standard. His greatest saints are found among the
common believers who by grace have become pure in
heart (v. 8).

CHAPTER Vl
Christ’s Sermon on the Mount.

Part II, Chapter 6

The Children of the Kingdom in the Righteousness
that Is theirs.
The Father is before their eyes, and thus they are
freed from hypocrisy.
This is developed in a concrete and personal presentation by examples from the religious life. The word
Father runs through the chapter.
1) Chapter 5 deals with the false teaching of the

scribes and Pharisees and the wrong conduct that
resulted; chapter 6 deals with their false piety apart
from any special teaching. The ﬁrst three examples
of this false piety are cases of hypocrisy, and the fourth
is similar, pretending to trust God and yet trusting
Mammon.
Take heed not to do your righteousness in front:
of men with a view to he observed by them, else
you have no reward with your Father in the heavens.
This is the opening statement for the ﬁrst three examples of hypocrisy, -v. 2-18. With wpocc'xcrc supply
vofw: literally “hold your mind toward this,” etc., do it
constantly. Instead of smawaﬁmv some inferior texts
have ampoaumv, “alms,” in the A. V. The Hebrew
tsedaqah as well as the Aramaic equivalent were used
to denote mercy, kindness toward the poor, as appears

from the LXX and from other translations. Thus it
was easy to take “righteousness” in 'the sense of
“alms,” especially since Jesus deals with almsgiving
in his ﬁrst illustration. But here “to do righteousness" refers to the entire range of good works; v. 1
introduces not only v. 2-4, but v. 2-18. “Righteous(254)
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ness" is here not a quality in us from which our acts
ﬂow but something righteous that we ourselves do,
something that we expect God to pronounce righteousness in distinction from the imputed righteousness.
The righteousness we do is to be better than that of
the scribes and Pharisees (5:20); it must grow out
of faith and a regenerate heart and thus be done unto

God and not as a display before men.
This is the point to which we must give heed. While
men are, indeed, “to see” our good works (5:16), these
works are to be seen in such a way that men will
“glorify your Father in heaven.” The danger is that
we may do them “in front of men, with a view to be
observed by them,” so that we “may have glory of
men” (v. 2). In Wpdc 76 with the inﬁnitive we have
purpose, R. 1075, and this‘purpose is the secret motive
for doing the righteousness. And 9¢a0ﬁvat is used for
viewing a spectacle, the dative ai'rrois, as with some
passives, indicating the agent. It may ﬂatter us when
men praise us for our good deeds instead of giving
all praise to God for them. Under this stimulus we
may do even great and wonderful deeds (7 :22, 23)
the more to turn men’s eyes upon us. But where.
this motive prevails, no matter how great the :deeds
may be, in God’s sight they are completely ruined; in
his judgment they cease to be “righteousness.”
The formula £7. 8% p.157: is stereotyped and never has
a verb; the sense is: “but if you do not take heed."
“Else you have no reward with your Father" implies
that true works of righteousness do receive a reward
at the hands of the Father. The phrase wapc‘v. 1-91 warpi.
ivpav points to a reward laid up at the Father’s side
to be given us in due time. We need hardly say that
this is wholly a reward (p.006: as in 5:46) of grace,
yet as such promised to us and fully assured. This
makes the matter altogether clear and simple. He
who performs his good works to be seen of men has
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in this seeing of theirs the reward he is after. His
own purpose of these good works is thus fulﬁlled.
Works done as a display before men are, of course,
not done for God, to please his eye. They could not
be done for him for he abominates duplicity: pretending that we are seeking his praise when we are secretly
seeking only our own. Why should he reward such
works? The matter is really a choice between two
rewards: the transient, empty praise of men; the
praise and the blessing of the Father “in the heavens."
Only a fool would snatch at the former, thereby
losing the latter. Augustine calls the love of honor
the deadly bane of true piety; other vices bring forth
evil works, this vice seeks to do good works and
destroys them.
2) Whenever, therefore, thou doest alms, trumpet not in front of thee like the hypocrites do in the
synagogues and in the streets in order that they may
be gloriﬁed by men. Amen, I say to you, they have
their reward in full. On the principle just laid
down “therefore” builds the ﬁrst speciﬁcation. "Orav
with the present subjunctive shows that Jesus expects
us to do alms regularly. M} with the aorist subjunctive is the regular form for a negative command
with the aorist; and the aorist means: “do not begin
to trumpet,” R. 853. Note the force of imi in :‘mxpcm’,
giving us the idea of an actor under a mask (R. 633) ;
also of and in cim'xoum: the hypocrites have, as it were,
their money down as soon as their trumpet has
sounded, R. 577, 866. The aoristic present with the
perfective am; makes this realistic. ~In «owiaw we
have a gnomic present (R. 866), which denotes actions
done at any time. Diligent search fails to verify the
view that the Pharisees used trumpets to call the poor
together and to assemble a crowd to witness their
almsgiving. Nor would trumpets be used in a synagogue. This indicates that “do not start trumpeting"
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is ﬁgurative; we should say, “do not advertise." Yet
“in the synagogues and in the streets” is quite literal;
the Pharisees chose public places to show off
their charities. Their delight was “to be gloriﬁed
by men”; that God might be gloriﬁed was not their
concern.
The example of the Pharisees is bold and strong,
yet as such it includes every hypocrisy of this kind
down to the secret desire to have our good deeds
praised by men for our own sakes. Luther points out
that but few respond when we say that God and his
angels will be pleased and that God will reward a
hundredfold; and that many grow slack when men
ignore and show ingratitude.
“Amen” (see 5:18) puts the seal of verity, and “I
say to you” the seal of authority on Christ’s judgment:
“they have their reward in full.” They are already
paid off in the very coin they are after. Desiring
only the glory from men, they have it. If any man's
duplicity goes so far as to think that he will also
receive glory from God, he certainly fools himself
(25:45: “ye did it not to me"). How much of Christian giving is of this Pharisaic kind we need not say.
Church papers and the secular press often serve. as
trumpets.

3) But when thou art doing aims, let not thy
left realize what thy right is doing in order that
thine alms may be in secret; and thy Father, seeing

in secret, will give thee what is due. According to
Besser the Temple provided a place where bashful
benefactors might place their gifts to be distributed

to the bashful poor, and the place was named “Silence."
Many explanations about the left not knowing what
the right is doing are unsatisfactory. The added purpose clause makes the matter clear; what the right

hand does when giving alms is to be done so secretly
that even the left hand may not ﬁnd it out. The
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hands are usually so close together that, if they could
see, each would be fully aware of what the other
is doing. When one hand does what even the other
fails to see, that is doing a thing “in secret" indeed.
In the third person the aorist imperative is retained
in prohibitions; the second person would have the subjunctive ; hence yvu'rrw, R. 943, and repeatedly.
4) “In secret” is, of course, not in conﬂict with
5 :16. Luther has the key: “Thus I do not see it
though other people may see it.” The left hand does
not represent men who are, indeed, to glorify God on
seeing my good works. The left hand represents myself just as the right does: the right, me with my good
deed; the left, me with my good opinion about my deed.
If, then, the left does not even know what the right is
doing, I shall be absolutely free of desiring any praise
or credit from men. This is the secrecy Christ wants
even when all the church knows my deeds. The whole
matter is in the heart, it is not a mechanical rule about
hiding our gifts. For one might hide all his giving in
the secret hope of eventually being discovered and then
being praised for the saintly secrecy of his gifts.

We must drop iv 19”. ¢mp¢§ from the text. The contrast is between the two phrases iv ",3 npmq‘», “in secret.”
All our good works are to be done for God alone so that
they may please him. In this sense they are to be done
“in secret," for him who “sees in secre ,” and whose
seeing penetrates to the inmost motive underneath our
deeds. Done thus, with a motive that does not need to
fear God's eyes, we shall look to him alone for a reward
of grace and not to men and to their praise when our
works .bid them glorify God. God is pleased to bestow
his reward of grace on us. In dro'o‘uivu we again have
dmi (v. 2) : “will give what is due," i. e., according to
his grace and promise of grace, of course, not according
to any merit we might claim. He will reward even a
cup of water given in his name. As vicious as is the
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secret desire for the praise of men, so vicious is the
secret mercenary desire to trade our good works for

far greater rewards from him.
5) And whenever you are praying you shall
» not be as the hypocrites, seeing that they love to
be praying, standing in the synagogues and on the
corners of the wide streets in order to make a display to men.

Amen, I say to you, that they have

their reward in full. “And” parallels the exercise
of prayer with that of almsgiving; the need of others
whom we may be able to relieve with our own need
which God is to relieve. ”omv with the present subjunctive expects us to be praying regularly. Jesus
takes our necessity of prayer for granted. This time
he uses the volitive future in his command: “you shall
not be,” etc., R. 874, 942, so often used imperatively.
Generally, «in is regarded as being causal (R. 963),
yet it hardly states why we are not to be “as the hypocrites” (see v. 2) but in what respect we are not to be
like them: “seeing that," etc. The emphasis is not on
the “standing,” for this was a regular attitude in Jewish prayer, but on the places in which they loved to
stand. These were as public as possible, “in the synagogues” where many worshippers would see these
scribes and Pharisees and “on the corners of the wide
streets,” the "hernia: (supply 680;; the NW, mentioned in
v. 2 is an ordinary narrow street), where many people

passed in four directions. These devout Pharisees
pretended that they were accidentally caught at such
a frequented corner by the hour of prayer and then
would not let the public place deter them but turned
toward Jerusalem or toward the Temple and made their
prayers. Their pretense must have been transparent
enough, but hypocrisy was not ashamed to go to this
length.
Their purpose was: “in order to make a display to
men,” «payee: (who), “to shine" to men. In all prayer
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the inner motive and the attitude of the heart are the
decisive things. Only worldly superﬁciality will let the
outward act pass as being of full value and will disregard the motive and the purpose. These hypocrites
did not really pray, they only imitated prayer. Wuttke
rightly says that only gold is imitated because it is so
precious. Instead of ﬁnding fault with Christianity
because hypocrites imitate its forms of worship, Christianity deserves the highest honors because men imitate

it.

A nation is at a low ebb when it has no real and

true religion in its midst that attracts imitators.

As

regards true piety, this is always connected with a cer-

tain reticence and shrinks from public advertisement.
The full-blown rose loses its petals and is gone; let your
heart be a half-open rose, its chalice turned toward the
sun, but its heart still hidden.

Because prayer is so

high and holy, the devil likes to ruin it in many ways,
and he certainly succeeds in the case of all hypocrites.
Here again Jesus adds: “Amen,” etc., as in v. 2,
which see. “How should God not be absent from such
prayers, when we ourselves are not present with
them ?”
6) The turn to the singular makes the admonition more personal. But thou, whenever thou art
praying, enter into thy room and, having shut the
door, pray to thy Father who is in secret; and the
Father who sees in secret will give thee what is due.
The subject 015 is placed forward for the sake of emphasis: “but thou” in contrast with the hypocrites. “Whenever thou art praying” expects each of us to do this
regularly.

The rapziov, or the older rapiciov, originally a

storeroom that could be locked, is a person’s own room,
not, however, the “upper room” on the roof of the
building, although this latter might serve as a place for
solitary prayer.

The contrast is here not with regard

to public prayer in the congregation, but only with
regard to personal prayer made for the purpose of
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display before men. Jesus himself called the Temple
the house of prayer where public prayer was made. He
took part With all the people in the worship in the
synagogue. The disciples saw and heard him pray.
In fact, a special promise is added when two or three
unite in prayer.
To shut the door of one’s own room means to pray
in complete privacy. All intrusion is barred out, the
worshipper is alone with God. True praying must
start in secret since its very nature is personal communion of the soul with God, and an attitude of prayer

and any words of prayer that are not intended for
God but to impress men are the worst possible prostitution of prayer.

Hence to shut out men and any

extraneous inﬂuences is an aid to prayer. ~He who has
learned to pray thus in secret will know, too, how to
commune with God when other worshippers join him
in prayer. Therefore, right praying in secret will aid
participation in public worship.
The aorists doe/We, etc., refer to a single act of private prayer. The middle aorist imperative rpéo‘cvfal. is
distinguished from the active aorist inﬁnitive rpoaef'EaL

only by the accent. This word for “to pray” is used
only regarding worship and prayer that is addressed to
God, while other terms which express petition, request,
etc., may also be used when men are addressed. The
emphasis is on 755 war/u: 0011 1'93 ('1' 79') xpum’cﬁ. R. 776, etc.,

points out that the repetition of the article makes the
modiﬁer “in secret" emphatic, adding it as a sort of
climax in apposition with “to thy Father." There is a
correspondence between praying “in secret” and the
Father who is in secret. This correspondence is emphasized: “and the Father who sees in secret,” i. e., in
the secret room, even in the secret heart of the one

praying. Here again “openly" is not in the best texts.
'A'rroSo'Iast is explained in v. 4. Jesus speaks of prayer
as a good work and thus says that for this good work,
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truly good in his sight, he “will give what is due,” just
as he will for any other good work. Jesus says nothing
about God's answer to the prayer that is thus acceptable to him. God’s answer to every acceptable prayer
is assured and is here taken for granted. Of course,
the answer may also be the reward for the work that
God accepts.
7) The hypocrisy which makes a display of prayers
is also inclined toward wordiness in prayer, trying to
impress men or even God himself by piling up many
words. Moreover, while praying, do not babble
like the Gentiles, for they think that they shall be
heard for their loquacity. Do not, therefore, become like them, for your Father knows of what you
have need before you ask him. The derivation of
Barre/\oydv is still in doubt, C.-K. 683, etc. The word is
found only here in Matthew and once in the sixth cenl
tury. It has nothing to do with stammering. Its
meaning seems to be “to babble,” schwatzen, Luther;
plappern, to utter a lot of useless and superﬂuous
words. “Like the Gentiles” is more than a reference
to the custom of the pagans in their praying, for the
Jews often prayed in the same way. The heathen tried
to tire out their gods with such endless prayers. Mere
formulas were repeated over and over again; the Jews
had such prayer formulas, Catholics also have them in
the form of their rosary. It is heathen folly to measure prayer by the yard. The aorist imperative is
peremptory.
The folly of this procedure is the fact that such
people “think that they shall be heard for their loquacity,” nokukoyc’a, the great volume of their words, even if
they are not mere thoughtless babble. Even undue
length vitiates prayers, a truth which many to this day
fail to understand, thinking that long prayers spoken
with an unctuous tone mark true spirituality.
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8) “Do not, therefore, become like them,” again a
peremptory aorist imperative, doubles the prohibition
for the disciples as though Jesus felt that there was a
danger in this direction. Instead of letting the wrong
example of others mislead us, such an example should
serve as a warning to us. Another consideration is
brought in: God knows our needs even before we ask.
To talk and to act as though we had to inform him of
everything and as though by omitting some detail he
would be left in ignorance, is to debase God and thus
to insult him. Why forget that he is omniscient? The
opposite error is that, since God knows all our needs
and is ever ready to help, prayer is unnecessary save
in its reaction on us, relieving our hearts and making
us more comfortable. Prayer is more than autosuggestion with a mere psychological effect. “Ye have
not, because ye ask not, or because ye ask amiss,”
James 4 :2. Not to pray and ask is to reject both the
commands and the promises of God and to throw away
the means which God himself has appointed for us to
secure his blessings and to secure them so that they
will, indeed, be blessings. 0n «p6 m? with the inﬁnitive
see R. 1075; the aorist dis-acct is not constative (R. 867)
but effective, indicating actual asking.
9) In this manner, therefore, be praying, «pom?xwoc, present imperative, whenever you pray. Jesus
adds an illustration of the right manner of prayer, that
is right in form, content, and spirit. Not a word of it
is superﬂuous, and that not as to style but as to the substance here put into words. The Lord's Prayer is perfect in every respect; no human prayer has ever
equalled it. Both oz'muc and funds are emphatic: “thus
. . . you,” i. e., as my disciples. Both words place
the disciples in contrast with all others who may pray.
It is incorrect to assert that any Jew could today use
this prayer. “Thus" and “you" require faith in the
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God who sent Jesus as the Messiah. In the old covenant any Jew who believed in the coming Messiah could
have prayed this prayer; and in the new covenant only
those Jews (and Gentiles) can pray it who believe in
Jesus, the Messiah. In Luke 11 :1, etc., we have the
same prayer with some changes. The contexts are so
decidedly different that we are compelled to conclude
that, as was true with regard to other sayings of Jesus,
this prayer, too, was repeated by him. The claim that
Luke gives the real occasion and that Matthew inserted
the prayer in this sermon has never been made
plausible.
Father of ours who art in the heavens, Hallowed
be thy name. In the Greek ira'ﬂp is placed ﬁrst, and
many translations follow that word order. Our English idiom prefers, “Our Father.” Only a true child of
God can address him as “Father,” and only faith in
Christ makes one a child of God. Only true disciples
and believers can truly pray this prayer; all others ﬁnd
advice in John 8:42, 43. They may try to call him
“Father” as the Jews did in the Sch‘mone esre (prayer
of 18 verses), or as the Unitarian, the modernist, and

the deist of today do, but God's only answer will be,
“I never knew you.”

“Our” presupposes the pOSSes-

sion of faith, it is like the Old Testament “the Lord,
our God.” We on our part appropriate him, and he on
his part endorses that appropriation. “Our” is plural
so that, whether one prays this prayer by himself or in
union with others, the intercession for all the other
children of God is always included. Thus love is joined
to faith in “our Father." But must we not include
also the world? No (John 17:9), we are not to combine God’s children with those of the world. And yet,
as in Christ’s Great Intercession (John 17) where he
says, “that the world may believe,” we do pray for the
world, namely in the ﬁrst three petitions. As for us,
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so for the world, the one avenue to the Father and to
his blessings is through faith in Christ.
“Our Father” draws him down to us, but the apposition “who art in the heavens” (in the Greek appositions to vocatives are in the nominative) reveals the
greatness of him who is thus drawn down. The thought
is not that he is only in heaven, yet heaven is his
glorious abode. The plural “heavens” is frequently
used by Matthew as a rendering of the Hebrew hashemam’m. This prayer is intended for the disciples on
earth who raise their hearts and their eyes to heaven,
their future home. Our guarantee for this hope is the
fact that our Father is in heaven. Thus in this address hope is added to faith and to love.
Loehe points to the ﬁrst three petitions as parallels
to the ﬁrst three Commandments. Each of these three
refers to God above, then the petitions that follow, like
the Commandments that follow, descend‘to our earthly
affairs. The pronoun “thy” binds the three petitions
together and separates them from the rest which have
the pronouns “us” and “our.” God's “name" is more
than any individual term by which we refer to him,
more than all these terms taken together. His name
is that by which he makes himself known to us, his
revelation. God’s Word is his 51mm, his complete name,
made known to us so that we may know God and enter
into communion with him.

In every passage of Scrip-

ture God looks toward us, and we must see him there.
But for us Christ is the heart of this name, John 14 :9.
It is presumptuous on our part to invent any name for
God such as “the great architect of the universe."
This is a deviation from his Word and from Christ or
the result of perverted piety.
The three aorist imperatives of the ﬁrst three petitions are striking because all three are the third person; the other four are the second person. These ﬁrst

three have a mandatory sound; what they say mzwt be
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done. God could not consent to the opposite, nor could
God's children. The aorist tense helps to emphasize
this: God will certainly do what he is in this striking
way asked to do. For back of these imperatives is
God himself. The name, the kingdom, and the will are
his. His name is not a mere sound, concept, thought
revealed to us; it is God himself revealed to us. His
kingdom is not the mass of his subjects merely but his
kingly authority, dominion, power, and rule as revealed
in all his subjects. His will is not a mere statement of
what he wants but he himself in his action of willing
and accomplishing his will. The aymaoﬁm does not suggest the thought that an increase of holiness could be
given to God or to his name. He and his revelation
are what they are irrespective of us. The imperative
has men in mind, namely the thought that many do not
receive God’s revelation of himself and revere and
honor it as they should. Even God’s children fall short
in many respects. “To hallow,” “to sanctify" means
to set apart from everything common and profane, to
esteem, prize, honor, reverence, and adore as divine
and inﬁnitely blessed. The opposite is “to profane,” to
treat the Word as not being divine, to neglect, change,
or contradict it by word or by deed. The passive “be
hallowed” calls on God to make his Word and revelation in Christ Jesus supreme in the hearts of men. By
placing the verb forward it receives great emphasis.
10) Thy kingdom come. On “kingdom" see
3:2. This kingdom is the heavenly reign and rule of
God through Christ in the gospel of grace. Where
Christ is, there this kingdom and rule is, and, of course,
also those who through him participate in the blessings
of this rule and kingdom, the kings and priests unto
God. “Let it come” means by its own inherent power,
and the aorist is effective (R. 855) : “let it come actually and completely." This aorist is not a reason for
thinking only of the consummation, the kingdom of
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glory. This consummation includes all that precedes
it in the rule of grace, which ﬁnally shall become the
rule of glory (I Cor. 15:24-28). It also includes the
defeat of the kingdom of that wicked old Pharaoh,
Satan, pictured in the escape of Israel from the Red Sea
and in the drowning of the pursuing hosts. Note that
again the verb is placed forward.
This is also true with regard to the next petition.
Thy will be done, as in heaven, just so on earth.
This is God’s good and gracious will, Luther (John
6 :40). The thought is not that he has more than one
will but that the highest aims and purposes of his one
will regarding us center in his grace.

That will cen-

ters in Christ who came to do his Father’s will and
will carry it to its goal. If no opposition interfered
with God’s will, a prayer such as this would not be
needed; but here the same undercurrent of hostility in
"the devil, the world, and our ﬂesh” is implied. In this
petition God's children put their own wills into complete
harmony with their Father's will and thus into opposition to the will of all his foes. Let us realize this when
we pray thus.

Let us also realize that our lives are'

placed wholly under our Father’s will, and that we
accept what his blessed will sends us, also crosses,
trials, sufferings, etc. “As in heaven," etc., applies only
to the third petition; for in the second we cannot say
that the kingdom can “come in heaven”; it has always
been there. Ps. 103:21 shows how God’s will is done
in heaven. In this way it is to be done also on earth -—perfectly, with every creature being an agent of that
will; Kat, “just so,” R. 1181.
Note the climax: ﬁrst, the Father’s revelation;
secondly, his authority and rule; thirdly, his own personal will which exercises this rule and, therefore, also
has given this revelation. These impressive aorists
imply more than that these petitions are to be realized
only to a certain degree, say as much as possible. They
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call for a complete hallowing, coming, and doing and
thus look forward to the great consummation when
every opposition will be abolished forever, and God will
be all in all (I Cor. 15:28; Rev. 21:1-4).
11) The three petitions that pertain to God are
symbolic of the Trinity; the four pertaining to us symbolize the world; and the seven symbolize God in connection with the world. Even in such points this
prayer is perfect. Yet Luke has only six petitions
(twice three), showing that the real perfection lies in
the substance. The variation between Matthew and
Luke is no reason for altering the ﬁxed form of the
Lord’s Prayer which the church employs in its liturgy,
catechism, etc. Now the imperatives are the second
person, and we feel the difference. The objects mentioned in these four petitions cannot be identiﬁed with
God himself as were his name, kingdom, and will; they
are only gifts and acts of God for our various needs.
The aorist imperatives are still strong because all four
petitions harmonize with God’s will. The four again
rise to a climax, and their perfect order permits no
transposition.
Our needful bread give us this day. The emphasis is now not on the verb but on the “bread.” Jesus
begins with our least but often most troublesome need
and with one stroke takes the bread out of the way,
leaving our hearts free for the more vital needs.
“Bread” is a concrete and compact term for what we
need to sustain our bodily life, and no ﬁner exposition
of it than that found in Luther’s Smaller Catechism
has ever been given. In the whole Greek language
Emulate: appears only here and in Luke 11:3, and linguists are still not agreed on its derivation and its precise meaning. The Vulgate and Jerome translate

supersnbstantialis, and the Catholic Douai version, “our
supersubstantial bread” ——which but few will understand—meaning the bread above (c‘m’) all nature
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(oﬁat’a), “the Bread of Life." The best efforts to date
regard oﬁm’a as the root in the sense: was zum Dasez'n
gehoert, what belongs to our existence; hence: “our
needful bread," Am. Com., R. V., and the exhaustive
discussion in C.-K. 407, etc. This adjective which is
appended by a second article (R. 776, see v. 6) makes
the adjective a kind of climax to the emphatic noun.
The disciples, as God’s children, receive all their bread
as a gift from their Father’s hand. “Give us this day"
is interpreted by Luke, “go on giving us (8i8ou, present
imperative) day by day.” We are to be satisﬁed with
having enough for the day. Thus we are to renew our
petition daily, always depending wholly on our Father.
God often and generally gives us far more than enough
for the day; but even in the midst of great plenty
(which may be swept away in an instant) our real
safety lies in the Father alone. Jesus excludes greed
and worry. Ps. 37:25.
12) And dismiss for us our debts as we, too,
did dismiss our debtors. Here the verb is placed
ﬁrst and thus is emphatic: “dismiss,” “send away,” “as
far as the east is from the west,” so that they will never

be found.

The 6¢uaﬁpara, “debts” or “obligations"

which we must justly meet Luke deﬁnes as our “sins,"
anapn’ac. It goes without saying that this dismissal is
effected by grace alone, through Christ, by contrition

and faith — justiﬁcation by faith alone.
on our debtors see Matt. 18 :23, etc.

On debts and

So great are our

debts to God that we can never hope to pay them, and
our only help is that God will remit them gratis, by way
of gift, for Christ’s sake. The aorist expresses deﬁnite, ﬁnal remission. This tense does not say that God
is to remit daily; this is not needed since our prayer is
renewed daily. Justiﬁcation is continuous: “richly
and daily forgives all sins to me and all believers,"
Luther.
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The d»: is not causal (R. 963, 967) ; it does not state
the reason why God should treat us likewise but the
necessary requisitium subjeoti (Calov) without which
no believer would dare to appear before God to ask for
his remission. In view of the remission we think of
asking for, our hearts must be cleansed of all resentment against others. The aorist aqsﬁmpw designates an
act that just happened (R. 967), i. e., that we have now
remitted although we may not at once have done so
when we were sinned against. “To dismiss our debtors" means that we no longer consider them as debtors.
Their debts to us are as nothing compared with what
we owe God. Our forgiving others is the evidence that
God’s grace has really wrought faith in us and made us
his children.
13) And bring us not into temptation but deliver
us from the evil. From past sins the prayer turns
to possible future sins and dangers. James 1 :13
settles the matter as far as the tempter is concerned.
James 1:2-4, 12; I Pet. 4:12, 13 settle the point that
we are bound to be tempted and tried in this life. I
Cor. 10:13 indicates how God answers this sixth petition. “Temptation” is here used in the pregnant sense,
referring not only to the act of tempting or of being
tempted but to any situation in which, because of our
own weakness and Satan’s cunning, we should succumb
to sin. The realm of attractive things where our lusts
may carry us away and the realm of direful things,
pain, shame, etc., where fright and cowardice may
bring us to fall are included. Our petition, then, is
the opposite of false security, temerity, and presumption. We ask our Father to take providential charge
of us and thus not to bring us into temptation in the
effective sense; hence, to keep us out of some situations
because our faith could not endure them (example,
Peter) and in other situations so to strengthen us that
we may be victorious. Two things stand out in this
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petition: the faith which dreads the fall and the assurance that in his own way God will not let us fall.
The adversative and does not combine the sixth and
the seventh petitions into one. The two are too diverse
to form two halves of a whole, one being the negative
side, the other the positive. Even such repetitiOn is
avoided in this prayer. “But” is due merely to the
negative form of the sixth petition. The aorist ﬁﬁa’a:
implies effective and thus also complete and ﬁnal deliverance. The newer commentators as well as Luther
and the A. V. regard dart roﬁ woman? as neuter: “from
the evil," not as masculine: “from the evil one,” the
devil. All moral wickedness is referred to, and pain
and distress only in so far as they may injure our souls.
While the abstract term “temptation” might connote

the devil, the sixth petition speaks of providential leadings and thus avoids this connotation and its implication in the seventh petition. Thus the deliverance we
ask, while it includes rescue from wickedness throughout our lives, really asks for deliverance from the entire
wicked world by a blessed death. In the nature of the
case this is the ﬁnal petition -— we need nothing more
when it is at last granted. Thus these seven petitions
form a complete circle. The seventh links into the
ﬁrst. God’s name and revelation bring us the grace
by which we shall be delivered from this wicked world.
In this respect the Lord’s Prayer resembles the Ten

Commandments: the fear and love of God is to free us
from all coveting and lust.
The textual authority for the genuineneSs of the
doxology with the amen is rather greater than one is

led to think by commentators who sometimes refer to
II Tim. 4 :18 as the source. It seems that the doxology
was added when the prayer came to be used in the

church and thus was inserted with some variations
into copies of Matthew's Gospel. The doxology with
its ascription of praise eminently ﬁts the prayer
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although it is hardly derived from Second Timothy.
We have no reason to eliminate it when we now use the
prayer.
14) To the prayer Jesus adds an explanation
regarding the way in which to pray it aright. For
if you dismiss for men their missteps, your heavenly
Father will dismiss them also for you; but if you do
not dismiss for men their missteps, neither will your
Father dismiss your missteps. This explanation
(ydp), added to the prayer, does not refer only to the
ﬁfth petition, as is supposed, nor only to the last three
petitions, but refers to the entire prayer. Luther sees
the connection when he says that here Christ throws a
band around all Christians. Remember, we are to
pray, and this we is plural, and that means not only for
each other but also in union with each other. From
the ﬁrst “our” to the last “us” we pray as brethren.
The one thing that makes us the Father’s children and
thus brethren who can pray as such, is the fact that
our sins are forgiven. If they are not forgiven, we are
out of the sacred circle, and all our praying is vain.
Now one of the plain marks by which we can judge
where we stand, is our own forgiveness of others. For,
if we forgive, God forgives us, and then we can pray

this prayer; if we do not forgive, God does not forgive
us, and we are out of the prayer. Of course, all this
refers to v. 12, yet not as explaining that petition but
as something that is wider and greater.
In 1'on dvapu'motc Jesus includes all men, even non-disciples. The wapdmwpa. is any act by which one falls to
the side (Wapd), off the right path, thus “a misstep,"
“a blunder.” This word is used extensively as a designation of sin. We cannot call it a mild term, as some
do; for it indicates only one side of sin, a fatal misstep,
just as «impria denotes another, a missing of the mark.
Jesus uses arapamuipam for the same reason that he used

6¢¢d1ifuﬂa in v. 12: he selects a term which ﬁts both
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men’s offenses against us and our offenses against God.
In v. 14 the contrast is between the persons: “for men,”
"also for you.”
15) But in v. 15 the contrast is between the missteps, hence this term is repeated, and the second dative
{-va is omitted.
16) Moreover, whenever you are fasting be not
as the hypocrites, melancholy; for they make unsightly their faces in order to make a sight to men as
fasting. Amen, I say to you, that they have their
reward in full. Fasting often accompanied prayer.
In this, too, “the hypocrites" (see v. 2) should be a
warning to the disciples for they make themselves look
“melancholy" and woebegone. The law required fasting only on the Day of Atonement (Lev. 23:27, etc.).
The Jews fasted also on anniversaries of national
calamities and in cases of great drought. Here, however, Jesus refers to private fasting such as was practiced by the Pharisees on every Thursday (when Moses
ascended Mt. Sinai) and on Monday (when he came
down again).

Fasting and sorrow went together.

It

had its place in Judaism not as an ascetic practice but
as an accompaniment of prayer when expressing deep
sorrow for sin and asking God to turn his penalties
away. But the Pharisees practiced private fasting as
a means to secure the reputation of great holiness
among the people. The wordplay in diﬁavfzovcn and
¢avé¢n we endeavor to imitate by the translation, “make
unsightly,” “to make a sight.” They disﬁgured their
faces with ashes so that they became "unseen” and thus
made “a sight" of them for men. On “amen,” etc., see
v. 2. Since they were seeking the applause of men
alone, when they got it, they had the coin they wanted,
paid down at once and in full.
17, 18) But thou, when fasting, oil thy head
and wash thy face in order that thou make no display to men as fasting but to thy Father in secret;
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and thy Father, who sees in secret, will give thee
what is due. Jesus offers no new law in regard to
fasting and does not interfere with the voluntary custom of fasting. But all hypocrisy in fasting is abominable to him. He forbids any and all display of this
religious practice before men. “Oil thy head and wash
thy face” is in opposition to making the face unsightly,
hence is not ﬁgurative but a concrete way of expressing
the thought for Jewish hearers: “in order that thou
make no display. (eavam as in v. 5) to men as fasting."
Do your fasting in secret to the Father who sees in
secret, and when it is done thus in purity of heart, he
will reward you (see the conclusion of v. 6).
19) Hypocrisy deceives others, yet it deceives the
person guilty of it most of all. From the deception of
others Jesus now turns to the deception of self; and
the example he uses is the seeking of perishable treasures instead of the imperishable. The cure for this
folly is the same as the cure for all deception: the disciples must keep the Father before their eyes. Note
how “Father” is thus repeated in v. 26 and 32; even
the reference to what “the Gentiles do” is renewed in
v. 32. This answers the assertion that v. 19-29 are
not original in the Sermon on the Mount, and that the
true place for them is Luke 12 :22, etc.
Do not treasure for yourselves treasures on the
earth where moth and eating make things disappear,
and where thieves break through and steal; but
treasure for yourselves treasures in heaven where
neither moth nor eating makes things disappear, and

where thieves do not break through nor steal; for
where your treasure is, there will he also your heart.
Jesus might have continued with another am clause

followed by a negative command (as in v. 2, 5, 16) :
“Whenever you treasure treasures do not be like those
who deceive themselves.” Since from the hypocrites
(y. 3, 5, 16) he turns to self-deception he varies the
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form and starts with the negative command, “do not
treasure." Here the present imperative may mean,
“stop treasuring," forbidding something the disciples
were already doing, R. 853. “To treasure treasure"
(cognate object) makes the thought highly emphatic,
especially by the repetition in v. 20.
Graphically Jesus brings out the self-deception.
To treasure treasures that take wings and disappear,
d¢uv£§ew (as in v. 16), “to make to vanish," “to take
from sight," is to deceive and cheat oneself. You think
you have treasures and in reality you do not have them.
Instead of describing the perishable nature of these
treasures by a relative clause, “which disappear,” Jesus
names the place “where” these treasures are stored:
“on the earth, where,” etc. This is no place to store
treasures, for here on earth any treasures we may seek
to keep for ourselves (i-pzu here has the force of a reflexive) are subject to all manner of destructive forces.

Three of these Jesus names, and the ﬁrst two are combined. Because mic and Bpu'nne are named together; the
latter is thought to have a meaning that is similar to the
former. Yet ,Bpém means simply “eating," either the
act of eating as distinguished from ﬂpu-ipa, the food eaten,
or due Essen, the food and the act of eating combined.

In order to get a mate to “moth” ppm; is taken to mean
“Fresser” and thus “rust” or “corrosion.” The Hebrew
is referred to in order to secure such a meaning, but it
would have this meaning in this passage only. The
simple fact is that ppamc means “eating” and nothing

else. In v. 25, etc., clothing and food are again mentioned as a treasure about which men worry. So here
“moth and eating” are the two that make clothes and
human food disappear.

A moth-eaten garment, how-

ever ﬁne, is unsightly and is thrown away, and our
food disappears by being eaten either by ourselves or
by vermin. The only alternative worthy of consideration is that “moth and eating" are a hendiadys, the
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moth’s eating ; but this would make the ﬁrst 51m» clause
refer only to clothes.
The third way in which earthly treasures of all
kinds disappear is by the work of thieves who “dig
through and steal." The two “where” clauses are, of
course, not exhaustive. Clothes wear out, food spoils;
and we lose valuables in other ways than by theft. But
these three speciﬁcations are sufﬁcient to indicate how
foolish it is to lay up treasures on earth. Though we
succeed in keeping the moth and the thieves away, all
earthly treasures are transient because they are subject to destructive forces.
20) Just as the negative present imperative may
mean, “stop treasuring,” so the positive may mean,

“start treasuring.” “In heaven” is the direct opposite
of “on the eart ." The places mark and characterize
the respective treasures. Those we lay up “in heaven”
are neither ﬁne garments, rich and abundant bodily
food, nor earthly valuables of any kind; hence “where
neither moth nor eating,” etc. What these heavenly
treasures are we are told in v. 33: “the kingdom and
his righteousness."
21) The ya'p clause states why the place is so important in the matter of treasures and of treasuring.
What really makes a treasure valuable is the affection
of the heart. He whose treasures are on earth has his
heart anchored to the earth; he whose treasures are in
heaven has his heart anchored there. The earth and
all its treasures must pass away; what, then, about the

heart that loses all its treasures? Heaven alone abides
forever; the heart whose treasures are there will never
lose them.
22) Since by setting its affection upon something
the heart makes a treasure of it, everything depends

upon the eye.

The lamp of the body is the eye.

The predicate is placed forward for the sake of emphasis, and the article used with it shows that the predi-
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cate is identical with the subject, R. 768. The proposition is self-evident. The eye is the one member of the
body which acts as a lamp by which a man sees. The
context, however, limits the application to the treasures

which the earth offers to the body. These seek to captivate the eye and thus to win the heart and the body
and their affection. The thought that the eye furnishes
the necessary light for all bodily actious is quite foreign to the connection.
Everything thus depends on the spiritual quality
of the eye. If, therefore, thy eye be single, the
entire body will be full of light; but if thy eye be
wicked, thy entire body will be full of darkness.
When he speaks of the eye with reference to the body,
Jesus has in mind the earthly treasures which captivate the eye. These are bodily treasures, such as rich
clothing, wealth of food, money, and other valuables.
How these treasures will be viewed by the eye in regard
to the body will depend upon whether the eye is “sin-

gle” or “wicked.”

The fact that amt; and wompds are

opposite conditions goes without saying. But some
think that here these adjectives are part of the ﬁgure

and thus describe the natural eye.

Because rompds‘ was

used by Plato with reference to a diseased eye (in the
expression wompta weaned, it is assumed that the adjective here means a “diseased" eye, and that dnaoﬁs,
therefore, must mean a sound or “healthy” eye,
although not a single instance of this meaning has been
found. This disease is thought to have been ophthalmia.
But this view loses sight of the connection.
Both aims; and «ompés are spiritual qualities. The
eye that is “single” looks to the one thing alone that is

named in v. 33.
treasure.

It sees this and this alone as its true

And thus the entire body will be dzw‘ravév,

“full of light,” never for a moment deceiving itself in
regard to bodily and earthly treasures as though these
were genuine.
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23) But the eye that is nompo': (a term that is far
stronger than nude), “wicked,” godless, idolatrous,
looks at earthly treasures in a corresponding way. It
places these ahead of God and his kingdom. Hence
the entire body is axowvév, “full of darkness," full of
the self-deception which places bodily and earthly
treasures ahead of all others and sees them as the only
possessions that are worth-while. Jesus, therefore,
exclaims: If, therefore, the light in thee is darkness, how great that darkness! The two preceding
e'a'v clauses speak of expected cases; the a: clause contemplates an actual case. This is described by a striking paradox: if the light is darkness. The idea is not
that the eye is blind. In this case the natural eye sees
just as perfectly as the natural eye of the true disciple.
But instead of being a light to the person concerned it
is in reality darkness. Seeing, it does not see what is
so plainly to be seen and thus it deceives. The addition of r'v act with a second article makes the phrase
equally emphatic with the noun it modiﬁes: “the light,
the one in thee," R. 776, etc.; see v. 6. Here we have
the commentary on the eye that is not “single” but
“wicked.” The repetition of rd uni-roe makes the term
decidedly emphatic. The very organ that ought to
furnish “light” furnishes nothing but “darkness." In
drastic language the light is darkness. “That darkness (the article of previous reference) how great i”
24) Thus far the contrasts are exclusive: either
treasures on earth or treasures in heaven. The selfdeception thus lies in choosing the one kind in place of
the other. Now Jesus turns to the self-deception which
would grasp at both. No one can be a slave to two
masters. The proposition is again self-evident. The
emphasis is on Sou/mini: with which, as a matter of
course, goes the idea of having a master. The matter
is viewed exclusively from the standpoint of the slave;
hence otSds is the subject. How two masters would act
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in such a case is not touched upon. A slave’s person
and his work belong wholly to his master. This
excludes the possibility of devoting himself and his
work to a second master. Two masters or even more
might own a slave jointly and might even share in his
service; but this would make the two one, and this
thought is thus not a contradiction of the proposition.
The thought that underlies this word of Jesus is the
fact that no man is his own master; it is ingrained in
our very nature that our heart, will, and work be governed by another. The only question is who this other
shall be.
With ydp Jesus elucidates the impossibility from the
standpoint of the slave. Suppose he did try to be a
slave to two masters. The two masters would surely
not consent to such a thing, and the slave would only
make a fool of himself to make such an attempt.
For either he will hate the one and will love the
other or he will hold to one and will despise the
other; and thus the slave himself will demonstrate
that he cannot be a slave to two masters. Hate and
love refer to the slave’s inner, personal motive, while
hold to and despise refer to the nature of his actions.
After all, the slave makes one of the two his real master.

It is mere self-delusion to think that he is really a slave
to both masters. In dya-miv, although the word is here
used with reference to a mere slave, we have the love
that involves a certain intelligence plus the correspond-

ing purpose; more is intended than simple ¢u\¢iv or
liking. Note the contrast between dm’ and xara’. in the
compound verbs: “to hold oneself face to face with”
— “to think down or against someone,” R. 573. Here
zupoc is proper, not a'Moc, because the two masters Jesus

has in mind are opposites, R. 749.
Since all this is so plain and self-evident, Jesus
makes the application: You cannot be slaves to
God and to mamon (all the uncials and most of the
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minuscules have vai, with one m). The cunning
which would try to divide its devotion and its service
between these two masters cannot possibly succeed; it

only deceives itself.

While the derivation of pamw‘w

has not been determined (C.-K. 712), its meaning is
plain. It is not the name of an idol but a designation
for valuable possessions, was probably of Aramaic
origin and yet current among the ancient Greek Christians and needed no translation, so that even Luke
16:13 retains the word much as we do today. This
word enables Jesus to name the second master as
though he, too, were a kind of god, the opposite of the
true God to whom alone the disciples should be
attached.
25) On the principle thus laid down and eluci-

dated Jesus rests the admonitions and the illustrations
which ought to keep us undivided slaves of God and
free us from all attachment to mamon. For this reason I say to you, Stop worrying for your life, what
you shall eat or what you shall drink; nor yet for
your body, what you shall put on. The present imperative implies that the disciples had worried, and

that this is to cease, R. 853.

The word npuxﬁ refers to

the immaterial part of man as this animates the material (the body), hence in this connection the meaning
is “your life,” and the dative is the ordinary dative of
advantage, “for your life,” R. 538. The ﬁrst two
questions form a pair.

The worry about drink refers

to the hot climate of Palestine and to the lack of water
in that rugged land. Food and drink we need daily,
clothes last longer, hence they are placed last. The
subj unctives of deliberation are retained in the indirect
discourse which changes the ﬁrst person (v. 31) to the
second, R. 1028', 1044. Compare the treasures indicated in v. 19. Worry about earthly and bodily needs
turns the heart from God.
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Is not the life more than the nourishment, and

the body more than the thing put on? This question uses the argument from the greater to the less.
Will he who gave us our life and the body fail to give us
the little food we need and the few garments we require? The most elementary logic ought to place every
disciple above worry.
26) A simple illustration drives this truth home.
Look at the birds of the heaven, that they do not sow
nor reap nor gather into storehouses; and

your

heavenly Father nourishes them. Are you not far
superior to them? Luther pictures the little birds
as “live saints" who sing their praises to God without
the least worry and are fed by him day by day. They
are even without our advantages, for we can sow, reap,

and store up supplies whereas they live from hand to
mouth. Yet see how God feeds them! What old fools
are we who cannot learn from them! The argument
is now reversed, from the less to the greater. The
Verb Sunﬁépw, literally “to bear apart,” means “to differ”
(R. 581), i. e., advantageously. We are “by far”
(may) different, i. e., superior to them. Will God
nourish birds and forget his own children? Here
again the keyword “your heavenly Father” appears.
The cure for all hypocrisy (v. 2-18) and for all selfdeception is this that we keep our eyes upon this
Father. Though he made the birds and feeds them,
he is in the relation of a “Father” only to us who are
his children in Christ Jesus. To us he is far more
than he is to the birds.
27) The question about the length of life completes the thought connected with the birds and their
food. Moreover, who of you, by worrying, is able
to add to his lifetime a single half yard? While
ﬁam’a is used with reference to stature, it is also used
with reference to length of life. Here we have no
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reason to think of stature, which produces a ridiculous thought. Who except a dwarf or a child would

want to be a half yard taller?

Nor does aim, the

length of a forearm, about 18 inches, compel us to
think of bodily height. Ps. 39 :5 speaks of the length
of life as “a handbreadth,” a few inches. Other examples have been found where linear measures are
used when speaking of time. Worry does not lengthen
life, it usually shortens life. The participle indicates
means: “by worryng,” R. 1128.
28) From food Jesus turns to dress and uses another example from nature. And concerning something to put on (c'v8upa, as in v. 25), why are you
worrying? when it is equally useless,'foolish, and
hurtful? Consider well the lilies of the ﬁeld, how
they grow. They do not toil nor do they spin. Yet
I say to you, that even Solomon in all his glory did
not robe himself like one of these. The aorist imperative implies actual learning, and Kara'. makes the
verb perfective: “learn well or thoroughly” the lilies.

As “the birds of the heaven” in v. 26 are those that ﬂy
freely, so “the lilies of the ﬁeld” are those that grow
wild, without human care. The point to be noted
regarding them is “how they grow.” Without labor
of any kind and without spinning a thread they come
to wear garments so exquisite that Jesus exclaims:
29) “I tell you” their garment exceeds all that
Solomon at the height of his royal glory ever wore,
muﬁtﬂao, “threw around himself" (middle, R. 807)
in the way of a regal robe. And he certainly was
Israel’s most magniﬁcent king. “Like one of these”
bids us pause and marvel at even one of the lovely
ﬂowers. Jesus spoke these words in the open, which
makes the reference to the birds and the lilies the more
effective. Just what ﬂower xplvov designates no one
really knows. some have thought of the iris, others of
more than one variety of ﬂower.
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39) Again the application employs the argument
from the less to the greater and with overwhelming
eﬂect. But if the grass of the ﬁeld which today
exists and tomorrow is thrown into an oven God thus

enrobes, how much more not you, men of little faith!
The ﬂowers that Jesus refers to have a grasslike foliage
and are thus called xépros as are all plants of this type.
Some think that actual grass is referred to, the lilies
growing in the grassy ﬁeld and thus decorating the
grass. But this view is shut out by the verb de¢LévW0t,
“to clothe round about,” which refers to the ﬂowers
and not to ordinary grass. Both the designation
“grass” for the little lily plants and the description of
their brief life and beauty heighten the contrast with
the disciples who are destined for eternal life. In a
country where fuel was scarce dried grass and stalks
of all kinds were used to heat ovens for baking. Combined with the appeal from the less to the greater is a
second appeal that is just the reverse, from the greater
to the less. If God enrobes the lowly and ephemeral
lilies so gorgeously, he surely will give commOn garments to his far higher creatures. In v. 26 “your
Father" rested the appeal on the special relation of
children to their heavenly Parent. Now Jesus adds
that already as “God,” our Creator, under whose benign
providence all his children live, he will provide us with
the needful clothing.
The apodosis needs no verb and is thus the more
incisive: “how much more not you 1” The negative
oi: implies an afﬁrmative reply.

'OM'ydmaroc is a dis-

tinctive New Testament term. It is found four times
in Matthew, once in Luke: “men of little trust.” This
address, placed eﬂ’ectively at the end, shows that Jesus
is still speaking of the disciples although he uses “God”
and not “your Father." While the term admits the
trust of the disciples it reproves the littleness of this
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trust as this is evidenced by the worry that still persists. Our trust ought to shut out every bit of worry.
31) Hence (ofw) the admonition: Do not,
therefore, worry, saying, What shall we eat? or,
What shall we drink? or, With what shall we enrohe
ourselves? In v. 25 the present imperative forbids
the worrying already begun: “stop worrying”; now the
aorist follows (a subjunctive because negative commands use this mode in the aorist) forbidding all worrying as such: “do not worry at all.” The order is
quite peremptory because it is an aorist. In the three
questions the subj unctives are deliberative, all in direct
discourse, and all disjunctively parallel; in v. 25 they
are in indirect discourse, and the ﬁrst two are drawn
together.

N0 question such as these three —— and many

more might be added —- is ever to Worry our hearts.
32) The two ydp add two connected reasons. For
all these things the Gentiles seek after; for your
heavenly Father knows that you have need of these
things all. To the ﬁrst negative reason the second
positive reason is added as its counterpart. In v. 7
the idmot’ are the Gentiles as pagan individuals; here
«ran to"; are all the pagan nations. Worry is like heathen
unbelief. The pagan world knows nothing about God
who is “our Father" (6:9) in Christ Jesus. .Their
moral life is according.

In v. 7 Jesus has pointed to

Gentile men as a horrible example. Do the disciples
want to descend to this abominable level? Since Jesus
is speaking to Jews, this reference to the Gentiles is
highly effective. Note that in m’wa man, "all these
things,” and then in 1'01?va (imivrwv, “these things all,”

the ﬁrst words have the emphasis, R. 705.

Pagan

people imagine that they themselves must provide for

their needs, hence their seeking is bent upon (ad in
the verb) all these things.
The disciples live in a higher world, they have a
Father in heaven. And “he knows that you have need
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of these things all.” Compare v. 8: “even before you
ask him.” Being, indeed, “your Father,” of a heavenly
character, almighty and full of love especially for his
children, he will act accordingly. Leave all your worries to him.
33) The disciples, too, will seek; but they will
seek something that is far beyond the thought of the
heathen world. But be seeking ﬁrst the kingdom
and the righteousness that are his, and these things
all will be added unto you. This supreme seeking,
described as hunger and thirst in 5 :6, is the distinctive
mark of all true disciples. We may translate the present imperative, “go on seeking.” The desire for the
kingdom and the righteousness is constantly satisﬁed,
for what we seek is ours by grace; and yet the seeking
is always to continue, for the object of our desire can
be ever more fully attained. This seeking is, of course,
in no sense synergistic but the desire of the regenerate
and believing heart to enter ever more fully into union
with God. Grace kindles the desire and keeps it ever
active in this life.
On “the kingdom” compare 5 :3; also 3 :2 and 6:10;
on “the righteousness,” 5:6. Here the two are com‘
bined, for aéroﬁ belongs to both. To seek “his kingdom”
is to desire more and more participation in the rule of
the Father’s grace in Christ, enjoying more and more
the blessings (5:3, etc.) of that rule of grace which
eventually becomes a rule of glory.

Only the righteous

participate in the kingdom, hence all seeking of the
kingdom is at the same time a seeking after “his righteousness," that which he has prepared for us in Christ,
bestows upon us by faith, and ever acknowledges as
righteousness in his judgment. “To seek” means on
our part “to seek to obtain and enjoy.” The pronoun
“his” makes the treasures sought stand out as objective; they are God’s, as C.-K. 317 states: God’s royal
rule and his righteousness, i. e., “that he himself in his
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absolute majesty receive his rights." For by pronouncing us righteous and thereby making us partakers of his kingdom God is vindicated both in his royal
rule, as the “only Potentate, the King of kings, and
Lord of lords” (I Tim. 6:15)), and in his own perfect
righteousness.
The adverb 1rpu'3‘rov does not imply that we may make
earthly treasures the object of our seeking as long as
we put them in second place. This would contradict
all that Jesus has said. In the very next clause he tells
us that “these things all shall be added urito us,” thrown
in, as it were, for good measure. On the other hand,
“ﬁrst” or “in the ﬁrst place” does not imply that he who
seeks the kingdom ﬁrst will seek nothing more. After
the second petition of the Lord’s Prayer comes the

fourth. The promises given to prayer are entirely general, covering every need. He who seeks the kingdom,
etc., ﬁrst will seek all other things from the Father
in the right way, by humble and submissive prayer,
without worry, and without a false estimate of these
other things. Thus Christ’s promise will be fulﬁlled:
“these all" will be supplied to you, I Kings 3:11, etc.;
I Tim. 4 :8.
34) In conclusion the command of v. 31 is repeated
but with a new and ﬁnal modiﬁcation. Do not,
therefore, worry into the marrow, for the morrow
will worry for itself. Sufﬁcient for the day is the
trouble thereof. We translate, “into the morrow."
for :1: indicates either the limit (as in this case) or the
duration (“until”), R. 594. We are not to go from
today into tomorrow with worry. “For the marrow"
in the sense of “about tomorrow” would require a genitive (as in the last clause) or an accusative or a different preposition.

The idea that we may worry about

today but not about tomorrow is shut out. Of course,
7', af‘plov (supply ﬁﬂc’pa) refers to any morrow, thus reaching into the indeﬁnite future.
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The morrow “will worry for itself" is a striking
personiﬁcation which bids us throw all our worries onto
the marrow and thus go on without worry day after
day. If the morrow is to do the worrying, we are free;
and as the morrow is always in the future and just
beyond us, our worries are also always to be beyond our
reach. The idea is not, “Let God worry !” for he never
worries. Nor, “Wait until the morrow comes and then
worry !” for the morrow always moves on, and the idea
that it becomes today is far from the thought of this
striking statement. Nor can we change the meaning
of pcptpwﬁaﬂ into something good such as, "will take care
of itself”; for the verb runs through this entire section
and should not be given a new and even opposite meaning in this ﬁnal statement. No; the morrow is never
here, it does not exist today. If, then, the marrow is
to do the. worrying, no worrying will ever be done.
And that is what Jesus desires.
Why not be satisﬁed with today as though it did not
have enough Kam'a, and we had to go into the future to
borrow more? Here Kam'a cannot mean moral evil but
refers to the natural trouble, pain, and burdens incident to our present life; it is well translated by Luther
with Plage, “plague." Each day has its own sufﬁcient
share of “trouble,’ dpxmiv, neuter; yet this is not a
breach in gender with regard to the feminine mad“,
R. 411.

CHAPTER VII
Christ’s Sermon on the Mount.

Part [11.

Chapter 7

The Children of the Kingdom in the Righteousness
that Is theirs.
The Judgment is their warning, and thus they
attain the Kingdom above.
The development by personal admonitions rests on
the background of the judgment.
1) The note of the judgment is struck clearly and
strongly in the very ﬁrst words and thus marks a new
part of the sermon. Do not be judging in order that
you may not be judged. The very fact of having a
righteousness that is far better than that of the scribes
and Pharisees might lead the disciples into the vicious
fault of the scribes and Pharisees who set themselves
up as judges over all others, gloried in their own false
holiness, and despised all others (John 7 :49). Jesus
is not contradicting John 7:24; I Cor. 5:12; I John
4:1; or the disciplinary judging of the church, 18:17,
18; John 20 :23. What he forbids is the self-righteous,
hypocritical judging which is false and calls down
God’s judgment on itself. The present imperative p3;
xpt’vcu may mean to resist a course of action or to desist
from such a course, R. 890; here it most likely has the

former force.

The punctiliar aorist KpLOr'rrc refers to

God’s ﬁnal judgment; if the judgment of men were
referred to, the durative present subjunctive would have
been used. Both verbs are neutral, “to judge” irrespective of the verdict rendered. Luke 6:37 adds the
parallel regarding adverse judging. The Pharisees
(288)
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acquitted each other and condemned the rest; they were
wrong in both their verdicts.
2) Jesus substantiates his command by establishing its fairness and its justice. For with what judgment you judge you shall be judged; and with what
measure you measure it shall be measured to you.
First two duratives to express our practice of judging
and measuring, then two punctiliars (aorists) to state
God’s reciprocations. Again both the verbs and their
cognate objects are neutral; but neutral only with
regard to the false judging and measuring whether this
acquits or condemns. God would be unjust if he judged
these false judges in any other way (Luke 19:22). The
justice of God's application of the false standard of
these judges to themselves is made clearer by the
parallel statement regarding the measure with which
they measure. That very measure shows their falseness ; hence by that very measure God justly condemns
them as being false.
3) The whole matter is now illustrated in a personal and most striking way. Jesus addresses the false
judge. Now, why dost thou see the sliver in the eye
of thy brother but the beam in thine own eye thou
dost not perceive? or how sayest thou to thy brother,
Hold, 1 will take the sliver out of thine eye; and, lo,
the beam in thine own eye! Hypocrite, ﬁrst take
the beam out of thine own eye and then shalt thou

see clearly to take out the sliver out of thy brother's
eye. In real life the suppositions here used are
frankly impossible. Nobody could possibly have a
piece of timber such as a plank or a beam in his eye.

The same is true regarding a xdp¢oc, which is more than
a “mote” or tiny speck; it is a dried twig or a straw.
Who could endure that for a moment? The supposition is intended to be ridiculous: a man with a plank in
his own eye seeing a splinter in his brother’s eye and
attempting to draw it out.

In the interpretation. of
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this parabolic language the eye is often overlooked.
The splinter is thought to be some small moral fault.
and the beam a fault correspondingly greater. But
why are splinter and beam placed in the eyes? why not
in other parts of the body? Jesus is not speaking of
faults or sins in general, one being tiny, the other immense, but of moral perception which is slightly wrong
in the one man, totally wrong in the other. He who is
devoid of all truly moral judgment pretends to aid
another who is slightly wrong in his judgment. The
very idea is farcical — yet men act thus.
4) Jesus ﬁrst scored the pretence of the eye with
the beam in it seeing the eye with the splinter in it;
he next scores the pretence of the eye with the beam
in it aiding the eye with the splinter in it. This preposterous idea is carried to its climax. We may say
that the man with the beam in his eye will knock out
both of the eyes of the other man who has a splinter in
his eye. A grand eye specialist he would be! more
(always singular) is a mere adjunct to the volitive subjunctive ixﬂdam, R. 430, 931: “hold, I will take out”
(compare 3:15). “And, 10,” etc., is an exclamation,
hence there is no copula.
5) In the vocative, “Hypocrite l” the Lord’s indignation ﬂares out; on the term see 5 :16; 6 :2, 5, 16. The
aorist man: is peremptory. Again the thought is not
that one should ﬁrst correct his own grave faults before
he tries to correct his brother’s minor faults, but that
one should clear his own eyes and judgment before he
tries to lend aid to another in making some correction
in his judgment. The scribes and Pharisees were eye
doctors who had beams in their own eyes of which they
were not even aware. What they did to the people we
can imagine. The diaciples are not to trust in their
own righteousness and thereby make of it a beam for
their eye and then judge others in blind folly.
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6) Those who think that chapter seven consists
of “miscellaneous subjects” are relieved of ﬁnding a
connection between v. 5 and 6 and also between the
following paragraphs. But we do not believe that in
the last third of his great sermon Jesus merely stated
a number of disconnected thoughts. The command
not to judge others lest we be judged has its obvious
limits. This command does not extend to dogs and
to swine. They are to be adjudged and treated as
such, and we who are to do this judging have nothing
to fear from the divine Judge. Give not the holy
thing to the dogs, nor throw your pearls in front of
the swine lest, perhaps, they trample them under
their feet and, having turned, rend you. To the
Jew dogs and hogs represent the height of uncleanness.
In the Orient the dogs acted as scavengers, and no Jew

was allowed to possess swine. The parallelism of the
statement shows that one type of men is referred to, not
two. These cannot be the Gentiles as such although
the Jews called them dogs. Nor can this giving to the
dogs refer to the preaching of the gospel to the Gentiles or to publicans and sinners; for this Jesus himself
did and commands his disciples to do. Dogs and swine
are those who, after the gospel has been duly preached
to them, retain their vicious, ﬁlthy nature. All such
the disciples are, indeed, to judge and account as what
they are.

“The holy thing” and “your pearls" are also identical, being ﬁrst viewed as a unit and then as made up

of different parts.

Jesus has in mind the holy truth

of the gospel and the pure and precious doctrines of

which this gospel is composed. “To give” and “to
throw before” means to expose the gospel and its precious truths to the vicious and vile treatment of such
men. The [Mi-Iron clause refers only to the action of the
swine which would trample the pure and precious
pearls in the mud and then in rage might even turn
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upon the disciples to rend them for offering nothing
that suits swinish taste. The best commentary is found
in Paul's action in Acts 13:45, 46; 18:6; and in the
statements in Jude 10-13; I Pet. 4:4; Rom. 16:17, 18;
Phil. 3:18, 19; I Tim. 6:5.
7) Read superﬁcially, this section regarding
prayer seems to belong after 6:15. Others conclude
that its true place and connection are found in Luke
11:9-13. But why should Matthew patch together heterogeneous sections from various discourses of Jesus
and present them as one of the great parts of the Sermon on the Mount? Those who feel that these words
regarding prayer belong in this place in the sermon
often do not state the reason for their view. Others
think that we are to pray for wisdom to carry out the
command given in v. 6, or for strength to live righteously in general, or that we are at least to pray for
dogs and for swine. These verses are to be connected
with v. 1-5, where, in bidding us not to judge others,
Jesus bids us to judge ourselves (the beam in thine own
eye). As not to judge others refers only to the splinter
and the beam not to the dogs and the swine, so the implied admonition to judge ourselves entails no false
self-criticism, no doubt or mistrust of our true relation
to God. While we must, indeed, realize that we are evil
because of our sinful nature, God has, nevertheless,
made us his children and by his grace is ready to bestow
upon us all that our poor souls need. Such is his judgment of us now, and such it ever will be.

Ask, and it shall be given to you; seek, and you
shall ﬁnd; knock, and it shall be opened unto you.
The imperatives are present tenses, hence itel‘ative:

“go on again and again asking, seeking, knocking.”
The use of three verbs indicates intensity; and to seek
is more fervent than just to ask, and to knock is still
more fervent. We ask for what we need; we seek what
we earnestly desire; we knock when our desire becomes
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importunity. Each of these injunctions carries with it
a direct and an unequivocal promise which shows how
God regards us. Faulty though we are, he is eager to
bestow his “good gifts” upon us (v. 11), and this we
are never to forget when judging ourselves. The verb
azuzv is used with reference to humble asking, with reference to petition on the part of an inferior when
speaking to a superior, and is thus used only with reference to us and never with reference to Christ. “It
shall be given" matches “to ask,” and this giving always
implies grace. “To seek" means to seek from God, and
“you shall ﬁnd” means that you shall never seek in vain
but shall obtain the good gift you desire.

“To knock”

means to seek entrance into the heavenly house of God;
and Jesus assures us of admittance.
8) So necessary does Jesus deem these promises
that he not only repeats but also individualizes them.
For everyone asking receives; and the one seeking
ﬁnds; and to the one knocking it shall be opened.
God makes no exceptions whatever; “everyone” is a
strong incentive. The promises of both verses are
general and must be so although Jesus here applies
them to our spiritual needs.
9) The individualization in v. 8 leads over into an
illustration, which then leads to the application Jesus
has in mind. Or, if this seems to you to be saying
too much, what man is there of you whom his son

asks for bread, will he hand over a stone to-him?
Or he asks also a ﬁsh, will he hand over a snake to

him?

'Aprov is “bread,” A. V., not “loaf,” R. V.

The bread was baked in ﬂat cakes, a piece of which
might well resemble a ﬂat stone. No human father
would treat his son so, handing over a useless stone as

though it were bread. The interrogative particle p;
expects a negative answer: “he will certainly not hand
over a stone to him.” Even among men sonship and
fatherhood preclude such a thing.
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10) The second “or" merely repeats the ﬁrst; and
m’ indicates that the son may ask for something to be
eaten along with the bread, which in the neighborhood
of the Sea of Galilee would most likely be a ﬁsh (John
6:9). “He asks also a ﬁsh" is an independent statement and not an anacoluthon (R. 1023). The question that follows is also independent, mi again expecting
a negative answer. “A snake” may resemble a ﬁsh but
is unﬁt to eat. The idea of harmfulness is not implied,
for the snake would not be alive, and if it were it would
strike the father’s hand even before it struck the son’s.
The point of this double illustration is the deception
practiced by the father, reducing his fatherhood and
thus the sonship of his child to an illusion.
11) If, therefore, you, although you are wicked.
know to give good gifts to your children, how much
more will your Father in the heavens give good
things to those asking him? This argument from
the less to the greater is unanswerable. As earthly
fathers prove themselves fathers by giving “good gifts”
to their children, so “your Father” proves to you that
he is, indeed, your Father, and you are, indeed, his chil-dren, by giving to you, in answer to your asking, “good.
things,” ayaod, those that are beneﬁcial to you as children. When Jesus used this illustration in another
connection (Luke 11:13) he named the sum and the
source of all “good” in the apodosis, namely “the Holy

Spirit.”

With the concessive rompoi 5vrec Jesus humbles

the disciples. This is the judgment they must learn
to pronounce upon themselves. It will keep them from
self-righteously judging others. But when judging
themselves thus, their need of the Holy Spirit and of
his good gifts, and the assured promises of their Father
in ﬁlling this need, should keep them in the consciousness of their childhood. By every good, spiritual gift
the Father acknowledges them as his dear children
(dam), born anew by his grace.
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12) All things, therefore, whatever you would
that men do to you, thus you also do to them; for
this is the Law and the Prophets.

We cannot see

the difﬁculties which are found in m’w, “therefore,” or
“accordingly.” Some would refer this connective to
all the commands concerning righteousness given in the
sermon; some go back to the commands about judging.
We are told that there is no connection with the statement about prayer. Cancellation is advocated. But
why not let ofw make the Golden Rule rest on this true
judgment that we, although by nature wicked, are yet
by grace God’s children, acknowledged as such by our
Father who bids us ask the good things we need and
grants them to us without fail? The consequence
(aim) of this must be that, instead of judging others
falsely, we shall do to them what we would that they
should do to us. We must guard against inserting a
limitation into mim Km; don. is qualitative with regard
to the kind of things, R. 732, and the Iva clause is the

object of 001;“, while “men” is entirely general.
Rabbi Hillel’s dictum is no more than the voice of
selﬁshness: “What is hateful to thyself do not to thy
neighbor; for this is the whole law, and all else is its
exposition”; this is the egoism which withholds injury
lest it suffer injury in return. Jesus turns this about:
“what we would like to have men to do to us, whether

they do that to us or not, we are to keep doing (wotd'rc,
durative) to them.”

And we must note that Jesus

addresses this injunction to his disciples whom he has
just enjoined to realize that they are the Father's children, receiving his fatherly gifts in answer to childlike
prayer. The aim is, therefore, highly necessary: ﬁrst,
to be children, proving it by faith and prayer; then, to
act as such children in contact with men generally.
This, of course, is the second table of the law (love to
man) ; yet we have no reason to ask why Jesus does
not also add the ﬁrst table. He has already added it

296

The Interpretation of Matthew

by all that he has said about “your Father” and about
prayer.
That is why he can add: “This is the Law and the
Prophets,” 05109, masculine, assimilated in gender to
the predicate a vo'pos, R. 704. “The Law and the
Prophets” (see 5:17) = the teaching of the Old Testament which Jesus merely restates. Those who separate the Golden Rule from the ﬁrst table and from our
relation to God as our Father by faith in Christ Jesus
ignore the Law and the Prophets when they claim that
love to our neighbor is enough to admit us to heaven.
Only as the second table, resting on the ﬁrst, is it true
of the second that “this is the Law and the Prophets."
Read I John 3 214—22. Among the good gifts for which
the Father’s children pray daily is the power to overcome the promptings of their ﬂesh so that by grace for
Christ’s sake they may love their neighbor (dyaniiv)
with a truly spiritual love and thus heap upon him all
the kindness they themselves would like to receive,
Christ’s Golden Rule has appealed to many, yet only
true believers have understood it and have found the
power to translate it into life in an ever-increasing
degree.

13) This section (v. 13-23) is not a part of the
conclusion but a further and more fundamental elaboration of the judgment that is applied to us and that
we must apply to ourselves. First, two negatives show
who we are (we will not judge, etc., yet will also not

give what is holy to dogs, etc.) ; next, two positives
(we will ask with trust and will do unto others, etc.) ;
and now we have a positive plus a negative (we will

enter the narrow portal and will keep away from false
guides). Enter in through the narrow portal, because wide is the portal and broad the passage that
leads to the destruction, and many are those entering
in through it. How narrow the portal and straitened
the passage that leads unto the life, and few are
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those ﬁnding it! Let us judge ourselves according
to the gate and the way we enter it. We have a choice
between only two. A m5», is an entrance portal, and
the 6869 is the passageway to which it admits. Both
belong to a building and lead to the court from which
the rooms are reached. As he did in v. 1, 6, 7, Jesus
again begins with an imperative, this time, as in v. 6,

an aorist because of the nature of the act; to step into
a portal takes but a moment. The emphasis, however,
is not on the verb, for the contrast is not between entering or remaining outside. All enter one or the other
portal. The emphasis is on “the narrow portal." And
thus, although Jesus addresses the disciples, he may
still use the aorist. To his call, “Enter in l” their response will be, “Lord, we did 1” Moreover, the imagery
is not that of a multitude still standing before two
portals but that of two classes, both of which have
entered the one or the other portal.
Jesus does not say what makes the one portal narrow and the other wide. Of course, both passageways
are like their portals.

He states only to what they

lead and leaves it to us to deduce why the one is necessarily narrow, and the other most naturally broad.
Contrition, faith, and a Christian life are like a narrow
portal and passage. We cannot ride into it with our
sins, self-righteousness, false notions, vices, and follies.
We could not even get them through the portal. The
broad portal and the spacious passage are different.
There we may cart in anything We please. More than

abundant room invites us to do so. But this portal
and this passage “lead to the destruction,” (is 1371' druiAcuw, “to utter, ﬁnal ruination.” In the New Testament this negative term refers to the state after death

and the complete loss of the true, heavenly life (tori),
C.-K. 789. The term never means annihilation, neither
does any synonymous term nor any description of what
it represents.
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'On states that the reason why we should enter in
through the narrow portal is that the other portal and
passage are so broad and inviting, they that lead to

destruction.

And the sad thing is that so many look

only at the broad, easy entrance, the spacious passage.
and not to what they lead to. And thus they enter.

The singular 86min): refers to :3 mm, as at ciacpxdpmi plain1y indicates; hence we need not cancel 1% min; as some
texts do.
14) Most of the uncials and many other texts
read 11’ not an. The latter would add a second reason
for entering the narrow portal. The former converts
this verse into an exclamation: “How narrow the
portal,” etc. The thought is that, no matter how narrow and straitened, this is the portal and the passage
that lead “unto the (m; or life.” As the opposite of
“destruction” “the life” here means the blessed existence in heaven. Of course, this “life" begins here in
regeneration, but in the present imagery Jesus contemplates the ﬁnal destinations at which men arrive by
means of two portals and two passageways.
Again we have a statement that is loosely attached
with mu’ : “and few are they ﬁnding it,” «My, this portal.
The voice is sad that speaks these words. Its very
sadness increases the warning. The wide portal need
not be found. It stands wide open in the sight of all
men and is easily drifted into. The narrow portal,
however, is found. It is like making an astonishing
discovery. The fact that such a portal exists men
would never even dream, to say nothing of their discovering where this portal opens. But suddenly, here
it is before their eyes. This ﬁnding is not accomplished by any search of ours; it is wholly by the grace
of him who places this portal before us. Our ﬁnding
it'is like the double ﬁnding mentioned in 13 :44—46; also
like the ﬁnding recorded in John 1:41-45. The parti-

ciple oi ctploxom: includes a perception of what is thus
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found, namely that this portal leads to the life. Those
who ﬁnd thus enter. God’s grace draws them (John
6:44) by its attracting power. The title page of Calvin's Institutes, published in 1561, bears a picture of
the two portals: one narrow with a thornbush in the
entrance and a crown over the top; the other broad
with a ﬂower in the entrance and ﬂames ﬂaring over
the top.
15) A natural transition leads from the portals to
the false guides who propose to direct us. The call to
enter the narrow portal is at once a warning against
entering the wide portal. This warning is expanded,
when Jesus now adds: Beware of false prophets,
such as come to you in garments of sheep, but within
they are rapacious wolves. We have the present
imperative wpoae'xere (supply 75v voﬁv, R. 477) With 61rd

which means literally: “keep holding your mind from,"
i. e., “beware of,” “watch out for." The upronpooﬁrax,
“pseudo-prophets," are sham prophets who pretend to
be true prophets of God but are not. The term is
formed like “pseudo-Christs," 24:24: “pseudo-apostles,” II Cor. 11:13; “pseudo-teachers," II Pet. 2:1.
Some make a difference between these “pseudo-prophets” and others who are “pseudo-teachers.” But the
only diﬂ‘erence is that prophets announce the divine will
while teachers expound and apply it. Moreover, in the
New Testament we ﬁnd mention of two kinds of
prophets: such as received direct revelations from Gad,
Agabus, Acts 11:28; 21 :,10 Philip’s daughters, Acts
21: 9, and especially all the apostles; and all those Christians who acquired and possessed the general gift of
prophecy of which Paul speaks at lengthm I Cor. 14
(see the author’s commentary). False prophets of
both types are here referred to, but, of course, the latter
would appear in far greater numbers. All announce,
“This is what God says I" the former add falsely, “He
himself told us i" the latter, “The Scriptures say so !"
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Let us also note that prophesying in the latter sense
always accompanies teaching, i. e., explaining the details of the Word.
In otnm the causal idea is combined with the relative: “Beware of false prophets since they are such
as," etc. To be sure, when wolves pretend to be sheep,
we ought to beware. These prophets “come to you,"
make it their special business to do so, but they only
come, they are never sent by God. Much has been
written on the phrase “in garments of sheep” but this
seems to be the sense: these false prophets, who in
reality are ﬁerce wolves, pretend to be gentle, harmless
sheep. The supposition that the old Jewish prophets
wore sheep pelts as garments (Heb. 11:37) cannot be
substantiated, nor that as a rule shepherds wore such
pelts. The Baptist had a burnoose made of camel’s
hair. The view that “sheep” refers to Christ’s ﬂock is
without support in the context. The tuttpam wpoﬂd‘mv
are not pelts (these would be Mmm’) but all that sheep
have on and thus the appearance of sheep. For the
phrase is in contrast with the reality: “but within
(Ewen, R. 548) they are rapacious wolves,” Sprays
emphatically at the end. “Within” refers to their real
nature which gives the lie to their appearance. They
are “wolves” that are akin to the wolf mentioned in
John 10:12, brothers to the grievous wolves of Acts
20:29, described and warned against in Rom. 16:18;
Eph. 5:6; Col. 2:4; etc. Some think that Jesus had
especially the scribes and Pharisees in mind and regard
that as the historical interpretation; but note what
Jesus himself adds in v. 21, etc. He is evidently thinking of the future and of all the false prophets that will
try to mislead the disciples.
To say regarding any matter, “Thus saith the
Lord !” when he did not say thus; or to say, “God did
not say so I” when he did, is to utter false prophecy.
Some prophets are completely false, others are false in
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part only, but, alas, false. The innocent appearance of
all false prophets is a necessity for them; if they
revealed what they really were, all true disciples would
ﬂee from them.

The innocent appearance of their per-

sons and their prophecy induces many to receive what
they offer; but the real nature of what they are in their
prophesying always becomes evident sooner or later.
Thus the clothing of sheep used by these wolves is conduct and preachment that are ostensibly in harmony
with God and with his Word but in reality in conﬂict
with both. This deviation from the divine Word makes
all false prophets wolves whose nature it is to rend, tear,
and kill, apmg, from dpwde, to seize, snatch at, i. e., in
this case with cruel fangs. Drastically Jesus pictures
the destructive effect of all false preaching: it tends
and tears the spiritual life like the fangs of a wolf. In
spite of this drastic language men persist in considering deviations from the true prophecy (the Word of

God as it really is) as being quite harmless.
16) From their fruits you shall recognize them.
Do people gather ripe grapes from briars, or ﬁgs
from thistles? Note both the positive future tense
and the compound verb imyuuiaeaoc, “you shall recognize
them” as what they actually are. R. 576 calls dens the
source, which agrees with ex in Luke 6:44. Commentators are divided in their opinions as to what Jesus
means by “the fruits” of the false prophets. Some say,
their doctrines; others, their works; still others, doctrines and works combined. The answer is found in
Isa. 8:20; I John 4:1; Heb. 13:9; II John 9, 11; Matt.
15:9; Titus 1:9-12: the fruits of the prophet are undoubtedly the doctrines he teaches. The fact that his
own personal works are not the criterion by which we
can without fail judge him is established by 24:24
(“great signs and wonders”); Deut. 13:1-3 (to the
same effect); Matt. 23:1—3 (we are to observe what
the scribes and Pharisees bid us do, not what they
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themselves do). True prophets often manifest sins
and faults in their lives; false prophets often have the
appearance of holiness as a part of their sheep’s clothing. God alone is able to judge men’s hearts and to
distinguish hypocritical from genuine works. A prophet’s sincerity is indecisive, many are self-deceived ; but
their doctrines are just as pernicious as those of conscious deceivers. The argument that the thing to be
judged (doctrine) cannot be the criterion by which it
is judged (again doctrine) is untenable. Every prophet
appeals to the Word, the Scriptures. That is what
makes him a prophet. Those who reject the Word are
outside of the church. Thus even the rankest heresies
appeal to us to regard them as being the Word. Every
prophet, therefore, is judged as to his doctrines by the
Word to which he himself is constrained to appeal.
To object that common Christians are too ignorant to
apply this criterion is unwarranted; for the gift to
discern the spirits is ample in the church and takes care
of babes and all immature Christians.
The ﬁgure found in “fruits” is extended by the double question after the intensifying interrogative par-

ticle [.L‘rfﬂ. The subject of the plural ch'youmv is indeﬁnite: “Certainly, people do not gather," etc. A touch
of humor lights up the imagery: people going out to a
briar patch to gather grapes (ora¢v)c6, the ripe grapes
that make up a cluster; 361,»: is the cluster itself), or to
a thistle patch to gather ﬁgs! Grapes and ﬁgs picture
true spiritual food which grows on the Word alone not
on the briars and the thistle stalks of man’s own wisdom. Every man who presents false doctrines is to
that extent a briar and a thistle.
17) Thus every good tree produces excellent
fruits, but every worthless tree produces wicked
fruits.
A good tree cannot produce wicked fruits,
nor a worthless tree produce excellent fruits. The

ﬁgure now deals with trees only and ﬁrst presents the
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undeniable fact and then the undeniable impossibility.
Moreover, the double statement is entirely general,
being applicable to all men who are either good trees
or worthless trees. 01‘ course, in the present connection Jesus has in mind the false prophets. They, however, are judged, not according to some exceptional
rule pertaining to them only, but according to the universal rule which applies to all. Thus also, without
expressly saying so, all who follow false prophets and
their false doctrines may include themselves.
The stress is on the four adjectives, and these are
of such a nature as to make the ﬁgure of the trees and
their fruits entirely transparent. This is especially
true regarding the second kind of tree. It, too, produces fruit, perhaps in great abundance (v. 22). Hence

in this connection cam-pdv does not mean “rotten” or “diseased.” B.-P. rightly asks: “Do rotten (faule) ﬁsh
enter a net? do rotten trees bear fruit at all ?” The
contrast is not drawn between conditions but between
kinds; not between sound and healthy trees and others
rotting and decayed, but between trees of excellent
variety and trees of worthless variety. Both kinds
may look grand and ﬁne merely as trees, but the fruit
they produce (wrotdv, make) invariably reveals what
they are worth. When Jesus describes the fruit as
being either “A6; or wompds‘ he really touches the realities which underlie the ﬁgure, for these are the adjectives which are used regarding man’s works when they
come into judgment before God.
18) It is actually impossible for a tree to bear
fruit that is contrary to its constitution and nature.
Jesus adds this in order to assure us the-more in regard
to our ability to judge men in general and false prophets in particular.

19)

Moreover, the kind of tree which its 'fruit

proves it to be is vital for the fate'of the tree. Every
tree not producing excellent fruit is cut down and is
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thrown into the ﬁre. That is what men do, and God
does the same: the tree that produces excellent fruit is
kept, the one that has no excellent fruit is consigned to
the ﬁre. Here we see that Jesus views all that he says
about false prophets, including also their followers (as
indicated in the general statements about trees) in the
light of the ﬁnal judgment. “Not producing excellent
fruit” deﬁnes “wicked fruits”; but in doing so it does
more: it states positively that only one kind of fruit
avails in the judgment. Hence we now also have the

collective singular Kapndv instead of the distributive
plural. The fate that awaits the false prophets makes
effective the warning against them lest by following
them and their doctrine we, too, invite such a fate upon
ourselves. Jesus describes only the two opposites and
says nothing about the prophet whose doctrine is
vicious only in part. What must be said about his fate
is found in I Cor. 3 :12-15.
20)

Therefore, from their fruits you shall rec-

ognize them. What is stated only as a fact in v. 16
is here restated as the conclusion to be drawn from the
explanations that were added, tlpayc being illative (R.
1190), and ye adding emphasis. This restatement emphasize's the fact that we are, indeed, to recognize all
false prophets as just what they are. As we are able
to tell whether a tree is good and worth keeping or bad
and ﬁt only for ﬁrewood, so we are able to detect every
false prophet and to keep away from him.
21) The reference to the judgment is now fully
expanded. Not everyone saying to me, Lord, Lord!
shall go into the kingdom of the heavens but the one
doing the will of my‘ Father in the heavens. The
ﬁgure of the trees and their fruits is now elucidated by
the reality. Therefore also the statement is general,
applying to all who would enter the kingdom, taking
up v. 17-19. “Not everyone saying to me, ‘Lord, Lord !’ "
(R. 752) means that some who address Jesus thus will,
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indeed, enter the kingdom, some but not all. Mere
prodigality in the use of such an address is not a ticket
of admission. The two durative present participles
Ae'ywv and wouﬂv describe customary actions. “Saying,
‘Lord, Lord !’ ” means to claim the relation to Jesus that
is expressed in the title “Lord." The duplication is for
the purpose of urgency in prayer and in worship. The
title Kiplos may, of course, contain more or less accord-

ing to the conception of the one who uses it. Like the
English word “lord,” it is often little more than our
“sir,” a title of respect. But we need not reduce the
force of the word in the present connection. These
people who so ostentatiously call Jesus “Lord” may
mean “divine Lord" and not merely a great human lord.
The point is not merely the content of this word as used
by them but their claim of a connection which does not
exist except in their imagination.
This is evident from the opposite: “doing the will,”

etc. This “doing” proves that a real connection with
Jesus exists, one which he himself here acknowledges.
For “the will of my Father” includes, ﬁrst of all, repentance and faith (5 :6, 25, etc., 48; 6:12, 33; 7:3-11),

not the perfection of sinlessness but the righteousness
of the remission of sins and thus the power to do works
that truly please God. On this gracious, saving will
see John 6:29, 39, 40; I John 3:23.

Therefore Jesus

also says, “the will of my Father,” here, for the ﬁrst
time, using this pronoun which pronounces him the Son
of the Father.

He thus says more than merely “the

Father,” i. e., yours; or “God," which also is general.
With “my Father” he so combines himself with the
Father that whoever does this Father’s will is in true

and saving relation with him as the Son. With a separate article “in heaven” is joined to “my Father,” emphatically pointing to his heavenly greatness, R. 776.
On “the kingdom,” etc., see 3 :2; 5:3.
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The statement is misunderstood when it is regarded
as placing deeds over against words; or when “doing”
is restricted to good works.
Why would “saying,
‘Lord, Lord!’ ” not also be a good work? Look also at
the great works mentioned in v. 22. A similar misapplication results when saying, “Lord, Lord,” is regarded as a reference to orthodoxy, whether dead or
not, over against doing the Father’s will by good works.
Nor is the contrast drawn between hypocrisy and sincere religion.
22) This is evident when Jesus now particularizes
with regard to the false prophets. Many will say
to me in that day, Lord, Lord, did we not prophesy
in thy name and in thy name throw out devils and
in thy name perform many works of power? Taking the false prophets by themselves, we see how they
and all their followers kept saying, “Lord, Lord!”
during their life here on earth (v. 21) . They made the
Lord most prominent not merely by what they said but
equally also by all that they did. Jesus says that they
will continue this and say, “Lord, Lord !" even “in that
day," which needs no further speciﬁcation since all
know that the ﬁnal day of judgment is referred to.
They will then remind the Lord that they prophesied
“in thy name,” the adjective mp being more emphatic
than the pronoun. Three times they will repeat this
signiﬁcant phrase. Here, too, (6 :9) dvopa means “revelation,” that by which the Lord is known and makes
himself known to us. On prophesying see v. 15. The
sheep’s clothing of all false prophets is this use of the
name and revelation of the Lord. Whether they are
sincere or not, all their prophesying and their other
works are connected with the name and Word of the
Lord. All their false doctrines are set forth as being
the Lord’s true doctrines. In all they say and do they
will claim to represent him and his Word far more
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genuinely than the true prophets and disciples of

Christ.
Nor do they lack works of all kinds, they even point
to great miracles, 24 :24, but compare II Thess. 2:9-12:
“lying wonders.” Many are willing to grant that false
prophets are able to drive out devils from persons actually possessed, quoting Mark 9:38-40, and Luke 9:49,
etc., where, however, Jesus' own word shuts out this
conclusion. “He that is not against us is for us.” As
these are false or lying prophets, however much they
use the Lord's name and revelation, their miracles are
lying wonders. The term 86mm is used with reference
to “a work of power," here including all works that
seem to require supernatural power. In 24:24 these
are described as being so astonishing that they would
deceive, if it were possible, the very elect. But already
Deut. 13:1-3 furnishes us the proper safeguard: not
the apparent miracle but the Word decides who is a
true prophet. When Jesus points to his works in John
10:36, etc., he does so only as these corroborate his
word.
23) And then will I confess to them (ih'ne’n unumwunden erklcwren, B.-P.), Not at any time did
I acknowledge you. Be withdrawing from me, you
that work the lawlessness. “Confess," dpokoyciv, is
here a frank and full statement. The consternation it
will produce is left to the imagination. TM is recitativum although some regard it as meaning “because,”
yet droxwpezfe is certainly direct discourse, and it is difﬁcult to assume that we here have a mixture of indirect
and direct discourse. The verb ywa'wxew is here used in
an intensive sense, nascere cum aﬁectu et eﬂ’ectu, “to
know as one’s own,” hence “to acknowledge.” The
Lord knew all about these false prophets and their doings but he never knew that they bore any relation to

him.

Now that they would enter his kingdom of glory
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he orders them away from himself, whose name and
Word they have so long abused. The nominative of the
participle is used as a vocative: “you that work the lawlessness.” This command and this address are evi-

dently appropriated from'Ps. 6 :8.

The abstract dvopt'a.

matches its opposite smacomfm (5:6, 21) ; the latter harmonizes with the divine norm of right (Stay), the former clashes with it. The present participle c‘pyazépmc
indicates constant character: “they who always work,”
etc. In the public judgment at the last day works are
decisive as being the open evidence of the inner relation
of the heart. The greatest and most fatal work of law-

lessness is to pervert the Lord’s Word in the Lord’s
own name and to foist this perversion upon others.
That is Why the Antichrist is called 6 til/Optima: his begin,

“the man of lawlessness,” II Thess. 2 :3. The result of
this central perversion is that all works radiating from
this center are likewise perverted. The dvopc’a does not
imply that the law is set aside; it is anomistic and antinomistic to follow the law outwardly without the true

spirit of faith and love, I Cor. 13 :1-3.
In verses 21-23 Jesus does an astonishing thing: he
speaks of himself as the Judge and Lord before whom
even the false prophets and their followers must appear
at the last day. So spoke neither Moses nor any of
the prophets including the Baptist. From his lips
will come the fateful words—‘Bf v. 23, which are
announced in this sermon in advance.

In the ex-

pression “my Father” Jesus proclaims his divine
Sonship.

These ﬁnal words of the third part of the

sermon cast their glorious light over every word that
precedes. Read as the utterances of God’s Son and
our Judge at the last day, every sentence grows
clearer, every command more impressive. No wonder the effect was that which Matthew records in
v. 28, 29.
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24) The next verses constitute a well-marked and
most beautiful conclusion. The imperatives (v. 1, 6, 7,
13, 15) are no longer used; now follows what has been

called cine prachtvolle Schlussparabel. Everyone,
therefore, whoever hears these my words and does
them shall be likened to a sensible man who built his
house on the rock; and the rain descended, and the
torrents came, and the winds blew, and they fell
upon that house, and it did not fall; for it had been
founded on the rock. 05:, connects the conclusion
with all that precedes even as Jesus also refers back
to “these my words.” Yet the imagery used in the
conclusion ﬁts Well what Jesus has just said regarding the judgment in the preceding verses. The
two sons are indeﬁnite relatives (R. 727 ): everyone,
“whoever” he may be, that hears, etc., is like a
sensible man, “whoever" he may be, that builds his
house on the rock. The emphasis rests on “these my
words,” Aéyoi, the substance of what Jesus has said.
Both here and in v. 26 the hearing and the doing are
clearly distinguished, and since the difference lies in
the doing and the not doing, these two become
emphatic. The Word comes to us and thus brings
it about that we hear it. Then everything depends
on whether we will do that Word, i. e., what it tells us.
But this never means that after hearing the Word
we step in with our own natural powers and do that
Word. That is the case with regard to human words
that please us; with our own powers we react to them.
But in regard to all truly spiritual requirements we
are dead and lifeless, unable to respond. The words
of Christ meet this situation; they are spirit and life,
carry their own power with and in them, and thus
move and enable us to do what they say. This is

their normal effect.
“To do these my words" in and by the power which
they themselves bestow is not mere outward com-
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pliance with certain requirements. This would only
repeat the folly of the scribes and Pharisees, the old
error of work-righteousness. To do the words is to
let them bring us into the condition described in 5 :3-6,
which 3:2 expresses by the command permeiﬂ,
“repent,” and Mark 1:15: [4611170th Kai moraine e'v 1'45

cﬁayydt'qs, “repent and believe in the gospel." The
essential doing is faith, v. 21 (which see: “doing the
Father’s will”), John 6:29, 39, 40; I John 3:23. Then
will follow the true evidence of repentance and faith
indicated in the other beatitudes, 5:7-12, and in the
body of the sermon. This doing of the words of
Christ is the whole life of faith, including contrition,
the conﬁdence of the heart (conversion, regeneration),
and the new obedience, all as one grand whole and all
in the power of the grace coming to us in the Word as
the divine means of grace.
Such a man “shall be likened” really means “shall
be made like" the man now described, shall be put
in the same class with him. The future tense is often
misunderstood and even changed into a virtual present.
This is due to the fact that the believer’s present doing
and his future fate are separated. Jesus combines
the two. There is no special wisdom in building on
the rock if it were not for the ﬁnal outcome when the
building withstands the great tempest.

The fact that

this builder is “sensible” appears in the future, hence
the future tense is in place. We need not set up a
deﬁnition of wisdom to ﬁt the man here described,
for Jesus himself states how and why he is accounted
to be ¢p6vmos, “sensible.” Whoever (5076) he is otherwise, “he built his building on the rock” (’oxo'o‘épnu
riyv oixiav at'n’oﬁ, the verb with a cognate object). “The
rock,” wt'fpa, is the great body of rock formation in
a cliff, ridge, or mountain and thus distinct from

m’rpoe, a piece of rock or a boulder.

The sensible-
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ness of this builder lies in choosing the rock for his
foundation.
25) The description that follows is highly dramatic and at the same time extremely simple, xai following m’. The rain came down, the torrents arrived,
the winds beat upon the house: plumb, in tecto;
ﬂumim, in imo; oenti, ad latera, roof, foundation,
sides, all were tested. Note the paronomasia in
wpoaé'lrcaav and of»: Erma; the winds fell against the
house, but it fell not. The brevity is full of power.
“It fell not” is an effective litotes for “it stood solidly.”
Since this conclusion is a masterly appeal to the
hearers and is aimed at their will to become “sensible”
like this builder, Jesus once more adds the point in
which he showed himself “sensible”: “for it had been
founded on the rock” (the augment is absent in the
past perfect). But note that “the rock” saves the
house; it receives all the credit. The sensible act of
the builder is that he saw, when he built, what the rock
would do for his house.
It is natural to seek the counterparts for the ﬁgurative terms of the simile. The house is best understood as being the man’s life; he built or founded his
house means. that he grounded and founded his life
on the words of Jesus. These words are the rock
(note the article already in v. 24). The rock is objective, hence we do not take it to refer to “doing
the words,” for “doing" is subjective. This doing is
what is meant by “sensible,” the adjective exactly
ﬁtting the act of choosing the right foundation. The
nature of the rock is indicated in 5:18, it will never
pass away. In Ao’yot the substance forms the rock.
Hence we may say that the rock is God himself in
his Word and his grace, Deut. 32:15, 18; Ps. 18:2;
Isa. 17 :10; or Christ himself, Isa. 28:16; Rom. 9:33;
I Pet. 2:6; I Cor. 3:11. The tempest is best taken
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to refer to the supreme ordeal of death and not merely
to the indecisive trials of this life. While one of these
may wreck a life that is not built on the rock, it again
may not. Death alone is all-decisive.
26) Only a slight change, and the outcome is the
very opposite. And everyone hearing these my
words and not doing them shall be likened to a
foolish man who built his house upon the sand; and
the rain descended, and the torrents came, and the
winds smote'upon that house, and it fell; and great
was its fall. These words of mine and the hearing
of them is the same, but the doing failed to follow.
The two participles have the same sense as the relative
clauses of v. 24.

This man shall be placed in the same

class with the dl'rlp ,mpés, who is dull, ignorant, and
thus foolish, no matter how sensible he may be in the
other affairs of his life: business, family, politics,
friendships, etc. For after hearing the words of
Jesus, after being told all about the rock and the sand,
he built his house, his whole life with all its supreme
and eternal interests on nothing but “the sand.” Of
course, it was the easier way; the rock was higher
up and more difﬁcult to reach than the smooth sand
bottom in the valley; and many others also chose the
easier site. But to think of building one’s whole life
on sand! It is inexcusable even from the standpoint of common sense; it is no less than criminal
folly.
“The sand" is as deﬁnite as “the rock.” A simple
deﬁnition is: all teachings and doctrines that are not
“these words of mine." “All other ground is sinking
sand.”

Some of these attractive sandy sites, sold

constantly by the real estate agents mentioned in v. 15,
are extremely popular: merely hearing the Word by
church attendance; treating the righteousness that
God requires as civil righteousness, work-righteousness, a moral life according to common moral rules;
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omitting true contrition and relying on historical faith;
modernistic faith which alters vital doctrines of the

gospel; etc. Sometimes these sandy sites are quite
near the rock, the houses built on them may also be
very pretentious. All is well while the sun shines.
Some of the preliminary ﬂoods of adversity and the
moderate winds of trouble may be safely endured,
adding to the false feeling of security. Of course,
sometimes already these lighter tempests cause sad
wrecks among the houses on the sand. That is a good

thing if it serves to expose the folly and drives men to
seek the rock.
27) But the supreme test is the ﬁnal tempest of
death which is described with only one verbal change
wpoaudmew instead of «pound-new. The former is the
weaker verb, “to stumble against," “to strike the foot
against,” while the latter means “to fall upon suddenly,” “to strike.” The idea suggested is that the
house on the rock withstood all the pounding of the
winds and the waters while the house on the sand
gave way as soon as the tempest stumbled against its

foundation. Kai Emmy, “and it fell,” is the height of
tragedy. The simple aorist records the fact—the
direct opposite of the one mentioned in v. 25.
Jesus could not add: “for it had been founded on
the sand,” for who can found anything on the sand?
He does use a word to impress the full meaning of
what he says on his hearers: “and great was its fall,"
like a reverberating crash, utter wreck and ruin,
swept away by the swirling torrent, the sand on which
the structure stood going down in the swollen tide.
With this word Jesus closed his sermon. Did a hush
fall on the audience? Did they expect Jesus to say
something more, to close, perhaps, as he had begun,
with the word “blessed”? As the silence deepened,
and all understood that the last word had been
spoken, and that this mighty warning was the last
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word, the effect must have been exactly what Matthew
records.
28) And it came to pass when Jesus did ﬁnish
these words, the multitudes were amazed at his doctrine; for he was teaching them as having authority
and not as their scribes. The way in which Matthew appends this statement regarding the effect of
the sermon by inserting the clause: “When Jesus
ﬁnished these words,” proves that the sermon was
delivered as it is here recorded and that it is not in
any part of it a compilation made by Matthew or by
someone else. The fact that Luke has portions of it
and other similar statements in other connections is
not explained by the hypothesis of a compilation on
Matthew’s part; for this hypothesis clashes with the
fact here set down by Matthew at the end.
“And it came to pass,” «at éyc’vm, is a Hebrew way
of ushering in an important occurrence with a digniﬁed
formality. See the discussion in R. 1042. The descriptive imperfect teemwaaom pictures the scene when
Jesus ceased speaking. Matthew’s psychology is correct: as long as Jesus spoke, every eye and every ear
were ﬁxed on him in rapt attention, dreading to miss
a single word. But when the voice that held them
spellbound became silent, the tension was relaxed, and
amazement swept over the multitude. The verb is
very strong, “to be dumbfounded," ausser sick gebracht sein. It was the 8L8ax'rf, “the doctrine," of
this munch: which wrought the amazement, the

A670; or statements he made, the substance of what
he spoke.
29) Matthew becomes even more speciﬁc. What
shook the minds and the hearts of all these people was
the ('«Eovo'c’a, “the authority," “the authoritative power,”
of this doctrine. But this is made personal: “he was
teaching them as having authority," as himself being
ﬁlled with authoritative power. The deity of Jesus
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revealed itself in all that he said. whether he spoke
directly regarding himself or not. It came out inoverwhelming force in this instance; yet the periphrastic imperfect 5v 8185.6va conveys the thought that
the present instance was by no means an exception: this was the way in which he kept teaching
right along.
The contrast with the teaching of “their scribes”
was glaring: “at once erudite and foolish, at once contemptuous and mean; never passing a hair’s breadth
beyond the carefully watched boundary line of commentary and precedent; full of balanced inference, and
orthodox hesitancy, and impossible literalism; intricate with legal pettiness and labyrinthine system;
elevating mere memory above genius, and repetitions
above originality; concerned only about priests and
Pharisees, in Temple and. synagogue, or school, or
Sanhedrin, and mostly occupied with things inﬁnitely
little. It was not, indeed, wholly devoid of moral
signiﬁcance, nor is it impossible to ﬁnd here and there
among the debris of it a noble thought; but it was
occupied a thousand fold more with Levitical minutiae about mint, and anise, and cummin, and the length
of fringes, and the breadth of phylacteries, and the
washing of cups, and platters, and the particular
quarter of a second when the new moons and Sabbaths
began.”

Farrar.

To this day it is hard to under-

stand the arid dreariness of the old teaching of the
scribes. The “talks” given in some of the pulpits of
today, based on other subjects than the 818nm} and Aéym
of Jesus, with little meat for the soul, are the continuation of the deliverances of the Jewish scribes.

CHAPTER Vlll
Vl
Christ Works Many Miracles, Chapters 8 and 9

In accord with 4:23 Matthew presents the teaching of Jesus, using for this the great Sermon on the
Mount, and then the miracles of Jesus, choosing the
ones that followed the sermon. As the sermon is not
a compilation of utterances made at various times but
a discourse spoken at one time, so the miracles recorded
in chapters 8 and 9 are not a collection taken from
various periods of the Lord’s ministry but a series of
mighty acts that followed each other in the order given
after the Sermon on the Mount had been delivered.
The ﬁrst group, 8:1-17, ﬁlls out the remainder of the
Sabbath on which the sermon was preached (see below on v. 14). Then Matthew selects another day
on which Jesus crossed the Lake in the evening and
returned the next morning (8:18-9 :8).
Then follows a third day (9:10-34) which is
distinguished by great miracles. The afouoia, “authoritative power," at which the multitudes were amazed

in regard to the preaching of Jesus (7 :29) is thus exhibited in a new way, namely in the most wonderful

and blessed deeds of power.
Incidentally we also see how Jesus constantly
moved about. Even in Capernaum he does not remain
in one place although this city was his home. He
crosses and recrosses the Lake, thus reaching out from

this center.

This illustrates the remark made in 4:23

that Jesus “went about in all Galilee.”
(316)

At the end of
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chapter 9, in v. 35-38, the summary statement of 4 :23
is repeated. We thus see that chapters 5-9 form a
unit of two halves, the preaching of Jesus (5-7) and
the miracles (8 and 9). When recounting the latter,
Matthew wants us to keep in mind the other activity
of Jesus. The ﬁrst three miracles follow the Sermon
on the Mount (8:1-17). The day next described
opens with the account of two men who would attach
themselves to Jesus (v. 18-22), after which follow
more miracles. Then comes the call of Matthew and,
most likely on the day following, the scene in Matthew's house and the great answer regarding fasting,
once more followed by miracles. Then in 9:35 Matthew concludes as he began in 4:23, telling us that
this is the manner in which Jesus preached and
wrought “in all the cities and villages,” adding the
great motive of compassion that moved him in all
of it (9:36, etc.).
1) And there followed him, after he came down
from the mountain, great multitudes. The attested
reading is min; with the dative participle and not a
genitive absolute. Both readings have been termed
awkward but without reason. The fact that the multitudes who heard the Sermon on the Mount followed
Jesus when he came down does not need to be stated;
they naturally came down, too. Luke 7:1, informs
us that Jesus traveled to Capernaum from the mount,
and Luke 5:12 adds the fact that the healing of the

leper took place “in a certain city” on the road to
Capernaum.

Then, after entering Capernaum, the

second miracle occurred, and after reaching Peter's
house in Capernaum the third. Thus these ﬁrst three
miracles are connected, all following the Sermon on

the Mount and all being performed on that very day.
Matthew does not say at axim, “the multitudes,” who

heard the Sermon but only “great multitudes.”

What

he intends to say is only that a great mass of people

318

The Interpretation of Matthew

witnessed the healing of the leper. Whether these
people were the same as those who heard the sermon
is not indicated. Perhaps some of them accompanied
Jesus until he reached the town where he met the
leper. Other people may have joined the crowd along
the way. The publicity of this ﬁrst miracle recorded
by Matthew is an important point in the narrative.
This healing was witnessed by “great multitudes."
2) And lo, a leper, having come forward, was
prostrating himself before him saying, Lord, if thou
wilt thou canst cleanse me.

The fact that a leper

should do such a thing as this is truly astonishing;
hence the exclamation “10." Luke 5:12 records that
when he saw Jesus he fell upon his face, and Matthew
adds that he came to Jesus and prostrated himself.
The question is raised whether this act of prostration and the address, Kxfpu, “Lord,” denote more than
reverence before a great human helper. Orientals
were very free with prostrations, and Kllptc often

means little more than our “sir.” Here, however, the
leper’s petition reveals his true attitude toward Jesus.
It is less what he asks that reveals his thought; it is
more the way in which he asks. He fully believes in
the power of Jesus to heal his leprosy with a single
word: “thou canst cleanse me.”
When he adds, “if
thou shalt will," he is not voicing doubt in regard

to the will of Jesus but his own humble submission
to Jesus, regarding whom he has no doubt that Jesus
will, indeed, heal him if in his counsel and will that
is best. This humble submission, placing his own sad
case completely into the hands of Jesus just as a

true child of God must always place himself into God's
hands, marks this leper’s faith in Jesus as being of
the highest type. A petition such as this can properly be addressed only to a divine helper, to one
whose will is the very will of the all-loving and allwise God.

Matthew 8:2, 3

319

This leper is willing,- if Jesus shall so will, to remain in his living death. Submissive faith can go no
farther. This leper distinguishes divine temporal
from divine spiritual and eternal gifts. He knows
that he is asking only for the former which God’s wisdom and love may and often does withhold from
us; but gifts such as pardon, peace, spiritual consolation and strength are always freely granted since it
is without question God's will that we have them.
How this leper came to such faith we are unable to
say; but his case is one that shows clearly how the
teaching of Jesus produced the most blessed spiritual
effects.
On leprosy see the Bible Dictionaries and Trench,
Miracles. Luke states that the man was “full of
leprosy”; the disease had progressed very far. The
leper was accounted as one dead and thus as unclean. It was a bold act on the part of this leper
to work his way through the crowd to the feet of
Jesus.
3) And having stretched out the hand, he
touched him, saying, I will; be than clean!
Mark 1:41 adds the remark that Jesus “was ﬁlled
with compassion." The middle of Emu means “to take
hold of" and hence “to touch.” As a rule, Jesus
touched those whom he healed (Luke 4 :40). The act,
when used, and the omnipotent word accompanying
it form a unit, both expressing the will of Jesus. The

miracle is always wrought by the volition of the will.

The view that here the touch was intended to
strengthen the leper's faith, combined with the further
idea that his healing depended on his faith, is untenable. All the miracles depended on the will of Jesus
alone. They intended to create and then to encourage
faith in the witnesses as well as in the beneﬁciary.
In a number of cases faith did not precede the miracle.
Did the centurion’s servant believe (v. 5, etc)? Did

320

The Interpretation of Matthew

the possessed believe (v. 28, etc.)? Did Jairus’
daughter believe (9:18, etc.), or the widow’s son
at Nain?
Two words, majestic and almighty, sufﬁce. This
is the only case in which Jesus says OéAw, “I will,”
revealing the fact that his own will and power do
the deed and not a power that has been delegated to
him. Others work miracles in the name of and by
the power of Jesus; Jesus, God’s owu Son, has this
power in himself. In all miracles his deity shines
out through the veil of his ﬂesh, John 1:14.
And immediately his leprosy was cleansed. Full
of leprosy the man lay. prostrate, free of leprosy he
arose. The remarkable thing is the brevity with
which the writer records the tremendous fact; this
is the case throughout the Gospel records of the
miracles. This is one of the plain evidences of Inspiration.
No ordinary writer of any age would be
satisﬁed with such brevity. God guided the minds
and the hands of the Gospel writers.
The ﬂesh that had been eaten away, the ﬁngers
and the toes that had dropped off, the raw sores that
were spreading over the body were instantly restored
to perfect soundness. All modern “healing” fades
into nothing in comparison with this omnipotent deed
of Jesus.
4) And Jesus says to him, See to it, tell no one!
but go, show thyself to the priest and offer the gift

which Moses ordered, for a testimony unto them.
As Mark 1:41 notes the emotion of pity aroused in
Jesus when he saw the wretched leper, so v. 43 notes
the sternness with which Jesus ordered the healed
leper to keep his mouth shut. And, indeed, the order
is peremptory, using the aorist subjunctive on this
account (the command being negative) : “Do not tell
a single person!” To give this fact still further
emphasis 5pm, “see to it !” is added asyndetically,
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“almost like a particle,” R. 854.
The reason that
Jesus wants the man’s lips to remain sealed can be
gathered only from what follows. Mark again helps
us: Jesus “immediately rushed him off" with the
order to go and to show himself to the priest, etc. We
may not introduce the man’s moral condition as the
reason that Jesus tried to seal his lips. The miracle
had been performed in the presence of great crowds
and was thus public in the highest degree. The haste
and the stern orders with which Jesus sends the man
away have only one explanation: the news of how this
man was healed is not to reach the priests in Jerusalem until in all due legal form they have pronounced
him clean of leprosy. The priest to whom he will
present himself is not to know the man’s story until
afterward.
It cannot be proven that a healed leper might anywhere present himself to a priest for examination,
in this case at Nazareth where a colony of priests is
thought to have resided at this time. The procedure
as described in Lev. 14:1, etc., required that the
examining priest receive the man’s offerings, which
consumed an entire week. What a priest in Nazareth
might determine as to the man’s physical condition
would not be recognized by the priest ofﬁciating in
the Temple at Jerusalem. “Show thyself to the
priest !” means in Jerusalem.
The ﬁrst act of the priest on the day the man presents himself consists of the physical examination plus
the offering of two live birds, etc., and the ceremonies
connected with them, Lev. 14 :2-8. The second act follows on the seventh and the eighth days when two
lambs, etc., or in case of poverty one was offered,

plus the ceremonies stated in v. 9-32. The ﬁrst act
restored the healed leper to the people, the second to
his religious prerogatives in the Temple worship. The
word 869w, “and offer the gift," etc., does not refer
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to a thank olfering, for the offerings prescribed in
Lev. 14 are ﬁrst symbolic of physical cleansing (the
birds, etc.), and secondly sacriﬁcial for the purpose of
spiritual cleansing (the lambs, etc.) as a trespass and
sin offering.
Jesus thus orders this man in all due form to carry
out the ceremonial requirements “which Moses
ordered” and thus to have himself oﬁ‘lcially reinstated
as being clean of leprosy. Jesus has not come to
destroy but to fulﬁll the Law and the Prophets (5:17) ,
and by his order to the leper he had healed fulﬁlls what
the Law of Moses required in the present case. This
helps to explain that ﬁnal phrase, “for a testimony
unto them.” The ﬁnal area-oz: must be construed ad sensum, R. 683. It cannot refer to the multitude who
witnessed the miracle, for they are mentioned as far
back as v. 1. The antecedent cannot be found in “no
one,” for this is negative and means nobody at all. It
must be found in “the priest”. who represents the class
in the capital city that is hostile to Jesus. To them
Jesus sends this healed leper as a living testimony.
Jesus, who has been away from Jerusalem for a long
time, sends them this man, who for eight days is to
be a silent preacher to them, a living witness of his
gracious will and power and of his reverence for the
Law of Moses while it is still in force. When they
ﬁnally learn this man’s story after they themselves
have ofﬁcially-pronounced him clean they will have another testimony regarding the Messiah whom they reject, a testimony backed by their own ﬁnding.
Mark reports that despite the stringency of the
Lord’s command this leper failed to keep silent and
even caused his divine Helper great inconvenience.
Instead of hurrying off to Jerusalem, he lingered in
the vicinity where he was healed and advertised the
miracle far and wide, so that Jesus had to keep
away from the cities. Mistaken thanks are not thanks.
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Let us hope that the man did better when he got to
Jerusalem.

5) Luke 7:2, etc., but not John 4:46, etc., records
the miracle Matthew now reports. And having
entered into Capernaum, a centurion came to him,
beseeching him and saying, Lord, my servant is lying
in the house a paralytic, terribly tormented. After
stopping at a town on his return from the mountain
where the sermon had been preached, Jesus came to
his own city Capernaum. Here he received this message from the centurion who, according to v. 10-12,
was a Gentile. In times of peace the Romans had no
troops in Capernaum. The oﬁicer was in the pay of
Herod Antipas, whose troops were foreigners
(Josephus, Antiquities, 17, 8, 3) of various nationalities. From Luke we learn that the centurion did not
come to Jesus in person but sent his message through
several of the Jewish elders. He lets these prominent
Jews intercede for him, who as a Gentile felt that
he had no claim upon the great Jewish Master. Matthew’s omission of this detail is not a disagreement
with Luke. but only an abbreviation since, after all,
Jesus dealt with the centurion whose spokesmen in
Luke, too, are merely incidental. This holds true also
regarding the friends who brought the second word
from the centurion.
As in v. 2, the degree of faith expressed in the
address “Lord” must be gathered from the following
context, and in this case that faith is, indeed, great
(v. 10). The addition of napaxaaav brings out the
thought that the simple statement of the trouble in
the centurion’s home is intended as a request for help.
Luke adds some: to «dis, even as the latter is also
regularly used in the sense of “servant.” It is like
the German Burs-eke and the English “boy,” but in
this case 8mm: marks him as being a slave. The
perfect middle pépamm == “has been and thus is lying.”
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The adjective wapahmxo'c is here used as a predicative noun, “a paralytic.” The addition “terribly
tormented," suffering excessive pain, shows that this
was not a case of palsy (our versions) which is painless but of paralysis which was possibly induced
by acute indigestion, rendering him absolutely helpless and causing the severest pain. That, too, is why
the man could not, like other paralytics, be brought
to Jesus. Luke adds that he was “at the point of
death,” and that the request to Jesus meant “to save”
the man’s life. He also adds the personal touch that
this servant was “dear” to the centurion.
It is a remarkable fact that all of the centurions
mentioned in the New Testament act in an honorable
manner. This man must have been a proselyte of the
gate (Luke 7:4, 5). Beside the unclean leper Matthew places the unclean Gentile, for although he was
a proselyte, his home would still be accounted unﬁt for
a Jew to enter. This explains Matthew’s version of
the request. The centurion merely lays his grave
trouble before Jesus and refrains from indicating
what Jesus is to do. He says that the servant is lying
“in the house" and because of his pain cannot be
moved, letting us feel the difﬁculty that, as a strict

Jew, Jesus would deem it improper to enter a Gentile’s house. When Luke writes, “that he would come
and save his servant,” this is only the general import
of the request; for presently Luke, too, lets the centurion say, “I am not worthy that thou shouldest come

under my roof.” Army ofﬁcers are always proud of
their position, yet this commander bows humbly before Jesus. He drops not only every presumption of
his military rank but likewise every presumption of
personal merit—he having built no less than a synagogue for the Jews at Capernaum.
7) And he says unto him, I, having gone myself,
will cure him. Some fail to note the emphatic force

Matthew 8:7, 8

325

of e'yu'i. It does not mean, “The sick man need not
be brought to me, I will go to him”; for this takes
into account only the condition of the patient and not
the centurion's difﬁculty, the Levitical uncleanness of
his house. To meet this situation the reply of Jesus
is regarded as a question: “Am I, a Jew, who is
already being accused of violating the law, to go into
this Gentile’s unclean house?” Then the elders of
the Jews are regarded as urging the centurion’s personal worthiness for having built the Jews their synagogue, Luke 7 :4, 5, thus persuading Jesus to go. But
the Jewish elders urged this point in the centurion’s
favor in the very ﬁrst place. Luke 7:6 indicates this
when after the urging of the elders Jesus is on his
way to the centurion’s house. He thus must have
expressed his willingness to go just before he started
on his way.

8) So Jesus is in person going to this Gentile’s
' house. Luke 7 :6 informs us that he was already near
the house when the centurion sent some of his friends
with a second word to Jesus. And the centurion
responding said, Lord, I am not sufﬁcient that thou
shouldst enter under my roof; but only say a word,

and my servant shall be healed. The situation is
misunderstood when it is stated that this expression
of the centurion’s modesty is superﬂuous and out of
place since Jesus had consented to come to the house.
Quite the contrary. The centurion had only placed
his trouble before Jesus and had left it to Jesus as
to how he would extend his help. Now someone reports to him that Jesus is coming in person and is
already quite near his house. This the centurion had
not expected. He knew that a Gentile’s house was
not ﬁt for a Jew to enter, especially not such a great
and holy Jew as Jesus was. The elders he had sent
had been told to beg Jesus to come, but only to come
near enough to extend his help.

How Jesus was to
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do this, if he would, indeed, help a Gentile, the centurion had left to Jesus' judgment. That Jesus would
actually enter under his roof he had thought quite impossible. What he had thought we now see, namely
that Jesus would just say a word and thus heal his
servant. This he would not think of telling Jesus
through the elders; it would have appeared as though
he were dictating to Jesus. But now that Jesus is
coming to his house, the thought ﬂashes into the centurion’s mind that perhaps the elders urged Jesus to
come, or that in some way Jesus is under a misapprehension in regard to the kind of house he is about
to enter. So the centurion hurries a few of his friends
out to halt Jesus.
Note that drroxpLOu's is quite generally used with
reference to statements which respond to a situation
and not merely with reference to replies to questions.
Here the centurion sees Jesus’ approach, and to this
he makes response by rushing his friends out to Jesus.
“I am not sufﬁcient," etc., means: “I am nothing but
a Gentile."
The In: clause takes the place of an
inﬁnitive, R. 992, 1076; and “for you to enter under
my roof” refers to the Levitical uncleanness of the
house sheltered by that roof. But what, then, did this
ofﬁcer mean by his appeal to Jesus? What he would
not have said when sending the appeal he feels he
must say now when to his astonishment Jesus is coming actually to enter his house. According to Luke 7 :7
he adds the statement that because of his Gentile unworthiness he had not himself come to Jesus but had
sent the worthy Jewish elders. And this is what he
had thought Jesus might do in his unworthy case, just
say a word and thus heal the dying servant. And now
that in some unaccountable way Jesus is about to enter
his house, he feels forced in all humility to reveal this
to Jesus. Even for him to trouble to come seems like
too much, Luke 7 :6.
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9) Lest the suggestion that Jesus merely say a
word seem like presuming too much, the centurion
adds an explanation as to how he comes to this idea
regarding Jesus. For I myself, too, am a man under
authority, having soldiers under. myself. And I say
to this one, Go! and he goes; and to another, Come!
and he comes; and to my slave, Do this! and he does
it. In the king's service he is under the king’s
authority, probably as the ranking oﬂ‘icer in Capernaum, and as a matter of course has soldiers under
him to whom he needs to say but a word in order to
secure instant execution of his order, the same thing
applying to his slave. The thought is: “If I, a subaltern, am able to have my will done by a mere word
spoken by me, how much more thou, Jesus, who art
the ruler himself.”
The xu’ should not be stressed
to mean that Jesus, too, is “a man under authority.”
It brings out the argument from the less to the greater.
If even a man under authority, in service to the king,
and thus with soldiers under him is able to have his
mere command executed at will, how much more Jesus
in whom all authority resides, who has all powers and
agencies at his command! The illustration is not a
double one, namely that the centurion knows about
obedience both by himself obeying the authority over
him and by having his own authority obeyed by those
under him. If that were the sense, he would illustrate
his own obedience in the way in which he illustrates
the obedience of his soldiers and of his slave. “A man
under authority” humbly stresses the inferior position of the centurion over against the eminence of
Jesus.
The request to save the servant from death and
to do that by merely uttering a word implies divine
omnipotence on the part of Jesus. The centurion.
thus reveals his conception of Jesus and of any word
of conunand that may come from his lips. This
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answers the question as to the agencies which would
execute the divine will of Jesus. A number of suggestions have been offered. Yet a man who thinks
as this centurion does regarding Jesus, a man who is
so devoted to Judaism as to build a synagogue for the
Jews at Capernaum, could have in mind only the
angels of God. And this the more since the Old
Testament represents them as an army, II Kings 6:17;
Ps. 103 :20; 68:17; 34:7 ; compare Matt. 26:53.
10) Now when Jesus heard this he was
astonished and said to those following, Amen, I say
to you, Not even in Israel so great faith did I ﬁnd.
We see that Matthew has in mind the friends
whom the centurion sent to Jesus with his message
(Luke 7 :6): for the centurion is not present, and

Jesus turns to those following him when he praises
the man’s faith. The importance of what Jesus says
is evidenced by the preamble: “Amen, I say to you,”
on which see 5:18. The implication is that Jesus
had again and again found great faith “in Israel,”
among the Jews who had been prepared for his coming by their Old Testament religion.

But this Gen-

tile’s faith was greater still; n’upov, “did ﬁnd,” whereas
we should use the perfect “have found,” R. 844.
The greatness of the centurion's faith is evident
in its humility. The man, although he is a high military ofﬁcer and a great benefactor of the Jews, deems
himself utterly unworthy. In the second place this
man’s faith centers in the word of Jesus, the very

experience Jesus had so much difﬁculty in attaining
among the Jews.

On his own accord, merely from

what this man had heard about Jesus, without further
experience and teaching he shows absolute trust in
Jesus’ word; compare the court ofﬁcer mentioned in
John 4 :50 for an example of a man who slowly arrives
at faith in Jesus’ word. A word is sufﬁcient, Jesus
does not need to come in person. Thirdly, and as the
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basis of this humble conﬁdence in the mere word, the
centurion has a proper conception of the exalted per-

son of Jesus. His word, spoken at a distance, works
with omnipotence to save from death. It is an ill comment on Jesus’ estimate of the centurion’s faith to suggest that he had some pagan conception as to how the
power of Jesus would work the healing, yet that this
did not affect the nature and the value of his faith.
Any pagan conception would vastly reduce, if it did
not make void, this Gentile’s faith. The remarkable
feature of the man’s faith was that it accorded so fully
with the truest Israelite teaching and was wholly free
from pagan conceptions.
11) This Gentile’s wonderful faith leads Jesus to
utter a prophecy concerning the hosts of future Gentile
believers who will come to his kingdom. Moreover,
I say to you, that many shall come from the eastern
and the western parts and shall recline in company
with Abraham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom
of the heavens; but the children of the kingdom shall
be thrown out into the outer darkness. There shall
be the weeping and the gnashing of the teeth. With
8i Jesus adds this further statement. The parts of
the rising and of the setting sun include the entire

world, looking in the two opposite directions from
where Jesus stands. The “many” are, therefore, a
vast host of Gentile believers. Two thousand years
of history have veriﬁed this great prophecy in a tremendous way. The blessedness of the kingdom is
frequently pictured as an Oriental feast, the guests
reclining in Oriental fashion, Ps. 32 :5; Prov. 9:1, etc.;
Isa. 25 :6; Luke 14:15, etc.; Matt. 22:1, etc.; Rev. 19 :9,
.17. Because Abraham, etc., are mentioned as the
most prominent guests, some conclude that the kingdom is here pictured in its eschatological consumma-

tion and not in its progress of grace. But this reason
is insuﬂicient; for all except the last two passages just
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referred to have in mind the church on earth. Jesus
views “the kingdom of the heavens” (on which see
3:2) as being one. Every believer at once becomes
“a son of Abraham” (Luke 19:9; 13:16) and is thus
united with the patriarchs in the enjoyment of
blessedness.
Especially Abraham is “the father of all them that
believe,” Rom. 4:11, 16, and as such he is mentioned
here. The three patriarchs are mentioned together
because the covenant in Christ was made with them.
For this reason the believers of all ages assemble with
these patriarchs. Jesus’ Jewish hearers at once
understand this. The point emphasized, however, is
that this host of believers will include vast numbers
outside of Judaism. This the prophets had plainly
foretold, in fact, when the covenant was originally
made with Abraham it was one that promised blessedness for all nations. The Jewish followers of Jesus
needed this reminder for they had lost this Old Testament vision of the kingdom. It is a kindly touch when
Jesus does not use at ion, “the Gentiles,” a term that
was tinged with contempt in Jewish minds, but the
inoffensive equivalent, “many from the eastern and the
western parts.”

12)

“The sons. of the kingdom” and the verb

“shall be thrown out" do not necessarily imply that
these persons were actually in the kingdom. One may
be “thrown out” when he attempts to enter a place
without ever getting into it. And that is the situation here. For these are “the sons of the kingdom”
who imagined that they had the fullest right to the
kingdom. For uhu’, “sons,” as distinct from fine,
“children,” conveys the idea of legal standing. As the
physical descendants of Abraham the Jews were, indeed, the ﬁrst heirs of the Messianic covenant and
kingdom. The only trouble was that they failed to
inherit. John 8:37-41 states why. Although they
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were beyond question “the sons of the kingdom” because they were “Abraham’s seed" and thus the potential heirs, they forfeited their inheritance of the king—
dom by unbelief; they disavowed their father Abraham, annulled their birthright, and lost their place
in the kingdom. When, in spite of all this, they
proudly demanded entrance they compelled God “to
throw them out.” The Gentiles were never thrown
out because they never presumed to have the right
to come in.
The image of the kingdom is that of a vast hall
for feasting and joy, all blazing with light. The opposite of this picture is “the darkness, that farthest out."
The adjective, being added by a separate article, has
the same emphasis as the noun, in fact, is an appositional climax, R. 776. Moreover, ('fu'rrepos, comparative
in form, is used as a superlative, B.-P. aeusserst;
B.-D. 62, “only superlative.” At least two darknesses
are indicated. The one would be the spiritual darkness which is simply Efw, “outside” of the kingdom
in the ignorant, deluded, lying world. From this
darkness men can be saved. The other is the darkness that is “utterly outside,” from which none can
escape. But the expression is not eschatological, for
each unbelieving Jew is thrown into this darkness
when, at death, he would enter heaven. Note that
“darkness,” a'Ké'ros, UKOTL'a, denotes not merely the ab.
sence of light, life, and joy but also the dread power
that drags men away from the light and holds them
forever in its grasp.
This “outer darkness” is conceived as a place, Exei,
“there," even as heaven is also pictured as a place.
Already 1'5 axo'ros is very deﬁnite, just as is 1) ﬁaaukc'u.
The awfulness and the terror of the utter darkness
produce “the weeping and the gnashing of the teeth,”
the deﬁnite articles pointing to the speciﬁc effects that
accompany this speciﬁc darkness. There is no other
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weeping, etc., that is like this weeping. All are agreed
that the weeping is the effect of the complete loss of
happiness. But many think of rage or of helpless
despair as causing “the gnashing of the teeth.” We
prefer to think of the excruciating torment of the
outer darkness. Compare 13:42, 50: “the furnace
of ﬁre: there shall be the wailing and the gnashing
of the teet .” These two passages, together with
22:13; 24:51; 25:30; Luke 13:28, make the words
a standard description of the place of torment. The
damned shall not be annihilated. To the Jews who
were following Jesus his words served as a terrible
warning against unbelief. When the kingdom invited
them to take their place as “the sons of the kingdom,”
would they choose the outer darkness? When
Luke 13:28-30 reports that Jesus used what Matthew here records in a different connection and also
changed the order of the sentences, it is obvious that
Jesus repeated this mighty warning, which certainly
also deserved repetition. Neither Matthew nor Luke
makes a combination of his own, nor can one be played
against the other.
13) And Jesus said to the centurion, Go thy
way. As thou didst believe be it unto thee. And
the servant was healed in that very hour. From the
Jews who were following him and whom he had
addressed in v. 10-12, Jesus turns to the centurion as
represented, according to Luke, by the friends he had
sent. Throughout his narrative Matthew wants us to

understand that Jesus is dealing with the centurion
as such irrespective of his representatives. “As thou
didst believe” must be understood in the light of v. 8:
without coming to the house, by merely uttering a
word in the place where Jesus was. The centurion’s
trust was in perfect accord with the realities inherent
in Jesus, and that is the reason that Jesus met that
trust as he did. Any trust that rests on imagina-
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tions regarding Jesus is not met by him. The royal
ofﬁcer mentioned in John 4 :46, etc., who thought Jesus
could save his son only by coming to that son, found
that Jesus would not come.
We should not generalize this word of Jesus so as
to make it mean: whatever we believe he will grant
us he will grant, or that the degree of our faith insures
the gift we desire. A wrong faith may be ever so
strong in expecting a wrong gift; Jesus will not meet
that faith and expectation, he will ﬁrst correct it.
And often he will do wondrous things where there is
no faith present in order to produce faith. The word
171pa does not always mean sixty minutes or the speciﬁc
hour of the day but quite often “time,” whether a
moment or a longer period is referred to. So here
the servant was perfectly restored the instant Jesus
spoke the mighty word.
14) And Jesus, having come into the house of
Peter, saw his mother-in-law lying down and suffering with fever. And he took hold of her hand, and
the fever left her.

And she arose and went to minis-

tering to him. The connecting participles: v. 1,
“having come down from the mount”; v. 5, “having
entered into Capernaum"; and now v. 14, “having
come into the house of Peter,” bind these miracles together and make them successive. Even the style
indicates this: a dative, a genitive absolute, a simple
nominative participle. And in v. 18 the participles
are no longer employed. Taking Mark 1:21-34 and
Luke 4:31-41 in connection with Matthew, we arrive
at the following succession: the Sermon on the Mount
on the morning of the Sabbath; the leper healed on

the return from the mount; the centurion’s servant
healed when entering Capernaum; Jesus preaching in
the synagogue in the afternoon with the same (’Eowia
as on the mount and again not “as the scribes"
(Mark 1:22; Luke 4:32) ; also freeing a demoniac in
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the synagogue; toward the close of' this Sabbath
going to Peter’s house and healing his mother-inlaw; after the Sabbath is over all the additional
miracles reported in Matthew 8:16; Mark 1:32-34;
Luke 4:40, 41.
The objection that Jesus would not walk so far on
the Sabbath does not hold, for a Sabbath day’s journey was 2,000 paces from the city wall, ample for
the distance here indicated. The view that the Sermon on the Mount was preached at the height of
Jesus’ ministry (which is correct) while the healing
of Peter’s mother-in-law took place at the beginning
of Jesus’ ministry, is untenable. For Mark 1 :21 and
the following, and Luke 4:31 and the following reveal
that Jesus was at the full tide of his preaching and
his miracles.
We do not have the impression that Jesus was
asked to come to Peter’s house in order to heal the
mother-in-law’s fever—not after v. 8. Since Jesus
himself had a home in Capernaum, it is more likely
that he was asked to dine at the home of Peter and
Andrew. Mark adds the detail that James and John
were also present, from which we may conclude that
these two and Jesus were to be the guests. Matthew
states only that when Jesus reached the house “he

saw" the patient, but Mark adds that they told him
of her, and Luke that they besought him for her. Perhaps, when Jesus did not see the woman he asked
where she was and then heard about her ailment with
an added request. We here learn that Peter was married, and that his mother-in-law lived at his home.
From I Cor. 9:5 it is certain that Peter’s wife was
living at this time, afterward accompanying him on
his journeys. Her mother, who would gladly have
helped with the meal was prostrate with “a great
fever” (Luke 4:38), an unfortunate situation when
guests were to be served.

Matthew 8:15, 16

335

15) Luke's narrative is the most graphic of the
three: “he stood over her and rebuked the fever.”
Mark adds that Jesus “raised her up by grasping her
hand." Matthew is content with “he took hold of her
hand.” Immediately “the fever left her.” Nor did
any weakness remain as is always the case when a
fever subsides; for she not only “arose” but with her
daughter “went to ministering to him,” 8mm“, the
durative imperfect. This verb suggests that Jesus had
been invited to the house to dine there.
16) Great and wonderful as the three miracles are
which have been described with some detail, these are
really only a part of the great story. Moreover,
when evening was come, they brought to him many
demoniacs, and he expelled the spirits with a word;
and he healed all that were ill. All three synoptists
mention the coming of the evening and the sunset, because then the Sabbath ended, and the sick could be
carried to Jesus. Matthew here repeats and abbreviates 4:24, in connection with which the demoniacs
were fully discussed, also xaxa‘n Exam. Both Mark and
Luke describe the healing of a demoniac in the synagogue just before Jesus went to Peter’s house. Their
accounts make plain just what possession is, for the
evil spirit in the sufferer utters things which the sufferer himself could not utter, and Jesus clearly distinguishes the demon from the man. So here Matthew:
Jesus expelled 7a wcﬁpara, the devils that held the
suﬂ’erers in possession. This he did A675», “by a
word,” as in Mark 1:26, and in Luke 4:35. The
other sufferers are summarized in the expression “all
that were ill.” Not a single case of the great number
that were brought during those evening hours was

left without being instantaneously and perfectly
restored.
The three aorists intend only to add these many
miracles to the three reported in detail. Hence it is
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not advisable to make a major division at v. 17. In
9:35 Matthew indicates that he is closing the account
begun with 4:23-25. This appears from the imper-

fect neptﬁ'yev followed by two durative present participles; Jesus “continued to go about busy with
preaching and healing” as described in chapters
5 to 9.

17) In all this work of healing Jesus was fulﬁlling the prophecies recorded regarding him as the
Messiah: in order that it might be fulﬁlled what
was spoken through Isaiah, the prophet (see 1:22),
saying, He himself took our inﬁrmities and bore our
diseases. Disregarding the LXX, Matthew himself
translates Isa. 53:4 with exactness: Jesus “took”
(111186,, Aapﬁdvav) and “bore” (sabal, Baarﬂcw, carried

as a load) all the ailments that came upon men as
the result of sin. The thought is not merely that he
took hold of these ailments and rid the sufferers of
them.
Isa. 53:4-7 describes the Messiah as our substitute. Loaded down with our terrible burden, he
appears as the suffering and dying Messiah. 'From
this grand prophetic portrait Matthew quotes one
line, which, however, he regards as a part of the
whole. He sees Jesus in his entire ministry as our
substitute, as the burden-bearer who loaded on himself all our sins and all their penalties. At the close
of that ministry, by the atoning death, the whole load
would be borne away. But throughout the course of
that ministry Jesus took up and treated as his own

burden men's sins and the terrible ravages of these
sins. By means of all his preaching and teaching
he was freeing men from the grip of their sins, and
by means of his constant healings he was freeing them
also from.the disease and the pains brought on them
through sin.
Like the prophet, Matthew does not separate the
two. For only he who would die for our sin on the
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cross and work an eternal redemption from sin could
work a ministry of healing from disease. It is an
untenable, mechanical view to think of a transfer of
these diseases to the body of Jesus. The old Jewish
view even imagined that the Messiah would be a leper.
Just as the sins Jesus expiated did not become sins
that he had himself committed, for he was and had
to be holy and sinless in order to be our expiation,
so the diseases did not become the diseases of his own
body, which was and had to be untainted by any results
of sin in order to be ﬁt for his vicarious work. Any
diﬁiculty in this regard is thus wholly without cause.
“He himself took and bore” implies a vicarious, ethical
assumption of this burden. It was vastly more than
typical, i. e., by what he did with the diseases portraying what he would do with the sin by which they were
caused. “He himself took and bore” was actual removal,
and this as a part of his removal of the entire sin burden that was destroying us. It was done by his “wor "
(A679) just as he forgave sins by his word (9:5:
“whether is easier to say,” etc.) But both the pardonings and the healings rested on his atoning death (Isa.
53:11). And his Word was always an expression of
his will, that wondrous will of mighty grace which
stooped to the whole vast burden in a ministry that
worked our relief.
“He himself took and bore” cannot refer only to
the drain put upon the heart of Jesus because of the
sympathy he spent upon sufferers; nor to the mental
and the physical strain of healing so many, for the
ﬁrst ones to be healed would not tire Jesus. All his
compassion and all his strain of prolonged labor were
only incidental to this part of the burden and not at
all comparable to the ﬁnal ordeal of the passio magna.
Matthew introduces Isa. 53:4 at this point, not as
closing the section on the miracles, but as applying
to the healings just recorded. The next miracle
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(v. 23-27) is of a different nature, as is also another
recorded in 9:23-25.
18) It is now the evening of another day at another time (Mark 4:35), hence the transitional 8!.
Now when Jesus saw great multitudes about him he
gave orders to go to the other side. It was evening,
the Lord was tired (v. 25, sleeping), and now wished
to be relieved of the crowds by sailing across the lake
to its eastern side.
to

19)

And a scribe, having come forward, said

him,

Teacher,

I

will

follow

thee

wherever

than will: go away. On J: as a substitute for the
indeﬁnite article, like the German etn and the French
un, see R. 2-82 and 674, etc. As “a scribe” this man
would himself he a “teacher,” one who had graduated
in the law and had been qualiﬁed to teach by the
Jewish authorities. Moreover, the scribes as a class
joined with the Pharisees in opposing Jesus. Yet
here is one scribe whose association with Jesus has
brought him to the point of offering himself as a
permanent pupil to Jesus as his permanent “Teacher"
or Master. What better offer could Jesus wish? It
is without if or but, “wherever thou wilt go away”
(R. 969, the futuristic subjunctive), whatever the
destination, whatever the length, difﬁculty, or hard~
ship of the way, "I will follow thee.” This scribe cannot be identiﬁed.
From the reply of Jesus we see that this man is
too ready, his offer too complete. It is like that of
Peter, John 13:36, 37; Luke 22:33. He is like the
seed on stony ground which grew quickly but lacked
root to withstand the hot sun. He is an idealist,
enthusiastic, of sanguine temperament.

He is super-

ﬁcial and does not count the cost. He sees the soldiers on parade, the ﬁne uniforms and the glittering
arms, and is eager to join, forgetting the exhausting
marches, the bloody battles, the graves, perhaps un-
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marked. It is less cruel to disillusion such aman
than to let him rush in and go down to disappointment.
20)

And Jesus says to him, The foxes have (lens,

and the birds of the heaven abodes; but the Son of
man has not where to lay his head. Jesus neither
accepts nor declines the offer. His reply strikes the
heart of the matter: the man must see, not in idealism,
but in sober, sane realism, what his offer involves.
Jesus illuminates the way upon which he leads his disciples, and this way is not bordered with roses.
Though he is not merely a 'man, a human being, but
the great Son of man who is both man and yet more
than man he actually has less of creature comforts
than the wild animals and the wild birds (“birds of
the heaven,” not conﬁned). _ The foxes, for instance,
using a speciﬁc example, have their dens; the birds,
taking another class, have shelters. But Jesus, constantly on the move, has no ﬁxed home where he can
lie down and take his rest (v. 23, asleep in the boat).
Even when he was in his home city, we do not read
that he rested at his mother’s house; the ministrations
recorded in Luke 8:2, 3 were called out by the hardships he endured. Yet Jesus was no pauper; he did
not live in the squalor of poverty; he was no mendicant
monk, no ragged and emaciated beggar. His company had a purse and a treasurer who handled enough
money to give to the poor at times, enough for Judas
to steal from. What Jesus impresses upon this scribe
is the fact that his whole calling and work are engaged
in not for mere earthly interests but for the kingdom
and for that alone.
It would be too "narrow a view to think that Jesus
wanted this scribe merely to forsake his easy life for
a hard one. Jesus refers to his homelessness merely
as an illustration of the path his followers must walk,
choosing the spiritual instead of the carnal, the life
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with eternal purposes instead of the temporal, heavenly
treasures instead of earthly. That does not imply that

one must become a monk or a nun, although it may imply that one must lead a life such as the apostles, Paul
for instance, led and it always means placing the kingdom ﬁrst, last, and all the time, letting God attend
to the rest (6:33). It is well to build the tower but
ﬁrst to count the cost. Did this scribe follow Jesus?
We are not told, for Matthew’s real interest is concerned with Jesus. If you had been in that scribe's
position, what would you have done?
Many monographs have been written on “the Son
of man” without unanimity as to the meaning and the
derivation of this title which was used exclusively by
Jesus, save in John 12:34, and in Acts 7:56 which
reﬂects Matt. 26:64. It is clear that the title was
coined by Jesus himself, was unknown before his time,
and was not used in the church until at a later date.
Jesus always used it as a subject or as an object, always
in the third person, never as a predicate. He speaks
in the full consciousness that he is “the Son of man”
yet he never says, “I am the Son of man.” The title
is always 6 via; m3 dropu'nrov, with two Greek articles,
which is quite distinct from “a son of man,” i. e., a
human being. There is a mystery in the title which is
still felt as we read the record of its use by Jesus and
is clearly evident also in the questions which Jesus asks
in 16 :13, etc.
“Of man,” never the plural, “of men,” is generic;
not descended from some man but having the nature
of man, a son of mankind. The fact that the human
nature of Christ is thus indicated is beyond question.
But "the Son of man” lifts this one man out from
among all men as being one who has this human nature
in a way in which no other man has it, who, while he is,
indeed, true man is more than men, is also 6 ”:3: m1
6:05 roﬁ term, “the Son of the living God.” This, too,
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is very clear from the mighty acts attributed to “the
Son of man,” acts that are inﬁnitely greater than any
that are possible to man. Hence “the Son of man” is
not merely “the ideal man," homo Ka'r’ iﬁoxﬁv, the ﬂower
of our race, toward whom all creation tended; but “the

Word made ﬂesh,” the Son a'aapxos' who became Evaapxoe,
who joined our human nature to his divine nature, the
Son of God who assumed our human ﬂesh and blood.
In the use Jesus makes of this title two lines of thought
converge: the one is lowliness, suffering, etc.; the other
greatness, power, exaltation beyond men.

We see at

once how eminently the title ﬁts Jesus during his
earthly sojourn (used ﬁrst when speaking to Nathanael,
John 1:51). To give it an exclusively eschatological
sense because it is used also in connection with the consummation is to generalize from a fraction of the facts
instead of from all of them.
Whence does Jesus derive this title? The answer
is from Dan 7 :13, 14 (which read). Efforts are made
by von Hofmann, C.-K., Zahn, and others to regard
“one like the Son of man” in Daniel as a symbolical
ﬁgure (like the “beasts” in the preceding verses), picturing Israel. But the words of Daniel do not support
this sense. The Hebrew kt, «be, “like,” is taken to mean
that this image resembled a man but was not a man.
But in Rev. 1:13; 14 :14, this “like” is carefully retained
when this passage is utilized. Again, in Matthew
24:30 and 26:64 the Son of man comes in the clouds
exactly as in Daniel’s description. God alone uses the
clouds as his vehicle, hence “one like the Son of man"
is divine. Yet when Daniel sees him “like the Son of
man,” this, without saying in so many words that “he
is man,” clearly intimates that the grand person
described is also man. See the thorough exegesis of
Keil in Bibl. Com. ueber d. Propheten Daniel, 197, etc.,
288, etc. Unsatisfactory is the explanation that Jesus
drew the title from the general reference of the Old
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Testament to the bene adam, or be». adam, Aramaic bar
enasch, “children of men,” “child of man,” and that only
in this general sense are Dan. 7 :13 and Pa. 8 :5 a source.
But from such terms which denote men as men a title
could not be derived which denotes the one unique
man who is the very Son of God. A late view goes back
to Iran and the Persian sources and the eschatological
view that the ﬁrst man, deiﬁed, will return at the end
and bring the divine kingdom. But a pagan legend
could not have been the source whence Jesus derived
this term.
Dan. 7 :13, 14 pictures the Messiah. Yet the Jews
had derived no title for the Messiah from this passage.
This Jesus himself did. Hence, when he kept using
this title, it seemed strange, and he was asked, “Who is
this Son of man?” John 12:34. Hence also no political ideas could be attached to this title. That was the
trouble with the title “Messiah” which Jesus avoided
for this very reason, using it only in John 4:26.
In Daniel’s description the idea of universality is
prominent: he who is like the Son of man rules all people, nations, etc., in an everlasting kingdom and judges
all the world. By this new title Jesus denationa-lized
his Messiahship and his Kingship and lifted it above all
narrow Jewish conceptions — he was the Redeemer of
all men. In Daniel the term is eschatological; Jesus
uses it in the same way in 24 :30 and in 26 :64, and this
is done also in the Revelation passages. But this Judge
at the time of the great consummation cannot be the
judge only then, his work must reach back through the
entire process of redemption, the consummation of

which is the ﬁnal judgment. Very properly Jesus thus
expands the title and uses it with reference to his person during the days of his humiliation.
What Aramaic expression Jesus used for “the Son
of man” no one can determine. The references in the
book of Enoch, even if the sections concerned are gen-
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uine, are inadequate. The suggestion that, since Jesus
also spoke Greek, as for instance, to Pilate, he may have
himself employed the Greek expression 6 vi)»: ma swept;sou, may be correct although the Gospels, Revelation,
and Acts are wholly sufﬁcient.
21) Now another of the disciples said to him.
Lord, permit me ﬁrst to go away and to bury my
father. Like the scribe, this man is already a disciple of Jesus. The Lord is now leaving this vicinity
(v. 18), and so in the case of both men the question
arises whether they should follow him. In v. 23 he
leaves in a boat, and Mark 4:36 informs us that other
boats went along with him. The scribe is overready
and needs to be cautioned, this man would later join
Jesus. For he has just received word about his
father’s death. The Jews generally buried without
delay; if there was time enough, on the same day, otherwise at least on the next day. Both natural aﬁection
and the obligation enjoined toward parents by God
prompt the man’s desire to hurry home for the last
service he could render his father. Yet he is a disciple
of Jesus, one who has made the Master’s word the law
of his life. He, therefore, asks the Lord for permission
to hasten to the funeral. The idea is not that he has
any doubt as to whether he should go or not, and far
less that he has a bad conscience in regard to leaving.
“Permit me ﬁrst to go away” also does not mean “to
take care of my father until he dies,” a thought that is
foreign to the situation.
22) The answer of Jesus is direct and decisive.
But Jesus says to him, Keep following me, and let
the dead bury their dead. Here 543:; is followed
by the accusative with the inﬁnitive. The sentimentality connected with dead relatives is still so strong
today that this word of Jesus sounds harsh to our ears.
What Jesus says is that the man is to let the spiritually
dead bury their own physically dead. When one who
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is spiritually dead, though he be a close relative, reaches
his end, the matter of putting his body into the grave
is something that need not exercise us unduly. Jesus
does not imply that the disciples are forbidden to attend
funerals of this kind. But they are really only secular
affairs which people whose lives are wholly devoted to
such affairs can attend to without our presence when
supreme spiritual affairs claim our attention; compare
12 :48, etc. Christless associations make it One of their
objects “to bury their own dead,” and they might thus

ﬁttingly take this word of Jesus as their motto. Our
great concern is with the heavenly life and with him
who bestows it. Where there is no opportunity to
work in the interest of this higher life, our spiritual
obligation ends. The soul of this man’s father was
beyond his son’s reach; let him attend to his own soul
by following Jesus. Luke adds to the word of Jesus,
“but go and publish abroad the kingdom of God.” A
double spiritual duty beckons this man, one regarding
his own soul, and the other regarding the souls of others
whom he could reach by the call Jesus would soon
extend to him, to go out with other disciples to proclaim
.
the kingdom.
The harshness of this word is removed except in the
case of the sentimentality of the worldly-minded who
pay a good deal of attention to fragrant ﬂowers and
ﬂowery tributes to the dead while they blink at the harsh
reality of death itself and of that which is worse, spiritual death and eternal damnation. The manly, bracing words of Jesus are better. The best balm for this
son was to follow Jesus and to prepare for the work

Jesus would assign to him. Did he remain with Jesus?
The answer is withheld for the same reason that was
stated in connection with the other case. Luke 9 :61, 62
records still another case which Matthew omits.
23) Now Jesus embarks. And when he had
entered a boat, there followed him his disciples.

Matthew 8:28, 24
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Luke 8:22 combines Matt. 8:18 and 23. Mark 4:36
adds the detail that the multitude was sent away, and
that the disciples took Jesus “as he was," tired by his
labors of the day. The questions regarding the chronology that enter here are treated at length in the
author’s comments on Mark 4:35. The verb donouﬂch
repeats v. 19 and 22; “his disciples” includes others
besides the future apostles, and these used the other
boats, Mark 4:36. The storm on the lake brought all
these boats into distress.
24) And lo, a great tempest arose in the sea,
so that the boat was covered by the waves; he, however, was sleeping. The exclamation refers to the
entire situation: the sudden tempest, the swamped boat,
and the Lord sleeping peacefully.
A comparison of the narratives of the three synoptists is highly interesting for showing the independence

of each account.

Matthew alone has ompée, the word

for earthquake, here used with reference to the tossing
water; the other accounts speak of the storm of wind.
The result is described by Jan-re with the inﬁnitive: “so
that the boat was covered by the waves,” “ﬁlling” as
the others state it, Luke adding the jeopardy. Matthew is especially dramatic. The reader wonders about
Jesus. Luke tells us that he went to sleep before he
records the coming of the storm; Mark, after he tells
about the storm but he adds the details: “in the stern,”
and “on the cushion" which was provided for such a
purpose. Matthew states it all with three Greek
words: “he, however, was sleeping,” c.1576: emphatic:
“he” over against the others, inwards, the descriptive

imperfect, R. 679.

The roaring winds and the waves,

the commotion of the disciples trying to save the boat
and themselves never disturbed Jesus in the least — he
continued sleeping. Astounding indeed!
The lake lies between high hills and is thus subject
to sudden tempests which develop excessive fury as
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they roar through the great trough in which the lake
lies. Some commentators think that more than natural causes were involved in this storm. We see no
necessity for making the devil or the presence of Judas
in the boat responsible for this storm, and we cannot
accept the allegories which some commentators propose,
such as that where Jesus is present upheavals must
occur. We likewise consider out of place the discussion
about the two natures of Jesus and such questions as:
did his deity sleep? did he foreknow the coming of the
storm? and similar questions. The storm was brought
about in the providence of God in whose hand are all
the forces of nature. The peaceful sleep of Jesus is
due to the total absence of fear in his heart and to his
absolute trust in his Father’s care.
25) And having come to him, they aroused him,
saying, Lord, save! We are periahingl Matthew is
still the most dramatic. evangelist, only Luke approaches him in this respect. The fact that these disciples should come to Jesus for help is astounding. A
number of them were expert sailors who knew all about
handling a boat and who had been in many a violent
storm on this lake. They appeal to Jesus who had
never handled boats but had worked as a carpenter
with his father in Nazareth. How could a former carpenter help these expert sailors when all their skill was
at an end, and death in the roaring waves was their certain fate? In the providence of God this storm brought
to view such faith as they really had. Completely at
the end of their own resources in which they had always had great pride and conﬁdence, they now cast
themselves upon Jesus as their only hope. They forget that he had never sailed a boat; they think not of
human but of divine ability in him. They abandon all
human help, the best of which they possessed in their
own skill; they cast themselves completely into the
divine hands of Jesus.

Matthew 8:25, 26
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That was faith. But their terror, their resort to
Jesus only in their extremity, their fear of death in
the waves are not faith but littleness of faith, which is
in glaring contrast with the calmness of Jesus. This
littleness of faith God’s providence also revealed. They
aroused Jesus, broke in on his sleep. Their cries are
differently reported, for one man cried this, another
that. Matthew records two of their cries; that recorded by Mark is poignant to a degree, voicing, as it
does, a question. Kifpu matches 060w, the omnipotent
“Lord” alone could “rescue.” . The strong aorist which
expresses one mighty act of deliverance is the more
effective because it has no object, thus placing all the
emphasis on the act as such. Then note the present
tense dwaMﬁpcOa, just the one word, “we are perishing,"
admitting the disciples’ abject helplessness, the imminent catastrophe. The picture could not be more
dramatic.
26) And he says to them, How frightened you
are, men of little faith! Then, having arisen, he rebuked the winds and the sea, and there came a great
calm. Not a trace of fear or even of startled surprise because of the terrible danger! The absolute
serenity of Jesus is astounding. Matthew records the
rebuke to the disciples before the stilling of the tempest; but Mark and Luke seem to have the true order
of these acts. Jesus stills both the storm in the hearts
and the storm in nature. The observation is correct that
74'. 8“on belong together, that u’ is not “why," introducing a question, but “how," marking an exclamation
(compare the explanation of the correct reading 1! in
7:14): “How frightened you are !” If Jesus were
asking why they are frightened, this question would be
superﬂuous because he himself indicates why, namely
because their faith is so small. What he does is to
express surprise that they are so terribly frightened,
that they reveal themselves as “men of little faith."
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The rebuke lies in this exclamation which implies that
Jesus felt that he had the right to expect more of them.
Two points, however, deserve attention.

There is

nothing in the text which would indicate that, because
Jesus was in the boat, the disciples had no right to be
afraid. They had no right to be afraid even if Jesus
had not been in the boat. As disciples of Jesus they
were ever in their Father’s care like Jesus himself, and
that was the case whether Jesus was physically present
with them or not. The fact that Jesus is now always
invisibly present with us (28:20), and that we are thus
in his keeping and care just as we are in our Father’s
care should not confuse us in regard to the necessity for
his physical presence.
The other point is that the disciples had no right to
fear even if they perished in the waves. We have no
promise that danger shall never plunge us into death
just because we are Christ’s own. In the counsel of
God it may be his will that we die; then we should die
with the mighty assurance that God’s will sends us
what is best. We should die in conﬁdence, without
fear. The reason these points are sometimes overlooked is that this historical narrative is often allegorized, and even when the effort is made to avoid allegory,
allegorical ideas often are in the preacher’s mind.
Jesus rose to his feet as the waves splashed into the
boat and with two mighty words of rebuke (Mark 4 :39,
literally: “Be silent! Put the muzzle on and keep it on !”
perfect tense, R. 908) stilled the tempest. Both Mark
and Luke mention the wind and the raging water.
All three synoptists record the great calm. They use
the signiﬁcant aorist c‘yémo, “there came,” i. e., at once,

in obedience to the double command. The brevity of
Matthew is even more effective than the fuller wording
of Mark and of Luke. It was God’s will when letting
this tempest occur at this time that Jesus should reveal
his omnipotent power over the vast forces of nature

Matthew 8.‘26, 27
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by calming wind and waters with a word. Why should
disciples be terriﬁed by the threatening violence of natural forces when the hand of omnipotent power is over
them? Mark and Luke transpose the order of the
rebuke to the tempest and that to the disciples. The
rationalistic efforts to eliminate the miracle from the
narrative are unconvincing.

27) Now the men marvelled, saying, What kind
of person is this that even the winds and the sea
obey him? All commentators note that Matthew
writes oi a'vopm'n’ot, die Menschen, Whereas Mark and
Luke continue their accounts with verbs that refer to
the disciples.

As far as the facts are concerned, these

two evangelists certify that the disciples marvelled and
exclaimed thus. It is also quite correct that generally
“the men” is used in distinction from “the disciples.”
But the conclusion would be hasty, that Matthew here
refers to people who heard about the miracle after the
disciples landed and spread the report. Mark 4:36
says that “other boa " were with that of Jesus. Mat-

thew uses oi a'v0pw1rot to designate all the men in all the
boats. At once, on witnessing the miracle, they asked
each other this question of astonishment. “The men,”
however, is not in contrast to aim as one might conclude from our versions, for “this” merely indicates the
person of Jesus.

All that we can say is that at dvepanrot

connotes human limitations and weakness which cause
men to exclaim when they note the works of Jesus.
All the synoptists have the signiﬁcant 0510:, “this
person," but Matthew alone has refunds, “what kind
of.” The point of asking thus lies in the consecutive
31!. (R. 1001): “seeing that,” or simply “that.” The
great single occurrence is generalized: “even the winds

and the sea obey him,” present tense, inraxoﬁoww, do
so as a matter of course. These men recognized that
the winds and the sea were wholly and always subject
to the will and the command of Jesus. Their expe-
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rience was too tremendous to permit any rationalizing
explanation, such as men sitting at their desks have
offered. All the evangelists stop with the great question and append none of the answers that were given.
When, however, we are told that the thought is in no
way indicated that by stilling the tempest Jesus revealed himself as God, we at once disagree. Who save
God can make the raging winds and the sea obey at a
word?
28)
And when he had come to the other side,
into the country of the Gadarenes, there met him tWo

demoniacs coming forth out of the tombs, very ﬁerce,
so that no one was able to pass along through that
road. The maps and the comments usually place
the locality Where Jesus landed too far north; it was on
the lower eastern shore of the lake, named “the country
of the Gadarenes” after the main city of that territory, Gadara, lying a little south of the Yarmuk, a
conﬂuent of the Jordan. Josephus calls this country
“the Gadaritis”; it was a section of the Decapolis. 0n
demoniacs see the discussion in 4 :24, also Trench, Miracles, 160, etc. The cases here described are the most
interesting of all. We need lose no time on an explanation of Matthew’s mention of two demoniacs whereas
Mark and Luke speak of only one. The latter do not
say that there was only one, hence contradiction is shut
out. Evidently, one of the two was the leader and
spokesman, the other only his companion.
Matthew’s description is brief; Mark 5 :2-6 is much

fuller, yet he leaves out Luke’s remark that the men
were naked. The tombs were chambers hewn into,the
rock walls of the cliffs and were some little distance
from the lake and from the road that ran back from the
shore.
Some of these old tombs may have been abandoned and thus afforded dens in which these demoniacs
established themselves. Among the unclean places of
the dead these men, possessed by unclean spirits, made

Matthew 8:29
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their habitation. Their ferocity was so great that they
rendered the road along this way unsafe by rushing out
with wild cries and horrible threats upon any who tried
to pass that way.
29) And lo, they yelled, saying, What have we
to do with thee, Son of God? Didst thou come
ahead of time to torment us? The question 79' ﬁniv
«at not ; is idiomatic, literally translated, “What is there
for us and for thee?" Here it has the sense, “Do thou
leave us alone !” The plural identiﬁes this spirit with
others of his kind, and he speaks for all of them. In
John 2 :4 this formula is used for putting off an implied
request while here it is used to ward off hostile action,
B.-P., 335, under eye. The astounding thing is that the
demoniacs, here as elsewhere, recognize and address
Jesus as “Son of God.” And with this is combined the
supernatural knowledge of his coming to oust them
from dominion.
Those who deny that evil spirits actually took possession of human beings resort to rather arbitrary and
radical means to deny these facts. In the present case
the words yelled at Jesus are not the words of these
two men but of the vicious spirits that had- possessed
them. Jesus had come to deliver not to torment these
men. In Mark 5:7, etc., the conversation of the demons with Jesus is fully detailed and it cannot be
attributed to the men.
From Mark and from Luke we gather that the yell
of the devils was preceded by the command of Jesus
to come out of the men. The reply of the devils is a
complaint that they are to leave their human victims
“ahead of time," Katpds, an appointed or ﬁxed season.
To be ousted thus implies torment for them, i. e., to be
sent back into the ﬁery abyss, Luke 8 :31 (Rev. 20:10).
The implication is that the devils know that they are
doomed to torment in the abyss of hell. Satan’s temptation of Jesus (4 :1-11) was not an effort to escape the
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abyss but rather an attempt, by drawing Jesus into sin,
to drag him, too, into the abyss. The «mp6: is best
referred to the ﬁnal judgment when all the destructive
powers of Satan and of the devils shall end; others
think of the time of the death and the resurrection of
Jesus when Satan was bound, Rev. 20:1.
30)

Now there was far from them a herd of

many swine, feeding, Mark 5 :13: “about two thousand." We need not assume that the country was altogether Gentile, and that, therefore, the owners of these
hogs were pagan. The eastern shore of the lake belonged to the tetrarchy of Philip and was part of the
Jewish land; for Jesus, who conﬁned himself to his
own people, travelled as far north as Caesarea Philippi
in this tetrarchy. He was thus on Jewish territory.
And, indeed, it would have been strange if the Jews,
who at this time spread themselves over all the Roman
empire, should not have migrated into Philip’s tetrarchy, especially to the shore of the lake opposite the
populous Jewish cities.
31) And the demons were heseeching him, saying, If thou throwest us out, send us away into the

swine.

The imperfect «apexdxow is descriptive and

holds our attention until the aorist ci‘lrcv brings the an-

swer of Jesus. Note how the demons speak about themselves. Beyond the fact that swine were unclean
according to God’s law as given to the Jews and thus in
afﬁnity with the unclean spirits, we have no further
explanation for this strange request of the demons.

They are already under orders to quit their present
abode as they themselves indicate by the condition of
reality, “if thou throwest us out.”
32) And he said to them, Be going! And when
they had come out they went of? into the swine.
And lo, all the herd rushed down the bank into the
sea and died in the water. The present imperative
{mi-yen, “be off," “away with you," can be understood

Matthew 8:32, 38
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only as. granting permission to the demons to enter the
herd of swine. Mark and Luke tell us this in so many
words; and from them we learn that a host of demons
had taken possession of these two sufferers.

This, too,

is beyond our comprehension although we know that
seven devils had taken possession of Mary Magdalene
(Mark 16 :9). It was illegal for Jews to possess swine;
their destruction was, therefore, the execution of God’s
law. The fact that devils were used for this purpose is
the constant practice of God who uses the devil to punish the wicked and sin and crime to execute judgment
upon sinners. The fact that these devils destroyed the
swine is only in harmony with their nature; nor can we
think that they would be content to make their abode in
mere brutes.
If these swine were owned by Gentiles, we should
be left without a real explanation for their destruction.
To say that the devils were ordered merely to leave the
men, and that their entering the swine was their own
act, contradicts their request to Jesus and the plain
statements of Mark and of Luke that Jesus gave them
permission. Equally untenable is the idea that when
the swine felt the touch of the demons they reacted by
rushing into the sea of their own volition. The demons
drove them down the bank and into the water. We
may agree that Jesus desired this action on the part of
the demons and this fate of the swine as affording an
ocular demonstration of the deliverance of the two men
and at the same time a further exhibition of his divine
power.

The view that the demons went out of the men

in a violent paroxysm is not indicated in the records.
33) Now those feeding them ﬂed and, having
come into the city, reported everything, also the
things concerning the demoniacs. The reason for
the ﬂight of the swineherds is their fright at seeing the
swine rush into the sea. To speak of terror because of
the magic power of Jesus is unwarranted.

Jesus never
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acted like a sorcerer, and no man ever thought him to
be a magician. These swineherds were responsible for
the swine, and this fact lent added speed to their feet.
The city here referred to is a small place that was only
a short distance from the lake. While we may take it
that the swineherds ran to make report to the owners
of the swine, what they did was to tell everybody
“everything," m’ adding especially “the things concerning the demoniacs,” how Jesus had driven the devils out of them.
34) And lo, till the city came out to meet Jesus;
and, having seen him, they besought him that he
would depart from their borders. Everybody in the
small place (and neighborhood, Mark and Luke)
started out to the place where Jesus was with the
disciples who had come in the boats and with the two
men he had delivered. There they saw Jesus (and the
two men, Mark and Luke) and heard the account of
all that had happened. Matthew records only the main
points. After they had been fully informed they ask
Jesus to leave their neighborhood. Mark and Luke
name their motive, which was fear. The aorist

«apexdxcaav implies that Jesus did as he was asked.
These people feared, not the sorcerer Jesus, but further

loss to themselves. They cared nothing for the wonderful deliverance of the two demoniacs but only for
their swine. Any further deliverance of poor human
sufferers at such a cost of material values, even though

these were owned in contravention of the divine law,
seemed to require too great a price for them to pay.
So Jesus departed, yet, as Mark and Luke report, he
ordered the men he had healed to remain behind and to
tell what the Lord had done for them. This they did
faithfully in all the country (Mark 5:20), and not
without good results. To some men hogs are more
valuable than men.

CHAPTER IX
1) And having entered into a boat, he crossed
over and came into his own city. This must have
taken place on the same day, in the morning of which
he healed the two demoniacs on the lake shore of
Gadaritis (see 8 :28) and then was asked by the inhabitants to leave their region. He left promptly. “A
boat" is indeﬁnite, yet we take it to be the one in which
he had arrived, not one of the others that had accompanied him (Mark 4:36). Jesus returned to Capernaum which is here called “his own city" in contrast
with the place he was leaving, where the people refused
him the right-to stay. Mark 2:1 bridges a gap, and
Luke 5:17 offers only a loose connection as to time
and place.
2) And lo, they bring to him a paralytic lying
on a bed. And having seen their faith, he said to the
paralytic, Cheer up, child, dismissed are thy sins!
Matthew is acquainted with all the details recorded by
Mark and by Luke but concentrates on the vital points
of the story. The exclamation “lo" hints at the fact that
this was not an ordinary case of bringing a sick man
to Jesus.

He was lbwered through the roof by four of

his friends because the throng in and around the home
of Jesus was too dense to admit penetration. 0n the
disease of paralysis compare 8 :6. The faith that Jesus
saw manifested itself plainly enough. It was more
than the ordinary faith which sought help of Jesus; it
was a faith strong, persistent, inventive enough to
discover the most unusual way of placing the sick man
before Jesus. Why “their faith” should exclude the
faith _of the paralytic, as some assert, is hard to see.
Surely, his friends did not bring him against his will.
(355)
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and surely, he must have consented to be lowered
through the roof. It is true that Jesus healed some
who had no faith at the moment and waited for faith
to follow the healing; but no man’s sins are forgiven
without faith being present in his heart. Instead of
ruling out the faith of the paralytic, we must credit
him with stronger faith than that of his friends. They
may have had faith only in the power of Jesus to heal

miraculously. This paralytic felt that he suffered
from a greater ailment than paralysis, and thus he
came to Jesus with his burden.
Not a word is uttered by either the paralytic or
his friends. More eloquent than words is the prostrate
form lowered through the ceiling to the feet of Jesus,
interrupting his teaching in the packed house. As a
true xapsioyvéame Jesus sees all that is involved in this
sufferer’s case and also all that it will mean for the
present assembly and for all future time. First the
soul, then the body.

With the greatest tenderness

Jesus absolves this suiferer’s soul. Men saw only his
bodily affliction, Jesus saw the guilt and the contrition
in the man’s heart. “Cheer up,” the present imperative Output, takes away the gloom and the discouragement from the man’s heart and puts courage and happi-

ness in its place.

The address re'xvov, “child,” is far

more tender and gentle than “son”; it is like a mother’s

loving embrace.

Jesus actually enters into this man’s

heart and condition with the master—touch of his love.

Now the mighty word of release, “dismissed are thy
sins." The readings vary between the passive present
dqbc’cym (or Malay-rat) and the Doric yet common passive
perfect d¢iwwat (R. 315), the latter having its strong
present implication. For both forms imply that the
sins are dismissed the instant Jesus speaks this word.
This is the great admins, “dismissal” or “remission,” of
which the Scriptures speak so constantly. The sins
are sent away from the sinner so completely that they

Matthew 9:2-4
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shall never be found again, to the depth of the sea, and
so far that no one can possibly bring them back, as far
as the east is from the west (Ps. 103). Only God is
able to send our sins away in this manner. The claim
that the agent back of this passive verb is God and not
Jesus is untenable. The entire narrative that follows
rests on the contrary. This case of healing furnishes
the clearest evidence for the deity of Jesus: as God he
forgives sins and proves it by healing the paralytic.
It is not necessary to conclude that this man’s ail.
ment was the direct product of his sinful life. In John
5:14 we have a case of this kind; but in John 9:3 an
entirely different case. As regards the paralytic, it is
sufﬁcient to assume that his paralysis brought all his
sinfulness to mind just as every sickness and misfortune tells us that we are, indeed, nothing but sinners.
To assume more in this case would require a plain
intimation in the text. The Christian rule of charity
holds good also in the case of exegesis, namely, that we
should not make any man worse than he may be. To
this day hundreds of people suffer from paralysis without having lived a vicious life.
3) And 10, certain of the scribes said within
themselves, He is blaspheming. Luke adds that also
Pharisees were present. These men had come from
Jerusalem and Judea as well as from Galilee to keep

track of Jesus and to gather such evidence as they could
against him. Now they thought that they had a clear
case against him.

Mark 2:7 and Luke 5:21 indicate

wherein they found the blasphemy. God alone, they
thought (and rightly), can forgive sins; in their estimation Jesus was not God but a mere man, hence when
he arrogated to himself the right to forgive sins he was

pretending to be God—the very worst type of
blasphemy.
4) All was silence—the only word uttered was
the absolution pronounced by Jesus.

And when
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Jesus saw their thoughts he said, Why are you
thinking wicked things in your hearts? For which
is easier? to say, Dismissed are thy sins? or to say,
Rise and be walking? We retain the reading 180’»:
as in v. 2, this being more unusual than ezsu’n, “knowing”; Jesus “saw" what these his enemies were thinking and he did this not merely by observing the look
on their faces but by direct vision into their hearts,
John 2:24, 25. This power he exercised whenever it
was necessary for his ministry and to the extent to
which it might be necessary. With stunning directness Jesus confronts these scribes with their own
thoughts. He does not ask on what ground (8.); 7i) but
for what purpose (twan’, or M n’), they are thinking as
they do; R. 739. That is why Jesus says “wicked
things” and not faulty, incorrect things. Their hatred
and their hostility to Jesus produced in their hearts
corresponding reﬂections on what Jesus was doing and
saying. These were “wicked” because they were
prompted by the motive to injure and to destroy Jesus.
Look well to the purpose of your reasonings for the
secret motive is the vicious factor not the simple facts
themselves.

6)

That was the case here.

We must regard ydp

as being merely explanatory, R. 1190. Jesus sets the
right thoughts over against the vicious ones of the
scribes. This is what they should ask: “Which is
easier,” requiring less exertion, “to say (eiwdv, aorist:
say effectively), Dismissed are thy sins! or to say
(again the effective aorist), Rise and be walking 1”
Evidently, both require the identical power of God. As
he alone can dismiss sins, so he alone can restore a
paralytic on the instant. Note the aorist imperative
Zyape to denote the momentary act of rising up and the
present imperative to indicate the continuous act of
walking away.

Matthew 9 :6
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6) In the same breath Jesus continues: But in
order that you may know that the Son of man has
authority to dismiss sins on the earth (then says he
to the paralytic), Having risen, take up thy bed and
leave for thy house. Jesus has performed the one
act, forgiven the paralytic’s sins. The effect of this act
is invisible: no one saw the sins piled up on the man’s
soul, and no man saw that mass of sin vanish from his
soul. Now Jesus follows this with the second act, he
heals the paralytic. The eﬁect is visible to all: they
see the man rise, pick up his couch, and walk away not
only freed of paralysis but restored to perfect health
and strength, all this having been done in an instant.
The act which the eyes are able to see veriﬁes the other
act which no eyes can see. As the one is wrought by
the ééoum’a, “the right and might” of him who is God, so
is the other. For both are done by Jesus, not in and by
the name of another, but in his own person, by the
étoum’a that resides in himself. On “the Son of man"
see 8:20. The fact that the title signiﬁes One who,
while he is truly man, is at the same time God, is evident from the demonstration which Jesus here gives.
The title is especially in place over against the scribes
who regarded Jesus as being only a man. Remitting
sins “on the earth” is in harmony with the title “the
Son of man” which Jesus gave himself during his stay
on earth. He still forgives sins, but now he does so in
his glorious heavenly state.
The Iva clause is not construed with a main clause,
for dramatically Jesus turns to the paralytic and completes what he intends to say by the command which
heals him. All that the insertion introduced with «in
intends is to tell the reader that in the middle of his
words Jesus turns to the paralytic. This makes the
insertion a parenthesis (R. 434) rather than an anacoluthon (R. 463). The Greek marks the man’s rising
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up as being secondary to the main action and thus uses
only a participle. The momentary acts of rising up
and of taking up the couch are naturally expressed by
means of aorists, while the longer act of walking home
is expressed by means of a present imperative. Four
men brought him on his pallet, he himself walks away
carrying that pallet. The command to the paralytic
(identical in all three records) is quite full, telling the
man all he is to do, so that these hostile scribes may
hear and then see it all.
7)

And having risen, he went to his house.

Mark adds “before them all; Luke, “before them,” but
appends, “glorifying God.”
Whereas the scribes
charged Jesus with blasphemy, this man utters nothing
but praise.

8) But when the multitudes saw it, they were
afraid and gloriﬁed God who gave such authority to
men. The effect upon the crowds inside and outside
of the house was that “they were afraid,” which implies more than astonishment or holy reverence. They
felt themselves in the very presence of God as this was
made manifest by this double act of Jesus. Peter had
the same feeling in Luke 5 :8. Matthew tells about the
crowds only here at the end of his account, but we see
that, while he abbreviates his account, he is acquainted
with the story exactly as it happened. We cannot
agree that some of the people were afraid while others
praised God. We do not agree that the fear and the
praise could not be attributed to the same people as

Matthew records.

The fear was the reaction of hearts

that felt their sinfulness in this almost tangible presence of God; and the words of glorifying praise were

uttered because of the wondrous benefactions this
mighty presence had bestowed.
The aorist participle n‘w 86m refers to one act of
giving, and 7on dropu'nrots is an ordinary plural. R. 409
is right when he calls our attention to the double sense

Matthew 9:8, 9
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of the participle, the giving to the man Jesus being
quite different from the giving to men. By sending
Jesus with the divine zeoum’a men in general had it in
and through Jesus who was one of them, had it in the
actual wondrous gifts it bestowed. Note how the multitude borrows the word esoum’a from the lips of Jesus,
v. 6. Here the uneducated people saw more clearly
than the educated scribes. They saw God back of
Jesus, the divine right and might exercised by Jesus,
and this as a divine gift to men as a mass or whole.
In their praise to God the people generalize from what
they saw in the case of the paralytic, but this was easy
for them, for they had seen many other miracles and
now through this latest one understood all of them
more correctly. What the hateful scribes said and
did is passed by in signiﬁcant silence.
9) And as Jesus was passing by from thence he
saw a man sitting at his tax oﬁce, called Matthew,
and says to him, Be following me. And having risen,
he did follow him. Jesus had left his own house
(wow) where he had healed the paralytic; he was
returning from the shore of the lake (Mark 2:13, 14)
and so came by Matthew’s «~6va or tax ofﬁce, where
he sat, busy with his work of collecting taxes. It seems
that the oﬂice had been located at the entrance to Capernaum, most likely on the great caravan route that came

in from Damascus and the East.
The Roman taxes were bought up by the publicami,
men of wealth and credit, in later times by Roman
knights, who paid a ﬁxed sum into the state treasury
(in publicum). Under them were “chiefs of publicans" who were in charge of an entire taxing district
(like Zacchaeus) , and under these again common collectors who took in the taxes. “A man called Matthew”
most probably belonged to the latter class, and he collected the duty on goods that moved into and through
Capernaum.

He was a custom oﬂ‘icer, and in order to
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hold that position had to lmow Greek and to be well

educated.

These collectors were hated and despised by

the Jews, both because they served the Roman oppressors and thus lacked all patriotism, and because of their
greedy exactions, for they usually demanded all they
could get in order to enrich themselves. Naturally,
only men of lower types of character took positions of
this kind. We must note the humility with which
Matthew designates himself, omitting his Jewish name
Levi and that of his father Alphaaus. All he does is
to identify himself as the one chosen in 10:3 as one of
the Twelve.
Although his call meant everything to him personally, he records only the simple facts. Jesus saw
him and said only the one word, “Be following me !”
He responded immediately; Luke 5:27 adds, “he forsbok all.” He got right up (dvaa‘ra’s) and “did follow

him,” the aorist indicating that he did this permanently. It is plain that he must have had decisive personal contact with Jesus prior to this call, but nothing

is said about it either in his own record or in that of
the other evangelists. The call to attach himself to
Jesus permanently involved ﬁnancial loss, yet it replaced that loss with inﬁnite spiritual gain. Perhaps
Matthew was the last of the Twelve to be called. The
fact that one of them should come from the despised
class of the publicans is highly signiﬁcant. How he
came to have the name “Matthew” or Theodore is
nowhere stated.
10) And it came to pass while he was reclining
at table in the house that, lo, many publicans and
sinners, having come, were reclining at table together with Jesus and his disciples. Luke 5:29
records that Levi made a great feast in his house for
Jesus. The exact time is not indicated; compare v. 18.
This feast has the appearance of being a celebration in

honor of Jesus who had deigned to call Matthew, a

Matthew 9:10
publican, to be a permanent follower of his.
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Hebraistic turn m2 eye’mo m’ followed by a ﬁnite verb is
common in the Gospels. We translate the second am!
“that," since it introduces the thing that came to pass.
The whole expression is circumstantial and introduces
an occurrence of importance. 0n the grammar see R.
1042. Some are inclined to think that the ﬁrst atroa
refers to Jesus, and that iv 7,? oixia with its article refers

to the house of Jesus to which Matthew and these publicans and sinners were invited (seams) by Jesus. But
why should Matthew and Luke differ on a little point
such as this? If the ﬁrst al'rroﬁ has the force; “he
(Jesus) reclining at table in the house (that of Jesus) ,"
Matthew could not withhold the name “Jesus” until
toward the end of the sentence; he would have to write:
“And it came to pass while Jesus was reclining . . .
reclined with him (aria-9'») and his disciples." It is because m’nof: refers to Matthew that toward the end we
have no pronoun but the name 79': 'Inaoﬁ.
The present participle in the genitive absolute and
then the imperfect tense of the main verb are beautifully descriptive. As the host Matthew takes his place
on the couch, and it is understood that Jesus and his
disciples do the same. The invited publicans and sinners who had come (awmc) do likewise, and we thus
see them as they “were reclining” in this intimate association with (miv in the verb) no less a person than
Jesus himself. The sentence is perfect in construction.
The fact that the publicans were “sinners" in the
popular estimation, i. e., disreputable persons, does not

need to be stated.

The dyap‘rwhot' are other men (no

women would be present) of this general type who were
classed as being outside of the Jewish pale (John 9:24,
etc.), who, indeed, were living lives contrary to the
divine law. But we dare not stop at this point and

conclude that Christians in general and Christian pas.
tors in particular may thus freely associate with men
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of the type here indicated. These publicans and sinners knew why they were invited, namely in order that
Jesus might free them from their sins. It was he who
had control of the entire situation and kept control of it,
doing his necessary and blessed work upon them. This
is an entirely different thing from being drawn into
questionable company where we stoop to the low level
of those present and allow them to use us for their
purposes.
11) And when the Pharisees had seen it they
said to his disciples, On what ground is your teacher
eating in company with the publicans and sinners?
We need not ask how the Pharisees saw what took
place. They were always on the track of Jesus and
thus noted the company that assembled at the house of
this publican Matthew.

They themselves would not

enter and contaminate themselves by entering. They
hovered about on the outside until the guests departed
and then assailed the disciples; for despite their hostility to Jesus they never show any real courage in
facing him on the issues they feel constrained to raise.
With 8am: they ask for the ground or reason of this
practice on the part of Jesus (tool’s, durative present),
his eating with this class of people (one article combining publicans and sinners) ; compare the different
hunt in v. 4, which inquires after the purpose. The
Pharisees shunned such people as outcasts and expected
that Jesus would do no less. When he acted quite
otherwise, they held. this against him, Luke 15:1, 2.
How could the disciples follow a 8:8doxaAos whose practice was of this kind?
12) But when Jesus heard it he said, The
healthy have no need of a physician, but they that

are ill. But so and learn what this means, Mercy I
want and not sacriﬁce; for I did not come to call
righteous men but sinners. Perhaps Jesus saw the
Pharisees questioning his disciples and thus heard

Matthew 9:12, 13
about their objection to' his conduct.
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Promptly he

himself answers these men. His reply is an argu.
mentum ad hominem which answers them on the basis
of their own premises. They imagined that they were
oi ioxﬁoms, “those that are strong,” sound, and healthy;
and certainly they looked upon the publicans and sinners as “those that are ill," oi mimic €xowec, the verb 5x0

with an adverb always meaning “to be.”

According to

their own ﬁnding Jesus’ course. is justiﬁed.

A physi-

cian is for the sick not for the healthy. It would be
ridiculous and wrong for a doctor to remain away from
his patients. It is his very business to deal with the
sick in order to cure them, though without contaminating himself. Jesus does not associate with men of
questionable lives in the ordinary way as “birds of a
feather ﬂock together.”

and to save the lost.

His great mission is to seek

He is the divine Zarpés or Physi-

cian: “I am the Lord that healeth thee,” Exod. 15 :26.
We know his power and his remedies. These Pharisees, however, refuse his healing ministrations and
delude themselves that all is well with them. Yet in
their heartlessness they would let those whom they
themselves call sick perish. Their guilt is double, their
disease twofold.
13) Jesus can do nothing but dismiss these selfdeluded Pharisees. Yet in doing so, physician that he
is, he gives them the remedy that they need, hoping
that they may take it and return to him for complete
healing. Jesus tells them to go and learn what the
Lord said in Hos. 6:6: “Mercy I want and not sacri-

ﬁce,” i. e., merely sacriﬁce.

“Mercy," mos, is pity and

sympathy with the suffering. God’s great mercy embraces us, and so he wants to ﬁll us, too, with the quality
of mercy. “Be ye therefore merciful as your Father
is also merciful,” Luke 6:36. “Sacriﬁce,” 0m’a, the
offering itself as well as the act of bringing it, is here
placed in opposition to “mercy,” hence the latter must
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mean human mercy. Here it is the merciful feeling
that would bring the true Physician and his help to
those that are sick. This the Pharisees not only lacked
but even'failed to understand. To their blind eyes the
Scriptures were dark on this vital point as on so many
others. They made their boast and their reliance the
outward act of sacriﬁce and omitted what alone could
make this act acceptable unto God, divinely-wrought
mercy and love in their hearts, the reﬂection of God’s
mercy in themselves. They' simply scorned and expelled publicans and sinners and made no elfort to reach
and to help them. Hence the command to go and learn
what this is, piece, the aorist imperative to indicate
actual learning.
“For” indicates that, when the Pharisees have
learned the sense of this divine word, they will understand the purpose and the work of Jesus, that he did
not come in his great mission “to call righteous men but
sinners.” For the ﬁgurative language of v. 12 Jesus

now substitutes the literal.

He thus still continues the

argumentum ad hominem. He takes these Pharisees’
own estimate that they are, indeed, “righteous men.”
Then, of course, they do not need him. His business
has to do only with “sinners,” the unrighteous, to give
them the true righteousness. But the very way in
which the argument is stated shatters the supposition
of these Pharisees that they are really Sixawt, able to

stand before God’s judgment bar.

They had to feel

that their claim to be righteous shut their own mouths
when they complained about the help Jesus was offering to unrighteous sinners whom they only despised.
And thus the hollowness of their own claim became
apparent. Could they really be righteous when they
knew no mercy for the sinners, were blind to the
prophet’s word demanding that they have mercy, and
railed at the merciful Physician who labored among
those who, according to these Pharisees themselves,

Matthew 9:18. 14
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so sorely needed his help? We thus see how the reply
of Jesus to these Pharisees was a masterful effort to
reach their hearts; for they were even worse sinners
than those whom they despised.
In the Gospels the verb “My has the sense of “to
invite,” namely with the power of grace which kindles
faith and attaches to Jesus. As thus used, many are
called, yet not all are won. In the epistles snazzy and
the cognate terms have a narrower sense, “to invite
effectively” so that acceptance is included.
14) Then there come to him the disciples of
John, saying, What is the reason that we and the
Pharisees fast many times while thy disciples do not
fast? Jesus and his disciples had just come from
the feast in Matthew’s house; and this seems to have
occurred on a day when the disciples of John and the
Pharisees likewise thought they had to fast (Mark
2:18). Here they were fasting, and the disciples of
Jesus were feasting! The Baptist himself was in
prison, 4:12; 11:2. Such of his disciples as were still
attached to him were left to themselves. We here see
them in touch with Jesus, and again two of them in
11:2. With 8m! (compare v. 11) they ask the reason
for this difference, in other words, who is right in this
matter of fasting? Their question is not prompted by
hostility but by perplexity. They want to know the
reason for this great difference in regard to fasting.
The only fasting demanded by the law was that on
the Day of Atonement (Lev. 23 :27, etc.) The Pharisees voluntarily fasted twice in the week in their pretense to holiness; see 6:16; Luke 18:12. They are
mentioned here only in a general way as people being
given to regular fasting. The Baptist’s stern call to
repentance would naturally go together with fasting
although none of the evangelists has preserved to us the
exact teaching of the Baptist on this point. All that
we can gather is that he had allowed his disciples to
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continue the practice of fasting. By not asking his disciples to fast Jesus in no way contradicted the law.
We see in 6:17 that he was by no means opposed to
fasting as such when it was done for the proper purpose and in the proper way. Note that these disciples
of John come to Jesus himself with their perplexity
and do not, as the Pharisees, take their accusation to
the disciples of Jesus, v. 11. They want enlightenment, the Pharisees want to discredit Jesus.
15) And Jesus said to them, Certainly, the sons
of the bridal hall cannot mourn as long as the bridegroom is' in their company? But there will come
days when the bridegroom shall be taken from them,
and then they shall fast. The interrogative particle
pr; assumes that a negative answer will be given.

In a

very simple way Jesus describes the present condition
of his disciples to the followers of John. They are like
men at a wedding, even “the sons of the bridal hall,”
die Hochzez‘tsgesellen, the bridegroom’s friends who
have charge of all the wedding arrangements; see
Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah,
I, 354, etc.; 663, etc. How could they possibly be in
sorrow and mourning when the bridegroom is in their
midst? We must stop with the relation here sketched
and not bring in the bride or other essentials of a wedding. But nevﬂely, “to be mourning,” should be noted.
Fasting accompanies mourning and is not to be a
mechanical arrangement that is followed merely on

ﬁxed days.

When the heart is bowed down, fasting is

a proper expression of its feelings.

Who cares to eat

at all, or more than a little, when he is greatly
depressed?
Jesus predicts the coming of very sad days for the
disciples who are now so happy with him, “when the
bridegroom shall be taken from them,” the day's when
Jesus shall lie dead in the tomb. Then, indeed, they
shall fast, and no one will need to tell them to do so.

Matthew 9 :1 6
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16) More must be said. The question in regard
to fasting is only a small part of a far greater subject. Hence to understand fully why the disciples of
Jesus are not fasting at present, also how they will
come to fast in a way that is totally different from
that of the Jews, Jesus explains that what he brings
cannot be fastened to an outworn garment as a mere
patch, nor be conﬁned in old, dried wineskins, like new
Wine. Moreover, no one fastens a patch of new
goods on an old garment; for its filling tears something away from the garment, and the rent becomes
worse. The new consideration is indicated by 8i.
Jesus is not like a foolish woman who patches an old
outer robe that begins to give way with a patch
(eel/Sauna) taken from a piece of goods (ﬁdxos) that is
fresh from the loom (a'yva¢os). The reason is that the
piece used to ﬁll in (1'5 «Aﬁpwpa aims) tears or carries
away something from the old garment (dm‘) 1'05 Elm-too,
partitive: a portion from the robe) and leaves the rent
worse than it was before. To preserve the old by
attaching a little of the new is worse than useless. Discard the old entirely and accept the new completely.
Not a new patch but a new robe.
Jesus is uttering a principle, one on which he acts
and is training his disciples to act. John’s disciples
were perplexed when they saw him and his disciples
acting on this principle, for they did not understand
either what that principle was, or how true and genuine it was.

The old robe is the Judaism of that

period, namely, what the scribes and the Pharisees
had made of it with their doctrine and their practice,
all the old formalism, outward observance, and false
righteousness (5:20). It was useless to try to patch
this with a bit of the teaching or the practice of Jesus.
The new would only tear the old more than ever. The
doctrine of grace and faith and the life that springs
from it cannot possibly be combined, even in small part,
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with Pharisaic Judaism either in its ancient or its modernistic forms. Discard the old, rotten robe, take in
its place the robe of Christ's righteousness!
17) Nor do people put new wine into old wineskins; else the skins burst, and the wine is spilled,
and the skins are destroyed. But they put new wine
into fresh skins, and both are preserved. This illustration advances the thought. The old cannot be
kept by adding a, littte of the new, nor by combining
all of the new with it. In this respect there is a parallelism of thought. But again both illustrations speak
of conserving: the ﬁrst, the old robe; the second, the
new wine. The old robe cannot be conserved by adding
the new patch; the new wine cannot be conserved by
pouring it into old wineskins. In this respect the illustrations are opposites. The second, however, ends in
a climax: both the new wine and the old wineskins are
lost. A wineskin was a goatskin that was removed
from the animal without slitting it; the openings at the
feet and the tail were bound up, leaving the neck as
the mouth of the wineskin. In Palestine we saw these
skins still being used by watercarriers. When it is
new, the skin stretches to a certain degree; but when it
is old, it becomes stiff and splits under pressure. People, therefore, never put new wine into old and driedout skins. The result would be disastrous, for the
skins would burst, and both skins and wine would be
lost. In a: 82 #157: we have a protasis that has been condensed to a mere formula; ve'os is “new” as not having
existed before, while xami: is “new” over against “old”
or waMuis. Jesus is not a foolish person who tries to
combine the old Pharisaic ways with the glorious new
doctrine of grace and faith, by this folly ruining both,
with a result that is even worse than if he combined the
old ways with a scrap of the new doctrine. Nor does

Jesus want others to attempt this folly.

Cast aside

Matthew 9:17, 18
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all the old Pharisaism with all its ways; take only the
new ways of life that ﬁt the new doctrine.
The illustrations here used have often been misapplied. Because Christ’s teaching is now old, modernistic thinkers have compared it to old, dried-out
wineskins and state that it is no longer to be combined
with the new religious ideas now current. They call
for new moral codes and standards, new “categories of
thought,” new conceptions of sin and righteousness,
new visions of God, etc. But their new ideas are ancient and the teaching of Christ is still as new, true, and
glorious as it was in the days when he walked on earth.
The ancient Pharisaism has changed only its name and
its applications; the verities which Jesus taught are
still verities and will be nothing less until the end of
time. Away completely with the former; let us keep
only the latter, even as Jesus still tells us to do!
18) While he was saying these things to them,
lo, a certain ruler, having come, worships him, saying, My daughter just died; but, after coming, place
thy hand upon her, and she shall live. Compare
Mark 5:21 and Luke 8:40. Matthew furnishes the
exact sequence of events. In the morning Jesus
returned to Capernaum from the country of the Gadarenes and went to his own house. There a crowd
gathered, and he healed the paralytic. Then Jesus
dined at Matthew’s house, probably in the late afternoon, and following the meal he answered the Pharisees
and the disciples of John. Matthew’s oﬂice and house,
we assume, was located at the landing place on the road
beside the lake. Thus “he was now by the sea,” Mark
5:21. As he was still speaking to John’s disciples,
Jairus appeared, one of the rulers of the synagogue
whom Matthew designates only as ipxwv els‘ (the latter
word being used like the indeﬁnite Th), “a certain
ruler.” On this indeﬁnite use of the numeral compare
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12:11; 18:5; 21:19. The ruler prostrates himself before Jesus in the Oriental fashion of utmost humility
and utters his petition. Mark writes c‘axé-rws Ex“, “she
is at the last,” i. e., at the point of death; Luke, al'rrr;
darc’omcmv, “she was dying,” i. e., when the father left.
Matthew, however, writes ('1'pr eraeﬁmaev, “she just died.”
Matthew narrates the entire story in a single paragraph While Mark and Luke devote much more space
to it. So Matthew omits mention of the coming of the
messengers who tell Jairus that death had just set in.
Instead of adding these details, Matthew at once lets us
learn the essential fact from Jairus, namely, that his
daughter was actually dead. The explanation that in
his perturbation Jairus overstated the case and called
the girl dead when she was only at the point of death
affords no solution but merely inverts the matter.
When Jairus asks that Jesus shall come and lay his
hand upon his daughter he is thinking of other cases in
which Jesus touched the person when working the
miracle and assumes that Jesus will do so in this
case.
To be sure, this is less faith than that of the
centurion (8:8), yet when Jairus says, (ﬂuent, “she
shall live,” he shows that his faith is by no means
insigniﬁcant.
19) And having started, Jesus followed him,
also his disciples. The participle c‘yep0eis, like dvaa-raic,
by no means compels us to assume that Jesus was
sitting and thus arose, or that he was still reclining

at table in Matthew's house and arose to go with
Jairus. This participle is used to mark the beginning
of an action in the sense of “having started”; we may
translate, “And Jesus up and followed him.” Matthew indicates that he is acquainted with all the
details of the story although he omits them from his
record; for he mentions the fact that also the dis~
ciples went along. From Mark’s and from Luke’s
accounts we know that Jesus took three of them,

Matthew 9:20, 21
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Peter, John, and James, into the room where he
brought the child back to life.
20) And lo, a woman, suffering hemorrhage for
twelve years, having come up behind, touched the
tassel of his robe; for she was saying within herself,
If only I may touch his robe I will be restored. Eusebius calls her Veronica, a heathen from Paneas; the
Acts of Pilate call her Bernice. We credit neither
story, least of all that she was a heathen. The nature
of her ailment is not determined by the mere participle, and guesses are gratuitous. From Mark’s and
from Luke’s accounts we gather that the drain on her
strength was constant, for it ceased the moment the
woman touched the tassel. She was ashamed to expose her case; moreover, her ailment rendered her
Levitically unclean. Matthew omits mention of the
fact that for twelve years (accusative of extent of
time) she had vainly spent her money in seeking a
cure, and that thus at this time her case was beyond
human help. Matthew says nothing about the crowds
that accompanied Jairus and Jesus. He states only
that, working her way up behind him, she reached
out and touched the tassel of his robe. Like all true
Jews, Jesus wore the shimla, a square cloth that
was used as an outer robe and had tassels (tsitsith,
Kpa'ﬂ‘lrcsov) at the four corners according to the requirement laid down in Deut. 22:12. The tassels were
attached to blue cords. The Pharisees loved to make
the tassels large and prominent in order to display
their compliance with the law. Two of the corners
of the shimla. were thrown back over the shoulders
so that two of the tassels hung down the back. One
of these the woman managed to touch.
21) This she did with the inner conviction that
the touch would bring her healing; awaﬁoopat, “I shall be
saved,” i. e.,‘ from my ailment.
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22) But Jesus, having turned and seen her,
said, Cheer up, daughter, thy faith has restored
thee! And the woman was restored from that very
hour. Matthew is again very brief as compared
with Mark and with Luke; he notes only the mere
essentials. Jesus does not let the woman slip away
as she desired to do. And does this ﬁrst because of
his concern for her and secondly because of the others
present. They, too, are to know what has been done
for her. She is to know just how she has come to
be healed. According to Mark and to Luke, Jesus
makes her declare herself, which she does with fear
and trembling, thinking that Jesus may be angry
with her. But his purpose is to impress upon her
the fact that she was healed by his knowledge and his
will. Many in that throng touched Jesus and nothing
resulted. Only to this woman’s touch of faith did
Jesus respond with his power. With the bidding,
“poet, oﬁyanp! Jesus dispels all her fear and reveals
his tender concern and love.
Those who refer to superstition on the woman's
part which manifested itself in her merely touching
the tassel, or to magnetism on Jesus’ part as producing the healing, misunderstand this miracle; for superstition obtains no instantaneous or any other cures,
and magnetism, electric current, etc., bestow no instantaneous, miraculous cures.
Why not accept the
word of the Savior who tells this women, “Thy faith
has restored thee”? Certainly, her faith not as the
cause eﬂiciens which was the will and the power of
Jesus, but as the 5pyavov )urrrmdv, the hand that received
the gift. The idea that this woman’s faith rested only
on touching his garment and not on Jesus’ Word, is
also untenable. Luther has a better idea: she believes that divine, omnipotent power resides in Jesus;
that he can answer the secret, unspoken trust of her
heart; that all she needs is the Word and the preach-

Matthew 9:22, 28
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ing by which he has made himself known, and she
uses the touch of his garment only in some way to
come into contact with him. Who has seen such wonderful people: this Jairus who trusts that the hand
of Jesus touching his dead child can bring back her
life, and this woman who trusts that her touch of
his garment will bring her restoration? No won-

der that Jesus rewarded such faith.

The perfect

oc'aume reaches back to the instant in which Jesus restored her and includes her continued restoration;

the same effect is produced by the aorist (“c.6027 followed by ﬁnd.
23) And when Jesus had come to the house of
the ruler and had seen the ﬂute players and the
crowd making 0. din, he was saying: Be leaving, for
the girl did not die but is sleeping. And they were
laughing him to scorn. Matthew at once takes us

to the house where the Jewish mourning is in full
blast. Judging from the indications of time in this
chapter, it must have been toward dusk, and the child
would be buried the next morning. Matthew alone
mentions the hired “ﬂute players”; beside them would
be found the hired wailing women with hair streaming,
beating their breasts and ﬁlling the air with loud
moans and bursts of sobs. The prominence of the
family would call for a goodly number of these hired
mourners.
Besides there would be present many
friends of this important family. The whole house
was thus full of noise. Paid mourners were professionals at the business, and the custom of having
them in houses of mourning and at funerals dates
far back, even beyond the times of Jeremiah (9 :17) ,
and‘ is found among Jews and pagans alike. Naturally, Jesus would order these people out and hush
them; a deed such as he was about to do called for the
decency and the dignity of silence.
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24) The word with which Jesus put out the
noisy crowd has sometimes been misunderstood as
though it implied that the girl had merely lapsed into
a coma and appeared to be dead while still holding to
life. “Did not die” is taken to deny the death, and
“sleepeth” is understood to refer to sleep. But the
people who were ordered out of the room knew better;
from their loud wailing they turned to scornful
laughter at this word of Jesus, ste lochte’n ihn aus.
According to Mark 5:35 Jairus is informed: c’m’ﬂavcv,
“she did die”; Luke 8:49 has réﬂvqxcv, “she has died"
and thus is dead, and adds the statement that the
people “knew that she died.” The explanation that
Jesus spoke as he did because he wanted to veil his
miracle, is unacceptable; he does not equivocate or
deceive. “Did not die but is sleeping" is spoken in
view of the omnipotent power and will of him who
can bring life back with a word. The word is true
because of him who makes it true. What is gained by
the rationalistic assumption of a coma? Can human
power abolish a coma with a grasp and a word? Note
the two imperfect tenses Echv and xarcye’mv; they picture the scene in its progress and hold us in suspense
as to the outcome.
25)

Now when the crowd was put out, having

gone in, he grasped her hand, and the girl rose up.

Here we again have marked abbreviation. Nothing
is said about the ﬁve witnesses who were admitted
to the death chamber, the word spoken to the girl, the
resulting amazement, and other details found in Mark
and in Luke.

The latter adds: c'rc'arpnpcv 1'3 merino. 0.151779,

“her spirit did return,” leaving not even the shadow
of a doubt that the girl had been dead and was brought
back to life. With a record of this restoration of the
dead unto life Matthew is content -- all the details are
entirely minor. Note that after the two imperfects in

Matthew 9:26-28
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y. 24 two aorists report the outcome and thus conclude the action.
26) And this report went out into that entire
land. The parents may have followed the command
to tell no one what had been done (Luke 8:56), but
the miracle itself could not be kept quiet: it stood
out above the other miracles, forming a climax to all
of them.
27) And as Jesus was passing along from there,
two blind men followed him, yelling and saying,
Show us mercy, Son of David! It was the evening
of this memorable day. Jesus is on his way home
after having performed the miracle at the house of
Jairus. Here two blind men, led by somebody, follow Jesus with the loud yell that he have mercy on
them, aee’w is transitive.
The exceptional feature is
that they address him as “Son of David,” a Jewish
designation for the Messiah, bearing with it the conception of kingship and royal dominion. Jesus walks
along the street and pays no attention to these petitioners. “Son of David,” like “Messiah,” bore a
political signiﬁcance to the Jews, one that Jesus did
not want to foster in the minds of the people who

would thus be moved to the attempt to make him
a political king. That seems to be the real reason
why Jesus disregards these blind men on the public
street.

28) Now when he was come into the house, the
blind men came to him. And Jesus says to them,
Do you believe that I am able to do this? They say
to him, Yes, Lord. Already the aorist ﬁonoﬁaqaav
indicates that the blind men were successful in their
following Jesus. The article with oixt'av points to the
particular house in which Jesus made his home in
Capernaum.
We see that the blind men persist in
their request for help. The question of Jesus in re-"
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gard to their faith in his power to heal them does not
imply, as has been supposed, that their calling him
“Son of David” is insufﬁcient evidence of faith in
his power; for their cry for mercy proves that very
faith. Nor does this question imply that it is always
necessary to have faith before Jesus can work a
miracle of healing or of help. This generalization is
voided by the cases in which the miracles precede faith
and in which faith is expected to follow, compare the
healing of the two demoniacs in 8:28, etc. The purpose of Jesus’ question is to turn the thoughts of
these blind men way from any political Messianic
ideas regarding Jesus and to direct them to the divine
power and grace found in him. The emphasis is not
merely on “do you believe” but equally on the object
clause, “that I am able to do this.” One who is able
to restore sight by means of a touch and a word is
far greater than any national king, however grand
his reign may be.
29) Then he touched their eyes, saying, According to your faith be it unto you! Jesus now heals
them at once. Since they were blind, the touch of
Jesus had a special signiﬁcance. This did not imply
that he conveyed his power through the physical
touch but that he let them feel that his power and his
will were dealing with their blind eyes. “According
to your fait ” mentions faith, not as being the cause,
eﬂ'icz‘ens, in fact, not as being the cause in any sense
(contra R. 609), but as being the norm. The
measure of their expectant trust is matched by the
measure of help extended by the word and the will of
Jesus. Their trust in his divine power is justiﬁed by
what this divine power works in them. Note the punc-

tiliar force of the aorist ytmaﬁrw: “let it be on the
instant!”
30) And their eyes were opened, i. e., to perfect sight. The aorist states the astounding fact.

Matthew 9:80-82
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So brief the record, so tremendous the fact it reports.
And Jesus sternly charged them, See to it, let no one

know!

The verb ('pﬂptdopat is very strong, “to snort

at one," anherrschen, here to demand in the sternest
way. The reason for this sternness lies in the manner in which these men called Jesus the Son of David.
The claim that Jesus did not wish to be known as a
worker of miracles is not tenable, for he constantly
worked miracles in the most public way before great
multitudes, and the report of his miracles penetrated
even to the countries round about. These commands
to keep silent have each their speciﬁc purpose. In
this instance the aim cannot be that no one is to ﬁnd
out that Jesus healed these blind men, for all their
relatives and their friends would see their restored
eyes and thus know what had happened. The object
must be that Jesus is not to be proclaimed as the Son
of David. Yet he could not specify this point and
the reasons for not allowing himself to be broadcast
as the great heir to David’s throne; for such explanations could not be made clear to these men, mere beginners in faith that they were.
31) They, however, having gone out, advertised him in that entire land. Let us hope that they
kept still about anything that suggested a political
tinge to Jewish minds. It seems to be poor gratitude
thus to do, in a way at least, what their great benefactor ordered them not to do. But they probably
intended it as real gratitude to him.
32) Jesus has not yet completed his labor for the
day. Now while they were going out, lo, they
brought to him a dumb demoniac. The connection
of time is plainly marked: those coming in passed those
going out. To the more remarkable miracles which
have already been related in this chapter these last
two which are less remarkable are added because they
occurred on the same day. By giving us this list of
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miracles in chapters 8 and 9 Matthew takes us through
a few days of the full tide of Jesus’ ministry. Friends
or relatives brought in this poor sufferer. The demon
that possessed him inhibited his power of speech.
Comparing this man with the two described in 8:28,
we see how differently demoniacal possession affected
its victims. The supposition that this man’s loss of
speech was due to natural causes is not tenable. For
the words and the deeds of Jesus regard him as one
who was actually possessed.
33) And when the demon was expelled, the
dumb man spoke. Merely the two facts, the historical aorist participle indicating the one, and the

historical principal verb the other, AaAeZv meaning “to
utter,” the opposite of being silent. And the multitudes were ﬁlled with wonder, saying, Never was
it seen thus in Israel.

But the Pharisees were say-

ing, In conjunction with the ruler of the demons does
he expel the demons. When closing his two chapters on the miracles of Jesus, Matthew summarizes
the general effect produced upon the people. The
statement about the wonder of “the multitudes” cannot be restricted to this last miracle, for no multitude was present when this was performed, this
miracle, also, being less impressive than others
recorded in this section. The people are speaking of
all that they have witnessed and heard from other
witnesses.

In the entire history of Israel nothing

has ever appeared that is comparable to all that Jesus
has just done. The second passive aorist aim is impersonal: “it did appear," hence, “it was seen.”
34) The remark regarding the Pharisees and
what they kept saying (away, imperfect) is questioned
by some who say that it does not belong in this place
since a similar remark occurs in 12:24. But the two
remarks are not identical.

There is no reason to

think that the Pharisees did not repeat this vicious

Matthew 9:34
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explanation and ﬁnally adopt it as a ﬁxed reply to
Jesus. The fact that they have an answer only to
the miracles wrought upon demoniacs indicates that
they had no reply for all the other miracles. Matthew
thus informs us that in his miracles Jesus met this
opposition and that it centered only on this one type
of miracle. We take c'v in its ordinary meaning:
“in connection with," "in union with.” The Pharisees
charged that Jesus was in league with Satan whom
they call “the ruler of the demons.” Satan obliges
Jesus by withdrawing the demons from their victims
when Jesus wants this done. In due time Jesus exploded this charge.
It is typical of all the "explanations" which unbelief has given regarding the
miracles.
We may here glance at some of the efforts to explain the miracles of Christ. The miracles are divided
into the following clases: exorcisms, cures of diseases,
nature miracles. The last-named are the most difﬁcult
to explain, and the modernist sometimes ﬁnds that “it
is necessary to question the literal accuracy of the

narrative.” But we ask, if “the literal accuracy,”
or as it is also stated, “the historicity of these narratives,” is “questioned,” which means denied, what
have we left? Only what the questioner may offer
us. What the inspired writer recorded is taken from
us, what the “modern mind” thinks is substituted.
Why apply this process of reasoning only to the
nature miracles? Scientiﬁc consistency ought to apply
it to all the miracles, and not to the miracles alone but
to Scripture in general. This would give us a Bible
made by the “modern mind” according to its own ideas,
subject also to any future changes this “mind” may

ﬁnd desirable. The following is a sample which
removes the literalness and the historicity of the
text: “The miracle of the stilling of the storm
may have been a complete change in the minds of
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the disciples, rather than in the actual state of the
weather.” To the “modern mind” exorcism “can
easily be explained on psychological principles, which
are gradually being understood.” The curing of
diseases — advanced leprosy, paralysis, and we
may add congenital blindness and deformity of limbs
—is explained as being due to “the intense convictions" and “the unique personal force” of Jesus, and
“thus need cause no serious difﬁculty.” But such hazy
remarks are unsatisfactory and do not do justice to
the facts in the case.
35) And Jesus continued to go about all the
cities and the villages, engaged in teaching in their
synagogues and in proclaiming the good news of the
kingdom and in healing every disease and every sickness. This repeats 4:23 with only minor verbal
changes. The program outlined in 4:23 is thus completed, yet we now learn that Jesus continued it.
What Matthew has in chapters 5-9 shown us of the
preaching, teaching, and miracles is only a grand
sample of Christ’s constant ministry. 0n the details
of this verse compare 4:23.
36) But when he saw the multitudes he was
ﬁlled with compassion for them because they were

distressed and prostrate like sheep not having a
shepherd. From the work of Jesus, Matthew takes
us to the motive that lay back of all this work, the
Lord’s great compassion. The aorist tense is historical and refers to a speciﬁc time, when, standing,
perhaps, on a height with the Twelve, he saw the multitudes coming toward him from various directions.
The verb wMyxm’zopat means to have the viscera moved,
lungs, heart, and liver, which are considered to be
the seat of the feelings, such as love, pity, etc. We
may say, “his heart was stirred.” Of the three words
translated “being compassionate" this is the strongest,
for it indicates not only a pained feeling at sight of

Matthew 9:86
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suﬁering, but in addition a strong desire to relieve
and to remove the sufferings; wpwdo'xcw stops with the
sympathy which feels the other’s suffering, and Miv
means to show mildness or kindness. 0n Christ’s
compassion compare 14:14; 15:32; Mark 1:41; 6:34;
Luke 7:13. “These instances in which the compassion of Jesus is expressly recorded are so much
evidence, proving that his heart was ever ﬁlled with
merciful kindness and feelings of pity for the distressed of every description. Whenever and wherever
suffering and sorrow of body or soul met his eyes, his
heart was moved with compassion. The compassion
of Jesus is one of the deepest, richest, most comforting
of all his Savior qualities.” The author's His Footsteps, 246.
The casual observer of the multitudes would never
have seen what Jesus saw. This required a heart
such as the Savior’s. The two perfect participles
are regarded as adjectives; their tense describes a
present condition as resulting from a past act.
'Ea'qupe'vm means, “having been flayed,” or milder,
“having the skin torn," as this happens to sheep
wandering among brambles and sharp rocks.
'Eppq‘pe’vm (variously spelled, from ﬁﬁywpa) means,
“thrown down prone and helpless" like exhausted,
spent sheep; this verb is used with reference to corpses
lying prostrate on the ground. Both participles are
made vivid by the comparison: “like sheep not having
a shepherd.” Soon they look abject, torn and exhausted, a sight to rend the heart.
‘
What follows shows that Jesus is thinking of the
spiritual condition of the people. Such shepherds as
they had were no shepherds, were often worse than
none. Their souls received no wholesome spiritual
food and care, for, as far as that was concerned, they
were left to shift for themselves. Material and
physical destitution moves our humanitarian age
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deeply, but who cares for or even sees spiritual distress? Matthew’s description of the compassion of
Jesus is so striking that in all probability he derived
it from an expression uttered by Jesus himself.
37) Then he says to his disciples, The harvest
abundant, the workers few. Ask, therefore, of the
Lord of the harvest that he throw out workers into
his harvest. Here Matthew makes the transition to
the new section, the commissioning of the apostles.
We also see how the compassion of Jesus at once
manifests itself in action. First, Jesus points to the
two great facts: “the harvest abundant — the workers
few.” The beautiful balance of Fry and se’ cannot be
reproduced in English; the “truly” and “but” of our
versions is too coarse. Jesus does not say, “the ﬁeld
is large," i. e., to till and to sow. He views only
the harvest. We must remain with the tertium comparatiom's and not speak of sowing, cultivating, and
producing the harvest. The harvest has already been
produced—Jesus sees it.
“The harvest" is sometimes misunderstood. Some
think that it refers to the multitudes that Jesus saw
coming to him; but some of these people would not
be gathered into the heavenly garner. The great
missionary authority G. Warneck looks at the harvest
through synergistic eyes; he thinks of it as representing the seekers after God, supposing that even among
the heathen there is a “better” class of men.

Yet all

are equally lost, and by nature none seek after God.
He is found by them that sought him not, Isa. 65:1;
Rom. 10:20; compare John 6:44. Others think of the
gathering of a new congregation from the scattered
old congregation, namely its receptive members. The
harvest are the sheep which the Lord knows, including
also “the other sheep,” John 10:14, etc. “The Lord
knoweth them that are his,” II Tim. 2:19. By “the
harves " Jesus means all those in whom the work

Matthew 9.‘87, 88
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of God’s grace succeeds. And this harvest is «chic,
“much" or "abundant." The number of those that
will be saved is large. Like a great, ripe ﬁeld of
grain they stand before the eyes of Jesus, needing

only to be gathered in.
That is why he speaks of “the workers.” Up to
this point Jesus alone was working at bringing in
the harvest, training the Twelve at the same time, so

that they were now ready to help him. How small
this number, considering Palestine alone! The remarkable thing is that Jesus asks the disciples to
be concerned about this paucity of workers, and that
in a signiﬁcant way: “they are to ask the Lord of the

harvest to throw workers into the harvest.” According to 3:12 Jesus himself might be considered the
owner of the harvest, but in 3:12 we have a different
imagery. Here God is “the Lord of the harvest,” its
Kﬁpws, not only the owner, but the one who controls
the entire management of the harvest.

God has

put this harvest and its ingathering into Jesus’ hands.
It is his great mission to bring in this harvest. That
explains all he has already done and all he will yet
do, including his atoning death and resurrection.
Without him the harvest could not at all be brought
in. In the compassion of Jesus for the lost sheep and
in his word to the Twelve we see his own deep, personal
concern for the harvest. He has. however. now
trained the Twelve sufﬁciently so that they can join
him in this concern. And that to the extent that they
not only themselves lay hands to the work of ingathering but also see the need of more workers and are
moved to pray for them.
38) Verbs of praying are construed with arm,
which Iva has not crowded out, B.-D. 392, 1; R. 995.

We cannot argue that the Lord of the harvest, owning

it as he does, will naturally see to it that it is brought
in.

We may be sure that he will do so even with-
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out our prayer (as Luther remarks in connection
with the Second Petition of the Lord's Prayer). Our
prayers do not save the harvest or even a part of it.
Our prayers unite in God’s concern for the harvest,
make us of one mind, heart, and will with him, partners of Jesus himself. The matter goes much deeper
than rationalizing thoughts are able to penetrate.
Jesus does not tell the disciples to go out and to get
workers. This mistake has often been made, and
workers are brought in that God has not called. The
harvest is God’s, and he must provide the workers,
expmav dc, “throw them out into the harvest," i. e.,

hurry them out.

All that we are to do is “to ask"

this of God, and we know that this is his will, and
that he will hear our request. He is the one who
in his own way will ﬁnd and send out the workers.
The wonder will always remain that God, the primal
cause, uses us and our prayers, the secondary causes,
and does not discard them. The secret of this conjunction lies in the inﬁnite grace of the divine will
which unites him and us through Jesus. When
one note is struck, the other responds, keyed as
they are to the one tone. What a blessed relation
between the workers in the harvest and the Lord of
the harvest!

CHAPTER X
Vll
Christ Appoints his Apostles, Chapter 10

1) Although 9 :36-38 prepares for chapter 10, the
contents of this chapter form an independent section.
Compare Mark 3:13, etc.; Luke 9 :1, etc. When Jesus
sent out the Seventy a little later, he again spoke
the word about the plenteous harvest and the few
laborers (Luke 10:1-3; Matt. 9:37). Nor need it
cause surprise that some of the directions given to the
Twelve in our present chapter were likewise given
to the Seventy, Luke 10:4, etc. The exact time of the
commissioning of the Twelve is not indicated; for
9:35 places us into the midst of the travels of Jesus
in Galilee where Jesus saw the multitudes in their
deplorable condition. And having called unto him
his twelve disciples, he gave them authority over unclean spirits, to expel them, also to heal every disease
and every sickness. This reads as though it at once
followed upon 9:36-38. Matthew repeatedly uses
wpoaxnwdwos in the ordinary sense of calling someone
unto himself to face him. Here the Twelve are asked
to stand before Jesus in order to receive their commission. We see that Matthew emphasizes the number
“twelve,” repeating it in verses 2 and 5. The Twelve,
as here introduced, appear as already being a ﬁxed
group of whom Matthew’s readers know without his
needing to state how these twelve men came to be such
a group. The word “disciples” is broader. It may
refer to some or all of the Twelve together with others
(387)
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who followed Jesus as believers, according as the context requires.
Only the fact is stated that the Twelve were given
the mighty ('fovat'a. over unclean spirits (an objective
genitive, R. 500), the term denoting both the power
and the right to use that power. With what words
this “authority” was given we are not told. “So as to
expel them,” time with the inﬁnitive, is scarcely pure

purpose (R. 990) but contemplated result (R. 10891090). The second inﬁnitive, “and to heal,” etc., cannot depend on (601': but must be construed with ieouata:
“authority also to heal." The notion that all disease
and sickness is due to evil spirits is not supported in the
Scriptures and cannot in this instance be based on a
grammatical construction alone. The demons, of whom
We have heard before, are here called “unclean med/Aura,"

spirit beings, evil angels, denominated “unclean” or
impure to describe their deﬁled and deﬁling character;
they are the very opposite of God and of his holy angels.
Sin is always vile. “Authority over unclean spirits" is
deﬁned by the «liars clause. Jesus grants the Twelve
the very same power' which he possesses, to free men
from demoniacal possession and to heal them from all
kinds of ailments. The bestowal of this “authority”
upon the Twelve and then upon the Seventy (Luke
10:17-20) reveals his deity.
2) Now the names of the twelve apostles
are these: the ﬁrst, Simon, called Peter, and Andrew,
his

brother;

James,

the

son

of

Zehedee,

and

John, his brother; Philip and Bartholomew;
Thomas and Matthew, the publican; James the son
of Alphaeus, and Thaddeus; Simon, the Cananean,
and Judas lscariot, the one that did also betray‘him.
’Amic‘rvos, derived from dwoare'Mcw, “to commission,”the
verb which Jesus often uses to deﬁne his own mission
from the Father, denotes much more than a servant

sent to deliver a message; it denotes a duly empowered

Matthew 10:2, 3
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representative, an ambassador or legate who acts for

his lord or king.

While this word is at times used in a

broad sense so as to include the helpers of the Twelve

and Paul, here “the twelve apostles” include only this
deﬁnite number. They have an immediate call from
Jesus, and this is issued because of their future fundamental work (Eph. 2 :20) in the church; their inspired
records constitute the doctrinal foundation of the
church. Jesus now made the Twelve such “apostles,”
hence the list of names. “Twelve” is repeated (in v.
5, and in 11:1), matching the twelve patriarchs and the
twelve tribes of Israel.

The list is grouped in pairs — they at ﬁrst went out
two by two. Peter is always named ﬁrst, Iscariot
always last, and (making three groups with four in
each group) the same names are always found in each
group only the order being changed here and there.
Matthew mentions only Judas and Peter in the rest of
his Gospel. Hparos, “the ﬁrst,” does not place the
others under Peter as being the pope but names him as
primus inter pares.

He was not even the ﬁrst to come

to Jesus (John 1:41, 42). Writing for Jews, Matthew
calls him “Simon” and adds the other name by which
he was distinguished from other Simons and by which
the Lord prophetically honored him. His brother Andrew is naturally associated with him. James and
John, a second pair of brothers, are listed according to
age, and James is distinguished from others who bore
this name by the modiﬁer “(son) of Zebedee" (he was
martyred, cf. Acts 12:2).
3)

Bartholomew is a patronymic: son of Tolmai

(Ptolomy), the Nathanel of John 1 :45, etc. Matthew
places his own name after that of Thomas and also
humbly adds “the publican,” a designation which none
of the other three lists contains. The second James is
also identiﬁed according to his parentage. It seems
that Thaddeus had two other names: Lebbeus and
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Judas (John 14:22). This latter name would naturally
be dropped after the betrayal on the part of Judas
Iscariot. See the critics in regard to the reading.
4) The second Simon is distinguished as “the
Cananaean,” which term has nothing to do with Canaan
but is a transcription of the Aramaic term which means
6 ZyMnis. Simon was a former adherent of the Jewish
party of “the Zealots” (Acts 6:37; Josephus, Ant, 18,
1, 1 and 6; Wars, 2, 8, 1). Judas is identiﬁed as “Iscariot,” “the man of Kerioth," being thus named from
his home town in Judea. In John 6:70 his father.
Simon bears this appellation. In the Gospels he is designated as the traitor, 6 napaSolis', the aorist participle
being used as an apposition and denoting the historical
fact: “did betray,” i. e., hand over to the Jews.
5) These twelve Jesus commissioned, having
charged them, saying, etc. This group of men and

their number are again stressed.

The chief act is ex-

pressed by the ﬁnite aorist dwe'authcv, to which the secondary act is added by means of the aorist participle

mundane.

Mark 6 :7-13 reports how the Twelve were

sent out, the charge to them being abbreviated, and
the work they did on their ﬁrst mission is brieﬂy
sketched. Luke 9:1-6 is similar. In Mark 6:30, etc.,
and in Luke 9:10 we hear about the return of the
Twelve and the quiet conference Jesus had with them.
Matthew says nothing about the mission of the Seventy
and the charge with which they were sent out (Luke
10:1, etc.) . The fact that this would be similar to the
charge given the Twelve .need not be stated. This
leaves Matt. 10:16-42 as a unit, which is sometimes
regarded as incorporating or containing instructions
that were issued much later (such as Mark 13 :9-13;
Luke 21 :12-19). This conclusion may be questioned.
Matthew, himself one of the Twelve, records the complete charge as it was given by Jesus when the Twelve
were ﬁrst sent out. He is telling us, not, like Mark

Matthew 10:5, 6
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and Luke, only of the mission to Galilee during the next
days or weeks, but of the complete apostolic mission of
the Twelve, now into Galilee and then at last into all
the world. This explains v. 16-42. A view of their
entire mission would be valuable at the very start; and
the fact that portions of this charge with natural verbal
changes should later be repeated is due to their importance.

First, the instructions for their preliminary mission
in Galilee. Do not go off on a Gentile road and do
not go into a Samaritan town. The genitives are
possessive: a road belonging to Gentiles, a town belonging to Samaritans. Gentiles and Samaritans are
classed together since the latter were a mixed race that
was hostile to the Jews and had a false religion (John
4:22). The time for world-wide evangelization had
not yet come. What Jesus had done on one occasion
in Samaria (John 4 :3-42) and on certain occasions for
individual Gentiles (as in 8:5, etc.) and what he had
hitherto said about salvation for all men (5:13, 14;
8:11) was prophetic; was not intended for the present
but for the great days of the future.
6) But keep going rather to the lost sheep of
Israel’s house. Compare Jer. 50:6; Ezek. 34:2, etc.
The imperatives used in v. 5 are properly aorists: not at
all are the Twelve to go to Gentiles and to Samaritans.
But now the imperative is a durative present: continually are they to go to the Jews. There is a strong
motive in the expression “‘lost sheep of Israel’s house”
which is repeated by Jesus in 16 :24. The perfect participle dwoMAora describes a present condition (R. 881) ,
which is due to a past act. These are the sheep that
ought to be with the ﬂock but are far from their Shepherd. Surely, therefore, all effort should be made to
restore them to the ﬂock. But this participle denotes
more than the thought that the sheep have strayed
away. Its opposite is anoint, “to be saved and thus to
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be safe.” These sheep are in a perishing condition;
having entered it, they are still in it. For their own
sake they should be helped, restored. Compare 9:36.
They are “the sheep of Israel’s house,” precious on that
account. “Israel’s house" is an Old Testament expression for the chosen nation as descended from its ancestor Israel whom God called “Israel,” one who rules
with God. These perishing sheep of Israel ought to be
sought ﬁrst of all.

7) Here is stated what the Twelve are to do.
Now as you go keep proclaiming, saying, The kingdom of the heavens has come near. They are to
make this their chief work, to announce this good news
as heralds (xnpiicocw, “to make a public proclamation”) .
They are thus to continue the work the Baptist began

(3:2) and Jesus continued (4:17). On. “the kingdom,” etc., see 3:2. Only the theme or substance of
the proclamation is given; this naturally required elaboration. The kingdom is the rule ofgrace, power, etc.,
die Koenigsherrscha‘ft, which is now at hand and in
progress in Jesus, the King.

8) Sick heal; dead raise; lepers cleanse;
demons expel; freely you received, freely give. Note
the beauty and the power of the form—each clause
having only two terms. The power to work miracles
had already been bestowed upon the Twelve (v. 1);
here they are merely told to exercise this power. After
healing the sick they are to turn their attention to the
dead; and the lepers who were regarded as unclean are

placed next to the unclean demons. We have no record
that any of the Twelve raised a dead person on this
evangelistic tour. The power to do so was in the possession of each. For that matter, most of the Twelve

never raised the dead, and on this tour each of the
Twelve did not work the different kinds of miracles
here enumerated. Note the durative present imperatives, all save the last, 861:, which is a constative
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or comprehensive aorist. No objects are attached to
the last two verbs, which means that none are to be
supplied, all the stress being on the two adverbs
“freely” and on their verbs. The great gifts to be
bestowed (“give”) are to be offered gratis, without
charge or pay of any kind. This applies to the entire
mission of the Twelve throughout the future. That is
why raising the dead is mentioned here at the start, for
Jesus looks farther than this brief tour.
9) Here is what the Twelve are not to take along.
Do not provide gold or silver or brass money for
your girdles, in which money was usually carried.
They were to take no money, not even a few coins made

of the baser metal.
10)
Nor a pouch for the road, nor two tunics,
nor sandals, nor a staﬂ’; for worthy is the worker of

his nourishment. They are not to provide a pouch
in which to carry food or clothing; the addition of (is
686v, “for the road," as well as the fact that “a pouch” is
mentioned after the money and not after “freely give,”
is conclusive evidence against Deissmann's view (Light,
etc., 108) that here mipa is “a beggar’s bag” for collecting alms. Just as the Twelve are not to carry anything
for the journey in their girdles, so they are to carry
nothing in any other receptacle, hence are to have no
pouch at all.
“Nor two tunics” implies that the one they are
wearing is enough.

Travellers often had two or even

more, not only in order to make a change, but also to
wear both together against cold. “Nor sandals, nor a
staff," compared with Mark 6:8, “except a. staff only,”
is best taken to mean that the Twelve are not to provide
new sandals and a new staff in view of the tour but are
to go with the sandals and the staff they have. In
other words, the Twelve are not to outﬁt themselves for
the tour.
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This does not indicate that they are to endure special hardships but that they are to dismiss all care for

their bodily needs.

He who sends them out will pro-

vide for them in all respects. Their ﬁrst experience is
to teach them complete trust, Luke 22 :35. “For worthy
is the worker of his nourishmen ” is, of course, not
intended as an academic or abstract proposition.
Jesus is sending out these workers, and as their Lord
he says that they are worthy of their sustenance. In

other words, he himself gives them assurance on this
point. Therefore they must act without the least
worry. In as.“ we have the idea of equal weight between the worker and his living or support, rpoﬁ, in
Luke 10:7 and in I Tim. 5:18, [.uaﬂée, with little difference in force. Other employers may rob their workers,
Jesus never does so. He may seem to have nothing,
but everything is at his command. This truth the faith
of the Twelve is to realize by their own experience.
11) Just how the Twelve are to proceed is now
stated in detail, 86 being quite in order. Now into
whatever town or village you enter search out who
in it is worthy and there remain until you leave.
Note that in these verses Matthew is more speciﬁc than
either Mark or Luke. Here, too, “worthy” has the idea
of equal weight: the apostles (i. e., two always going
together, Mark 6 :7) as the representatives of Jesus on
the one hand, and the man who is of a type and character to be willing to lodge them, on the other. It
would not be a difﬁcult matter to determine who is such
a man. The two apostles would make their public
proclamation” in the place (v. 7: xqpéoam), the people
would hear and see who had come into their midst, and
so in most cases it would prove an easy matter to ﬁnd
the proper person with whom to lodge. The idea is
not that the apostles would inquire about a ﬁt place to
stay before they had begun to preach; or that their
inquiry was made in order to avoid lodging in a dis-
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reputable house; or that Jesus expected them to work
only privately in the homes and not publicly before the
people in the town or the village. “There remain"
means: while you are in the place. The apostles are
not to shift to another host who, perhaps, may offer
better lodging and fare. The hospitality ﬁrst offered
is to be honored.
12) And on going into the house (thus selected)
salute it; and if the house is worthy, let your peace
be upon it ; but if it is not worthy, your peace — let
it return to you. The greeting or salutation would,
of course, be, “Peace to you 1” (John 20:19, 26). But
this would never be a mere conventional phrase but the
full reality; shalom, spiritual well-being with all that
this connotes would come to and upon that house, i. e.,
the family it shelters. By their presence and their
work the apostles would in reality bestow this gift. Of
course, this involved that the gift would be received.
“Worthy” implies that there was a balance between the
offer and the reception of the gift, and not between the
value of the gift and the merit of the owner of the
house. Those that hunger and thirst after righteousness are the only ones that shall be ﬁlled, 5 :6. The imperative whim expresses the will of Jesus: “let it come
upon it i" and the aorist implies: fully and completely,
once for all. Here we again see that the apostles are
only the agents of Jesus.
13) But the apostles may make a mistake. The
house (family) may, after all, turn out to be “not
worthy.” After extending a warm welcome, the owner,
on learning more about Jesus and the kingdom, may
show his dislike for both. Cases like this still occur in
mission work. The offer of peace is made, but the
response to it ceases; the two are out of balance, “not
wort .” Then the will of Jesus is that the peace
return to the apostles who brought it as a gift. This
cannot mean that at least the apostles will have this

396

The Interpretation of Matthew

peace as a blessing when it returns to them, getting
something for themselves out of the disappointing
transaction. When men refuse God’s gifts, these are
never wasted or lost; the bearers will ﬁnd other men

who are happy to receive these very gifts. Where one
door closes, another is opened.
14) And whoever does not receive you, nor
hear your words — on going out of the house or of
that city shake off the dust of your feet. The relative clause beginning with 6: is left suspended in the
construction (R. 437) ; more than this, the relative
refers ‘ad sensum not merely to the owner of one house
but equally to the inhabitants of an entire town: “out
of the house or of that city.” We again see that Jesus
is not thinking of the ﬁrst entrance into a house or a
town and of a leaving immediately after the ﬁrst saluta-

tion.

For both p31 8&qu and M82 dxouay are aorists and

refer to deﬁnite receiving and effectual hearing.

Jesus

here warns the disciples that, when it comes to deﬁ-

nitely receiving them as the heralds of Jesus and of the
kingdom, they may be disappointed; after their true
character and purpose become known, they may ﬁnd
themselves altogether unwelcome.

In fact, they may

come to a town where, after their preaching has been
heard, nobody may have a welcome and hospitality for
them. What then? Leave, of course, the house for

another, the town for another.

But “on leaving (éecpxé-

pawl.) shake off the dust of your feet.” This symbolic
act signiﬁes that the feet of the heralds of the kingdom
have actually been in the house or the town and that
they leave this their dust in witness to the fact that
they were there but were forced to leave because they
were unwelcome. This act was not a sign of contempt;
nor was the dust of the place deﬁling, nor does it indicate that the apostles will have absolutely nothing to
do with the place; nor was this act equal to exclusion
from the kingdom.
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15) Amen, I say to you, more endurable will it
be for the land of Sodom and Gomorrah in the day
of judgment than for that city! To this extent Jesus
backs up his representatives. On “amen,” the seal of
verity, and on, “I say to you,” the seal of authority, see
5218.

'Avex'rdnpov (from dvc'xoyaL, “to hold up” or “to

endure") refers to the lesser penalty to be inﬂicted at
the ﬁnal judgment at the end of the world (11:22, 24) .
Sodom and Gomorrah (in the Greek two neuter plurals) are types of extreme wickedness and at the same
time preliminary examples of the ﬁnal judgment itself.
Great as their guilt was, the guilt of those who reject
Christ’s apostles and refuse to hear their words of
peace is greater, and the ﬁnal punishment will thus be
harder to bear. “Land” and “city” are common ﬁgures for their inhabitants. To lie in sin.and thus to
perish is bad; to lie in sin and in addition to reject
grace and thus to perish, is worse. The fact that this
saying of Jesus involves the resurrection of the wicked
should not be questioned. Hell has degrees of suffering. To say that the fate of the damned is yet to be
deﬁnitely determined is to overlook the fact that Jesus
has here already determined it. “In the judgment
day” what has now been settled in the Word will be
rendered as the verdict publicly, before the universe,
by Jesus, the Judge himself. “More endurable” does
not suggest probation after death; the implication is
the very reverse.
16) We decline to attribute to Matthew what belongs to Jesus: the conception of this commissioning

address. Matthew did not conceive the idea of it and
then compile it from words of Jesus spoken at various
times; Jesus conceived and spoke this address as it

stands. Jesus feels, and rightly, that with this preliminary tour he is really sending the apostles out on
their great mission in life. It is thus that he gives
them a survey of what they may expect.

The great
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pronoun Jyu'», “I,” runs through the address (verses
16, 22, “because of my name,” 24, 25, 27, 32, 33, 84.38,
40, 42). The theme of the address is the statement:
Lo, I myself am commissioning you as sheep among
wolves! This means ﬁrst, that you shall fare
accordingly (v. 16-23) ; secondly, just like your Teacher
(v. 24-33) ; thirdly, because I came to divide (v. 3439) ; fourthly, you will be received (v. 40-42).
The interjection “10” indicates the surprising nature of what Jesus tells the Twelve. Who would think
of sending sheep among wolves? How long would they
last? But this is what I am doing, Jesus says. Therefore, go and dismiss all fear and keep me in mind!
'Ev ping. is a compound preposition (R. 648) and is often
regarded as one word: “among." The idea is not:
“into the midst of wolves,” but: “as already among
wolves.” “As sheep” characterizes the apostles. They
have lost all the viciousness that is due to sin and wickedness. “Wolves” characterizes the world of men as
being viciously wicked because it is ﬁlled with and
animated by sin. The combination of the two comparisons produces the idea of the helplessness of the apostles among wicked men. As sheep they have no defense
against wolves. But this only shows what lies in ('16
—Jesus is their protector. The verb emu-re’Mu, from
which “apostle” is derived (see v. 5), is more signiﬁcant than «(#70, “to send”; it means to send as a representative, “to commission.” The verb implies that
Jesus cannot abandon them, and that all they do is the
act of Jesus done through them.
The statement regarding what their whole commission is like is at once followed by another which
tells them what their whole conduct should be like.
They are sheep among wolves; therefore be keen as
the serpents and guileless as the doves.

The verb

yivwﬂc (present imperative to indicate continuous conduct) takes the place of the corresponding form of apt,
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B.-P. 250. Since the incident recorded in Gen. 3 the
serpent was regarded as a type of a keen mind, the
German Klughez‘t. “Wise" is too lofty a word, “prudent” has a diﬁ‘erent connotation, “smart” is also olfcolor; perhaps “keen" best conveys the thought. As in
Luke 16:8, the good feature suggested in keenness is
referred to. Hence the qualifying addition, “guileless,” etc., dxc'pawl, without admixture, i. e., of base
motives such as falseness, cunning, and the like, the
type of this good quality being the doves who hurt no

one.

Luther: ¢p6mpo5 “that they may have no just

cause against you”; da’pam, “heartfelt goodness toward
all men.” The outstanding examples of such conduct
are David under Saul’s persecution and Paul in his
whole ministry.
17) And beware (wpoa't'xw with as) of men; for
they will deliver you up to councils, and in their
synagogues they will scourge you; and before governors, moreover, and kings shall you he brought on
account of me for a testimony to them and to the
Gentiles. We regard 8i as copulative, “and," adding
something that is somewhat different. In order to
comply with the command of v. 16 the apostles must
always be on their guard (present imperative) against
men who may. show hostility, by nature being wolves
toward these sheep. The reason for this attitude of
carefulness is introduced by the explanatory yaip. The
idea is not that the apostles will escape all harm by
being keen and on their guard, for they shall suffer

nevertheless; it is rather that they shall understand
the temper of men and thus avoid all thoughtless acts
which might needlessly inﬂame that temper. The
owc’spu (015v plus tape or “seat”) are the minor, local
Jewish courts, in which a number (twenty-three) of
judges sit together to try cases. To be baled before
such a council was an indignity. These councils could
decree scourging with rods as a penalty, the penalty
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being at once carried out in the synagogue where the
council sat (Acts 22 :19; 26 :11; II Cor. 11:24).
18) From Jewish tribunals Jesus turns to the
pagan courts which were presided over by “governors”
or procurators and even by kings. The Herodian rulers were popularly styled kings although in reality they
were only tetrarchs (over a fourth); Archelaus was
called an ethnarch. The implication is that severer
penalties, even death itself awaited the apostles in these
courts. A terrible prospect, indeed! But Jesus never
concealed or softened it (5:10-12). He places the
emphasis on the ﬁnal phrase, “on account of me.”
Whatever they suifer is suffered for him. He sends
them; him they represent, him and his royal rule in the
kingdom they proclaim. A second phrase interprets
the ﬁrst: “for a testimony to them (the Jews who will
be the prime movers in these persecutions) and to the
Gentiles” (the governors, the kings with all their ofﬁcers and men). This will be a grand testimony, indeed,
greater even than ordinary preaching. For it will
compel these high authorities to investigate judicially
the whole cause of the gospel, noting all that it contains
and all that it does for men. Whether this testimony
makes a salutary impression or not, its mere rendering
is the will of Jesus (Acts 1:8, “witnesses unto me”) :
and its saving effect will always be successful in the
case of some.
19) For these severe trials Jesus has special
instructions that are full of the greatest comfort.
Now, whenever they deliver you up, do not be distracted, how and what you shall utter; for it shall

be given to you in that hour what you shall utter;
for you are not the ones making utterance but the
Spirit of your Father, the one making utterance in
you. To be arrested and haled before judges low
or high is enough to upset anyone. In addition to the
shame, the fear, and other conflicting emotions the trial
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itself and the matter of their defense would cause the
apostles terrible anxiety. They would, however, not
merely be concerned that they might defend themselves
and escape the inﬂiction of penalties, their anxiety
would be chieﬂy concerned with the honor of Christ
and the gospel, and they would fear that because of
their mental confusion, mistakes, weakness, ignorance,
or other handicaps they might injure the Lord’s cause.
After a sleepless night or more in a foul cell, with no
advocate at their side, in what condition would they be
to do justice to the gospel? “Do not be distracted l"
contemplates and meets these situations. In negative
commands in the aorist the subjunctive not the imperative is used. The aorist is peremptory, “Drop all worry
completely !"
You are not to have even a thought as to “how or
what you shall utter.” Note the use of AaAdv (not
Ae'yav) throughout, “to make utterance,” as opposed to
keeping silent. The direct questions: “How, what,
shall we speak ?” would have the deliberative subjunctive in the Greek; this is retained in the indirect form.
A ﬁne psychological touch puts “how” and “what"
together with “how” being mentioned ﬁrst. In his uncertainties the poor prisoner would imagine the trial
as taking, perhaps, this turn or that turn, and then he
would think as to how he would respond. Despite all
his thinking the trial, after all, might take a turn he
never thought of.
From these thoughts the prisoner would revert to
just what he would say, the real substance of his
defense, whatever turn the proceeding might take. The
command not even to give the matter a thought is

astonishing. Even the powers, abilities, faculties, talents, wisdom, faith, courage, etc., which God gave the

apostles and which he wants them to use, are to be
entirely disregarded in these ordeals.
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The mystery is explained by the ydp clause: “it shall
be given to you," etc. This is an unqualiﬁed promise.
The passive verb suggests God as the agent. In the
verb “give” lies the strong idea of grace. When God
gives, the gift corresponds to him. The 11’ clause is like
the preceding one; R. 738 makes it relative. When
God gives a man what he shall utter, the proper name
for this is Inspiration. In fact, verses 19, 20 are an
exact description of this divine act. Without previous
thinking, planning, imagining, at the time of their
trials in court the apostles will receive directly from
God just what to utter. It will come into their minds
just as it is needed, and thus they will utter it aloud.
That, in fact, is their entire role: AaMiv, “to utter."
20) What is involved in the fact that they shall
be given what they shall utter is made fully clear by

yap: the one who really makes the utterance is “the
Spirit of your Father ” That this Spirit is a person,
namely the Third Person of the Godhead, is beyond
question. Note that mzv continues. The apostles,
indeed, make utterance, and yet they do not, for their
act is due to the Holy Spirit, so that most properly he
is the one who does this uttering. Everything that is
mechanical, magical, unpsychological is shut out by
e'v My. The apostles will not be like the demoniacs,
their organs of speech and their very wills being violated by a demon. Absolutely the Contrary: mind,
heart, will operate freely, consciously, in joyful, trustful dependence on the Spirit’s giving, who enables them
to ﬁnd just what to say and how to say it down to the
last word, with no mistake or even a wrong word due
to faulty memory or disturbed emotions occurring.
This, of course, is Inspiration, Verbal Inspiration
(may throughout), than which none other exists. It
is here promised to the apostles for speciﬁc occasions,
but that does not change what is promised. The argu‘
ment is quite invincible that, if God’s Spirit inspired
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403

the apostles when they were subjected to court trials,
he was able to inspire them in the same manner at other
times, for interests that were far greater (the Word
for all ages and nations), according to Christ’s promise, John 14:26. That he did so is attested in II Tim.
3:16; II Pet. 1:19-21; by the long list of Sui phrases,

Isa. 59 :21; Hos. 12:11 ; Ezek. 3 :27, and, beginning with
Matt. 1:22, throughout the New Testament. It is most
tremendously attested by the result, the Bible itself, its
every page, which is a product beyond human ability.
What Jesus here promises the apostles was not mere
“presence of mind” at the time of the court trials;
what Jesus promises is vastly different. The view that
inerrancy is not promised here is untenable. We cannot suppose that, when “the Spirit of your Father”
makes utterance, he is liable to utter falsities, mistakes,
errors. The fact that Jesus could extend what he here
promises the Twelve to others also no one should doubt.
The main point remains: what Jesus here promises
makes the Spirit the causa, eﬁicz'ens, men the camae
instmmentales, as the old dogmaticians stated it. God
moves men to speak (or to write), furnishes the
thought and the words (suggestio rerum et verbomm),
so that the utterance is also properly called his. These
are not “two factors,” hitched up, like two horses, in a
synergistic partnership between which theologians can

draw the line. There is only a Giver from whom emanates the whole gift; beneath him only the recipients
who receive the whole gift. The thing is a fact not a
“theory”; although it is incomprehensible to us it is yet
real, actual. Our dogmaticians illustrate it: a man dictates to his amanuensis, a blower plays a ﬂute, the pleatrum strikes the lyre. The ﬁrst of these illustrations has
been misapplied by calling it “the dictation theory.”
But why not also “the ﬂute theory,” “the lyre theory"?
An illustration should not be mistaken for a theory.
If these illustrations are inadequate, then, please, bring
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on better ones. It is not very “scientiﬁc” to center on
an illustration and deny the fact or the doctrine which
it would illustrate because the illustration seems to be
inadequate.
21) To what extremes hatred of Christ will go
is graphically described. And brother will deliver
up brother unto death, and father, child; and children will rise up against parents and bring them to
death. These are frightful cases of denunciation
before pagan courts, some of which happened during

the ten great persecutions. Besser writes that two
things are stronger than natural love, the one born of

hell, the other born of heaven.

The verb inavlarrﬂu. is

regularly used to designate rebellious uprising.
22) And you shall he hated by all on account
of my name; but he that did endure to the end, he
shall be saved. The periphrastic future, areas: with
the present participle, brings out prominently the continuing nature of this hatred, R. 357, 889. “By all” is
the popular way of expressing general hatred. The
reason for it is the drop. of Christ which here, too, signiﬁes more than merely the personal names “Jesus,”
“Christ,” etc.; it includes all by which he is known.
Hence in phrases such as this, “name” is equivalent to
“revelation.” In dislike and opposition men will turn
against everything that really reveals Christ and makes
him known. The implication is that the apostles and
those who succeed them will always proclaim this name

or revelation (v. 7), and thus this hatred will be
aroused. In the Acts the persecutors even avoid pronouncing the name Jesus wherever this is possible; the
same phenomenon is observed in the rituals of certain
secret orders.
The aorist participle 6 impa’m, “he that did endure,” is in relation to the future verb “shall be saved.”
The enduring all completely is followed by the deliverance and the condition of safety («Mew always includ-
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ing the two). “To the end” must refer to death; for
“bring to death” immediately precedes. The phrase
cannot refer to the Parousia and the Judgment Day.
06m emphatically repeats the subject in the sense that
he, he alone, shall be saved and not he that fails to
endure; the tense “shall be saved” is the effective future, R. 871.

23) Moreover, when they are persecuting you
in this city, start to ﬂee into the next, n‘yv ére'pav, R. 748.
Despite all their courage the messengers of Christ are
to use prudence. They are not to throw away their
lives. Thus Jesus himself acted; Peter also did so,
Acts 12:17, as did Paul on various occasions. The
present imperative is‘ conative: “start to ﬂee,” or permissive: “you may go and flee.”
With ya’p an explanation is added. For, amen,
I say to you, you shall by no means ﬁnish the cities
of Israel until the Son of man shall come. On the
formula for verity (“amen”) .and authority (“I say to
you”) see 5 :18. To ﬁnish the cities of Israel means to
get to all of them, but not, as some think, reaching them
as places of refuge, but reaching them in order to do
their work in them. The verb «My does not have the
connotation of ﬂight and seeking refuge; it means “to
complete" the cities, reach all of them with the gospel.
In this section (v. 16-23), as in the following, Jesus
reaches out into the future, far beyond the lifetime of
the Twelve, and yet he reverts also to the Twelve and
to what shall occur during their lives. He now does
the latter. According to Acts 1:8 the Twelve are to
begin with the Jewish land. And now Jesus tells them
that before they ﬁnish this territory, the Son of man
shall come (the title is explained in 8:20). He again
speaks about this coming in 16 :28; 24 :34; 26:64; and

interprets it for us in 22:7; 23:38, 39. The coming
here referred to is the terrible judgment which came
upon the Jews in the war of the year 66, ending with
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the total destruction of Jerusalem, making 90,000 Jews
slaves, and permanently depriving the nation of its
land. Because Jesus speaks of the judgment visited on
the Jews he uses the title “the Son of man,” for as such
he exercises judgment.
Spiritualizing interpretations of this coming are
out of place. Those who ﬁnd in the words of Jesus a
reference to the Parousia at the end of the world think
that Jesus says that this will take place before the
Twelve cover the cities of Israel in their work. But
this view cannot be harmonized with 24:36, for the
Parousia is still to come. The very fact that Jesus
says “the cities of Israel” makes the coming of Jesus
refer to these and not to the world in general. Incidentally, we may accept the deduction that the way in
which Matthew here reports this statement of Jesus
indicates a date for the writing of his Gospel prior to
the year 66.
24) Considering the world of men into which
Jesus sends the Twelve, it is only natural that they
should ﬁnd themselves treated as sheep among wolves
(v. 16-23); considering also their relation to their
Teacher, the same treatment is to be expected
(v. 24-33). A disciple is not above his teacher,
nor a slave .above his lord. This doable' statement
is axiomatic, so self-evident as to need no proof. 0n
5441617175: see 5:1; he is an individual who has imbibed
the spirit of his teacher. But as one who is a disciple
he remains under his teacher, for the thing that makes
him what he is he has obtained from his teacher.
This relation is even'more evident in the case of a
slave and his lord. The lord actually owns the slave,
who can thus never be above his lord. Yet two sides
of this relation are indicated. Disciple and slave are
intimately joined to teacher and lord, we may say identiﬁed with them, the disciple of his own volition, he
choosing the teacher, the slave by the lord’s volition, he

Matthew 10:24, 25

407

buying the slave. While the statements are entirely
general, they are also quite evidently intended to indicate the relation obtaining between the Twelve and
Jesus. Moreover, we cannot stop with the Twelve but

must include all who to this day are truly ”017m and
8mm of Jesus.
25) The thought is carried a step farther. Enough
for the disciple that he be as his teacher; and the
slave as his lord. If either actually reaches this
height (yc'wrrac, aorist), this is suﬂicient. He may not
have advanced that far, but this would be his goal.
Jesus, of course, is not thinking of incompetent teachers
or tyrannical lords. He is also thinking of permanent
disciples who do not leave their teacher, just as the
slaves remain their lord’s own. “As” their teacher or
lord (as) does not, of course, refer to equality, which
the very terms shut out, but to what is characteristic
of the teacher or the lord. One who knows the disciple
or the slave will be able to notice to whom they belong.
In the second clause 6 8017M: is a nominative which is

construed without reference to apmév which requires
the dative. The M clause does not express purpose but
is a nominative clause in apposition withapmév, R. 992.
The reference to ourrelation to Jesus is again transparent, Phil. 2 :;5 Matt. 11:29; John 13:15; I Pet. 2 2:1
I John 2: 6. He is “the head over all things to the
church,” Eph. 1 :22; ye are to “grow up into him in all
things, which is the head, even Christ,” Eph. 4 :15; Col.
1:18; in fact, “we are members of his body," Eph. 5 :30;
Col. 3:11.
After the principle has been laid down and elucidated, Jesus makes the application. lf they called
the Houselord Beelzehul, how much more those of
the'house? The condition is one of reality: they
have actually gone that far. If they did this to Jesus,
would they not much more readily do it to the disciples?
So these experiences are only to be expected. When
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Jesus refers to himself as “the Houselord” he takes up
the idea of “lord” and “slave” found in the preceding,
hence also the disciples are the chant, “those of the
house.” The most vicious slander the Pharisees directed against Jeus is that they called him “Beelzebul,”
referring to instances such as are recorded in 9:34;
12:24 (John 8 :48), where he was virtually called this,
or to others not recorded, where the epithet was directly
applied. The derivation of “Beelzebul” has not as yet
been cleared up, the term not being found in the old
Jewish literature. It is thought to mean “Lord of the
dwelling” and was used as a designation for Satan.
Beelzebub was the name for the Philistine god Baal, to
whom Ahaziah applied to cast out his disease. In some
manner, at which linguists thus far only guess, the
Jews adopted it as a vile term for Satan. Some think
they corrupted it to “Beelzebul,” “Baal of ﬂies” and
thus “Baal of dung"; but this is not certain, being,
perhaps, due only to pronunciation. That Jesus intends to indicate a correspondence in meaning between
“Houselord” and “Lord of the dwelling” has not as yet
been convincingly established. The Jews called Jesus
a devil’s name because he drove out devils; and Jesus
says that they will treat his disciples in the same way
and with less hesitation.
26)

Therefore, do not be afraid of them; for

nothing is covered that shall not be revealed; and
secret that shall not be known.

With of-v Jesus

draws the conclusion from what he has just said
about himself and their relation to him, and that conclusion is that the disciples are not to fear. Only
because they are “those of his house” will they be mistreated, only because they share his higher lot.

If

anyone is to fear, it would be Jesus. Because the matter is entirely in his hands who knows no fear, they,
too, are not to begin to be afraid; this is the force of
the negative aorist imperative, R. 852.
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While 05v reaches back, yap looks forward: everything will be absolutely exposed. Note the parallelism
and the rhythmic repetition in the two clauses. There
is a similar parallelism in v. 24.

The perfect passive

participle KcKaAvpyc'vov, “has been and thus is now covered,” has exactly the same sense as the adjective
xpmév, which is the predicate after the copula. Whether
it is actually covered up and kept so or profoundly
secret in the ﬁrst place, whatever it may be, it will be
revealed and uncovered, will become known every-

where.

The statement is general and here refers both

to the enemies of Christ and all their secrets and to the
disciples and the blessed gospel secret. Everything
shall come to light, so do not have the least fear either
that you shall fail, or that they shall succeed.
27)

In regard to the secret of the gospel Jesus

adds: What I say to you in the darkness, say in
the light; and what you hear in the ear, proclaim on
the housetops. What is told in the darkness is the
same as what is covered; and what is whispered into
the ear is, of course, secret. Much of Christ’s instruction was given in private. He often took his disciples
aside, and they asked him many things in private.
Some things he asked them to keep to themselves for the
time being because they could not yet fully understand
and were thus not yet ﬁt to tell them. In due time they
would be called on to make them public. Nor will the
hostile efforts of men be able to prevent their publication. The gospel cannot be suppressed. The disciples
are to understand this thoroughly from the very start
and are thus to speak out fearlessly, holding nothing
back. The ﬂat Oriental housetops were ideal pulpits
from which to shout out news to the crowds standing

in the street beneath; xqplio'aew = “to proclaim as a xﬁpus
or herald.”
aorists.

The two imperatives are peremptory
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28) “Do this," Jesus says, And do not be
afraid of those that kill the body but are not able to
kill the soul; but be afraid rather of him who is able

to destroy both soul and body in Gehenna. The
command not to be afraid is repeated, the reason for
fearlessness being woven into the object of the verb.
First, be not afraid, the gospel will not be suppressed;
secondly, be not afraid, men can kill only the body. Here
¢oﬁfoluu is used with 61rd, indicating a fear that causes
one to ﬂee from what is feared; but see R. 577. Jesus
minces no words when he calls the foes of the disciples
“them that kill the body," nor should we underrate
what this means. Think of Stephen, the ﬁrst martyr.
Bodily death has caused many to fear and to deny
Christ and the gopel. Yet this is the limit of the power
of hostile men: they can murder the body but they
cannot touch the soul. To lose the body is to lose little,
to lose the soul is to lose all. Here W is in contrast

with cape and_hence does not mean merely “life” but
what the English calls “soul,” the seat and bearer of
the spiritual life; and thus in substance it is the same

as the ”£13m.
Jesus knows that it is not enough for so many who
are of little faith (8 :26) to point to the causelessness
of fear; he must apply stronger medicine and by the

fear of God drive out the fear of men.

“He who is able

to destroy both soul and body in Gehenna" is not the
devil who is merely one of the foes not to be feared
but to be resisted, when also he will ﬂee from us, I Pet.
5 :9. It is God who is referred to. God in his omnipotent power and his absolute justice. Some texts have
the present imperative ¢oﬂ¢io9¢, “keep fearing,” instead
of the aorist which may be regarded as constative.
Beyond question this verb has the same meaning
throughout these repetitions: “to be afraid” or thoroughly scared. This is not childlike fear, the motive of
ﬁlial obedience, but the terrifying fear of God's holy,
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burning wrath which would have to strike us if we
yielded to the fear of men and denied his Word and
his will, Ps. 90:11; Matt. 3 :7. This is the fear which
really belongs to the enemies of God and of Christ, the
fear from which they try to hide by their self-deceptions, which yet will at last overwhelm them. It is
really not to touch the disciple’s heart save as a last
extremity when nothing else will keep him true. What
Jesus says is this: “If the disciple is going to yield to
the low motive of fear, then let him be scared, not of the
minor danger, but of the supreme danger.” The sound
sense and the logic of this word are beyond question.
On Gehenna as a designation for hell, the place of the
damned, see 5 :22. “Soul and body in Gehenna” implies
the bodily resurrection of the damned.
29) God’s special providence regarding Christ’s
disciples is the third reason why they should be without fear. Are not two sparrows sold for an as?
And one of them shall not fall on the ground without your Father. Of course, it takes two little sparrows to bring in one little assarion or as (the two
words are really diminutive), the tenth part of a
drachma, about one cent. So cheap they are when
they are sold for meat; daaapt'ou is the genitive of
price. Beside this fact Jesus places the other (mi)
that not a single one of them (partitive an, R. 515)
shall fall on the ground, i. e., lose its life by being
shot or caught, eitcept by the will and the permission
of “your Father.” So vast is his providence and care,
and such little creatures it includes. “Your Father”
hints at the far higher and more intimate relation
of the disciples, for they are this Father’s children in
Christ.
30) From smallness outside of us Jesus advances
to smallness connected with us, and at the same time

he makes the smallness minute.

But even your

hairs of the head have all been numbered.

On the
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average the human head has about 140,000 hairs.
Jesus says that each hair is not only counted as one
but has its own number and is thus individually knOWn
and distinguished. So if any one hair is removed,
God knows precisely which one it is (Luke 21:18;
Acts 27:34). These illustrations exemplify the inﬁnite extent of God’s provident care. The smaller these
objects are in our eyes, and the less in value, the
greater is the force of the argument when God’s owu
children are now mentioned.
31)

Therefore, do not be afraid.

You excel

many sparrows (the genitive is due to the idea of
comparison). If the present imperative is used instead of the aorist, this would have the force of, “quit
being afraid,” R. 853.
Note the emphasis on imeie,
which emphasis is increased by its position. Will
God who watches every little sparrow for one moment
neglect you who, to use an understatement, excel in
value to him any number of sparrows?

How simple

the facts here put together, and how convincing and
satisfying the conclusion that results! Here absolutely every trace of fear should vanish.
32) We have still more. From the entire preceding elaboration “therefore," ofru, draws the most
blessed conclusion in the form of a glorious promise.
Everyone, therefore, whoever shall confess me in
front of men, I myself also will confess him in front
of my Father in the heavens. The idea of fear is
exchanged for the act which fear is likely to prevent
or to modify, namely our confession of Christ in front
of men. This is the cardinal act in the life of every
disciple and believer, and Jesus has it in mind from

the start;

The e'v used with opvoyciv is due to the

Aramaic be with ’odi, R. 108, 475. The verb really
means “to say the same thing” as another, to voice
agreement with him, and thus to acknowledge and

to confess him.

“In frontof men" emphasizes the
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public character of this confession; and ('1! 3pm: should
not be reduced in any way, since it includes Christ
in the fullest sense of the term, him with all that
pertains to his person, his work, and the teaching

or doctrine that presents both (7 :22). The fact that
this confession will cost the confessor something, in
some instances as much as life itself, has already been
fully brought out. “In front of men” again touches
upon this point.
Whoever (6am) thus confesses and identiﬁes himself with Christ, with him Christ will identify himself, him Christ will confess. The future tense refers
especially to the last great day. Signiﬁcantly Jesus
says, not “your Father,” but “my Father,” from whom
Jesus came, whose mission he is executing, to whom
he will return, through whom alone we are accepted
by the Father.
Note the contrast: “in front of men”
—"in front of my Father in the heavens.” Nothing
but men who are on earth for a little while—the
eternal Father in the glorious, heavenly world
(Luke 12:8). Who would exchange the latter’s
approval for that of the former? See how Jesus sets
forth the actual realities so simply and so clearly that
every sane mind must draw the right conclusion.
What a prospect to hear Jesus calling my name and
confessing me as his very own before the Father, the
hosts of angels, and men! Shall any persecution by
men during these brief days make me forget that
prospect?
33) Yet the reverse must be added although it is
implied in the positive statement. But whoever
shall deny me in front of men, I myself also shall

deny him in front of my Father in the heavens. In
substance 3014s with the future indicative (v. 32) is
the same as 6am a'v with the subjunctive; but its
aorist tense sums up the life’s course of the one who
denies, and iv adds the note of expectancy that such
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disciples will be found. For Jesus is here not referring to men who will ever spurn him, but to disciples
who, because of men, fail to confess him. Peter denied
Jesus because of fear. During the ten great persecutions many denied by sacriﬁcing to idols or to Caesar
because they feared the threats of the authorities.
Many fear to lose the favor of men and the proﬁt and
the advantages men offer them. In thousands of case's
self-deception veils the secret motive, for the heart is
deceitful above all things.
The consequences are terrible beyond all description. In 7:23 we have the very words with which
Jesus in turn will deny those who denied him. Confusion, dismay, consternation, eternal misery will overwhelm them. Would to God that the warning might
strike home in all disciples and doubly in the pastors
who are to lead others!
34) Jesus now advances to the real cause which
produces all this hostility of men and necessitates all
these admonitions not to be afraid of them. This the
Twelve must thoroughly understand in order that proper intelligence may fortify their fearless courage and
their trust. Do not imagine that I came to throw
peace upon the earth; I came not to throw peace but

a sword. Do not for a moment imagine this! The
implication in the tense of the imperative is that the
Twelve might conceive this to be the purpose of
Christ’s coming. Was he not the Prince of peace, his
church the haven of peace, his greeting ‘-‘Peace to
you I” and his apostles the bearers of peace (v. 12, 13) ?
All this was true, indeed. But “upon the cart " takes
in the world of men, and the effect of Christ’s coming
which, of course, means his mission is the opposite
of “peace,” namely war as symbolized by “a sword.”

By this contrast, in this connection eipﬁm is peace in
the sense of harmony, an undisturbed condition. Compare Luke 12:51, where “division” expounds “a
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sword." The idea is this: if Christ had not come, the
earth would have gone on undisturbed in its sin and
its guilt until the day of its doom. Now Christ
came to take away that sin and that guilt. At once
war resulted, for in their perversion men clung to
their sin, fought Christ and the gospel, and thus produced two hostile camps. Christ foresaw this effect
and willed it. Emphatically he declared that he came
to throw a sword on the earth. Better the war and
the division, saving as many as possible, than to let
all perish in their sin.

35)

With ydp Jesus elucidates.

For I came to

set a man at variance against his father, and a
daughter against her mother, and a daughter-in-law

agaist her mother-in-Iaw; and a man’s foes those of
his own house. Concretely Jesus describes the
worst feature of what “sword" or “division" (Luke
12:51) means: the rending of intimate family ties.
Compare Luke 12 :52, 53, where the number of persons
is mentioned as being “ﬁve.” The family instanced
consists of father and mother, a married son and
his wife,'and an unmarried daughter.
According to
Oriental custom the son would bring his wife to live
in his father’s home. The daughter is still unmarried
and at home, for after marrying, she would live with
her husband’s people and no longer be at home. The
verb, sixazw, from Sixa, “intwo,” means, “to cleave
asunder” (R. 581), and Kara' adds the idea of opposition,
“down on” and thus “against” (R. 607). The division is one of opposition, v. 21. Luke 12:53 does not
deﬁne the sides, but in Matthew “a man down on
his father,” etc., seems to indicate that the son is down
on his father for embracing Christ, the daughter down
on her mother for the same reason, and also that the
daughter-in-law takes sides. Of course, this is only
a sample; another division may also be possible.

O
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36) For the real point of the example is the fact
that the members of one’s own family (oixmxot', as in
v. 25) will become his éxapoi, his personal enemies. In
v. 35, 36 Jesus appropriates Micah 7:6, using a free
rendering into Greek although retaining the relationships expressed by the prophet. Jesus does not quote,
he only appropriates for his own purpose, which is
different from that of the prophet.
37) The great danger lying in these family
strains is that natural affection will triumph.
Hence the warning: He that has affection for
father or mother more than for me is not worthy
of me; and he that has affection for son or daughter
more than for me is not worthy of me. The two
statements are exactly parallel. No matter to whom
the conﬂict comes, child or parent, the issue is the
same. The proper verb is ¢u\¢zv which denotes natural
affection as distinct from dyawiv, the love of intelligence and purpose (see 6:44). We are to haVe
both types of attachment to Jesus (John 21:15-17;
15 :14, 15, Mam) . Since natural affection is involved in

the case of close relatives, and not «mm, as distinct
from that, it is retained in this comparison which
involves Christ. The idea, then, is: if one does not
have enough of even the lower form of love for Jesus
to outweigh his attachment to his family, he is not
worthy to be counted as a disciple. On the use of tm'p
with the accusative with the idea of comparison in the
sense of “above," “beyond,” and thus “more than,”
see R. 633. 'A£Loc (v. 11, 12) refers to equality of
weight or value. To be “worthy” of Jesus is to balance the scales with him. Yet our affection for him
does not give us such moral value; quite the contrary.
When we would rather forsake all our relatives than
him we declare that he is more to us than they are. In
other words, our need of him exceeds all our other
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needs. When our realized emptiness balances his fulness we are “worthy."
38) First, the one inﬂuence that would draw us
away from Christ; then, the other that would repel us
from Christ. And he who does not receive his
cross and follow behind me is not worthy of me.
So precious is Christ to be to us that no suffering or
shame should ever be able to repel us from him. The
ﬁgurative language is taken from the established

custom that the condemned had to bear their own
cross out to the place of execution. The fact that
receiving the cross is to be understood ﬁguratively
appears from the added verb "follow behind me,” both
verbs being construed with the one at, and the second
being the regular verb to express permanent attachment to Jesus. What is referred to is faithful adherence to Christ in spite of any, even the worst persecution. In view of what we know about the actual death
of Jesus we may say that on this account he chose

this ﬁgure of the Roman mode of execution, although
there is no intimation in the wording itself that this
is his thought. If “follow behind me” is added to the
ﬁgure, we should have only the extension: go to cruciﬁxion in company with me. Yet the whole would
remain ﬁgurative, for as far as the Twelve are concerned, we know that only Peter was actually cruciﬁed,
and that John died a natural death. 'Atco: has the
same meaning it had in v. 37. Fear of suffering and
shame would prove us unworthy by revealing that
our need of Christ does not balance the value of
Christ.
Also the critics admit that Jesus used the illustration of taking up the cross, together with ﬁnding
and losing one’s soul,

more

than once;

compare

16:24, 25; Mark 8:34, 35, and Luke 9:23, 24,
where all the people are present. It is, therefore,
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unwarranted to say that the reference to the cross
was not spoken by Jesus when he commissioned the
Twelve but was introduced into this discourse by
Matthew on the basis of a later saying of Jesus.
39) A striking, highly paradoxical, literal statement makes plain the matter of the cross and of our
worthiness. He who ﬁnds his life shall lose it; and
he who loses his life on my account shall ﬁnd it.
All translations are inadequate. In the ﬁrst place, the
two substantivized aorist participles do not express
time as do the relative clauses of the translation.
Note in the R. V. and the margin the wavering between “ﬁndeth” and “found,” “loseth” and “lost."
The participles express only actuality, the fact of the
actions; thus, “the ﬁnder of his life,” “the loser of his
life.” R. 1111, etc. The main verbs which are in
the future tense tell what follows the moment the life
is found or is lost.
In the second place, m1; is neither exactly the
English “life” or “soul” although we must choose the
one or the other when translating (R. V. and margin,
again wavering). We get little help from the observation that in the Semitic nephesh is used for the

reﬂexive “himself” and yet is translated wuxﬁ in the
Greek: “he that ﬁnds (loses) himself." .Nobody
knows whether Jesus here used nephesh or whether
he used it in this sense. We can be sure only in the
case of certain quotations from the Hebrew. Now
II/vxﬁ, as in the present connection, faces in two directions: it animates the body (in fact, it always refers
to the body) and yet contains the lyu': and the «wipes
and is like the English “soul” and may be controlled
by the spirit. Thus the two statements of Jesus become plain.
The ﬁnder of his (Mr; is the one who, frightened
at the prospect of bodily suﬁ‘ering and death (the
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cross, v. 38), succeeds in warding off the latter by
denying Christ. The loser of his W succeeds in
doing the very opposite. In both cases the W is
at stake but only as it is related to the body, bodily
suffering, loss, death: in the one instance, to preserve the M from these, in the other, to yield the
llmx'é to them. And now the paradox: although it is
found in one way, sheltered, and kept from suffering,
the Wxﬁ will be lost in another much more terrible
way, «in-outta, lost so as to perish forever. By following the physical, ﬂeshly promptings it gains nothing
higher than what these aspire to. The reverse is
likewise true: although it is actually lost by being
abandoned to suffering, perhaps even to death for
Christ’s sake (or the gospel’s, Mark 8:35), by placing him above every temporal interest the shop; will
be found in a vastly higher way. By disregarding
the ﬂeshly promptings, by responding to those of
Christ, by losing what the former offer, all that the
latter assure are gained. The two future tenses of
the verbs need not be dated on the judgment day.
“Shall lose,” “shall ﬁnd” after he ﬁnds, after he loses.
Compare Delitzsch, Biblische Psychologie, 160, etc.
Thus the division Christ came to bring on the earth
(v. 34) is fully elucidated.
40) While the prospect the Twelve must face in
their mission through life is dark, it is by no means
entirely so. The inaugural address ends with the note
of success. He who receives you, me he receives;
and he who receives me, receives him that commissioned me. The two substantivized present participles are durative though timeless. They picture,
not a single act, but a course of action, a receiving
that goes on and on. The aorist fay anowctaawd pl
indicates the single act by which the Father sent Jesus
into the world. Jesus constantly called his Father his
Commissioner or his Sender. Note how Jesus com-
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bines himself with the Twelve: he was commissioned,
they are commissioned (hence “apostles”) , John 17:18;

20 :21. This is the basis for what he now says. Some
to whom the Twelve come will, indeed, “receive" them,
i. e., hear their words (v. 14) in true faith and therefore make them welcome in every way. By so doing
they will receive Jesus himself as well as the Father

himself. For Jesus. commissioned by the Father,
represents him, and the apostles, commissioned by
Jesus, represent him. To receive Jesus and the
Father means to take them into the heart and the
life, to ﬁnd the got-x1; with a ﬁnding that is eternal
blessedness. The opposite of this statement is here
left unexpressed.
41)

This matter of receiving the Twelve (twig) in

the way in which they ought to be received rests on,a
general principle, one which refers to all prophets and,
in fact, to all who are righteous. He who receives a
prophet in a prophet’s name, a prophet’s reward
shall receive; and he who receives a righteous one
in a righteous one’s name, a righteous one's reward

shall receive. In the case of Jesus and his Father
this is the general principle. Its statement brings out
what receiving me and what receiving my Commissioner

means

(v.

40).

When,

by

receiving

the

apostles, a man receives (welcomes. entertains, etc.)
Jesus and the Father, this means that by his act he

will share in whatever reward the apostles shall receive. Nor need it be a prophet, one who is immediately and especially commissioned, that is thus received. It may be only a true believer, an ordinary
disciple (v. 42), one of the followers of Jesus who

is here called Sikatos in relation to wpodnhqc. The task
of all the Old Testament prophets was to make Israel
“righteous.”

This is now the work of Jesus, of his

apostles and of all ministers.
But this must be a better righteousness than that of the scribes and Phari-
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sees (5:20), one that obtains God’s verdict in its favor
at his judgment bar.
Thus to the prophet is added a follower of the
prophet. What is true of him who brings God's Word
is true of him who believes and accepts God’s Word
that is thus brought. Each has his ,uwsée, “pay,"
“reward." God’s blessing rests upon him. We may
take any of the Old Testament prophets as an example.
God always acknowledged them as his own, was ever
with them in their work, and showed this in a thousand ways. The same is true of the righteous, whose
blessings are sung throughout the Old Testament. We
may think of Zacharias and Elizabeth, of Simeon and
of Anna.
This maﬁés was always one of pure grace,
beyond any merit of their own, as generous as the
great Lord God whom they served. Compare especially 19:28, 29; also in the parables Luke 19:17, 19;
Matt. 25:21, 23.
These righteous should not be referred to as die
grossen Heilz'gen, nor should it be said of those who
receive them that they tried to realize this ideal in
themselves. No legalistic taint should he introduced
into the term.

Theirs is the gospel righteousness of

true faith in the Messiah not the righteousness of
works after which the scribes and Pharisees (ancient
and modern) strove. We have beautiful examples of
receiving “one righteous” in the history of the early
church. Wherever believers travelled they received

open hospitality in the homes of believers. This was
true of the reception of the apostles in their travels
and of their assistants likewise. It extended also to
others (Acts 28:2, 7-10).
The point of the reception of which Jesus speaks
lies in the phrases, “in a prophet’s name,” “in a righteous one’s name.” Here (is is quite the same as in!
would be, R. 593, and all that the newer grammars
present on this point. The preposition is merely
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locative, R. 525, and 5mm “brings out the notion that
one has the name or character of prophet, righteous
man, disciple," R. 649. The effort of B.-P. 910,
second column, to regard (is as distinct from iv by
referring to the rabbinic leshem and translating in
Ruecksicht auf den Namen, is due to the older conceptions which will not accept the idea that in the

Koine (it: has heavily invaded the territory of e‘u.

The

phrase means, “in the name.” The reception takes
place in the sphere marked by the name (prophet, one
righteous). The prophet comes as a prophet, the
righteous one (disciple, v. 42) also comes as such;
and each is so received. This reception, as it were,
joins together the person receiving and the person

received, and thus the great blessing of the latter
ﬂows over also to the former. No, the Twelve and
all believers are not beggars. What they carry with
them and what ﬂows out from them is of wondrous
value. They give more than they receive and do this
in accordance with v. 8 (last clause).
42) And whoever shall cause one of these little
ones to drink only a cup of cold water in a disciple’s
name, amen, I say to you (see 6:18), in no way
shall he lose his reward.

The seal of truth and of

authority marks this assurance as a .climax. This
least act of kindness is thus combined with only a
single disciple (M) from among the least important
of them all. On these services compare Heb. 6:10;

I Tim. 5:10.

The verb «edge. is causative and hence

has two accuﬁative objects, R. 484: “cause one to
drink a cup”; with ¢uxpoﬁ supply sauce.
The fact
that Jesus is speaking of the disciples, which, of
course, includes the apostles, the emphatic phrase,
“in a disciple's name,” shows. The genitive “of these
little ones" is not spoken with reference to the world's
judgment, nor with referenceto the great Old Testament prophets, but as in 25:40: “one of the least of
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these my brethren." In 25:40 we also see why even
a cool drink (25 :37) is rated so highly by Jesus: “Ye
have done it unto me.” Some of the disciples will
not be prominent, even as far as faith and works of
faith are concerned. Yet they are disciples, and whoever renders them the least service in connection with
their discipleship, recognizing that they are believers
in Jesus although among the very least, shall have
his reward. The 01': mi with the subjunctive or the
future indicative is the strongest type of negation:
“by no means shall he lose his reward.” The fact
that this mode is the same as that mentioned in v. 41
is evident. The d; phrase has the same force. It
is not the magnitude of the service that determines
the size or the reward but the motive and its appreciation by .the Lord. Into the sphere of this humble
disciple the act of service places him who performs
it “in a disciple’s name”; hence the blessing includes
also him.

CHAPTER x1
VIII
Christ’s Answer to the Baptist. His Further Words
of Judgment and of Grace, Chapter 11

1) And it came to pass when Jesus ﬁnished
giving orders to his twelve disciples he departed
thence in order to be teaching and preaching in their
cities. The two aorists report the facts. Matthew
does not report how the Twelve fared on their ﬁrst

tour, or when they came back. Jesus himself, for the
time being without the Twelve, went from one place to
another as he had done before this time. The Twelve
were not replacing but were only aiding him. His
great purpose is expressed by rat with two present

inﬁnitives. Since these inﬁnitives are construed with
the one article, preaching and teaching express one
great activty.

The ﬁnal abnrw is construed ad sensum,

R. 683.
2) Now when John heard in his prison the
works of the Christ, having sent by his disciples, he
said to him, Thou, art thou the One Coming, or shall
we be expecting someone else? We know about
John’s imprisonment from 4:12, and shall learn still
more in 14:3. In his prison John heard all about the
activity (72; Epyu) of Jesus, whom Matthew here calls
“the Christ" in order at once to state what these
“works” actually revealed about Jesus, namely that he
was “the Christ," the Messiah. The supposition that
6 xpiaréc is here a personal name is answered when we
read a few chapters and see how Matthew designates
the Lord’s person.

We may be sure that in his conﬁne(424)

Matthew 11 :2, 3
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ment the Baptist longed the more for news of Jesus.
That conﬁnement in the fortress Macherus (Josephus,
Ant. 18, 5, 2) permitted free intercourse with the
friends of the Baptist. After his execution they were
allowed to bury the body of their master. The fact
that the Baptist should continue to have disciples of his
own implies no more than that he continued his work
of preparing the way for Jesus, and the simplest way
to do this would be to win devoted followers to whom
he could convey all that God had revealed to him.
The reading Sui is preferable to 3150. The question
asked is John’s, and the disciples he sends are only his
medium (M is regularly used to indicate the medium)
for communicating with Jesus; Luke 7 :19 informs us

that two were sent.

mail/ac, like the aorist chm, indi-

cates that they executed their mission.
3) Johnfs question and the unindicated reason
for sending a commission to get an anwer to it have
perplexed many interpreters. The discussion centers
about the question as to whether John doubted, and if
he did so, in what way and to what degree he doubted.
In attempting to answer this question we should not
separate the two parts of the question and lay undue
emphasis on the ﬁrst part. '0 ’proycvoc, “the One Coming," undoubtedly signiﬁes the Messiah and is used in
that speciﬁc sense especially also by the Baptist, 3:11;
Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16, etc.; John 1:27.

This designa-

tion was derived from Ps. 118:26 and Ps. 40:7, which
is evident from the acclaim of the multitude on Palm
Sunday, 21 :9 (23 :39), and from the use of Ps. 40:7 in
Heb; 10 :5-9. We may take it that “the Coming One"
was both understood and used by the Jews. The sec0nd part of the question with its verb “shall we be
expecting" matches this designation, for men expect
one who is coming.

The present participle is timeless,

and its substantivization indicates that coming characterizes this person. “Thou (emphatic «6), art thou
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the One Coming?” has its complement in the addition.“or shall we be expecting someone else?” znpov, for
which word Luke 7:19 substitutes may. The former
may imply one that is different; the latter, one that is
like thee, although we must remember that both were
often used without this distinction. “Like thee,” after
all, implies “somewhat different from thee" and not
an exact duplicate.

The fact that John sends to Jesus for an answer
proves John’s faith in Jesus. This answers those who
think that John had lost conﬁdence in Jesus and doubted
as some moderns doubt—in disbelief. In that case
John would not have directed his question to Jesus, nor
would Jesus have sent an answer. and least of all the
answer he did send. John's question was prompted
by a difﬁculty that his faith encountered. God had
pointed out to him that Jesus was the Messiah, John
1 :33, 34. Jesus, then, was to do all the great Messianic
works, both those of grace (3:11) and those of judgment (3 :12) ; compare Luke 3 :3-6 regarding the grace,
and v. 9 regarding the judgment. Thus John believed,
preached, expected. But as Jesus carried on his work.
it seemed to be nothing but grace without one single act
of judgment. This is what perplexed the Baptist
“when he heard in the prison the works of the Christ."
Where were the works of judgment, the swinging of the
fan, the crashing blows of the ax? They were not
being done. How, then, was this to be explained?
Would another One follow, another who would perform
these works of judgment? For we must remember
that throughout the prophecies, just as in the Baptist’s
proclamation concerning Jesus, one feature is not

revealed by God: the interval of time between the ﬁrst
coming with grace and mercy and the second coming
with judgment. The prophetic picture is without
perspective as to time; grace and judgment are simply.
predicated, and the point of time when they will occur

Matthew 11:3, 4
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is left with God (Acts 1:7). The form rpoadoxuipa may
be either an indicative used in an ordinary question for
information: “Are we expecting another?" or a subjunctive used in a question of deliberation as when
people ask themselves or others what they should do:
“Shall (or should) we be expecting someone else?" (R.
934). Either is in place here. The latter seems preferable psychologically.
4) And Jesus answered and said to them, When
you are gone, report to John what you are hearing
and seeing: blind are seeing, and lame are walking;
lepers are cleansed, and deaf are hearing; and dead
are being raised, and poor are receiving the gospel
preaching. And blessed is whoever is not trapped

in connection with me.

The addition of dwoxptaeic, a

circumstantial participle, helps to mark the importance
of the answer. This answer is typical of Jesus:
strongly suggestive yet reticent, decisive in substance
yet not direct as far as the form of the question is concerned. “Report to John,” says Jesus. This answers the view that John had no doubts and perplexities, that these existed only in the minds of
his disciples; that not on his own account but on their
account John sent them to Jesus. This view casts
reﬂection on the integrity of John as though he were
asking a question when in reality it was being asked by
his disciples. It also reﬂects on the integrity of Jesus
who says, “Report to John," and thus continues the
pretence as though John wanted to know, whereas only
John’s disciples were in doubt. In trying to save the
honor of John as being one who was wholly free of
doubt, the honor of both John and Jesus is sacriﬁced.
I Pet. 1:10, 11 states plainly that the prophets themselves searched their own prophecies, especially in
regard to the time of the sufferings and of the glory of
Christ. John was now doing that and he went to the
right source.
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5) The mastery of the answer is the fact that it
takes John back into the very Old Testament prophecies concerning the Messiah which had caused his
perplexity. The reference to the blind, deaf, and lame
is adapted from Isa. 35 :5, 6. To the unfortunates mentioned in this passage Jesus adds the lepers and the
dead and presents works of grace that were even
greater than those promised by the prOphet. Then, as
the climax of all, Jesus cites from Isa. 61 :1, the preach- ing of the gospel to the poor (meek) whom we have

already met in 5 :3, those who have come to realize that
spiritually they are wholly empty and destitute. While
the gospel is preached to all, only those who realize

their need of it receive it.

The verb stay-yeaz’tcwat, which

is generally used in the active sense, is here and in Heb.
4 :2, 6 regarded as a passive: the poor “are being
evangelized.” All the other works receive their value
from this last work. We have no reason to allegorize
the blind, etc., for “what you hear and see” cannot
apply to spiritual recovery of sight, etc. Jesus is
speaking of his miracles of grace, and Luke 7 :21 brings
out the fact that just at the time when John’s disciples
came to Jesus with their question Jesus was especially
busy working miracles; he had also just raised the son
of the widow at Nain. In his answer Jesus says nothing about the “vengeance” (Isa. 35:4) and the judg-

ment. This omission is signiﬁcant. John is to leave
that in the hands of him who is so gloriously fulﬁlling
the prophecies regarding the Messianic works of grace.

6) That is why a gentle touch of warning is added
at the end. Its gentleness lies in its form; it is a beatitude, “Blessed is,” etc. Jesus does not want John to
lose the treasures and the joy that make up this

blessedness; on pmxdptoe see 5:3.

Hence the negative

description of the blessed man: “whoever is not trapped

in connection with me." The ﬁgure in axavb‘aAt’Cu is that
of a trap with a crooked stick to which the bait is

Matthew 11:6, 7
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afﬁxed and which, when touched, springs the trap and
catches and kills the victim. The point of this verb
is that the trap is fatal, the victim is killed. The verb
does not refer to stumbling; for one may stumble and

even fall and yet not be killed. As regards the metaphorical “to offend,” this would have to be offense that
destroys faith. Compare M.-M. 576. The danger to
which Jesus points John is mortal—blessed he who
escapes it. He is not to let the absence of certain
works blind him to the glorious presence of the works
now in full progress. Let him be satisﬁed with these
and trust that in due time the others will follow just
as these are now being done.
Except for the order to report to John the answer
of Jesus is couched in general terms. Jesus states only
what occurs to the blind, etc., and leaves it to John’s
disciples to add that Jesus is bringing this about. This
omission of his own name and person marks his humility. The verbs are present tenses to express things
that happen continuously. The ﬁnal statement is also
general: “anyone, and thus also John, is blessed, whoever,” etc. John’s disciples are to apply this word to
themselves, as also are all others who heard it.
7)

Now when these were going, Jesus began to

say to the multitudes concerning John:
What did
you go out into the wilderness to behold? A reed
swayed by wind? Well, what did you go out to
see? A man enrobed in soft clothing? Lo, those
wearing the soft clothing are in the houses of the
kings.

Well, what did you go out to see?

A

prophet? Yea, I say to you, and far beyond a
prophet! In the three questions the inﬁnitives belong to these questions and n’ then means “what”; or
the three inﬁnitives beIOng to the three secondary questions, and then n’ means “why.” The R. V. translates
11’ “what” in verses 7, 8, and “wherefore” in v. 9; and
construes two inﬁnitives with the questions introduced
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by n‘ and places the third into the secondary question.
But such a distinction is scarcely to be recommended.
When the inﬁnitives are placed forward in the secondary questions they have entirely too much emphasis.
At once, after John’s disciples have left, Jesus
addresses the multitudes concerning John. The implication is that the crowds knew what had transpired.
Lest any persons present draw wrong conclusions concerning John, Jesus makes John his topic, and Matthew's formula “began to say" indicates the importance
of the discourse that follows. Jesus gives his great
estimate of John; and the fact that he was now in
prison and was perplexed regarding the works of Jesus
in no way reduces the estimate. This is a comforting
thought for us who today may have perplexity in understanding the Scriptures. But Jesus aims his
remarks at the hearts of the multitude (note v. 16),
and what he says “concerning John” thus becomes an
indictment of these people who were satisﬁed with
neither John nor Jesus (v. 16-19).
When John was active “in the wilderness," the uninhabited western banks of the Jordan, thousands also
from Galilee ﬂocked out to see him. Jesus now asks
them, “What did you go out to see?" They are to
answer that question.

Three times Jesus repeats his

question, which makes it the more impressive. He
probes for the answer. Each of these questions is
followed by another. These form a climax and at last
state what the crowds really went out to see. Then
Jesus conﬁrms this as the reason for their going.
To behold “a reed as swayed by wind ?” It has
been well observed that Jesus could not have changed
“reed" to tree, water, ﬁsh, or other objects that were
found out in the Jordan wilderness. “A reed swayed
by wind" is symbolic of a man who yields to popular
opinion, veers with it, and has no solid convictions of
his own. Some interpreters think that John now

Matthew 11:7
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seems to be manifesting himself as a reed, by having
asked the question that he did; and that Jesus is saving
his reputation among the people. But this is evidently
a misconception. Jesus is not worried about the impression that John’s question may make either in regard
to himself or in regard to John. He is thinking and
speaking only of the past (tarmac three times) and of
what the people saw at that time. It would be strange,
indeed, for Jesus to refer to the question just asked by
John as a swaying reed, and then by reference to the
"soft clothing to revert to something entirely different.
N0; all the questions form a grand whole. All of them
show what John was in the wilderness and most certainly imply that he has never been or is anything else.
All that is said about John is not said in John's interest,
as though his reputation needed shielding, but in order
to stir up and to rebuke these callous people who, having had John and now having Jesus himself, found fault
with both and gained nothing from either (v. 18, 19) .
We see no reason for stressing 9tdaaa0¢u over against
the two tidy. There is a touch of irony in the idea of
going miles out into the wilderness to behold a reed
swaying hither and thither in the wind as though this
were a great phenomenon. The verb oedaaaou ﬁts this
ironical implication. The shores of the Lake of Galilee
had plenty of reeds like that. Why run down to the
lower reaches of the Jordan for such a view? The fact
that Jesus is referring to John is evident. What drew
the people out to him was the fact that he was the very
opposite of such a reed. The entire Jewish land was
ﬁlled with men who were unstable, were like reeds
swaying with the wind of the opinions of the day. But
here in the wilderness there was a man of a different
type. At this very moment he was in prison because
he would not compromise regarding one of God's commandments. Herod’s sin was passed by in silence by
all the Jewish authorities and the whole Jewish nation
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but never for a moment by John. He arose against it
as a rock. Well, that merited that men should go out
into the distant wilderness to see him.) “But was that
really the reason why you went out to him?" Jesus asks
these people. He leaves the answer to them.
8) The German commentators give and the force
of sondem (B.-P. 59; B.-D. 448, 4), which is slightly
better than the translation “but" in our versions. But
this particle only turns to a new point, the previous one
having been ﬁnished. Its force is: “Well now, if that
is not what you went out to see, for what, then, did

you go out ?" The suggestion that, perhaps, they went
out to see “a man enrobed in soft clothing” (the perfect
participle ﬁnqbuwéyou with a present implication: having
been and thus now being enrobed, cf. 6:30), carries the

thought of the swaying reed a step farther.

A man

who yields to popular opinion, who bends to the will

and the word of the inﬂuential and the mighty, will be
rewarded by them, will be given a high place and the
ﬁnest kind of garments. With paAuxois supply ipan'oas.
The adjective “soft" (i. e., to the touch) conveys the
idea of the ﬁnest and the most costly material. The
word is exactly the right one. It brings out the sharp
contrast between such clothing and the rough, harsh,
cheapest kind of material that was used in the coat of
camel’s hair worn by John. The idea in this reference
to clothing is that, if John had sought to please and to
gain favor, he could have worn a courtier’s rich robes
and could have basked in royal favor.
The exclamation “10” in connection with the statement that people who wear such soft clothing are “in

the houses of the kings" marks this as being far more
than an ordinary piece of information. Soft and rich
garments are worn also outside of royal courts.

The

people of Galilee could see ﬁnely robed courtiers in
Herod's palace in Tiberias without going to the lower
Jordan. But this peculiar speciﬁcation that softly
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robed gentlemen are “in the houses of the kings,” here
used when speaking of John, undoubtedly intends to
convey the thought that John Was now in the royal
house of Herod, the fortress of Machazrus facing the
Dead Sea, but not as a handsomely dressed courtier but
as a wretched prisoner who still wore his rough coat
of camel’s hair. So the question implies: “When you
went out did you intend to see a man who knew how to
secure royal favor and rewards? To do that you would
not have had to go very far. But no; you went out to
see a man who dared to rebuke even a king, who could
be bought by no royal favors, who showed absolute
ﬁdelity to God and to his Word.” Yet Jesus asks, “Did
you really go out to see such a man ?” Again he leaves
the answer to them.
“To see” does not mean merely “to look at”; for
18m, the aorist, is used in an intensive sense as in John

3 :3; Acts 2:27; consult the word in Young’s Concordance. Some have the idea that here isczv means less than
the preceding Oedaaaoat, but it means more.
9) Once more the question for what they went out.
And now the addition: to see “a prophet ?” The intensive force of Z8¢Zv is plain here. Jesus does not mean
“merely to look at a prophet” but “to see him so as to
get into personal touch with him,” i. e., to hear him and
his proclamation with their own ears, to let him move
them to repentance and to the baptism for the remission of sins. Did they really go out for that purpose?
All three inﬁnitives denote purpose, and all three are

construed alike.
While Jesus puts this ﬁnal question, as he did the
others, so that the people may give their own answer —did they really intend to regard John as a prophet of
God? — he at once and most emphatically gives his owu

answer. “Yea, I say to you, and far beyond a prophet !”
“Yea” afﬁrms that John is a prophet, and m’ adds to
this an estimate that goes beyond that.

We may regard
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the comparative wepwco'upov as a neuter: “something
beyond a prophe ” or as a masculine: “one beyond a
prophe .”
10) Jesus at once establishes this estimate of

John.

This is he of whom it has been written, Lo,

I myself commission my messenger before thy face,
who shall make ready thy way in front of thee.
John is the one prophet who himself was prophesied.
This made him more than a prophet. And John was
the awn»: or messenger who, not only, like the other
prophets, announced Christ’s coming, but actually prepared the way for him and was immediately followed
by Christ. This, too, made him more than a prophet.
Mal. 3:1 is introduced as a direct quotation with the

usual perfect yc'ypam'ai with present force: “has been
written” and thus now stands so.
Jesus refers to the original Hebrew not to the LXX.
The translation is usually called “free,” but it is not at
all “free" ; it does vastly more than to give the general
sense of the original. The translation is interpretative,
and the interpretation is most exact as it is preserved in
Mark 1:2; Luke 7 :27. Jehovah addresses the Israelites who are expecting “the Lord” (Ha’adon), “the
Messenger of the Covenant” (Maleach Habbm'th),
i. e., the Messiah. Even Malachi distinguishes between
Jehovah and this Lord and Messenger, as does Ezek.
34:11, etc., compared with 34:23,. 24. This is what
Jesus makes plain by the use of the pronouns 274. and
you (Jehovah) and the three can (the Messiah). Jehovah himself will come to his people, but he will do so
in the person of the Messiah. And John is Jehovah’s
“messenger” who is to prepare the way of the divine
Messiah, “in front of thee,” as the Messiah’s immediate
forerunner; the relative 6: with the future tense of the
verb denotes purpose, R. 960. The sense of Mal. 3 :1 is

thus made plain by showing that in John and in Jesus
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this prophecy was fulﬁlled; and thus the greatness of
John is alo revealed.
11) To this prophetic word concerning John,
Jesus adds his own declaration: Amen, I say to you
(verity and authority, 6 :18), there has not arisen
alnong women-born a greater than John the Baptist!
The verb “has arisen" refers to John's ofﬁce and his
career. Hence also Jesus uses not merely his personal
name but with it the title that distinguished John from
all other men, “the Baptist.” “Born of women” evidently goes back to Job 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; plus Ps.
51 :6, and thus strongly emphasizes the sinfulness and
the mortality of men. John is one of these men, but in
his career and his work he is so great that, taking all
his fellow-mortals into consideration, there is none
greater than he. Jesus speaks of John as being one
whose great work is done; soon his life will be ended.
Did these people realize who and what John was when
they went into the wilderness?
It is the height of paradox when in the same breath
Jesus now adds: Yet he that is loss in the kingdom
of the heavens is greater than he. We disregard
the interpretation that John’s doubt was of such a
nature as, in spite of his high ofﬁce, to place him beneath a common believer in Jesus. John asked Jesus
to solve a perplexity, and such an action, which itself

showed complete conﬁdence in Jesus, could not and did
not reduce the estimate Jesus had of John.
Some think that Jesus here compares himself with
John. Since he had submitted to John’s baptism, it is
thought that Jesus calls himself the one who is now less
than John but who shall presently appear far greater
than John, namely as the King of the kingdom. This
view contradicts 3:11, 12; John 1:26-34; 3 :28-36; and
when Jesus was baptized, it was John who yielded to
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Jesus as being the greater. Although the Greek places
no emphasis on the phrase “in the kingdom of the heavens," some would make everything turn on this phrase,
and they understand it in the sense of “the Messianic
kingdom” over against “the old theocracy.” The sense
would then be: all those in the new covenant are greater
than even the greatest in the old covenant. Thus the
vast superiority of the former would be graphically
presented. Yet “the kingdom of the heavens” (see
5:3)" or “of God” is never restricted to the new covenant but goes back to eternity. To say, “it comes,”
always means that it existed long before this time. John
was in the kingdom, for faith admitted him into it as it
did all other believers. The view that John belonged to
the old covenant is contradicted by Jesus himself who
describes him as being an object of Old Testament
prophecy which ended with Malachi. Jesus thus combines John with himself as inaugurating the promised
new covenant.

He that is less than John in the kingdom is one
who either has no oﬂice or has one that is less than
John’s. He can be called greater than John in the
kingdom for one reason only. This is not personal
faith, to which the context makes no reference, nor does
Jesus ever present John as a weak believer.

The great-

ness of those who are ofﬁcially less than John consists
in the great treasures of revelation given to them by
God. Read 13:16, 17. Jesus is speaking of the time
now in progress. In spite of his great ofﬁce John could
not in prison see the great miracles Jesus was working.
Soon he would give up his life, and, therefore, could not
see the consummation of Jesus’ work (death, resurrec-

tion, etc.). All believers who witnessed these things
thereby had an advantage over John. Note how Jesus
here again turns from John to his hearers.

They

neither prized John as they should nor understood what
Jesus was now offering them. Yet by receiving all
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that he was presenting to them they could be greater
than John who would soon be dead.
12)

With 8" Jesus adds a necessary statement, one

which stresses the glorious time in which the hearers
of Jesus were privileged to live. Now from the
days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of
the heavens presses forward forcefully, and forceful people snatch it. We consider it of little import
whether Bum-m is the passive (C.-K. 219 at length) or

the middle used in an active sense (Zahn and others,
giving examples). The passive, however, cannot
mean “suffers violence,” but means, “is brought with

force,” namely by John and by Jesus. “Suffers violence” assumes that the Bmarai are the agents, and that
both clauses mean the same thing, which is scarcely
probable. In substance it is quite the same whether we
say, the kingdom itself “comes forward powerfully" or
“is brought forward powerfully” by John and by Jesus.
This statement obviously characterizes the years “from
the days of John the Baptist until now,” from the day
when John began to baptize until now when Jesus was
in the full swing of his work.

Of course, “until now"

does not imply that this urging of the kingdom on men
ceases at this moment; the matter goes on.

We have

no reason to make the enemies of the kingdom the
agents of ﬁuizem (when it is regarded as a passive)
and to refer the verb to their violence against it, letting

the second clause express the same thought. The trend
of the entire discourse deals, not with violence against
the kingdom, but with the indifference and the dissatis-

faction that hinder men from entering it with zest.
The absence of the article shows that ,8de does
not refer to a special class of men but only to the quality which those who appropriate the kingdom manifest.
The translation “men of violence” might pass if hostility were referred to; the idea of violence is too strong
an idea in the present connection. This word is not
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found in the secular Greek which uses 3.414: in the sense
of strong, courageous. The correspondence between
puitmu and Buumu’ is obvious, being a play on words.
The energy and the force with which the kingdom
comes (or is brought) instills'a similar energy and
force in those whom the kingdom wins for itself. They
are not “forceful” by nature and thus better than
others; but the kingdom itself with all its gifts, treasures, and blessings puts power and courage into them
“to snatch,” let us say “to grab” it all. For the oppo~
site action see v. 16-19; Rev. 3:15.
13) Jesus adds further explanations in regard to
this time. For all the prophets and the law did
prophesy until John. And if you are willing to
accept it, he is Elijah, the one about to come. Why.
did Jesus say “from the days of John the Baptist," etc.?
Because John introduces the grand new era. For 430
years, since the last prophet, Malachi, spoke and wrote,
the completed Old Testament Scriptures (“all the
prophets and the law”) gave forth their utterance.
“Until John” does not mean that they then ceased, but
that the fulﬁllment came in John. Then “the daysof
John the Baptist,” etc., set in when the kingdom
pressed forward as it had never done before.
14) Then Mal. 4:5, the very last word spoken by
that prophet, was fulﬁlled. John is the “Elijah”

whom Jehovah promised to send, hence 6 ”’va prwam,
“the one about to come,” whose work on the hearts
of the people the prophet describes brieﬂy. Since
John’s work was a stern call to repentance, he resembled Elijah, cf. Luke 1:17, “in the spirit and
power of Elias.” The Jews thought that Elijah himself would appear, cf. John 1 :21, which, of course, even
John had to contradict; compare Matt. 17 :10, etc.
Jesus does not afﬁrm that John is the promised
Elijah but states the matter conditionally: “if you
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are willing to accept it.” This implies that they may
not be willing to consider John that great promised
Elijah. It is also not a matter of the understanding,
as though the meaning of the prophecy were doubtful, but a matter of the will. Jesus often points to
the will as the source of unbelief (23:37, “ye would
not"; John 5:40). This was the case with John. All
that the Jews were willing to do was to rejoice in

his light for a season (John 5:35), to exalt in the feeling of again having a prophet in their midst. But to
treat him seriously as the Elijah to come, to wake up
to the great era that began with John—that was
another matter (v. 18). This heart condition Jesus
touches with his “if."
We note that Jesus does not reckon John with
the Old Testament prophets, does not regard him as
the last of them who completes their work. Their
work was completed by Malachi. John is himself the
object of prophecy, with him begin the new days of
the kingdom, his place is in the New Testament.
15) The “if” of v. 14 is justiﬁcation for the call:
He that has ears to hear, let him hear! This is not
a concluding formula as 13:43 and Mark 4:23 show,
for Jesus continues to speak. In other connections
the call to use the ears may end a discourse. We
retain axoﬁew because it is found in the decisive texts.
The thin'g that is to be heard properly so as to affect
the hearer's heart is this fulﬁlled prophecy, the fact
that John is Elijah as Jesus presents this in his discourse on John. In “he that has ears” lies the implication of wilful guilt when those ears that were made
to hear (and understand) are not used for this purpose, 13:14, 15.

16) Without a pause Jesus now turns his attention to the deplorable conduct of his hearers. How
miserably they had used their ears is shown by a
telling illustration. Now to what shall I liken this
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generation? namely the one already indicated by
the period of time mentioned in v. 12: “from the
days of John the Baptist until now.” The verb is
the deliberative aorist subjunctive, and the question
does not imply that Jesus is casting about for an
illustration, but that his hearers are now to see just
what they are like.

It is like to children sitting in

the market places who, calling to their companions,
say, We piped to you, and you did not dance; we
wailecl, and you did not beat your breasts. The
parable is plain and simple if we leave it thus instead
of inverting it or ignoring the tertium comparationis
by making this generation like two sets of children.
The large, open market places were convenient playgrounds for the children of the neighborhood when

the market was not in progress. Jesus has in mind
a group of such children. such as he had occasionally
watched. This group tried to direct the play ﬁrst
to one game, then to another, as their mood and fancy
dictated. They expected all the other children to
accept their suggestion; and when these did not
comply, they pettishly cried out and blamed the
others.
17) At one time they insisted on playing wedding.
So they copied what they had seen their elders doing:
they piped or ﬂuted, imitating the ﬂutes used in wedding processions, by either blowing little whistles they
had made or merely whistling with their lips. They
were determined that all the other children should
forthwith join them by hopping and skipping in a
procession as did those who followed the pipers at a
wedding. But the other children did not want to play
this game, they refused to skip after the whistlers.
So these complained and blamed them: “We piped
to you, and you did not dance!”

They wanted to have

it their way and acted in an ugly fashion when they
could not. Jesus purposely chooses a joyful game.

Matthew 11 :17, 18
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Then he selects the opposite: a sad game. All at
once these children want to play funeral. So they
again copy their elders. They started the loud wailing
of the professional wailing women that were hired for
funerals (9:23; Eccles. 12:5; Amos 5:16). And they
wanted all the other children to act as the bereaved
always acted: beat their breasts, head, hips, etc. But
these other children refused to join in, and then the

group that was determined to lead complained: “We
wailed, and you did not beat your breasts, c'xo’u/IaaOc,
strike yourselves.” This sad game is purposely chosen
as being the opposite of the glad one. The point lies
in the fact that one group of children assumed the
leadership in the games and veered, as the notion
struck them, from one game to its opposite and then
made loud complaint when they could not have their
way. “This generation," Jesus says, “is exactly like
this group of children.”
18) For John came, neither eating nor drinking, and they say, He has a demon! The Son of man
came, eating and drinking, and they say, Lo, a glutton of a man and a winebibber and friend of
publicans and of sinners. And justiﬁed was wisdom
from her works. “For” gives the reason that the
parable of the willful children describes this generation so aptly.

But this “for” has led some into let-

ting the piping and the mourning children represent
Jesus and John (the one eating, etc., the other not),

and the other children who refused to dance and to
beat themselves represent the unresponsive Jewish
people.
But the parable has this pointed heading:
“To what shall I liken this generation?" and not,

“myself and John.”
“It is like,” etc.

Then the parable continues:

Nor does Jesus present himself and

John as veering from one extreme to another and then
complaining that people are not ready to veer with
them. Moreover, the piping is mentioned ﬁrst in the
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parable, the wailing second; but the stern Baptist
came ﬁrst and is also named ﬁrst by Jesus, and he
himself is named in the second place. This shuts
out the interpretation that Jesus and John did the
piping and the wailing.
The reverse is true: John
and Jesus would not accomodate themselves to the
ﬁckle multitudes with their moods and notions. The
parable is not trying to explain the small success of
John and of Jesus but pictures the silly, childish way
in which this generation, which had both John and
Jesus before their eyes, passed judgment on both. The
two opposite games, wedding and funeral, do refer
to Jesus and to John, but the arrangement in the
parable and in the application is not parallel like
this = but chiastichke this X: piping and Jesus
eating and drinking ﬁrst and last and in between
wailing and John not eating.
These Jews were like silly children. When God
sent them the Baptist, they wanted'to pipe and have
everyone dance with them. When the Baptist refused
to join them in such a game, they called him morose,
intolerable, and turned from him aggrieved and disappointed. These people likewise failed to understand the golden days of Jesus, which God sent them.
Then they insisted onlthe game of funeral, on fasting
(9:14), on rigorous traditional Sabbath observance,
etc. “Not eating nor drinking,” i. e., in the way
men freely did, describes John’s asceticism, who lived
as a Nazarite. His whole appearance was a rebuke
to his generation. Instead of heeding that rebuke,
many said: “Something is surely wrong with a
man who lives like this; a demon must have upset his
mind !"
When Jesus came “eating and drinking” (the
wording making him the very opposite of John), the
Jews were again dissatisﬁed. Jesus moved freely
among men, ate and drank with them on all manner

Matthew 11:18
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of occasions, yet always observed every propriety and
the divine ceremonial law, and was open and friendly
with all. Instead of understanding the purpose of
this difference between the messenger of repentance,

sent in the spirit of Elijah (v. 14, 15), and the Messiah as “the Son of man" (see 8:20), made in the
likeness of men and found in fashion as a man

(Phil. 2:7, 8), the Jews abused him, too. What they
demanded of John they condemned in Jesus: what
they condemned in John they demanded of Jesus. In
reality, by both actions they condemned themselves.
With the same slanderous tongue that attributed a
demon to John they viciously called Jesus avapumos
454709, “a glutton of a man," the two nouns being used
like one term, and “a winebibber,” one who ate and
drank to excess. Wine was the common drink at
meals and was used at the Passover and in connection with sacriﬁces. The climax is reached in the
addition, “a friend of publicans and of sinners"
(9:10, etc.; Luke 1521, etc.). The viciousness of the
charges, both against John and against Jesus, is
apparent. Jesus scorns to enter into any sort of
defense.

All he does is to add the pithy statement, “And
justiﬁed was wisdom from her works.” In Matthew's
account the texts support the reading ipyow, in
Luke 7 :35, the reading n’xmv, to which miww is added.
The difference may be due to the Aramaic term which,
when written without the vowel points and even when
pronounced, might mean either “works" or “children.”
But dmi does not mean “by” as though the works or

the children of wisdom pronounced the verdict of
acquittal. The preposition indicates the source from
which the acquittal is drawn: von ihren Werken her.
Materially there is no difference, for the works of
wisdom are always done by the children of wisdom.
In this instance these are the works of John and of
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Jesus who were exponents of the divine wisdom which
sent the Jews exactly what they needed in the actions
of both John and Jesus. The verb has the full
emphasis: “nothing less than fully justiﬁed was”,wisdom. The aorist is in place, since the works were performed in the past. John’s career is at an end, and
the actions of Jesus which the Jews slandered were
also performed in the past.

The agent back of the

passive is most likely “this generation.” To slander
wisdom in such a childish fashion, one slander contradicting the other, is to pronounce her innocent.
The verb is forensic in the fullest degree as it is
wherever it is used (review the exhaustive treatment
by C.-K. 317, etc.). The statement is not ironical:
“This is the silly way in which this wise generation
was justiﬁed by the treatment it gave John and Jesus !”
By closing with the Epya Jesus returns to the Epya (v. 2)
which prompted the entire discourse.
20) Luke 10:13-15 incorporates the “woes” in
the address with which Jesus sent out the Seventy.
Matthew writes only “then” and adds no special circumstances.

Then he began to upbraid the cities in

which the most of his works of power were done because they did not repent. On the circumstantial
“began” compare v. 7; it marks the importance of
what follows. The terrible words that follow, which
are well characterized by the severe verb “to upbraid,”
reveal the gentle Jesus as being also the mighty and
the terrible Jesus. The whole divine power that is behind the sweet Beatitudes is equally behind the judgment woes on all who spurn those blessings.

The cities

here named formed the populous center from which
Christ’s Galilean ministry radiated. Jesus says nothing

about his Word and his preaching and calls his miracles
Suva'pcls, “power-deeds,” and not amuia, “signs." The
latter term is usually combined with his person and

his Word as being productive of faith.

Here Jesus

Matthew 11 :20, 21
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remains on the lowest level and deals only with the
ﬁrst and natural impression which his works of might
ought to produce in men’s hearts. These works ought
at least to‘ check men in their careless course of sin
as the men of Nineveh halted in their wickedness
when Jonah announced the destruction of their city
and brought them nothing but the condemnation of
the law without a word of the gospel. But these
Jewish cities remained obdurate. The aorist “they
did not repent" marks the awful fact. This verb is
here used in the narrow sense, denoting the act of
contrition. The entire passage is obscured when repentance is here taken in the wider sense of contrition plus faith.

Works of might cannot produce faith,

but they ought to produce contrition and terror at the
thought of Almighty God. Naturally, where this ﬁrst
effect is absent, all other effects, those caused by the
Word, will also be absent.
21)

Woe to thee, Chorazin!

Woe to thee,

Bethsaida! because, if in Tyre and Sidon had been
done the works of power done in you, long ago
would they have repented in sackcloth and ashes.
But I say to you, for Tyre and Sidon it shall he more
endurable in the day of judgment than for you.
Chorazin is mentioned only here, and Bethsaida only
a few times. Because both were so near Capernaum
they witnessed, according to Jesus’ own statement,
many of his mighty works. “Woe” is an interjection
and is here construed with the dative. It really states

a judgment on the part of him who utters it upon
those with reference to whom it is uttered; and an
introduces the reason for this woe, “because." By
a conditional sentence of past unreality (ei with the
aorist and the aorist with av) the two pagan cities

on the Mediterranean coast, Tyre and Sidon, are compared with the two cities on the shore of the Lake of
Galilee, Chorazin and Bethsaida. Both pagan cities
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on the Mediterranean had the reputation of being
wicked, and the former was to be left as “a place to
spread ne ," it was to be completely obliterated.
Sidon was located twenty miles above Tyre.
The remarkable thing is that Jesus says that these
cities would have repented if the same works had
been done in them that were done in the two Jewish
cities. God's omniscience includes all possible actions.
Since the possible lies between the absolutely necessary
(God himself) and things that are free (such as actual
human actions), the knowledge of the possible is called
scientia media: under certain conditions certain possible things would become actual which, however, for
lack of the conditions do not become actual; yet God
knows all about them. In the second place, Jesus is
here speaking of repentance in the sense of outward
desistance from gross sins and crimes, the so-called
peccata cwmantm for which Tyre and Sidon were
famous, not of the repentance which consists of spiritual conversion.
The case of Tyre and Sidon thus
lies in the realm of divine providence not in that of
saving grace. This answers the question as to why
such mighty Works were not done in Tyre and Sidon.

This is only the general question why any number
of possibilities (and they are countless) did not and
do not become actualities. They belong to the
mysteries of providence which lie beyond mortal
comprehension.
Yet all these possibilities, although they never become actualities, are taken into account by the divine
Mind, especially also in the ﬁnal judgment which shall

be meted out with absolute justice to every man.

If

Tyre and Sidon would have put on sacking, a dark,
rough stuff worn next to the skin as the symbol of
remorse and deepest humiliation, and would have sat
in ashes or covered head and shoulders with ashes
(Job 2:8) as a second sign of utmost sorrow and
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mourning, without question this possibility will not
be forgotten in God’s reckoning.
22) On «My as an adversative see B.-D. 449;
R. 1187. In “I say to you” speaks the voice of authority which shall pronounce the sentence “in judgment
day." On the lighter sentence for Tyre and Sidon
see the comment on 10 :16. Also the wicked dea’d shall
arise, and eternal punishment has degrees.
23) And thou, Capernaum, shalt thou be exalted to the heavens? To hades shalt thou go down!
Because, if in Sodom had been done the works of
power done in thee, it would have remained until
this day. But I say to you, that for the land of
Sodom it shall be more endurable in the day of judgment than for thee. Capernaum, the worst of all,
forms the climax. Here Jesus made his home, and
here more numerous works of power were wrought —
yet here, too, in vain. The interrogative particle mi
implies a negative reply on the part of the speaker:
“Thou surely dost not expect to be so exalted because thou hast been mine own city and so highly
favored by me?” Yet the speaker hints that the
negative reply may not be forthcoming. With terriﬁc
force the hesitation is ended: “To hades shalt thou
go down l” — whatever thou mayest expect. Note the
clashing contrast between the phrases Ewe 1'05 oﬁpavofy
and 3m 'gSov. This contrast is intensiﬁed by the terms
“up” and “down” in the compound verbs.
The English hades and hell should not be written
with a capital letter; neither should heaven or the
heavens be written in this manner. Here “hades,”
the unseen place (a pﬁvativum plus way) is beyond
question the opposite of “heaven" and thus must mean
hell. Here “hades” is not a translation of sheol,
for Jesus is not quoting although he may have used
sheol in the Aramaic. Note that Jesus does not postpone Capernaum’s descent into hades until the judg-
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ment day. Sodom had already been destroyed, Tyre
and Sidon would experience a similar fate as would
also Chorazin, Bethsaida, and the worst of them all,
Capernaum. “Hades” cannot mean das Totenreich,
the realm of the dead, into which all the dead descend
as some think. If a place that was different from
heaven and hades, a receptacle for all dead men, existed, it would really be pointless for Jesus to declare
that obdurate Capernaum shall descend thither.
Where else would dead men go? Matthew has written “hades” only once more, in 16:18, and there, too,
it has the sense of hell, the place of the damned, cf.
Smith, Dictionary of the Bible, ed. by Hackett, the
discussion by Bartlett under “Hell,” II, 1039; Philippi,
Glaubenslehre, VI, 57. Compare Gehenna in 5 :22, 29;
10:28. Speculative thought makes hades a condition
instead of a place, but such a view clashes with the
words here uttered by Jesus.
The cause for Capernaum’s descent to hell is the
same as the one mentioned in v. 21, and is expressed
by the same type of conditional sentence. But now
Sodom (see 10:15) is used as a signal example of
God’s wrath and judgment. Instead of “it would have
repented” we now have “it would have remained to
this day.” The sense is the same. Sodom would have
repented in so far as to desist from its abnormal and
horrible sins. Like other godless cities, God would
then have let it remain.
24) The fate of Sodom in the ﬁnal public judgment before the universe of men and of angels shall be
according. See v. 22 and 10:15.
25)

At that season Jesus answered and said, I

openly confess to thy honor, Father, Lord of the
heaven and of the earth, that thou dldst conceal
these things from wise and intellectual men and didst
reveal them unto infants. Yea, Father, because

Matthew 11:25
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thus it was well-pleasing before thee. Matthew
connects this incident with the preceding only by the
phrase “at that season,” Katpés, the time marked and

distinguished by what he has just reported.
Luke 10:21 adds more‘ the Seventy had returned,
and “in that hour Jesus rejoiced in the Spirit and
said" what is now reported. We must assume that
also the Twelve returned. The participle dwoxpteds‘
is often used in a wider sense, not as indicating a
response to some question but a response to some

situation.

So here the Kazpée calls forth the words

now spoken.
'
The verb c'éopvoyeZa'aaL with the dative means more
than “to thank” or even “to praise." The intensiﬁcation by means of ('1: adds to the idea of acknowledging or confessing the notion of greatness or of openness: “1 openly confess (or acknowledge) to thy
honor”; and an states what is thus acknowledged.
As the Son in the essential sense Jesus uses the unqualiﬁed address “Father” and repeats this in the
next verse.

He is speaking to the Father but in the

presence of the assembled disciples (Luke 10:23) so
they all may hear him.

But another relation is here

to be noted, one which reveals the supreme majesty
of this Father of Jesus: “Lord of the heaven and
of the earth,” i. e., as the Creator and the Ruler of
the universe. This majesty stands out in overwhelming contrast to the “wise and intellectual men” who
close their foolish hearts against his revelations and
in another contrast to the “infants" who are blessed
with these revelations.

What a

marvel that the

eternal Father of the eternal Son, to whom all heaven
and earth bow in submission, should condescend to
people who are nothing but infants and helpless babes!
Yet in the very word wimm, “infants,” lies the hint
of the reason for thus blessing them. As the Father
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of the Son and through this Son they are his dear
little ones to whom, therefore, “these things” may be,
yea, must be revealed.
The act on account of which Jesus exalts his
Father is a double one: concealing certain things
from wise and intellectual men and revealing them to
men who, compared with these, are nothing but babes.
The absence of the articles before «64»; and «were:
keeps the stress on the qualities here indicated. The
two terms refer to one general class, and the verbal
auvcrés is one of the few used in the New Testament
in an active sense, R. 1097. While the scribes and
the Pharisees are the type here referred to, all those
are included who are ﬁlled with the sufﬁciency of
their own intellectual and educational acquirements
in matters of religion. Being wise and intellectual
like the rabbis with their false theology and its
equally false application to life, nothing of the true
revelation and theology of God can be conveyed to
them. Hence Jesus says: the Father “did conceal
these things from them." The rain refers to all that
formed the substance of Christ’s teaching and preaching, i. e., the gospel of the kingdom with its great
principle of salvation by grace through faith in
Christ.
The aorists are important: «im’xpmpas, .iﬂxdawpac, and
c’yc’vc-ro. This proceeding on the part of God is something that has been settled from the very start, is a

’ﬁxed and unalterable thing that has been determined
by him from the beginning and is never to be changed.
Only the great fact is stated by these aorists, a reason
for this great act of God is not added. Yet in the
designations “wise and intelligent men,” on the one
hand, and “infants,” on the other, the reason for God’s
act is suggested. The wise and intelligent are ﬁlled
with their own wise and learned ideas, and thus God,
ﬁnding them ﬁlled -and satisﬁed with what they have,
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can give them nothing. The infants, however, are
those who lack everything and realize their emptiness“
They are the poor that mourn and are meek and hunger and thirst, 5:3-6; 18:3; Phil. 3:8. Having nothing. God can ﬁll them with everything.
The Father’s action, therefore, comports with his
whole plan of universal grace. He arranged it so that
nothing should be required of us, that all should come
from him. If high intellectual attainments on our
part were required, this would automatically shut out

all who have no such attainments.

If we had to bring

something, grace would be only partial and not com-

plete on God’s part. Moreover, the fact is that
no man can bring anything and if he thinks he
can. he deceives himself The Father had to proceed as he did.
We must add, however, that no man is a wine: by
nature, be his education ever so primitive. I Cor. 1 :26
makes it plain that the sense of Christ’s word is not
that the gospel is intended only for the ignorant and
not for the educated.

The terms wise, intelligent,

as well as infants, are here used, not to describe men
in their state before the gospel comes to them, but as
subsequent to its work upon them. Every man, even
the most ignorant, has some pet wisdom of his own
with which he at ﬁrst reacts against the gospel of

grace.

By its power this gospel removes that pet wis-

dom and makes men infants so that they receive every-

thing from God.

This work succeeds in the case of

some of the most learned and highly educated. But
some cling to their foolish wisdom in spite of all

efforts of grace. Such were not only the scribes and
the Pharisees but the unlearned Jews as well who
allowed these men to inﬂuence them (v. 15-24). So
today some of the worst opponents of the gospel are
those who follow the scientists and advanced religious
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thinkers of our time. All these are the wise and intelligent referred to by Jesus.
26) With “yea” Jesus emphatically afﬁrms what
he has just said. The Father’s action has the fullest
approval of Jesus. The article may be used with the
vocative as the Hebrew and the Aramaic regularly
use it, and the nominative form may be used as a vocative: 6 mmfp. Does am here mean “because” (“for,"
our versions), or is it a repetition of the an used
in v. 25, with the meaning “that”? Have we the reason

why the Father concealed and revealed as he did or
simply a repetition of what he did in other words?
Grammar cannot decide the issue. Most commentators prefer “that” and supply éﬁopokoyoﬁpaa from v. 25.
Observe that in the A. V. both an are regarded as being
causal.
The simple fact is that in the case of verbs
of this kind it makes no practical difference whether
we state why we praise or what we praise: the thing
we praise is the reason for the praise.
Yet why the Father did what he did calls for an
explanation. One explanation we have noted, the one
that speaks of the persons concerned. But this takes
us only halfway. The profoundest reason lies in the
Father himself. And this Jesus gives us by saying
that it was his cwom’a. The objection that the incomprehensible acts of God are not made comprehensible
by being traced back to his equally incomprehensible
will, misunderstands the absom'a, a standard term in
the New Testament. This is not an arbitrary, incomprehensible will or decree but the “good pleasure”
or “good thought” of God, his gracious purpose and
will of salvation, as the following clear passages show:
Eph. 1:5, 9; Phil. 2:13; II Thess. 1:11; Luke 12:32;

II Pet. 1:17. “In Christ he saves us out of pure
mercy, without any merit or good works of ours,
according to the purpose of his will,” Concordia Triglotta, 1092-3.
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The ultimate source of our salvation is this great
etsoxta. When God’s acts (concealing, revealing) are
traced back to this source, the ultimate point is
reached. If man was to be saved, God had to save
him by his “good thought" or ebsoxta, by devising means
and ways that were in harmony with him who devised
them. Since oi'lrws refers to the acts of concealing and
revealing, we understand an as giving the reason for
these acts: “Yea, so thou didst do, Father, because
thus it was eudolcia in thy sight.” And who in all the
universe could suggest a better plan and method than
this that found God’s approval? In Epwpoaaév mm, “in
front of thee" the majesty, indicated in “Lord,” etc.,
(v. 25), is again evident.
27) With the same elevated feeling and in the
same exalted tone Jesus now turns from the Father
to the disciples and continues to speak of his Father.
All things were given to me by my Father. And no
one really knows the Son except the Father; nor
does anyone really know the Father except the Son
and he to whom the Son may will to reveal him.

Here Matthew records some of the deep things about
which John delights to write. In view of 28 :18; John
3:35; 13:3; 17:2, “all things” cannot be restricted.
Those who attempt a restriction such as “all things connected with the eudokia, or the kingdom, or the work

of salvation," must reckon with Eph. 1:10, 22. Since
the establishment of the kingdom involves power over
all hostile forces in earth and in hell, there is nothing
that might be exempted from mim. “All things: earth,
heaven, and hell; men, angels, and devils; time, death.
and eternity; all things: salvation and damnation;
grace and judgment; life and death; all things: truth,

righteousness, glory, peace, and joy, consolation and
refreshing, rest and hope, deliverance from sin, victory
in temptation, overcoming the world, communion with

God, the love of God, the life in God — all things have
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been delivered unto him. He is the almighty Lord, the
Giver of divine gifts of grace, the Executor of all divine
works, the Prince of life, and therefore the Captain of
our salvation.” Petri.
The passive “pester, has the agent added in the
regular manner by imi: “were handed over by my
Father}! “By this he indicates that he is true man,
who has received them from the Father. For neither
would God deliver all things to one who was only man,
nor would one who was only God receive them from
another. For neither is it possible for one who is only
man to be over all things, nor for one who is only God
to be beneath God. Thus in this one person true God
and true man are joined together.” Luther. The
aorist cannot refer to the exaltation of Christ's human
nature but goes back to the Incarnation. Then “was
given" to him all divine power and majesty which, however, during the days of his humiliation, he used only
as needed in his ministry (as in performing the miracles), and upon the absolute use of which he did not
enter until he arose from the dead in the exaltation of
his human nature. As the Son he was equal to the
Father, but as man he was beneath the Father and
received “all things” from him. Cone. Trial. 1033, 55.
Kai coordinates; it is not the equivalent of ydp.
Jesus is laying the foundation for the great invitation
of v. 28, etc. The ﬁrst buttress is the fact that all
things were given over to him as a man. The second
is the fact that only the Father knows him, and he the
Father; to which is added the third, and he to whom
the Son reveals the Father. First we had the human
nature, regarding which we must know that all things
were given to it when it was joined to the divine nature.
Now we hear about the divine nature as joined to the
human. Between the Son and the Father there exists
a peculiar relation: these two alone “really know” each
other. All others are excluded.

Matthew 11 :27
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'Emymzmu is yméam strengthened by 374'. and means
a knowing that really penetrates. This is heightened
when the two subjects and the objects are noted: the
Son and the Father, and their divine relation to each
other. While the mutual knowledge of these persons
is ineﬂ'able because of its divinity, Luther rightly
points out that this knowledge is here mentioned with
reference to us and our saving knowledge of the Son
and of the Father. He calls it theological and not at
all philosophical and by this term has in mind what
especially concerns us, namely that the Father and
the Son know each other's will, mind, and thought as
these pertain to us.
The third statement follows: “and he to whom,"
etc. Luther writes that here there is no reluctance on
the part of the Son to reveal the Father but the vast
condescension of the Son of this Lord of heaven and
earth (v. 25). He to whom all things have been given
speaks here.

“He to whom," etc., has reference to the

“infants" mentioned in v» 25. In Boéayrac we have the
(tsoxi’a; the Father’s good pleasure and the Son’s will
are one. This is not an arbitrary selection of persons
who are admitted to this knowledge but the pure grace
which ﬁlls all whom it can induce to discard their own
empty and haughty wisdom. The strong verb imymiamy applies also to these persons. They shall know
with real experimental heart knowledge as children
know their Father on the basis of all the manifestations
of his fatherhood and his love. This is supreme spiritual blessedness but a closed book to the wise and
intelligent of this world. Only by the Son's revelation
can any man really know the Father and by no wisdom
‘of his own. “Here the bottom falls out of: all merit,
all powers and abilities of reason, or the free will men
dream of, and it all counts nothing before God; Christ
must do and must give everything.” Luther. Jesus
wills to reveal the Father only through his own person,
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work, and Word, John 14 :6; 9-11; for in no other way
can a poor sinner ever come to know God.

28) On the tremendous basis thus laid down rests
the call that now follows: Hither to me, all those
laboring and having been loaded down! and I my-

self will give you rest.

Take my yoke upon you and

learn from me, that I am gentle and lowly in heart,
and you will ﬁnd rest for your souls. For my yoke

is pleasant, and my load is light. Here the good
pleasure of the Father’s and the Son's will is most
delightfully voiced. Here the babes receiVe the revelation which, because it is distasteful to the wise, is
lost and hidden from them because of this very folly.
The adverb Sean has the force of an imperative, “Hither
to me i” The gospel has a double power: one that is
efﬁcacious; the other, collative. In every gospel word
a power comes to us that is strong to make us heed,
accept, yield to that word; and at the same time in
every gospel word a power comes to us that is full of
heavenly gifts that are designed to place these into
our hearts. “Hither to me 1” draws and moves and at
the same time holds out to us all that Jesus has. “I
believe that I cannot by my own reason or strength
believe in Jesus Christ, my Lord, or come to him,"
Luther. His Word and his call enable me. “Unto me”
contains all that Jesus has said about himself in the
foregoing; and “unto me" means “to me alone” and

not to another. Note this pronoun: unto me—and I
will give —— my yoke — learn of me — I am gentle —
my yoke —- my load. Does this make plain why he so
fully revealed his relation to the Father?
“All those laboring” (present active participle)
are all those who are trying to work out their own
salvation, and the more serious they are, the more they

will toil. “All those having been loaded down" (perfect passive participle with present implication) are
all those who have let others load them down with what

Matthew 11:28, 29

457

the latter think will secure salvation. These terms
really apply to all men, for none have true rest save
those who come to Christ. All the vain, fruitless
striving after peace, contentment, happiness, rest,
and joy, which is found the world over, is this constant laboring; and those who come with their deceptions and their proﬁers of help only load men down
the more. Then the suffering, unrest, trouble, fear,
grief, pain, an evil conscience, against which men rebel

so vainly, adds to the labor and the load. In endless
variety, sometimes mixed with tragedy, sometimes
tragically trying to laugh it all away, this wretchedness
meets us in our race. Yet a difference appears the
moment Christ and his call are met. Some cry out as
did David in Ps. 38:4; others revile as did the Pharisees and the scribes, v. 18, 19, or turn disdainfully
away. Normally and according to the divine intention all, actually all, ought to be drawn to Jesus. It
is the height of abnormality and irrationality to spurn
the divine help when it is so absolutely needed.
The emphasis is on the strong $715, “I, I myself, will
give you pause or rest."

The verb is a volitive future,

expressing Christ’s will, not a futuristic future (R.
924). In this “I” lies all the majesty of the previous
verses and the implication that he alone can give, yes,
most assuredly will give this rest. The verb dmmﬁw,
“I will rest you, make you recover,” ﬁts the case perfectly: the laboring shall end forever, and in place of it
there shall be relief. Christ is the end of the law to
those who believe. He removes the sin and the guilt,
he does the saving. All we need to do is to commit
ourselves to him. “Thou, God, hast created us unto
thyself; hence our heart is restless until it rests in
thee.”

29)

Augustine.

Laboring and being loaded down are the

opposites of rest, yet Jesus points out a similarity

between them when he bids us, “Take my yoke upon
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you E" This sounds like exchanging one load for another, for a yoke is placed on an ox that by means of
it he may be harnessed to a load. Indeed, the gospel
and the doctrine of faith are a yoke in that they are
full of commands, all of them gospel commands, however, commands to take, to trust, to feast, to inherit,
and the like. The rest and the yoke are two pictures
of the same blessing; by taking this yoke upon us we
shall ﬁnd rest for our souls. Indeed, this is a yoke that
rests its bearer. The aorist 5pm»: expresses one deﬁnite act. We take this yoke when he gives us rest.
“And learn from me that I am gentle and lowly in
heart” intends to encourage us to take Christ’s yoke.

The aorist ”dam means, “learn once for all.” Note
that this makes a true Mam-rig, disciple, i. e., one who
has learned. Learn “from me,” cirr' Jpoﬁ, means from
contact with me, and an cannot be causal, leaving us to
surmise what we are to learn, telling us only why we
are to learn something that has not been told us. Once
for all we are to learn that Christ is not another Moses,
is not like the scribes and the Pharisees who heartlessly
pile on burdens (23 :4). He is «pate, “gentle" and mild

and at the same time ranewos n; Kapstq, “humble or lowly
regarding the heart.” R. 523 calls this a locative
dative, but it is, perhaps, better to call it a dative of
relation. The heart of Christ is not haughty and overbearing but humble, stooping down to us. First, his
majesty and his omnipotence as the Son, and these
attributes bestowed also on his human nature in the
unity of his person — this in order to guarantee all his
mighty promises. Then, his gentle and humble heart
—this to attract us to come to him and to take his
restful yoke upon us. The idea that we are to follow
his example in gentleness and lowliness is quite foreign
to the connection. Nor is the yoke the cross, suffering,
etc., for his sake, under which we are meekly and
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humbly to bow. These ideas lose the chief thought, the
rest and the relief which Jesus offers us.
To this he reverts: “and you shall ﬁnd rest for your
souls." This gift is the burden of his promise. He
gives us rest, and thus we ﬁnd the rest; hence avawdﬁaw
and dvéuum. We ﬁnd it as though it were a blessed
discovery, yet the ﬁnding is caused by his giving. “For
your .puxaz” shows the nature of this rest. The souls
that animate our bodies shall ﬁnd themselves free from
every strain and burden, with no worry, no fears, and
no distress. Think of the happiness that results!
30) But how about the yoke? Is not the Christian profession a hard life, much harder than the other
type of life? Here is the answer: “For my yoke is
pleasant (monk), and my load is light (aa¢p6v).”
“What can be lighter than a burden which unburdens
us and a yoke which bears its bearer?” Bernhard.
“Christ’s burden does not oppress but makes light and
itself bears rather than is borne.” Luther. The burden and the yoke are one, the former deﬁning the latter,

and ¢opn’ov is chosen to match w£¢oprwldvoi in v. 28.

We

take on a new Master, and he lays on us a new load —
but what a difference! Since, however, we are bound
to think of the cross, afﬂiction, persecution, and.hard

trials entailed in coming to Christ, let us say that all
these are more than counterbalanced by the power,
help, strength, and consolation supplied by him.

On

the other hand, those who spurn Christ’s yoke have
only dismay and despair when the judgments of God
begin to strike them.

CHAPTER XII
lX
Christ’s Clash With the Pharisees, Chapter 12

The fact that Jesus opposed the scribes and the
Pharisees Matthew has indicated in 5 :20. He now
presents a number of instances in which the Pharisees
come out boldly against Jesus. Matthew’s connections
of time are of such a nature as to warrant the conclusion that all these incidents occurred in the order in
which he records them and all within a few days.
1)

At that season (cf. 11:25) Jesus went on the

Sabbath through the grain. Now his disciples were
hungry and began to pluck ears and to eat. Judging from the ripeneSS of the grain, it must have been
April, near the time of the Passover, a year before
Jesus’ death. The hunger of the disciples is mentioned only in order to explain their action. Yes, Jesus
and the disciples were hungry at times. Note 1on
adﬁﬂam (a plural) for “on the Sabbath,” and ('1! “3,8er
in v. 2 (a singular) ; the plural is used with reference
to one Sabbath as well as to several. Deut. 23:25 permitted plucking a few ears in a neighbor’s grainﬁeld.
2) But when the Pharisees saw it they said to
him, Lo, thy disciples are doing what it is not lawful
to do on a Sabbath. The antagonism of the Pharisees (see 3:7) has already been noted in 9 :11, 34, that
of the scribes in 9:3. They kept constant watch on
Jesus and were now thus engaged. Matthew makes

the remark that they saw what the disciples were doing,
and Luke says that they assailed the disciples, the
attack, however, was directed against Jesus.
(460)

The
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exclamation “10" brings out the thought that these
Pharisees pretended to be horriﬁed while they were
in reality glad that they had a clear case against Jesus.
The charge is “doing what it is not lawful to do on a
Sabbath," 015x Eseau. It was a ﬂagrant breaking of the
law, namely of Exod. 20:10, as illustrated by Exod.
16:22, etc., but as interpreted according to the Patres
Traditionum: He who reaps on the Sabbath is chargeable; and to pluck ears is a species of reaping.

And

whoever breaks off anything from its stalk is chargeable under the speciﬁcation of reaping. The deeds
which make a man chargeable with stoning and death
if he does them presumptuously, or with a sacriﬁce if
he sins ignorantly, are either generic or derivative.
Thirty-nine kinds of the generic are enumerated: to
plow, to sow, to reap, to bind sheaves, to thresh, to
winnow, to grind, to pound, to powder, etc., to shear
sheep, to dye wool, etc.; and the derivatives are of the
same class and likeness: furrowing= plowing; cutting up vegetables = grinding; plucking ears = reapmg.
Jesus assumes full responsibility for what his disciples are here doing although he himself plucked no
ears. In the case of the other charges regarding the
Sabbath the same was true: with his own hands Jesus
did nothing on which the Jews could pounce. This
gave Jesus the tactical advantage of defending others,
not himself, and of compelling the Pharisees to raise

the question about the real principle at issue:

“Is it,

or is it not, lawful?” instead of passionately assailing

his person. The law itself was the issue, and what
men did were only illustrations for or against it. This
was wisdom and mastery.
3) But he said to them, Did you not read what
David did when he was hungry and those with him?
how he entered into the house of God and ate the
showbread, which it was not lawful for him to eat
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nor for those with him but only for the priests?
Jesus lays his ﬁnger on the real trouble: too much
reading of rabbinical law and not enough of divine law.
Of course, the Pharisees had read I Sam. 21, but not

as interpreting Exod. 20:10.

The 5pm n}: wpoaéo‘cws,

“the bread-loaves of the setting forth,” were twelve
loaves, each made of about 6}, pounds of flour, set
forth in two rows on a gold-covered table in the Holy
Place every Sabbath day, and, when removed, to be
eaten only by the priests, Lev. 24 :5-9. Jesus assumes
that the Pharisees agree with him that David, whom
they esteemed so highly, did the right thing in the
instance to which reference is made.
4) David did not enter the Holy Place and take
the loaves there set forth. “House of God” includes
the courts of the Tabernacle, as in Ps. 122. The bread
which Ahimelech gave David was that which had been
removed from the Holy Place yet was considered “most
holy,” Lev. 24:9. The point is that David ate of this
bread, and this act was 0th ééév (present neuter participle), "unlawful"; it was made so, not by a rabbinical
ﬁnding, but by the divine ceremonial law itself.

Jesus

overtops the charge of the Pharisees. He proves by
David’s own example that even the ceremonial law was
not absolute in its application. The rabbinical reﬁnements are ignored as being unworthy of notice. We
must not misunderstand the hunger of David and his
companions: they were not starving to death but were

only badly in need of food.

Already this sufﬁced to

set the ceremonial law aside. God cares far more
for the proper spiritual condition of the heart than

for the outward observance of his own ceremonial
regulations.
The argument is overwhelming. David’s hunger
’sets aside even a divine regulation; shall not the
hunger of the disciples set aside mere rabbinical
,notions?

Matthew 12:5
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5) Jesus does not stop with the ﬁrst argument,
which from the one case of David by inference limited
all ceremonial laws, including the sabbatical law, in
their application. To the generic he adds the speciﬁc.
Or did you not read in the law that on the Sabbath
the priests in the Temple profane the Sabbath and
are guiltless? But I say to you that something
greater than the Temple is here. Of course, the

Pharisees had read the very matter to which Jesus here
refers. He words it in a staggering manner: one reads
in the law (the Old Testament) itself that on the very
Sabbath the divinely appointed priests in the very most
holy Temple profane the Sabbath, ,Beﬁqui-aw, make it
common or unholy. The climaxes are piled high. The
law breaks the law — in the very Temple — by its own
priests — and yet these lawbreaking priests are «imtnot,

no indictment under any law (this is the sense of the
term) standing against them.

If the other example

was not directly concerned with the Sabbath, this one
makes up for it. What the law itself (for instance,
Num. 28:9, etc.) commanded the priests to do in the
Temple was to break the Sabbath law right on the Sabbath by all this butchering of sacriﬁcial animals and
a large amount of other work. And the Pharisees had
never perceived this in the law!

So the law itself shows that its ceremonial requirements are not absolute and he who makes them so
contradicts that law itself. The ceremonial law is
itself subservient to a higher law and principle. It,
indeed, required certain outward restrictions on labor
in the old covenant, but it also required certain laborious ministrations in the Jewish Temple. Both were
required, yet not on their own account but Only for
the spiritual need of the people. By the satisfying of
this need a good and gracious God was honored and
not by a lot of outward regulations and forms. These
latter were the shell and no more. In the new cove-
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nant all of them were abolished, even the Sabbath itself
and all the Temple sacriﬁces and the priests of the
Temple into the bargain.
6) With the voice of authority, “But I say to you,”
Jesus now makes the striking application to what his
disciples were doing by plucking ears on the Sabbath
to appease their hunger. We prefer the neuter pdCov,
“something greater than the Temple is here,” to the
masculine pcizmy, “One greater.” In order to understand this neuter note that all three cases refer to the
Temple: David went to “the house of God” —-the
priests serve in the Temple—and here in the case of

the disciples is something greater than the Temple. The
neuter pezgov is due to this parallel with ohm and with
zspév, with which a direct personal designation would
not be so ﬁtting. The gradation thus is: 1) the Tabernacle (David), 2) the Temple, 3) something greater,
i. e., the presence of the God-man himself, of whom
both Tabernacle and Temple were a symbol or a type.
In the case of all three something occurs that is contrary to the Pharisaic conception but perfectly in harmony with the divine thought which gave to Israel
Tabernacle, Temple, and the presence: David eats the
showbread; the priests butcher sacriﬁces; the disciples
pluck ears. And the last act is not even a breach of
the ceremonial law but is only thought to be such by
the Pharisees. The argument is: if God’s Word sanc—
tions the acts of David and of the priests, it cannot
condemn the act of the disciples.

In v. 3 the argument is from the major (the holy
showbread) to the minor (ears of grain). In v. 5
the argument is from the minor (the Temple) to the
major (something greater than the Temple). Both
are equally unanswerable. In v. 6, moreover, the full
divine authority of Jesus meets presumptuous Pharisees. He who is greater than Tabernacle and Temple
‘is here, he who alone has authority to judge what con~
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stitutes a violation of the Sabbath which is served by
Tabernacle and Temple. Against these arrogant
Pharisees who never read the law aright and yet arrogate this judgment to themselves Jesus protects his
disciples by asserting the full might of this authority.

Those were little ears of grain, but they were the occasion for pointing the Pharisees to the presence that is
greater than the Temple. What must these fanatics
have thought when Jesus thus pointed to himself? As
he stood there amid the waving grain on that beautiful
April day, his majestic presence and words must have
overawed and at least for the time being silenced them.
7) The argument now reaches its climax, revealing both the inwardness of the law under which the
Jews then lived and of which they knew nothing, and
the inwardness of the Son of man who, while he was
at that time a servant of the law for our sakes, was
at the same time “Lord of the law.” But if you had
known what this means, Mercy I want and not sacriﬁce, you would not have condemned the guiltleaa.
For Lord of the Sabbath is the Son of man. R. 904
makes the past perfect c'yvu'ma‘re a 'virtual imperfect.
Then the condition would be one of present unreality:
“if you knew,” and the conclusion one of past unreality: “you would not have condemned.” But B.-D.
347, 3 points out that the past perfect is more or less
aoristic, and this can well be applied in this case, allowing the condition, too, to be one of past unreality: “if
you had known.” Perhaps the past perfect intends to
add the idea of duration in the past. “If you had
known” is a climax to the two questions, “Did you not
read?" Jesus quotes Hos. 6 :6 (as in 9:13). “Mercy,”
e'Acos, is pity and sympathy for anyone in distress (5 :7;
Luke 6:36) ; such; is a sacriﬁce sent up in smoke, also
the act of bringing sacriﬁce. As between the two, God
wants theformer. While he himself has ordered sacriﬁce, sacriﬁce alone could never satisfy him. God
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wanted the sacriﬁce of a true heart, one full of mercy,
for instance, toward hungry fellow men, and corresponding acts for God’s sake.
Jesus is not speaking of mere humanitarian pity,
nor of merciful actions inspired by the law. The mercy
that Hosea refers to comes from the gospel, which ﬁlls
also the Old Testament. It is born of the new life
kindled by this gospel. And so this mercy is known
by the inner experience of having it and of putting it

to delightful practice. When the Pharisees condemned
the disciples, who were utterly guiltless, having transgressed not even a ceremonial law, they revealed that
Hos. 6 :6 (and every other gospel word similar to that)
was foreign territory to them. Men’s actions reveal
what afﬁnity they have for God’s Word and how they
meet or fail to meet what God really wants.
8) The 76,: is usually regarded as substantiating
70in avam’oue: “I, as Lord of the Sabbath, ﬁnd them

guiltless.”

But this ydp includes much more.

The en-

tire exposition regarding the Sabbath is given by Jesus
as the Lord who has instituted the Sabbath, who thus
knows what the Sabbath law involves. The emphasis
is on xépm, but this does not imply that as Lord of the
Sabbath Jesus can disregard the Sabbath, set it aside,
do what he may please with it. As Lord of the Sabbath, who instituted it, he upholds it, he will tolerate
no Pharisaical interference with its true purpose. It
is thus that Jesus protects his disciples against the
charge (atria) that they are violating the Sabbath. As
Lord of the Sabbath he would be the ﬁrst to condemn
every violation. As Lord of the Sabbath he is now
condemning the Pharisees’ perversion of the Sabbath.
“Lord of the Sabbath” has the same meaning as “something greater than the Temple.” Sabbath and Temple
go together, Jesus maintains both and rids both of
Jewish perversion.

Matthew 12:8, 9
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As “the Son of man" (see 8:20) Jesus is Lord of
the Sabbath, and his presence is something greater
than the Temple. The entire ceremonial law, all Jewish worship, in particular Sabbath and Temple, were
arranged, not by God as Elohim, but as Yahweh, as
part of the plan of salvation, and were thus under the

Messiah as being xﬁpm of it all.

Hence not as the essen-

tial Son but as the God-man Jesus was Lord of the
Sabbath, and, we may add, of the Temple, “my Father’s
house.” He who thus was above all these institutions
was now here to fulﬁll all that they implied (5:17).
He who had instituted the Sabbath law was fulﬁlling
the Sabbath law, and he would be the last to let his own
disciples become guilty of any violation. But in the
Son of man and in his fulﬁllment the whole ceremonial
law would accomplish its purpose and would thus
become ineffective as no longer being needed. This
would come about through the death and the resurrection of the Son of man. The new covenant without
ceremonies would supersede the old with its ceremonies.
Thus the Temple and the Sabbath and all the sacriﬁces
would disappear.
It is a mistake to think that Jesus was already abolishing the Sabbath, Temple, etc. The Christian Sunday still lay in the future. Jesus was still under the
law, redeeming them that were under the law, Gal.
4 :4, 5. After Pentecost, led by the Spirit, the apostles
and the church would in perfect Christian liberty
choose a day for divine public worship; but this would
not be another law and Sabbath but only a free expression of their desire to use the Word in public and
unitedly and in proper order to worship the Lord.

Col.

2:16, 17; Concordia. Tn'glotta, 91, §§ 57-60.
9) The second clash is also one regarding the
Sabbath; but this one was incited by the action of
Jesus himself. Matthew reports far more regarding
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this case than Mark 3:1-6, and Luke 6:6-11.

And

after departing thence he went into their synagogue,

i. e., that of the Pharisees 'just mentioned. But Luke
shows that this was done on another Sabbath.
10) And, lo, a man having a withered hand!
And they inquired of him, saying, If it is lawful to
heal on the Sabbath (let us know)? in order that
they might accuse him. Dramatically attention is
drawn to the man and to his inﬁrmity. A hand that
is withered and shriveled is beyond human help. Mark
and Luke state only that the Pharisees watched Jesus
to see whether he would heal him, so that they might
accuse him; Luke adds that Jesus knew their thoughts.
From Matthew we learn that these thoughts did not
remain unspoken. Jesus, knowing them, compelled
the Pharisees to speak. They, of course, hide their evil
intention in order to secure a legal charge against him.
They say that all they want to know is whether it is
lawful to heal on the Sabbath (the dative is plural and
is used interchangeably with the singular to designate
a Sabbath, v. 1, 2). On the use of d before direct questions see R. 916; B.~D. 440, 3; it is probably elliptical
as far as the Greek is concerned: “Tell us, or we would
know, if,” etc. We see how little impression Christ’s
word regarding mercy has made on them, v. 7. They

still ask only 366011, “is it lanul,” and not, “is it merciful?"
11)

But he said to them, What man shall there

be of you who shall have one sheep, and if this shall

fall into a pit on the Sabbath, will he not lay hold
of it and lift it out? By how much, then, does a
man excel a sheep?

Wherefore it is lawful to do

good on the Sabbath. From Mark and from Luke
we learn that Jesus made the man with the withered
hand stand forth before the whole assembly in the
synagogue. The scene was dramatic. Matthew alone
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records the example of the sheep. The argument is
en: concesso: no man present would let even the one
sheep lie in the pit; whatever exertion and work its
rescue entailed he would perform on the Sabbath and
would not think that he had broken the law. “One'!
sheep is sometimes understood to mean: therefore it
was the more valuable. But the reverse seems to be
correct: for a whole ﬂock one might do a great deal,
but one lone sheep amounts to nothing. The argument
is from the minor to the major, and thus the idea is
to make the value of the sheep as low as possible.
12) This is brought out in so many words. A
man, a human being, certainly excels a lone sheep,
8mm.“ differs vastly from it in value. The two questions regarding the sheep answer themselves. No man
present would dare to risk giving contrary answers.
And now Jesus draws the conclusion. -In Mark and in
Luke this is done by means of a question which presents
the alternatives involved. These evangelists also remark regarding the silence of the Pharisees. Because
of this silence Matthew makes only the brief assertion
the conclusion of his account. “Wherefore it is (indeed) lawful to do good on the Sabbat .” Here we
have one of those cases when the question had to be
corrected before an answer could be given. The Pharisees had posited the alternative: “to do or not to do ?"

And they answered, “No doing at all on the Sabbath."
The moment the question is rightly put: “to do good
or to do harm; to save a life or to kill” (Mark 3:4;

Luke 6:9) ; or, as Matthew has it: mm: watch, to perform actions that have moral qualities, the question

answers itself. Deeds that are morally excellent
would grace only the old Jewish legal Sabbath. Such
a deed was the restoration of the shriveled hand.

A

blessing such as this certainly harmonized well with
.the Sabbath which was intended as a blessing to man.
To leave the man unhealed would be Ram's wozdv, to act
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with moral baseness, the greatest desecration of the
old Sabbath.
The second alternative which Jesus states: “to save
life or to kill, i. e., destroy life,” carries the question to
its ultimate extreme. It would be the highest moral
excellence actually to save life, and it would be the
basest. deed to destroy life, by either killing outright,
or by killing indirectly, by refusing to rescue from
mortal danger. The ultimate always includes the less
that is of the same nature. Thus in Matt. 5:21, etc.,
murder includes the lesser sins 'that Jesus names; and
in v. 27, etc., adultery does the same. Here in the
synagogue Jesus answers the whole question at issue,
of which the healing of a withered hand on the Sabbath
is only a part. But could not Jesus wait and do his
healing on a weekday? To have waited would have
left the impression on all concerned that it was, indeed,
unlawful to heal on the Sabbath, the very error Jesus
was determined to eradicate.
13) Then he says to the man, who was standing before the assembly, Stretch forth thy hand!
And he stretched it forth, and it was restored sound
like the other. Instantaneously and before the very
eyes of all the withered hand (Luke, the right one)
became as sound and as well as the other. Thus omnipotence works. Let modern healing cults equal it.
Matthew states only the facts. They are so tremendous
that embroidering them with words would only detract from their signiﬁcance. But Jesus makes the
case hard for the Pharisees. He does not so much
as touch the hand, he does not even command that it
be healed; he only asks the man to raise his hand, that
is all. Was this “work” in the Pharisaic sense of the
word? Even their perverted minds would have a hard
task trying to prove this.
14) But after they had gone out the Pharisees
took counsel against him that they destroy him.

Matthew 12:14-17
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The enormity of this reaction speaks for itself. Luke
remarks about their rage, and Mark that they joined
efforts with the Herodians. The 5mm clause is like the
inﬁnitive (cf., B.-P. on the word) and states what was
actually resolved (EMBov, aorist), namely to destroy
Jesus. R. 994 makes it an indirect deliberative question. . To heal on the Sabbath—a mortal crime; but
to plot murder — a perfectly lawful act!
15) Now when Jesus realized it he withdrew
thence; and many followed him, and he healed them
all and charged them that they should not make him
public. Until the time for his death came, Jesus
used all prudence and withdrew from violence, the last
resort of vanquished opponents. “Them all” is used
ad semm with reference to the sick— not one was
left without help. In addition to retiring from the
plotting Pharisees Jesus strongly urged that (Eva in an
object clause) his miracles be not used to make him
¢av¢p6c, thus exciting still more opposition.
17) All this activity of Jesus, plus the manner of
it, is fulﬁllment of prophecy: in order that it might
be fulﬁlled what was spoken through Isaiah, the
prophet, saying, etc. On this formula of quotation
see the exposition of 1:22. Yahweh is the agent of

hazy, and Sui marks the human instrument.

This is

Verbal Inspiration. In the written Isaiah we have
what God spoke, and Isaiah 40-60 is composed by Isaiah
and not by someone else. Isa. 42:1-4 reads:
Lo, my Servant, whom I did select,
My Beloved, in whom my soul is well-pleased.
I will place my Spirit upon him,
And he shall announce right to the Gentiles.
He will not wrangle, nor will he shout;
Nor shall anyone hear his voice in the streets.

A. reed that has been bruised he will not
break in pieces,

'
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And a ﬂax smoking he will not quench
Until he puts forth to victory the right.
And in his name Gentiles shall hope.

Matthew follows the Hebrew and not the LXX, save
in the last line, v. 21, where for lethoratho, “for his
law,” he has, like the LXX, “in his name.” Matthew
omits the ﬁrst line of Isa. 42:4: “He shall not fail,”
etc. These and a few minor points are no warrant for
the conclusion that Matthew followed some Targum

instead of the Hebrew, or had peculiar readings in his
Hebrew original. The purpose of the quotation is not
literal reproduction of the original but application of
the ancient prophecy to the great beginnings of its
fulﬁllment. The best commentary on the Hebrew text
is Aug. Pieper's Jesm’as 11., 116, etc.
Matthew contradicts the Jewish-rabbinical and the
naturalistic-modernistic exegesis which states that this
Servant (mic) and this Beloved of Yahweh is the people of Israel and not the Messiah, Christ. This exegesis ﬁnds support in the LXX, which has “Jacob, my
servant," and “Israel, my chosen.” This support vanishes when, with Pieper, we note that the great concept
“Servant of Jehovah” like “Seed of Abraham” resembles a pyramid: its broad base is the whole nation; on
this rests the believing part of the nation; and on this
rests the apex, Christ. Or, in the broad circle of
humanity the center is Christ, the second Adam; in the
narrower circle of the Jewish nation the center is
Christ, the other David; in the silll narrower circle of
believers the center is Christ, the Seed (one, Gal. 3:16).
The interpretative translation of the LXX thus does not
lend support to naturalistic conceptions.
Dramatically this great person is introduced: “Lo,”

here he is! “My Servant,” “my Beloved” = Jehovah’s
own. Both titles should be considered in connection
with the added relative clauses which express his great

Matthew 12:18, 19
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mission. Jehovah took him with great ﬁrmness
(’ethmak-bo) , ﬁpc’rwa, “chose him,” to perform the great
Messianic task; and he is the one in whom Jehovah's
soul delights, thus 6 dyam-rdc you (3:17) ; there is nothing in him that could displease Jehovah.‘
After this description of Christ’s relation to his
Sender we learn about his equipment and his task. “My
Spirit" is his equipment, 3 :16; this is sent down on him
to enable his human nature to do its great part. Here
"the entire Trinity appears in working out our redemption. “My Spirit” and not outward, mere earthly
power and glory. For it is his mission “to announce
right to the Gentiles,” Hebrew, “to bring it out to
them.” The idea is that from the chosen people, among
whom this “right” has its home, Jehovah’s Servant
shall carry it out to all the world, which, of course, will
be done by means of the Word. 'Mishpat, xpam is not
“religion” but “righ ” as established forensically at
the judgment bar of Jehovah. Christ brings it with
gentleness (v. 19) not with force; it neither bruises
nor breaks (v. 20) ; in it the Gentiles hope (v. 21).
This “right” is not the Sinaitic law but the gospel verdict which conveys “righteousness,” summed»), the ac‘quittal of pardon through God’s grace. Back of it lies
redemption.
This description of Christ’s mission takes in its

ultimate object, the bringing of the gospel of grace,
redemption, and justiﬁcation from Israel, where it was
prepared, to the whole Gentile world. This is what
Matthew saw occurring at this time. How Christ’s
present work was already reaching out to the Gentiles
we see in Mark 3:8: Idumea, Tyre, and Sidon.
19) “He will not wrangle,” etc., describes the
manner in which he will make his announcement of the
divine verdict; we see the fulﬁllment in v. 15. His
method is the opposite of violence; he will not even cry
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down his opponents. He is no turbulent agitator. He
wins by meekness.
20) Beautiful are the ﬁgures which picture what
Jehovah's Servant will actually do for men. The soul
about to perish is “a reed that has been bruised” and
is now in that condition, “a ﬂax (wick) smoking,” the
ﬂame being almost out, as the smoke indicates. Why
bother with them? But to all such souls the love of
Christ goes out. The negatives “he will not break in
pieces” by treading down, “he will not quench” form
a litotes, negation where the corresponding aﬁirmation
is intended: he will make that reed whole again, will
make that ﬂaxen wick burn brightly. Those who are
destroyed by sin he will save. This is ﬁtting when it
is applied to Christ, but great diﬂiculty is encountered
when the Jewish nation is regarded as the Servant.
Some interpreters devote a good deal of discussion
to Matthew's substitution of ti: vim, “unto victory,"
for Isaiah’s le’e-meth (LXX (is dhfﬂcmv), “unto truth.”
But the Hebrew means only “in reality and truth,"
cf., I John 3 :18, i. e., with actual success. Hence v. 21
(and the entire fourth verse of Isaiah), which, according to the prophet’s frequent usage, veriﬁes this success. Actually to bring the gospel “right” or right—
eousness to success is to put it forth “to victory." Matthew translates the thought and is not hampered by
mechanical literalism.
21) Matthew omits the ﬁrst two lines of Isa. 42 :4.
We need not speculate about the reason for this abbre—
viation. It lies in the phrase “to victory," which has
already expressed the thought of the omitted lines,
namely, that Christ shall not fail. So Matthew closes
with the ﬁnal line: “And in his name Gentiles shall
hope," reproducing: “And the isles shall wait for his
law." The rendering is plainly interpretative. The
inhabitants of the islands were Gentiles. To wait for
is to hope. And Torah (“law") is his Name. Here
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we have one of the many instances in which the drops
denotes “the revelation” which makes Christ (or God)
known to men, only part of which is expressed in the
special terms used as personal names. This waiting
and hoping is misunderstood when in Pelagian fashion
it is regarded as an unconscious religious desire for
Christ and the gospel on the part of the so-called better
class of pagans. I Cor. 1:23 teaches the opposite. This .
waiting and hoping expresses the great need of Christ
on the part of the pagan world. In the whole world
the heathen ﬁnd nothing that can save them; their only
hope is Christ. This objective fact is put into fervent
subjective form by the poetic prophet (Isa. 40-66 is one
grand poem, the greatest ever penned by human
hands).
22) Then was brought to him a demoniac,
blind and dumb; and he healed him so that the
dumb was speaking and seeing. “Then” means at
this season (v. 1). Matthew selects another notable
clash with the Pharisees that occurred at this time.
The miracle that furnished the occasion is, therefore,
only brieﬂy sketched: the sufferer was brought, blind
and dumb, and healed so that he spoke and saw.
23) And amazed were all the multitudes and
kept saying, Can this be the Son of David? The
aorist recites only the fact of the amazement, while

the imperfect pictures how this question circulated and

continued to be raised.

The interrogative pin has a

negative implication: “We can hardly think so.” At
the same time it conveys the idea that this negation is
quite doubtful: “It seems as though he is after all.”
R. 917. Their unbelief is breaking before the astounding miracle. The 'English can render this min only
imperfectly; the German is more ﬂexible: Doch nicht
etwa ist dieser der Sohn Davids? 06m is purely deictic, R. 697, and “the Son of David” is the Messiah (1:1).
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24)

The Pharisees were not present.

When

the Pharisees heard it they said, This fellow does

not expel the demons except in connection with
Beelzebul, ruler of the demons. When they discovered what was passing from mouth to mouth the
Pharisees tried to check the growing conviction. Their
of-ros is highly derogatory: “this fellow.” So also their
explanation is negative: “does not . . . except,” etc.
They intend to say that he himself is unable by his own

power to expel demons; the only way in which he does
it is by some connection with Satan.

These demons

leave their victims only at Satan’s behest, by obeying
their ruler with whom Jesus is in league. ’Ev is usually
called “instrumental”: “by” or “through,” which, however, changes the thought. R. 590 makes it locative,
which is hard to visualize. The preposition simply
means “in connection or in union with Beelzebul.”

On

this name for Satan see 10:25. The absence of the
article before Jpxom does not make Beelzebul only one
of the rulers any more than “Herod, king of Galilee,"
is made one of the kings of Galilee by the absence of
“the” before “king.”
Some would cancel 9 :34, on the plea that this verse
inserts what happened later. Likewise it is said that
10:24-33 was spoken at a later time because of v. 25
and Beelzebul. In reality this blasphemy began early
in the ministry of Jesus, just as Matthew indicates in
9 :34, and was ﬁnally advanced with great boldness, as
we now see.

Therefore Jesus now crushes this vicious

blasphemy.
25) Jesus called the Pharisees to him (Mark 3 :23)
and 'made his full reply to them. But knowing their
thoughts, he said to them, Every kingdom divided
against itself becomes waste; and every city or house
divided against itself will not stand. The Pharisees

said nothing in Jesus’ presence, but he knew their

Matthew 12:25, 26'
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thoughts about himself, i. e., the vicious, blind hatred
from which their blasphemy had sprung. In his reply
to them he meets also these their thoughts. The two
observations with which Jesus begins sum up the universal experience which no sane man contradicts. A
kingdom, city, or house, once divided against itself
(pcpwﬂdaa, aorist passive participle), one part ﬁghting
the other, is devastated and as a result will not stand,
i. e., goes down in ruin. This is the major premise.
26) Now the minor, introduced by “if,” since it
embodies the assertion of the Pharisees: “If it were
true as you boldly claim.” And if Satan expels
Satan, he was divided against himself. And now
the conclusion (aim) in the form of a question, showing the utter absurdity of the Pharisaic claim: How,
then, shall his kingdom stand? How strong the
absurdity is the idea of Satan expelling Satan makes
plain. This is not one Satan expelling another Satan,
as some would suppose, for only one Satan exists. But
he acts through his demons, and thus, if he did the
expelling through Jesus, in a very real sense he would,
indeed, be expelling himself. For the sake of the argument the present indicative EKBdMa after ei assumes
that the untrue assertion of the Pharisees is true. R.

1008.

The aorist e‘pepc’aoq may be gnomic and thus time-

less, or it may intend to imply that even before Satan
expelled himself he was already divided. The conclusion: “Therefore his kingdom will not stand,” is made
a question with “how,” thus forcing upon the Pharisees
the giving of an answer which neither they nor anyone
else can give.
Opposition to Jesus upsets men’s logic. They may
put forth as being convincingly sound what is absurdly
unsound. The view that as a ruse and to gain
other evil purposes Satan might allow Jesus to expel a
demon is refuted by the fact that Jesus expelled all the
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demons he found in possession of men; and no other
purpose of Satan has ever been pointed out for his
allowing Jesus to expel these demons.
27) And if I in connection with Beelzebul expel
the «lemony-your sons— in connection with whom
do they expel them?

For this they shall be your

judges. This second proof rests on the ﬁrst. The
emphasis is on the subjects: “I—your sons.” The
latter are not physical sons or pupils of the Pharisees
but, as is suggested by the similar expression “sons of
the prophets," Genossen eurer Zunft, experts of your,
own guild of whom you approve and are proud, because
they are able to expel demons. The fact that Satan
neither could nor would lend himself to such expulsions,
v. 25, 26 have put beyond question.

Whoever drives

out devils can do so only by being in the necessary
connection with God. What a desperate self-contradiction, therefore, to claim that when Jesus drives them
out, this is done in connection with Satan; but when
their own experts drive them out, this is done in connection with God! Something is viciously wrong with
men who ascribe the identical effect to absolutely opposite causes. “Because of this,” i. e., the thing Jesus
here exposes, “they,” their own associates, “shall be
their judges” before God’s judgment bar. God_will
let these Pharisaic exorcists pronounce sentence on
these blaspheming Pharisees. What their verdict will
he need not be stated.
The argument of Jesus has been considered apart

from v. 25, 26, and has been inverted._ And this is
done on the basis of Josephus’ Wars 7, 6, 3; Ant. 8, 2, 5,
the story of the drawing of a demon through the nose
by means of a mythical root, called Baaras, which is
secured in a truly magical manner.

Acts 19:13, etc.,

is quoted. But the reason for this is not apparent.
The conclusion is drawn that in their exorcism these
Pharisaic exorcists used witchcraft and charms which

Matthew 12 :27, 28
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contained the names of demons. The argument of
Jesus is said to be this: your sons drive out devils by
means of devils; how, then, can you object to me for
driving out devils by the help of the chief devil? your
own sons will convict you of injustice. But if this were
the argument, Jesus would not deny but rather admit
and defend his connection with Beelzebul and would
prove only that the Pharisees were the last persons who
had a right to blame him for such a connection. We
cannot assume that the sons of Sceva mentioned in Acts
19:13 substituted the name of Jesus for the name of
some demon they had before used because they regarded the former as being more potent. The way
in which they tried to use the name of Jesus indicates
that hitherto they had used some sacred not some
demon formula. The Son of God cannot admit even
for the sake of argument that he uses the power of
'Beelzebul.
28) But if I in connection with God’s Spirit
expel the demons, then the kingdom of God did
already reach to you. This is the proper conclusion
to be drawn from the fact that Jesus is expelling the
demons as the Pharisees constantly see him doing.
Back of this conclusion lies the logical dilemma: either
a connection with God or one with Satan; tertium non
datur. The connection with Satan has already been
exploded as being absurd and impossible, v. 25-27.
Hence the connection with God alone is left. The Spirit
of God is mentioned because in Christ’s work all three
divine persons are active (3:11, 16; 12:18), and it is
the Third Person whose special task it is to build the
kingdom on earth. Jesus expelled the demons by his
word alone, and every word of his is the product of‘
the Spirit.
Thus every demon expulsion effected by Jesus is so
much evidence of the Spirit’s presence and work, in
other words, so much blessed proof that “the kingdom
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of God did already reach to you,” ¢0dvav, “to overtake,”
“to reach or arrive,” thus used especially in the New
Testament.

The tense is interesting: the demon expul-

sions show that the kingdom is not merely on the way
but “did already reach to you” (we should say “has
reached,” R. 842), is in your very midst. Here Jesus
uses the expression “the kingdom of God” to correspond with “God’s Spirit,” whereas he otherwise employs the expression the kingdom of the heavens. The
sense is quite the same. On this ﬂamxeza see 3:2, die
Koe'nigsherrschaft, the rule of God as the King. This
royal divine rule has reached to you, is present as having arrived for you, and you can see it in the abject
defeat of Satan and his demons in every demoniac’s
deliverance. Only devilish minds could deny what was
so evident. In all of the Gospels the Spirit is mentioned as the Third Person of the Trinity without the
slightest objection on the part of any Pharisee.
29) The whole matter is made clear by an illustration which Luke 11:21, 22 reports with a little more
detail. Or, if this matter of God’s Messianic kingdom for which you have been looking and hoping seems
strange to you, answer this simple question: how

can one enter the house of the strong and plunder
his goods unless he ﬁrst binds the strong? Then
he shall plunder his goods. Isa. 49 :25 seems to have
suggested this question to Jesus. The tertium in the
illustration is the fact that complete defeat must precede the act of plundering: God’s kingdom must have
come before demoniacs could be liberated as Jesus was
liberating them. “The strong” is Satan although in
the case of this singular the article is generic, R. 757.
Satan is like a powerful brigand or robber. His
own or “house” is his lair or dwelling, here the kingdom

of Satan, in which he is apxmv or ruler (v. 24).

Luke

adds the details about his being armed and guarding

his goods. For 7a 0x951) at'rroﬁ Luke has 7.1 innipxowa afrroﬁ;

Matthew 12:29. 30
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his “goods” are his “possessions,” such as the demoniacs whom Satan has in his power. Now, how can
anyone do what Jesus is doing right along: go in and
“plunder” the strong man's goods. take them away,
snatch demoniacs out of Satan’s power without ﬁrst
actually “binding” (am) this strong bandit? This
binding was the victory recorded in 4:1-11. The
objection that the latter was moral while the power
over the demoniacs was physical, is irrelevant, since
Satan gained his physical power to hurt by his moral
victory in tempting man into sin. Hence the‘victory
of Jesus reversed this moral victory by vanquishing
Satan in another temptation.
It was thus that the kingdom did already reach to
you (v. 28) , quad erat demonstrandum, as Zahn puts it.
“And then he will plunder his house,” i. e., at will, just
as Jesus is taking the demoniacs from Satan at will.
This statement clinches the point. All that Jesus here
says would be senseless if Satan were not the personal
being he is represented to be in the Scriptures from
Gen. 3 onward, and if demoniacal possession, like the
demons themselves, were an ordinary mental ailment.
30) Up to this point Jesus' reply to the Pharisees
is strictly objective, dealing with Satan and Jesus, correcting the wrong thoughts of the Pharisees (v. 25,
“knowing," etc.) . Now the discourse becomes subjective and, although for the greater part it retains

the third person it reaches its climax in the second,
in v. 34 and 37. The general personal principle is ﬁrst
laid down: He that is not with me is against me;
and he that does not gather with me scatters. This
is regarded as self-evident. ' In the case of Jesus neutrality is impossible. In pad we have personal association and attachment, and in Kari, “down on me,” hostility. But we cannot agree that at this time the Pharisees were trying to assume a neutral position, and that
v. 24 is only an expression of embarrassment on their
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part, that they were at a loss for a better explanation;
the very next verses refute this view. The Pharisees
were-against Jesus; from the very moment when they
decided not to be “with him” they had swung to the
other side. In the battle against Satan every man who
does not side with Jesus is against him and for Satan.
Luke 9 :50 and Mark 9:40 agree with this view; for to
do a miracle or a- kind deed “in Jesus’ name” is neither
neutral nor hostile to Jesus.

Both attitudes have their immediate effect on
others: the one gathers, the other scatters. Since no
objects are mentioned, of the three suggested: sheep,
grain, and ﬁsh, we choose the ﬁrst (9:36; 10:6; John
10:12, where axopm’ta is also used in connection with
sheep). The great work of Jesus was to gather the
lost sheep; the wolf, Satan, scattered them.
31) For this reason I say to you, every sin
and blasphemy will be remitted to men, but the
blasphemy against the Spirit will not be remitted.
“For this reason” means: because neutrality in regard
to Jesus is impossible, since he who is not with him is
thereby already against him. This makes it necessary
for Jesus to tell the Pharisees and for them to know
about the possibilities in regard to ﬁnding remission.
This is, indeed, great, including every sin no matter
what it may be, even blasphemy, mocking and vicious
utterances directly against God or holy things connected with God. But the one exception is the blasphemy against the Spirit. Here the possibility of
remission comes to an end.
The verb 64,!qu means “to send away," to remove
the sin from the sinner so that he is free of it, and so
that the sin can never be found and charged againt him
before the judgment bar of God. This verb as well as
its noun Mean, “sending away,” “remission,” are the
most blessed terms in the Scriptures. The agent in the
passives is God; he alone remits. The futures are pre-

Matthew 12:82
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dictive; see R. 873 which discusses their expression by
"shall" or “will.”
32) The matter is so important that Jesus restates and ampliﬁes. And whoever shall say a word
against the Son of man, it will be remitted to him;
but whoever will say it against the Holy Spirit, it
will not be remitted to him neither in this eon nor
in the one to come. Blasphemy is now deﬁned; it
means “to say a word against the Son of man" or
“against the Holy Spirit.” The parallel shows that,
like the former, the latter is also a person. It is now
evident that the genitive m‘: marinara; in v. 31 is objective (R. 494, 500), for it is restated by Kurd, “against”
(“down on,” R. 607). The blasphemy that may be
pardoned is now speciﬁed; it is that “against the Son
of man” (see 8:20), the divine Savior and Son of God
in human form. “To say a word” means to utter a
statement such as the one uttered by the Pharisees in
v. 24. But when it is directed against the Holy Spirit,
such blasphemy is absolutely unpardonable. “The
Spirit, the Holy One,” puts emphasis on both terms and
makes the adjective a sort of climax in apposition with
the noun, R. 776, last paragraph. “This eon” is the
vast period of time as marked by the form and the condition of things that now ﬁll it. “In this world” will
do as a translation as long as time is kept in mind and
not merely place. “The eon to come” is the world age
that shall follow in the consummation at the last day
when heaven and earth are joined. The temporal term
' easy is still retained although eternity is the opposite of
time, namely, timelessness; this retention is due to our
mental inability to think of anything apart from time.

Jesus is warning the Pharisees who had never believed in him.

Hence the sin against the Holy Ghost

may be committed, not only by former believers (Heb.
6:4-6; 10:26-31; I John 5:16), but also by men who
have never believed. Zahn’s effort to make all sins in
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which men persist impenitently to the end the sin
against the Holy Ghost is contradicted by the entire
teaching of Scripture on the subject of sin. The distinctive mark of this one sin is blasphemy, and this the
blasphemy against God’s Spirit. The fact that a large
number of other sins fails of pardon and brings dam-

nation, and that in varying degrees, is shown, for instance, in 11:21, 24.

It is rationalizing to assert that the expressions “in
this eon” and “in the one to come” imply that one may
die without pardon and yet at the end of the world obtain pardon. This view assumes that the phrases are in

opposition to each other. But oi'lrc— oirrt does not
involve an opposition. The second phrase is added to
reinforce the ﬁrst: “neither in time nor in eternity,”

i. e., absolutely never. The sense is that the man who
blasphemes the Spirit thereby and at that moment
places himself at a point where God’s pardon cannot
possibly reach him. He is then in the same hopeless
position as the devils. Jesus’ words already now pronounce upon him the verdict of damnation. “In the
one to come” teaches no purgatory and no probation
after death as though for other sins that are less fatal
remission may be had in the hereafter. The only j udgment in the world to come is that pronounced at the last
day, and in its verdict this is identical with the j udgment pronounced on every man at the time of his death.
Jesus does not state in so many words what gives
such an exceptional quality to blasphemy against the
Spirit. Yet this quality is indicated. The Pharisees
were evidently on the verge of forever placing themselves beyond pardon. Jesus points this out in v. 28:
he is expelling demons “in connection with God’s
Spirit.” By blaspheming Jesus (v. 24) the Pharisees

came very near to blaspheming God’s Spirit.
All other sins and other blasphemies are, of course,

never pardoned unless repentance (3:2; 4:17), i. e.,
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Thus the blas-

phemy against the Spirit is unpardoned forever because

it forever lacks repentance; Heb. 6:4-6, “impossible to
renew them again unto repentance” ; there is no sacriﬁce for sins, only a frightful looking forward to judgment and ﬁery indignation. This explains why other
blasphemies may be pardoned: they do not render repentance “impossible." It is the speciﬁc work of the
Spirit to produce repentance; hence to blaspheme him
produces a state which forever bars out him and his
work.
Because of his divine power Jesus was able to see
how close to this state the Pharisees were.

With our

limited human powers we are never able to judge so
accurately. Hence we can never say of any man, however blasphemous he may be, that he has committed
this sin; that verdict belongs to God alone. The words
of Jesus and those of Hebrews we are able to use only
as a warning, which is enough. Yet we may say that
whoever fears that he has committed the unpardonable
sin thereby furnishes evidence that he has not done so.
Nor can any man commit it inadvertently or uncon-

sciously. Its commission is possible only when the
Spirit through the Word has come upon a man and has
been clearly recognized as God’s Spirit with his divine
power and grace to save. When a man deliberately
answers him with blasphemy be forever nulliﬁes even
the Spirit’s power to change him. His is already then
the unalterable condition of the devils and of the

damned in hell.
33)

It constitutes his character indelebilis.

Either make the tree excellent and its fruit

excellent, or make the tree worthless and its fruit
worthless; for by the fruit. the tree is known. It
seems impossible to let “the tree” represent the Pharisees. How can Jesus order them either to make themselves morally excellent (xaMs) or morally worthless
(aarpdc) when they already were so vicious that he had

486

The Interpretation of Matthew

just warned them against committing the sin against
the Spirit? Nor can we think that Jesus here explains
only the Ao’yov in v. 32 as being the fruit which betrays
the nature of the tree; for this “word” is blasphemy,
fruit that only too plainly reveals the tree. Both imperatives, too, would be out of place, for no man can
make himself a good tree, and every man is already by

nature a worthless tree.

On «and: see 7:17.

A

“rotten,” “corrupt,” diseased tree cannot be referred
to but a “worthless” variety of tree, the fruit of which
is not good for eating.
The tree is Jesus himself, and wouiv refers to mental
action (much like John 5 :18; 8 :53; 10 :33) in good
Greek fashion: “In your thinking and judging you will
have to make the tree and its fruit the same, either excellent or worthless ; for it is certainly beyond question that
a tree is known by (6x) the fruit it bears.” The argument is to the same effect as that employed in v. 25, 26. .
The evident good deeds of Jesus performed by freeing
demoniacs cannot come from a person connected with
Beelzebul; to have such a person, his deeds would have
to be of the same type. Compare the same argument
in John 10:25; 37, 38. The absolute irrationality of
the blasphemy of the Pharisees exposes its devilish
animus.
34) This explains the address which Jesus
hurls into the faces of these Pharisees just as the
Baptist did in 3:7; see the exposition there given.
Oﬁsprings of vipers, how can you utter beneﬁcial
things when you are wicked? for out of the abund-

ance of the heart the mouth makes utterance. Being
men ﬁlled with deadly hypocrisy, base treachery, and
fatal self-deceit, -moral offspring of like progenitors
whose ancestor is the old Serpent himself (John 8:44),
how can they, being «mpoc’, actively, viciously “wicked"
as they are, allow anything dyaoci, wholesome and beneﬁcial, to come out of their mouths (Andy) ? Jesus lays

Matthew 12:84-86

487

bare what is really in the hearts of these Pharisees.
When they claimed that his expelling the demons
proved his connection with Satan they revealed only
with what their wicked hearts were overﬂowing (i. e.,
were more than full), real devil’s thoughts. The heart
is like a reservoir: it holds much, but when it gets too
full, the mouth carries the wepiaatupa, the overplus, olf in
speech. The heart overﬂowing in speech through the
mouth is about the same as the tree with its native
fruit. The overﬂow shows what is in the reservoir.
35)
heart.

Hence the further ﬁgure concerning the
The

good

man

(representative

singular,

R. 408) out of his good treasure puts out good
things; and the wicked man out of his wicked
treasure puts out wicked things. The “treasure” is
both the receptacle and its contents. Each man stores
up what he thinks is valuable in thoughts, judgments,
convictions, and the like. As occasion arises, he
draws on these treasures of his. They are exactly
like the man who has stored them away. 'Ayaaéc=
“good” in the sense of “beneﬁcial,” of such quality as
to bring advantage to its possessor as well as to others.
And the opposite, wompég, depraved and depraving, of
such quality as to tender both its possessor as well
as others “wicked.” Each man has only his own fund
on which to draw. Men are divided into only two
classes, for here the case of a good man (a believer)
who is still afﬂicted with sin need not to be brought
in. To which class the Pharisees belong is evident
from the sample of their treasure (v. 24) which they
have exhibited.
36) Moreover, I say to you that every idle utter»
once which men may utter, they shall render due
account concerning it on judgment day. For in
accord with thy words wilt thou be acquitted, and
in accord with thy words wilt thou be condemned.
Aé turns to another slightly different point. Jesus

488

The Interpretation of Matthew

cuts off the excuse that one may give voice to an
utterance (fiﬁpa, matching Mﬁoww) that is merely
dpyév, “idle,” not carefully considered, just popping
out of his mouth., But even such an utterance betrays the state of the heart. Hence men “‘shall render
due account” (this is the meaning of 6.708(8pr Myov)
concerning it “on judgment day.” This applies to
the wicked alone, for all the sins of the godly will
have been dismissed and thus will have utterly disappeared at that day. The construction is usually
called an anacoluthon, being broken by taking up
miy ﬁﬁpa by yup: airroﬁ (R. 718); but the subject (or
object) “every utterance” may also be called a
pendant nominative (or accusative) which is left
hanging in the sentence structure, R. 436. 439, 459.
37) The reason for this accountability is that
6.: "av Aéywv o’ou thou shalt be either acquitted at the
ﬁnal judgment or condemned. Note the forensic sense
of both passive verbs which have God as their agent.
B.-P. 366 lets in mean nach, gemaess, entsprechend,
according to the rule that lies at the bottom of these
acts. This accords with Luke 19:22: “Out of thine
own mouth I shall judge thee.” Here the two phrases
have Myer, “words” as conveying thought, and not
Mina, “utterances” as opposed to silence. The reason
for using Aéyov. here is the fact that even the {rims-a
shall be weighed in the judgment according to what
they reveal concerning the man who uttered them.
By what we say from day to day, including every idle
utterance as well as every sentiment, we are writing

our own verdict for deliverance to us “on judgment
day.” For our mouths reveal what our hearts are and
contain; they do it even in the case of hypocrites and
liars. Let not the Pharisees say that “Beelzebul”
(v. 24) only slipped out of their mouth and was not
intended seriously. Even as an idle ﬁfyu it betrays
the speakers.
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38) The fourth clash with the Pharisees is connected with the third, as Luke 11:15, 16 shows, as

well as Matthew’s dwexplﬂwav.

Then answered him

certain of the scribes and Pharisees saying, Teacher,
we want from thee a sign to see; On the verb
“answered" see 4:15. It is quite broad: any response
to any situation. One response to the healing of the
demoniac recorded in v. 22 is the charge of satanic
help made in v. 24; the other is the demand for a
visible sign. This demand came from “certain of the
scribes and Pharisees,” one Greek article making them
a single small group. The Pharisees made the charge
voiced in v. 24, and then some of them who were
also scribes made the further demand for a sign.
These were the sopherim, lawyers who had passed
due examination and shown the necessary learning.
At thirty years of age they were formally admitted
to the chair of the scribe by the laying on of hands
and by receiving tablets on which to write the sayings
of the wise and “the key of knowledge” wherewith to
open or shut the treasures of wisdom. They were the
authorized expert expounders of the law. Coming
from them, the demand for “a sign to see" means that

as they understood the law such a sign would have to
be furnished by the Messiah to receive Jewish acknowledgment.
Luke 11:15, 16 thus reveals two attitudes: the ordinary Pharisees see in the healing of the demoniac
nothing but satanic help, while the learned experts
among them would add a decisive test, “tempting him”
(Luke 11:16).

They feel certain that Jesus will be

unable to furnish this sign.

If he tries it he will fail,

and this will prove that he is operating only with

Satan's help. The respectful address, “Teacher,” is
one of hypocrisy. For while they acknowledge that
Jesus is one who, like themselves, is learned in the
law, they were in reality seeking utterly to ruin his
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standing with the people. We paraphrase their
request: “What we really want from thee (mom)
is a genuine sign that we can see.” The indicative
is abrupt (R. 923) and not like the “we would see"
of our versions; it does not intimate that they are,
perhaps, asking too much but that they are letting

Jesus feel that they will be satisﬁed with nothing
less.
“A sign to see" is an objection to the signs Jesus
had thus far wrought. What these scribes and Pharisees could “see” in them was to them not nearly
enough. For all these signs, shining with grace,
mercy, and help to poor sinners and sufferers, were
aimed at a seeing with the spiritual eyes of faith, at
recognizing Jesus as the divine Deliverer from sin and
Satan's power, John 10:38. In the spiritually blind
eyes of these men such signs amounted to nothing.
They demanded something that required no faith but
just my, sight. Shall we say that they asked that
the heavens be moved, the clouds made to gyrate, sun,
moon, and stars to perform antics, visions to be
painted in the sky with unearthly colors. angel hosts
to parade down the milky way?
Suppose for a moment that Jesus had met this
demand. Such prodigies and portents meet no spiritual need, point to no deliverance from sin, have
no affinity with saving faith. Moreover, they respond
only to the morbid side of our nature, stimulate the
unhealthy craving that, when fed, only demand's more,
and when more and more is not forthcoming, reverts
to the old dissatisfaction, doubt, and denial. The faith
these men promise Jesus for just one such sign is
a spurious faith. Their demand and Christ’s steady
refusal show only how far they were inwardly removed
from him.
39)

But he answering said to them, A genera-

tion wicked and adulterous is out after a sign; and
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a sign shall not be given to it save the sign of Jonah,
the prophet. For just as Jonah was in the belly of
the sea monster for three days and three nights, so
shall the Son of man be in the heart of the earth
for three days and three nights. The circumstan-

tial dwaxpwa’: marks the importance of the answer.
The reply is lofty, masterful, and authoritative to a
degree. Men are dictating to the Messiah what he
should do. These are not his friends, who, despite
all good intentions may ask for something that is
amiss, but men with hostile intent, set on a course
that is opposed to the Messiah. They must be answered as Jesus here answers them.
Note the superior objective tone in “a generation
wicked and adulterous.” Jesus here characterizes the
entire Jewish nation of his day. As a generation they
were “wicked and adulterous," the second adjective

deﬁning the ﬁrst.

Hompés is always used in the active

sense. The wicked actions Jesus has in mind are
“adulterous,” breaches of the covenant relation with
God which is conceived as a marriage bond, Hos. 1:22:15; Jer. 3:6-13; Ezek. 16. This spiritual adultery

includes all unfaithfulness to God, not only the old
idolatry practiced during the history of the Jews, but
turning from him in hypocrisy (Jer. 3:10), inward
hostility to him (Hos. 7:13-16), friendship of the
world (James 4:4, etc.). In this instance this adulterous character appears in the scorning of the signs
of love and grace, in rejecting Jesus’ saving ways. By
their illegitimate demand they revealed their inner
divorce from God. Their covenant and marriage tie
no longer held them. They were out after (e‘mcyni,
with 3111' being directive) something else.
When it is applied to our own generation, “adulterous” can be applied only to those who outwardly
belong to the church and claim connection with God
through Christ and yet violate this connection by per-
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verting his Word, disobeying its gospel commands, and
by uniting with others of this type. This word was
never applied to the Gentiles and should not be applied
to men who are outside of the church.
The kind of sign these Jews demand “shall not be
given” to them. The passive verb leaves the Giver
veiled and states only the cold fact. It is morally
impossible for either God or Christ to grant such a
sign. The motive back of this demand which rejects
God’s signs and prescribes a sign of its own is
divorced from God. The scribes and Pharisees are
correct: Jesus is unable to meet the demand they
make.
But let them not smile and say, “I told you
so!” God has a sign, a very special sign, for just
such people as they are. Do they act aggrieved because the sign they want is denied them? The most
signiﬁcant of signs is waiting for them, one in which
their own guilt will culminate (crucifying Christ) and
their own judgment will be indicated (Christ’s resurrection and gloriﬁcation). It is “the sign of Jonah,
the prophet.” By means of the article this sign is
marked as one that is well known to all who are
acquainted with the book of this prophet.
40) With ydp Jesus explains just what this sign
is. “The sign of Jonah” means that what happened
to Jonah pictures and typiﬁes what the same divine
power will do with Jesus who is here again called “the
Son of man,” his human nature by which he will die
and rise being joined to the divine nature.

Let us

give due attention to the fact that Jesus himself states
that Jonah was in the belly (Kat/Va, abdominal cavity)
of the sea monster “for three days and three nights"

(quoted from Jonah 1:17) exactly as the book of
Jonah records. Jesus puts his own seal upon this
historical fact. Whoever rejects the miracle must
settle with Jesus. The issue centers on the very point
that is so objectionable to modern skeptics. Nor does
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Jesus regard it as a side issue but as a type of the very
climax of his own work, his death and his resurrection
and the effect that followed these. And Jesus does
this; v. 40 is not an explanation inserted by Matthew.
The word K'Tlros =- “sea monster,” the dag gadol of
Jonah 2:1. The “whale" of our versions is only
an effort at translation. “The great ﬁsh” is not
described as to genus or species. Delitzsch thinks of
either canis carchamz'as or squalus carcharias L., a
shark, and adds accredited accounts regarding what
they are able to swallow. The miracle, however, is
not the fact that Jonah was swallowed by such a ﬁsh
but that, after being swallowed, he was preserved
alive, ejected on the third day, and escaped to execute
his mission. It is exactly like all other miracles
recorded in the Scriptures, a work of the omnipotent
power of God.
How can Jesus say that his stay in the grave
would be “for three days and three nights" when he
actually spent only two nights in the grave? The
difﬁculty disappears when in Tobit 3:12 we read, “Ate
not nor drank for three days and three nights,” and
yet in the very next verse, “Then on the third day,”
the fast being ended. Similarly Esther 4 :16 compared
with 5:1. “Three days and three nights” is, therefore, not proverbial for “a brief time," nor can we
say that Jesus is concerned only to obtain a parallel
experience to that of Jonah as far as the number of
days is concerned. The manner of numbering nights
with the days is an idiomatic Jewish usage. As Jonah
escaped on the third day, so Jesus arose on the third
day. And since the Jewish day begins with the night
(or evening), it is the night that forms part of the
ﬁrst day which seems to us -to be overcounted, not the
one that forms part of the third day —the Sunday of
the resurrection began at dusk on Saturday.
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“In the heart of the earth” must refer to the tomb
in Joseph’s garden and not to hades, hell, or the
mythical “realm of the dead,” the intermediate state
between heaven and hell. Jesus is not speaking of
his descent into hell (I Pet. 3:19). This took place
after his viviﬁcation in the tomb. It was a timeless
act, for which no duration in terms of time is or ever
can be given. The ﬁsh had swallowed Jonah bodily,
and his bodily stay in the ﬁsh typiﬁes the stay of
Jesus’ body in the tomb. We know of no place where
that body might have been during those three days
except in Joseph's tomb; that tomb was not empty
during those three days. The unusual expression “in
the heart of the eart " is due to the prophetic and
hence veiled nature of the statement. It signiﬁes
“inside the earth” as “in the belly" signiﬁes "inside
the ﬁsh.” The idea that a great depth must be referred
to is thus excluded.
The location of either hell or the fabled inter-

mediate “realm of the dead" in the core of our physical
globe is an idea that is foreign to Scripture, just as
heaven is not located in the physical sky. The typical
feature is simply this: when Jonah disappeared in the
maw of the monster, his career seemed to have been
ended—it was not; he returned alive and preached
with wonderful success in Nineveh. So when the
Jews saw Christ laid in the tomb, they thought that
his career was ended—it, too, was not; he returned
alive, and his mighty work went on according to the
divine will. The parallel is emphasized and placed
beyond question by the three days. The antitype thus
ﬁts the type exactly according to the divine design
which arranged both.
In order to avoid acceptance of the miracle in connection with Jonah some interpreters ﬁnd “the sign
of Jonah” in the latter's preaching. But this is no
more a sign than is the preaching of any other prophet.
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Jonah did not preach in the belly of the ﬁsh, nor Jesus
in the tomb. This also settles the question in regard
to the historical reliability of the miracle. If it were
a myth, a parable, a poetical or symbolical invention,
something that transpired only in Jonah’s mind, it
could not be a sign. Only an objective reality can
serve as a sign. The myth destroys the sign, and the
sign the myth. Compare Delitzsch on the book of
Jonah.
41) Jesus now states what this sign of his own
death and resurrection will reveal to this wicked and
adulterous generation —- their condemnation. Ninevite men will stand up in the judgment together with
this generation and will condemn it, because they
did repent at the proclamation of Jonah and, lo,
something more than Jonah is here. With an adjective denoting locality or race «MP and dv8pct are
customary. The absence of the article leaves the

stress on their being from Nineveh. Jesus sees them
at the ﬁnal judgment, standing up together with
(pad), side by side with this generation of the Jews.
And then not these Jews will condemn those Gentiles,
but those Gentiles these Jews. When both appear before God’s judgment bar, and their cases are laid before the Judge, the case of the Ninevites will in the
eyes of the Judge serve as a condemnation of the case
of the Jews.

And, of course, the Judge will so

recognize and pronounce.
Why? Because the Ninevites repented when they
had nothing but Jonah and his preaching, while “10,”
just look, “here is more than Jonah,” the neuter m\¢iov
including everything the Jews had in Christ. The
case is doubly bad: the Ninevites had so little and
repented; the Jews have so much and refuse to heed
it. In general the'idea is the same as that expressed
in 10:15; 11:21, 24, but now we have Gentiles that
actually repented. The character of this repentance
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is discussed in 11:21.

The points to be noted are

these: wicked Gentiles to whom a strange prophet from
a foreign land is sent, one who had by God’s own hand
been miraculously rescued from a terrible death,
who brought nothing but the threatenings of the law,
yet these Gentiles believe that prophet, repent by fasting in sackcloth and ashes, desist from sin and amend
their ways. 0n the other hand, these Jews, who, in
addition to all their other prophets, now have the
Messiah himself, whom God would glorify by the
resurrection from the dead, who came with the gospel
and its consummation in his own resurrection, and
these Jews spurned it all. What God will do with the
Ninevites because of their measure of repentance Jesus
does not indicate. On that day we shall witness the
mercy as well as the justice of God in his dealings
with the Gentiles.
A sign such as the Jews demanded would not be
given them but they had “the sign of Jonah" which signiﬁed Christ’s resurrection. When God would be ready
for this, the typical Jonah would receive his antitype,
Christ. The Ninevites who heeded Jonah and this
generation of Jews who spurned Christ would thus be
thrown into terrible contrast, the Gentiles by their
very action condemning the Jews for theirs. In this
contrast the Jewish guilt for crucifying Jesus is
omitted; Jonah typiﬁes only the resurrection. The
promised sign is thus one of crowning grace.

Yet

even this these Jews will reject even as they are now
rejecting him and thus will seal their fate.
42) A second comparison has the same purpose.
A queen of the south will arise in the judgment
together with this generation and will condemn it,
because she came from the ends of the earth to hear
the wisdom of Solomon and, lo, something more than
Solomon is here. Although “a queen" is indeﬁnite,
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it refers to the queen of Sheba mentioned in I Kings

10:1-13, who came a thousand miles from what were
then literally the ends of the earth. Danger, hardships, time, and expense were as nothing to her compared with the wisdom of Solomon which she desired
to hear. The aorist dkoﬁa‘at indicates that she heardand appropriated Solomon’s wisdom. Nothing is said
about the religious character of Solomon’s wisdom,
but that is certainly included, for she found far more
than had been reported to her. Here again we have
these points: a benighted Gentile and a woman at that
in a far distant land who had only more or less uncertain reports to inform her undertakes a journey of
such proportions to hear the wisdom of one who again
is a type, though only a type, of Christ. And once
more the exclamation because of the telling contrast:
“and, 10, something more is here," the same neuter
wAeiov for all that is embodied in Christ. People of
the covenant here in their own land with Wisdom
itself come to dwell among them, and yet they will
not hear. We may parallel this comparison with the
preceding one, including the resurrection and 'its
apostolic preaching, for Jesus speaks of the total
unbelief of “this generation.” So this queen, too, shall
rise up (the future passive is used in the middle
sense) and in the same way condemn these Jews. She
might have had an excuse for not obtaining the wis-

dom of Solomon, but the Jews had none for scorning
the heavenly wisdom of salvation in Christ. This
reference to wisdom is especially pertinent to the
scribes whose very profession it was to seek and to
dispense the true wisdom of God.
43) With 86 Jesus introduces an illustration which
pictures the condition of “this generation” of Jews.
He describes the case of a demoniac, one that at times
happened. Now when the unclean spirit is gone
out from the man he goes through waterless places

498

The Interpretation of Matthew

seeking rest and does not ﬁnd it. In some way the
demoniac is delivered from the demon that had taken
possession of him; the details of the deliverance are
not necessary for the illustration. The Greek articles
with “spirit” and “man” indicate only that a speciﬁc
- case is being presented, not that what is here said is
repeated in the case of every healed demoniac. The
expelled spirit, now without ﬁxed abode, wanders from
place to place seeking dvdnaumc, “pause,” i. e., some
place where he may satisfy his unclean or morally
vile desires. Why he ﬂits about “through waterless
places,” which must refer to arid and desert localities
and cannot be ﬁgurative (heretics, unbaptized people),
has often been asked but never really answered. We
are referred to Tobit 8:3; Baruch 4:35 (both apocryphal) ; and to Isa. 34:14; Rev. 1822, with the remark that desert places were thought to be the abode
of demons. But Jesus is not voicing opinions that
were current in his time, he is stating a fact.
Nor is it likely that the expelled demon is seeking
healing for his wounds. Would they heal more quickly in “waterless” places? Or that he hates the sight
of men who remind him that he has been driven out.
Why, then, does he go back to the man from whom
he was expelled? Jesus knows the ways of demons;
we do not. He went into the wilderness to be tempted
of the devil and now tells us about demons passing
througth waterless regions. As in the case of other
facts for which we have no explanation, we accept
this as a fact.
44) Then he says, I will return to my house
whence I went out! And having come, he ﬁnds it
standing vacant, having been swept and having been
set in order. The context indicates nothing regarding the demon’s having recovered from his defeat and
his wounds. The only implication is that the demon,
weary of drifting about and unable to ﬁnd pause
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elsewhere, bethinks himself of his former house and
determines to return to it. Even after the vain
attempt against Jesus, Satan departed from him only
“for a season" (Luke 4:13). The fact that one has
been freed from the devil does not grant perpetual
immunity from the devil’s assaults. The ﬁgure of the
“the house” is transparent and is carried through the
second statement. After cbpfam the participles are
indirect discourse. The demon ﬁnds the house
“standing empty,” the present participle a'xoMCowa
merely describing its condition. It is literally “at
leisure,” nobody is occupying it. This is most signiﬁcant. The Holy Spirit is not occupying the man
and his heart. Why he is not is easily guessed. No
true spiritual change has been wrought in him. The
man was merely in some way freed from demoniacal
possession, he had not become a child of God.
The two perfect participles are not merely thrown
in for good measure. “Having been swept and having
been set in order” belong together and picture this house
as having been made ready for a tenant. And now
the old tenant has arrived, anxious to move in again.
Since this house is now untenanted, these participles
cannot denote sanctiﬁcation and spiritual gifts, for
then God’s Spirit would be dwelling there. All we
may say is that this man who was once the victim
of the demon’s violence with everything in him unclean and disordered through the demon's presence is
now living an outwardly reformed life but apart
from God.
45) Then he goes and takes with himself seven
other spirits more wicked than himself and, having
entered in, dwells there. This demon is not breaking into this house.

Hence he does not get seven

more spirits to help him break into it. Nor are they
called “stronger than he.” Quite the contrary, the
house is now so inviting that this demon can have the

500

The Interpretation of Matthew

company he wants. He sees that there is room enough
for eight and so he goes and gets the seven. Why he
secures just seven is another question that remains

without an answer.

Since there are eight, this can-

not be an imitation of the sacred number seven.

Whereas at one time one demon played havoc with this
man, eight now violate him.
And the last conditions of that man are worse

than the ﬁrst. Why? Eight demons instead of one,
and seven of them “more wicked” and thus more vicious than the one. The two neuter plurals say nothing about the comparative difﬁculty of freeing the
man; they compare only his two conditions, the last
being worse than the ﬁrst.
And now the application of this illustrative ex—
ample is made.

Thus will it be also with this wicked

generation. Note that “this wicked generation”
repeats v. 39 and reveals the unity of this discourse.
By adding «own; with a second article it is made
emphatic, R. 776. “Thus” = the last conditions of
this wicked generation will be worse than the ﬁrst.
Which are the conditions here compared? “This generation” forbids our going back to times of the Old
Testament, or going forward into the later history
of the Jews. Jesus is speaking of the generation that
was helped by the Baptist, and we may include the
work Jesus did in support of the Baptist’s (John 4:1,
2). It helped only for a time. Even now the spiritual
condition of the Jews was worse, as witness this
entire chapter and its culmination in the blasphemy

of v. 24 and in the warning against the unpardonable sin, v. 31, 32. This would go on until judgment
would descend in the destruction of Jerusalem and
the deportation of the people.

One striking feature

in Christ’s revelation is the fact that Jesus answers
1the charge of being connected with Satan (v. 24, etc.)

,by pointing out that the Jews themselves were like a
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man who was repossessed by eight demons instead of
by one. Yet all these terrible revelations were uttered
as warnings in order to save those who could yet be
saved: “Save yourselves from this untoward generation!” Acts 2:40.
46) This probably is the reason that Matthew
ends this section on the clash with the Pharisees by
adding the incident in which Jesus calls his disciples
his brothers, sisters, and mother. However hopeless
this generation as such may be, some are won for
Christ even among such people. While he was still
speaking to the multitudes, 10, his mother and his
brothers were standing outside seeking to speak to
him. The genitive absolute, “he still speaking to
the multitudes,” makes it certain that Matthew gives
us the true connection of events. The strange nature
of the incident is marked by the interjection. It is
certainly strange to ﬁnd the mother of Jesus participating in this affair. Although she is mentioned
ﬁrst because she is the nearest relative of Jesus, we
cannot think that she was the instigator but prefer
to believe that she permitted herself to be drawn into
this affair by the fears and the urgings of the others.
Even so, here we have a picture of Mary that is far
different from the legendary image of “the Mother
of God” found in medieval and in Romish tradition.
She is carried along by a mistaken movement. On the
other hand, we refuse to charge Mary with unbelief
(John 7:5) and opposition to her son; she grew in

faith as others did.
Who “his brothers" are, in the writer’s opinion has
not been determined. Modern commentators answer:
the sons of Joseph and Mary who were born later than
Jesus. But here and elsewhere they act as though
they were older than he. Others think of sons of
Joseph by a former marriage. In Mark 6:3 Jesus is
called “the son of Mary” in a marked way (compare
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John 19 :26) and is kept distinct from the brothers and
the sisters. In Acts 1:14 Luke writes: “Mary, the
mother of Jesus, and his brothers"—not “her sons.”
Still others, for instance, the Latin Church since
Jerome and older Protestant theologians and some
interpreters of our day, think of the sons of Clopas,
a brother or a brother-in-law of Joseph.. Thus these
brothers would be ﬁrst cousins of Jesus.
This little
company was standing (the past perfect eianixcumv
is always used as an imperfect) outside, 56.», i. e., of
the packed crowd. Jesus probably sat on a raised
place where all could see and hear him, and the crowd
sat around him cross-legged in Oriental fashion so
densely packed that no one could pass through.

Luke 8:19 has 8:2: 76» 6onv, and no house is mentioned; the house mentioned in Mark 3:20 has no
connection with the present incident.
What Mary and his brothers wanted to speak to
him about is indicated in Mark 3:21. They thought
that Jesus was “beside himself,” was using himself up
in his excessive labors, was like one who is no longer
in his rational mind. Their object was to lay hold of
him and to take him away to a place where he could
be quiet. We may take it that their intentions were
the best, the dictates of solicitous affection. It is difﬁcult to decide whether the charge of the Pharisees
that Jesus was possessed by Beelzebul precipitated
this move on the part of his relatives, they assuming that the charge had so much truth back of it, that
Jesus was showing an unbalanced mind, was consuming himself with his labors.
This created a delicate and a trying situation for
Jesus, yet he meets it with perfect mastery. He shows
no impatience with his relatives—his mother should
have known better. He is absolutely truthful and
resorts to no equivocation either before the people or
before his relatives. He utilizes the untimely and ill~

Matthew 12:47-49

503

advised interruption for deﬁning and for impressing a
most momentous truth upon them.
47) Now one said to him, Lo, thy mother and
thy brothers are standing outside seeking to speak
to thee. If this verse, which is omitted in some
codices, is not genuine, it might as well be, for Mary
and the brothers did not push through the crowd, someone must have shouted to Jesus, not in order to interrupt
his severe censures (v. 38-46), but to do Jesus and
his relatives a service. The perfect {minor always has
a present meaning. The reason for speaking with
Jesus is still unrevealed. The suggestion that it was
about some domestic affair overlooks Mark 3:21.
48) Instead of turning to his relatives, Jesus turns
to the man who told him about them. And he answered and said to him that told him, Who is my
mother? and who are my brothers? The circumstantial participle added to the verb marks the reply
as being important (3:15). .Yet why put more than is
necessary into it by saying that Jesus was lifted above
family and human life, was the Son of God and no
longer a son of Nazareth or of Mary or of Israel, that
his Messianic feeling was wrestling with his ﬁlial feeling? This question intends to ﬁx this man's attention
and that of all those present on the thing Jesus asks.
They are to pause and to think and to ask just who is
Jesus’ mother and who are his brothers. And the
dramatic question, thus put, automatically lends a
deeper signiﬁcance to “my mother” and “my brothers.”
And while men’s minds are still searching, and before
they can center on a wrong answer, Jesus himself gives
the terse, striking, perfect answer which, because of the
way in which it is introduced, will the more remain
ﬁxed in the memory.
49) And having stretched out his hand toward
his disciples, he said, Lo, my mother and my
brothers! For whoever shall do the will of my
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Father in the heavens, he is my brother and sister
and mother. First, the illuminating gesture, the
extended hand pointing to the [marl-mi and diﬁerentiat—
ing them from the aw“ the crowds. A [Mannie is one
who has learned from his master and thus has imbibed
his spirit; see 5:1. This gesture is like the action of
Jesus on the last day when the same hand shall separate
the disciples (believers) from all others, whoever they
may be. But does Jesus here exclude his own mother
from his spiritual family? Nothing in this action or
in his words Says this. The dramatic gesture is matched
by the dramatic word which reduces the answer to the
fewest words: “Lo, my mother and my brothers !”
All of the disciples were men. When Jesus calls them
“my mother and my brothers,” this grouping together
of mother and brothers helps to show that Jesus is
speaking of something that is higher than blood ties.

50)

Just what he has in mind he explains by ya’p.

Christ here confesses his disciples before men as he
will confess them at that day before his Father and the
holy angels. But he does it in a way that opens the
blessed relationship to all who may want to enter it.
Whoever — he; 50m — aimis; universal — yet particular; open to all and excluding none (“whoever”) — yet
embracing only those who become truly his (“he,” i. e.,
“he alone”) . What really makes us one with Christ is
stated most exactly: 6am iv, an indeﬁnite relative clause
with the futuristic subjunctive. The aorist mum is
complexive, summing up into one point the person’s life
of doing the Father’ will. “The will (oéxwa) of my
Father in the heavens” is what this supreme and exalted Father wills. “My Father,” Jesus says, not
“your Father,” because he must connect himself and
his entire mission with this Father of his, this Father’s
will that we are to do.

.Jesus reveals this will, invites.

draws, enables us to perform it. This 06mm is the
Father’s gracious gospel will, the will which, unlike the

Matthew 12:50

505

will revealed in the law, furnishes us the power whereby we may truly do it. The Scriptures are full of
statements declaring this will. Read John 6:29, 40,
47; II Pet. 3 :9; I Tim. 2 :4. The Baptist proclaimed it
in 3:2; Jesus repeated the proclamation in 4:17 ; the
Twelve were to do the same in 10:7, and did it in Acts

2:38, etc.

The Father’s will is that by his grace we

repent and believe, turn from our sins, and by faith

receive his pardon in Christ Jesus. His will is our
regeneration, James 1:18; John 3:3, 5; Eph. 2:1-5;
our restoration to childhood and heirship, Gal. 3:26-29.
We do this will when we let Christ work all this in us
and bestow all this upon us.

The gravest perversion of this aim“ and this “Iron-)VM
is that of Pelagianism and of synergism as well as that
of all Pharisaism or work-righteousness, which call on
us and our natural powers to do the works of the law
and thus to earn heaven, or by our own natural powers
to believe in Christ and to obey him, or at least to aid
in our repentance and conversion. Hardy is indeed an
activity, but it is one wrought in us wholly by grace,
Phil. 2:13.
A1576: is emphatic: “he and he alone.” He is “my
brother and sister and mother” welds all three into
one concept, that of the most intimate spiritual relationship. As Jesus came to do his Father’s will, the
will that involved our salvation, so we are one with
him when we do his Father’s will, that same will regarding our salvation. Yet this does not imply that
we are to do over again what Jesus did, but that we are

to let him bestow on us all that he did for us. While
in v. 49 mother was placed emphatically ﬁrst, it is now,
equally emphatically, placed last; and in the middle
Jesus adds “my sister” (Matt. 13:56), thus the more
wiping out any distinction and bringing out the thought

that the one true relationship of spiritual connection is
in the mind of Jesus. “Sister" and “mother” no more
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refer to women disciples than “brother” refers only to
men, cf. Gal. 3:28. All believers are of the household
of God (Eph. 2:19), of the household of faith (Gal.
6:10). All others are “strangers and foreigners” who,
indeed, .may possibly become disciples and relatives but
who, if theyremain as they are, will be sundered forever from the divine family of believers.
To Jesus this tie is supreme. Alas, the earthly ties
have often been placed above the heavenly, men have

loved wife, child, father, mother more than Christ,
10:37. Did Mary and Jesus’ brothers get to speak
with him as they desired? The evangelists have no
interest in giving us this detail. In his Messianic work
Jesus allowed no dictation or interference even on the
part of his mother (John 2:4). Yet 13 :1 would indicate that Jesus ﬁnally went home with his relatives, on
this very day once more to go out to preach and to teach.

CHAPTER Xlll
X
Christ Speaks Many Parables, Chapter 13

1) On that day Jesus, having gone out from his
home, was sitting by the sea. And there were
gathered together unto him great multitudes so that,
after entering a boat, he was sitting down. And
all the multitude was standing along the beach.
The two imperfects lxa'Oy-ro and alanine: (a past perfect
always used as an imperfect), together with the present
inﬁnitive xaﬂﬁaocu, paint the scene before our eyes. It
was the same day on which his relatives had tried to
reach him (12:46). 'Am‘a 1-7,: ot'xz'as is sometimes connected with 3a.. in 12 :46: Jesus left the house in which
he had been when his relatives came. But then the
phrase “on that day" would seem to be superﬂuous. We
take it that Jesus went home with his mother and his
brothers and after a while, yet on the same day, walked
to the seaside and sat down there.
2) Soon the crowds gathered, facing him (vi-pa:
ai’rro'v) . They were so great (woMoi) that Jesus stepped
into a boat and took his seat there, the crowd standing
along the beach. The Teacher, seated in Oriental manner, has his audience before him.
3) And he spoke to them many things in parables saying, Lo, there went out the sower in order to
sow. These parables Matthew now narrates. The
best deﬁnition and the most thorough discussion of the
parable are found in the introductory sections of
Trench’s Notes on the Parables of our Lord. As far
(607)

508

The Interpretation of Matthew

as we know, the ﬁrst typical parable of all those uttered
by Jesus is the one about the Sower. The exclamation
“lo” calls our attention to the man now introduced and
to his action. The article with 6 weipwv gives the participle a generic or representative sense, R. 764: “the
one whose business is sowing.” “He went out” at
once places him in the ﬁeld, but the present inﬁnitive
with m“; tells us that his purpose is to carry on the work
of sowing; it says nothing about the completion of this
work.
4) And in his sowing some fell along the path;
and the birds came and ate it up. And other fell
on the rocky soil where it had not much earth;
and immediately it sprang up on account of not
having depth of earth, yet when the sun was risen,
it was scorched, and on account of not having root
it was dried up (ﬁpaz’m). And other fell upon the

thorns; and the thorns came up and choked it off
(armi’yw). The entire description is typically Pa'lestinian. The wheat or barley is sown by hand. The
patch to be sown is not extensive and is unfenced. Along
its side runs a path which, perhaps, divides it from a
similar patch, and in the sowing some of the seed may

fall at the side (MM) of this path, escape being covered, up, and thus be eagerly eaten up by the birds.
The neuter plurals a p.61, airrd, dMa need no formal antecedents, these being understood. Christ’s parables are
gems; the language is ﬁled down to the exclusion of
every unnecessary word.
5, 6)

So much of Palestine consists of rocky eleva-

tions that any tilled spaces may contain spots where the
underlying rock comes close to the surface and has only

a thin covering of soil. These are 11‘: werpésn, which lack
sufﬁcient earth, where the seed, indeed, sprouts quickly

because of the underlying rock and the warmth it
causes in the ﬁlm of SOil (8:21 15 fr}, Exnv ﬂdaos yﬁs), but

'where the hot sun burns the seed and dries it up before
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it has attained sufﬁcient rootage. Luke 8 :6: “it had no
moisture,” could not root properly.
7) Other spots in the patch are infested with
thorns, dxavﬂat. Their roots escape the plow, but after
the sowing they shoot up new growth amid which the
grain is soon choked, being unable to maintain itself.
8) And other fell on the excellent earth and
went on to yield fruit, the one a hundred, the other
sixty, the other thirty. He that has ears, let him be
hearing. While in three places there is no yield
and only in one a harvest, the proportion is not three
to one. All that is pictured is the different type of soil

and the resultant effect on the seed.

Tﬁv Kakrfv means

“excellent for its purpose,” and the repetition of the
article makes the adjective an emphatic apposition to
the noun (R. 776). The imperfect észsou is intentionally used after the aorist ("may (R. 838, 883). The
parable limits itself to the time of sowing, and the imperfect, starting from that time, pictures the development of the fruit. In 3 ,u’v, etc., we have individual

grains of seed (mrc’ppa). corresponding to the neuter
plural a pc'v in v. 4, etc. One grain proceeds to produce
a hundred, etc. This increase merely states the maximum, the medium, and the minimum, the ﬁgures being
without symbolical signiﬁcance.
9) The parable closes with a call to the hearers
to use their ears.

The implication is that this simple

narrative about the seed has a hidden meaning, and
that if one applies his ears aright he will grasp this

meaning, but if one has no ears, i. e., if his ears refuse
to function aright, he will only be mystiﬁed. Mark 4 :3
begins the parable with the call dxoﬁm, “be hearing" or
“pay attention,” thus helping to bring out the thought
that the real subject of the parable is the hearing of
the Word. Jesus’ call to be hearing is interpretative of
the parable, for it pictures the different kinds of hearers which the Word ﬁnds.
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10) We must imagine that a pause and an interval of time occurred between the different parables;
note how this is indicated in v. 24, 31, 33; and in
Mark 4:21, 26, 30.
These parables were not given
to the hearers in one mass, but were spoken in spaced
succession, so that all might be enabled to get the
full eifect of each. This helps to explain v. 10-23.
And having drawn near, the disciples said to him,
For what reason doest thou speak in parables to
them? From Mark 4:10 we learn that the Twelve,
in company with other disciples, asked about the parables but that they did this when Jesus was alone.
Both Matthew and Mark have the question deal with
parables (plural) although they have as yet narrated
only one. The disciples even ask for the reason (8m! ;
not the purpose or aim, which would be zycm’) that Jesus
is using parables. All this indicates that Matthew, like
Mark, inserts after the ﬁrst parable what happened
afterward when Jesus was alone in his home (v. 36).
Then they “drew near” and asked. The question was
really a double one. They wanted to know why Jesus
was using parables and what this ﬁrst parable meant
(Luke 8:9), .likewise the second. Since the answer
of Jesus contains a full and detailed exposition of the
ﬁrst parable, the standard for the interpretation of all
parables, both Matthew and Mark insert this reply of
Jesus here instead of at the end of the parable-sermon.
11) And he answered (see 3:15) and said to
them (recitative 5n), To you it has been given to
know the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens
(see 3:2), but to them it has not been given. For

whoever has, to him shall be given and he shall be
made to abound; but whoever has not, even what he
has shall be carried away from him. For this reason I am speaking to them in parables, because, seeing, they do not see and, hearing, they do not hear
nor understand. The mysteries of the kingdom are

Matthew 18:11, 12
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all the blessed realities contained in the divine rule of
grace and of glory. These are “mysteries” because
men by nature and by their own abilities are unable to
discover and to know them. It must “be given” to a
man “to know” them. This divine giving is done by
means of revelation, through the preaching and the
teaching of the gospel of the kingdom. In the verb
“has been given” lies the idea of pure grace, and the
agent back of the passive is God. 0n the kingdom
of the heavens see 3 :2.
. When Jesus now tells the disciples that to them the
great grace has been given “to know the mysteries"
while to the others, the Pharisees and the multitudes,
this privilege “to know the mysteries” (the aorist
ymsm to indicate actual inner grasp and appropriation)
has not been given, he is speaking of the present condition of the disciples and of the others. Due to something that transpired in the past, the one group now
has this gift to know, the other has it not. What had
occurred in the past that caused this present difference?
The Scriptures answer: no unwillingness on God’s part
to give (I Tim. 2:4; II Pet. 3:9; John 3:16; Matt.
28:19, 20) but only the unwillingness of so many to
receive his grace and gift (23:37; "Acts 7:61; Hos.
13:9). Persistently declining the grace and gift
when it ﬁrst came to them, these people remained without it. Thus they are now without the necessary
requisites for receiving the knowledge of the blessed
mysteries of the kingdom. To know these “has not
been given to them" because they nulliﬁed every effort
of God and of Christ to bestow this gift on them.

12)

With yap Jesus does not explain the past.

All

had nothing to begin with. This yelp explains the present, it states why the disciples can and do receive more
while the others now even lose what they may have.
“Whoever has” by accepting what God ﬁrst gave, “to
him shall be given," as being one who is willing and
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able to receive more, and so “he shall be made to
abound" or “to superabound.” He shall roll in spiritual
wealth. All that the kingdom has in the way of blessed
realities shall be open to him. Both verbs are passive
with God as the agent. He shall continue the stream
of his giving, he shall ﬁll their hearts with knowledge
in superabundance even as he is doing now and in v.
18, etc., through Christ’s teaching.
But he who “has not” because he declined what the
others accepted, because he thought he was rich and
sufﬁcient in himself, he shall not merely remain as he
is, without all the riches that ﬂow to the others, he
shall lose even “what he has.” In our relation to
Christ we either go forward or go backward; we do
not stand still. “What he has” means whatever he may
possess of moral endowments from God. The scribes
and Pharisees and the foolish people who followed them
instead of Jesus lost steadily as their contact with Jesus
progressed (11:16-24; 12:38-45). They lost even the
natural sense of fairness, right, and justice. Behind
the healing of the demoniacs they thought they saw
Beelzebul (12:24), and in spite of the noblest and
greatest deeds of mercy they took counsel to destroy
Jesus (12:14). The passive “shall be carried away
from him,” i. e., by God (passive from ai'pw) refers
to.the divine judgment which works itself out in a man
of this kind.
13)

Art; 'roﬁ'ro may mean, “for the reason just

stated," or, which is preferable, “for the reason now
stated,” since (an) they neither see nor hear so as to

understand.

Thus the question, “for what. reason?”

is answered directly. The work of Jesus has progressed

so far that many have deﬁnitely rejected him and the
kingdom and rule of grace he is establishing. What
they have all along spurned is now being withdrawn
from them. The parables begin to hide it from them.
God’s judgment is beginning: what they would not

Matthew 13:13, 14
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know they eventually shall not know. God’s grace has
its limits. He will not always strive with men. It is
absolutely useless, “because, seeing, they do not see”
what Jesus shows them; “and hearing, they do not
hear,” which is deﬁned by adding, “nor do they understand” by inwardly appropriating (11:25, 26) ; mmﬁm
from crum'yw.

14) The quotation from Isa. 6:9, 10, which follows the LXX without attention to verbal exactness
and yet reproducing its thought adequately, is not an
insertion by Matthew but was spoken by Jesus and
follows naturally after the (in clause in v. 13 which
already recalls Isaiah. And there is ﬁlled up for
them the prophecy of Isaiah which says:
By hearing you shall hear and in no wise
understand;
And seeing you shall see and in no wise
perceive.
For the heart of this people was made dull,
And with their ears they did hear with difﬁculty,
And their eyes they did shut
Lest ever they might perceive with their eyes
And hear with their ears
And understand with their heart
And turn around again,
And I should heal them.
Since Jesus quotes and not Matthew, why expect the
standard formula used by the latter (as seen in 1 :22) ?
Nor is Jesus merely quoting, for he says that “the
prophecy of Isaiah is being ﬁlled up” like a vessel that
is almost full, into which enough is being poured to ﬁll
it completely. God was sending the nation to its doom.
This doom was now fast approaching completion. The
wrath of judgment would overﬂow forty years later at
the time of the destruction of Jerusalem. That seems
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to be the reason why Jesus prefers the LXX to the
Hebrew. For the future tenses “you shall hear” and
“you shall see” have the same imperative force as the
Hebrew verbs; while the historical aorists of the LXX
in v. 15, “was made dull,” “they did hear,” “they did
shut," express just what Jesus wants to point out,
namely, what this Aaés-has done until this very time
which now leaves only a little to be added to make the
measure completely full.
The dative dxoﬁ has the same force as the participle
Bae’mmc, which reproduces the Hebrew inﬁnitive abso-

lute (R. 94). ' When unbelief has progressed far
enough, all its hearing and all its seeing will not only
produce nothing but it is also God’s will (the voluntas
consequens, not by any means the ooluntas antecedens)
that it shall be so. In other words, God casts off such
people and in his judgment lets the very Word become
for them a savor of death unto death. See the discus-

sion on John 12:39, 40', Interpretation of St. John’s
Gosziel.
15)

What is said of the eyes and the ears, of

course, pertains to the heart.

The passive of waxtiw»

means that by casting off .God these unbelievers made
their heart fat, gross, utterly irresponsive, and thus
they heard Bape'm, i. e., became “hard of hearing,” could
not hear at all, and even deliberately shut their eyes.
The description is true in every detail of the great representative part of the Jews at the time of Christ.
Mﬁworc, “lest ever,” expresses the divine judicial purpose of the ooluntas consequens, which, however, is the
very purpose of this people. They are determined not
to perceive, hear aright, and understand; therefore,
too, God intends that they shall not. They are set on
not turning around, imarpé¢¢w denoting conversion in

the gospel sense: "to convert” (intransitive; more usually in our idiom “to be converted,” A. V.) . Note the

Matthew 13:15, 16
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aorist subjunctives, all of which express actuality:
“actually perceive,” etc. These are now followed by
the future indicative ia'oopat, which is still dependent on
[ﬁrm-n and is a quite regular construction in the Koine,
R. 988, especially in the case of the last verb in a series
of verbs: “lest I should heal them” spiritually and thus
save them. The Jews acted as though for them the
greatest calamity would be to turn so that God might

heal them.

They needed to have no such fears: God

intends to force no man into heaven.
16) But blessed your eyes because they see,
and your ears because they hear. For amen, I say
to you, that many prophets and righteous desired

to perceive what you are seeing and did not perceive it, and to hear what you are hearing and did

not hear it.

Maxdpm has exactly the same force that

it has in the Beatitudes, see 5:3. The emphasis is on
My which is placed prominently forward. The great
contrast is drawn between the others who lose all blessedness by the way in which they see and hear and the
disciples who have all this blessedness by the way in
which they see and hear. But note that here the means
are mentioned, the eyes and the ears being adjudged
“blessed," not the source of the blessedness which has
been mentioned already in v. 11, the divine Giver and
his giving. The source and the means should never be
dissociated. God uses the ordinary eyes and ears of
the disciples when bestowing his blessedness and when
increasing this to the highest degree (v. 12) . That is
why only the ordinary functions of the eyes and the
ears are mentioned, paémw and dxoﬁew. As far as the
disciples are concerned, they do no more than the unbelieving Jews did, they just see and hear. The fact that
through their eyes and their ears (the two My being
placed chiastically, both being in the emphatic posi-
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tions) they obtain the great blessedness is due solely to
the divine giving of grace which the others might likewise obtain but lose because of their wilful and persistent unbelief.
17) With ydp Jesus explains how great the blessedness of the disciples really is. He adds the impressive
formula for the verity and the authority of his state.ment: “amen,” etc., which is explained in 5:18. The
greatness of the disciples’ blessedness becomes evident
when it is compared with that of “the prophets and
the righteous” of all past times. The prophets were
certainly highly blessed by receiving immediately and
directly the revelations God made to them. They saw
and heard the Messianic promises. The righteous, who
are declared such by the divine- Judge, are the true
believers that lived in the days of the old covenant, who
accepted the revelations brought to them by the prophets. Greater than the unquestioned blessedness of all
these (and their number throughout the centuries was
“many”) is that of the disciples at present. The former had only the promises, shadows, types, etc., on
which to rest their faith and with which to delight their
souls. Naturally, the higher they prized these, the
more they longed for the fulﬁllment so that they might
enjoy also this. But they died before it arrived.
This fulﬁllment, which is now in progress, the disciples see and hear (Bke'rere, ﬁxative, durative presents).
When stating what the ancient saints desired Jesus uses
{adv and of»: ci8ov, which was intensiﬁed in v. 14, 15 by
being contrasted with the mere BM'n‘ew. What the
saints of old desired to see were not merely the outward
features of the fulﬁllment now in progress but to see all
with inner perception.

That is why both in v. 14, 15,

and now in v. 17 the tense of Z8¢Ev is the effective aorist,
denoting actual perceiving.

In v. 14, 15 mere hearing

(dxmiew) is in the same way matched with hearing that

really understands (rmm’cw, B.-P. under (Twin/1.4., 1266).
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the subjunctives are properly the aorist tense. But
when speaking of the saints of old, Jesus could not say
that, although they desired to hear (dxoz'ro'at, constative
aorist) what the disciples are now hearing, they “did
not understand,” as he had immediately before this said
that they “did not perceive.” This would have been
wrong. For they saw and heard with true understanding what revelation they had. Jesus says only, “They
did not hear it,” aim ﬁxouoav. Yet this aorist is to be
understood in the same sense as the preceding aim dsov,
they did not get to hear all that Jesus was now teaching with the added knowledge this hearing would have
brought to them just as it was brought to the disciples
by their hearing.
18) Mark 4:10 tells us that the question of the
disciples was comprehensive: “they asked of him the
parable,” compare also v. 13. So Jesus expounds the
ﬁrst parable. Do you, therefore, hear the parable
of the sower! Both the emphatic {maze 'and the aim
rest on v. 11, 12: “you, therefore,” to whom it has been
given to know, you who have and to whom far more
shall be given by divine grace. The aorist imperative
axoﬁoarc is used with exactly the same force as the pre-

ceding aorist indicative ﬁxouaav: “hear with all the
knowledge the hearing is intended to convey.” Jesus
now makes this hearing possible.
19) When anyone (no matter who, R. 744)
hears the word of the kingdom and does not understand, the wicked one. comes and snatches away
what has been sown in his heart. This is the one

seeded along the path. We prefer (R. 1105) to regard «aw-0'9 with the two genitive participles as a genitive absolute, the present tenses describing the hearing
without understanding as being in progress. Satan
does not wait until the hearing is completed, just as the
birds do not wait until the sowing is done. He snatches
the Word away while the man is still hearing it. Others
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regard the construction as an anacoluthon with a pendant genitive: “anyone hearing and not understanding.” The genitive participles are then resumed by the
genitive 4115706. This justiﬁcation of the genitive is unsatisfactory. The parable presents persons, each being
described according to what happens to the Word he
hears. Matthew mentions one of each kind (oﬁm)
although he indicates that each represents a class
(wawés‘, “anyone”) ; Mark and Luke use plurals.
Matthew uses the expression "the word of the kingdom," which latter is best regarded as a subjective genitive: the word spoken by the kingdom, by which the
kingdom comes to a man’s heart. The kingdom is the
Messianic rule of grace and salvation; see the exposition in 3 :2. Luke calls this word the seed; it is sOWn
every time a man hears it. The sower is not interpreted. Yet “kingdom” suggests Christ; for iEﬁAOw
in v. 3 exactly describes his activity. The entire sowing is his, all that, too, which he does through others.
The parable deals only with the preaching and the
teaching of the true Word; we must not introduce perversions of the Word.
Now here is an individual who hears this precious
Word and does not understand it. It is the identical
Word that brings the richest fruit in another bearer.
The fault of not being understood, therefore, lies, not
in the Word, but in the bearer. What happens is this:
“comes the wicked one and snatches away what has
been sown in his heart.” Through his ears the Word
was sown into this person’s heart. It does not stay
there.

Moved by his inordinate wickedness and opposi-

tion to God, the devil snatches away from the man
whatever has been sown. We need not regard the
birds as devils (plural), they represent Satan in his
diﬁ‘erent methods of snatching the Word away from a
heart. At one time he tells a man that the Word which
disturbs the conscience is mere exaggeration and only

Matthew 18:19, 20
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unbalances the mind; again, that it is uncertain, that
there is no solid fact in it, that no up-to-date man believes it;. then, that the preachers themselves do not
believe it, that they preach it only to make an easy living and are really hypocrites as their own actions show.
Endless are these birds through which Satan operates.
The passive masculine 6 avrapeis is the man on whom

the seed was sown “along the path."

'0 awapeis is the

counterpart to a neipwy (v. 3). The latter does the
seeding, the former receives the seeding, hence “was
seeded,” der Besaete. Zahn’s objections that this
aorist passive participle is found only in the poets is
met by the fact that it here occurs four times in succession and in exactly this sense. The objection that
the style forbids this sense, that it refers to a man
immediately after another passive 1-6 {wrappse'vov had
referred to the seed, is. not tenable, because the genders
are so marked, and the ideas so clear and striking. Of
course, the gender of the predicate participle is not

attracted from the neuter 16 wape'v to the masculine of
the subject aims, so that we should read, “he is what

was sown” -— which would be senseless. Empeic denotes
the person.

The interpretation which asks us to be-

lieve that in 6 mmpds the man and the seed are identiﬁed,
asks the impossible, asks it four times, without being
able to point to another similar usage in all literature.
Now we know whom Jesus has in mind when he
speaks of seed falling along a path where the birds
quickly pick it up: the man from whose heart Satan
at once snatches away the Word he happens to hear.
20) Now he that was seeded on the rocky soil
(see v. 5)‘, this is the one hearing the Word and immediately receiving it with joy; yet he does not have

root in himself but is transient and, tribulation or
persecution having arisen, immediately is caught.
We have 6 awapu'c with a phrase exactly as in v. 19: “he
that was seeded," was sprinkled with seed on the soil
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underlaid with rock. This is the one who hears the
Word and at once receives it with joy, leading you to
expect great things of him.
21) But something is wrong from the start: this
man “has no root in himself.” Let us not say that the
man and the seed are identiﬁed in this expression, for
“in himself” means in himself as the kind of soil he
is. He received the seed but had no root for the seed.
The seed was not at fault, it was entirely the soil.

Hence this man is wpéokatpoc, “for a season,” “transient.” How transient is at once stated. “Tribulation,” (Mime, when pressure is exerted upon us, and
“persecution,” when we are made to suffer on account
of the Word, arise, and then the trouble begins for this
man who is without good, healthy roots in the soil of
his heart.
The remarkable feature of this ﬁgure is the fact that

the shining sun is here used to represent tribulation
and persecution. The seed that is sown in the good
soil must have the sun in order to grow as it should.
That is what makes it bear fruit. Just as little as
grain grows without the sun, so little the Word thrives
in us without our suffering “because of the Word.” But
where the soil is shallow, the ugly rock, the hidden
hardness in the man’s heart are found, he “is caught.”
The ﬁgure in oxavSaMtt'raL is that of a trap which is
sprung by a crooked stick to which the bait is attached.
But this ﬁgurative sense is largely lost, as the present
tense used here also shows. This tense is durative,
hence it does not express the instantaneous act of being
caught by the springing of the trap but the condition of
lying caught in the trap: he is scandalized, offended by
what is happening to him in this tribulation, etc. “He
stumbles” (R. V.) changes the ﬁgure of the verb; “he
is offended” (A. V.) is much better.
22) Now, he that was seeded into the thorns,
this in the one hearing the Word, and the worry of

Matthew 13:22, 23
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the times and the deceitfulness of riches smother the
Word, and it becomes fruitless. “Into” is correct.
The man received the seed into a heart in which the
sprouting runners of thorny growths were hidden.
These shoot up thick and strong, far faster and higher
than the grasslike wheat or barley, and quickly
“smother the Word.” We have no reason to make any-

thing but 6 Adyos the subject of 71mm; the Word is prevented from producing fruit. Ala’w, a peculiar Greek
term, always denotes an age or eon marked and distinguished by what transpires in it. And 1'05 awyoe is
deﬁnite, equivalent to “this con.” B.-P. 42 furnishes
the best rendering: die Sarge der Gegen'wart, “the
worry connected with the times,” those into which one’s
life is cast. The idea is that every age has its own
types of worry, and whoever lets these ﬁll his heart will
surely smother the Word of the kingdom which deals
with higher interests. Beside the broader expression
is placed one that is more speciﬁc: “the deceitfulness
of wealth" (in the Greek abstract nouns may have the
article), I Tim. 6:6-10. The two genitives may be
subjective: the times worry the man, wealth deceives
him; or simply possessive: worry belongs to the timeS,
deceit to riches. Wealth as such, whether one has it
or not, deceives. It promises a satisfaction which it
can and does not bring, deceiving him who has it and
who longs for it (19:23).
23) Now he that is seeded on the good earth,
this is the one hearing and understanding the Word,
who, indeed, hears fruit and makes the one a hundred, the other sixty, the other thirty. Matthew
says that this man understands the Word; Mark, that
he accepts it; Luke, that he holds it fast. All three
have the same thing in mind, but Matthew’s o'vvuiv
repeats this verb from v. 13-15, where it occurs three
times in a marked way. The second article before
Kahiv gives the adjective the emphasis (R. 776).
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“Who is just the man who” is a translation of 8.5
(R. 1149), the German eben. R. 695 is right: we
must have the reading 3 pin, 3 86, neuters, but these
are accusatives, not nominatives. The reading that
has the masculines 6 new, «3 86, would give the sense
that the one man produces a hundred, the other man
sixty, etc. But 5c is already singular and cannot be
divided; and this reading would leave “a hundred,”
etc., undetermined—a hundred what? Jesus says
that this man, in whose case the seed has been sown
on the good earth, makes one seed a hundred, another
seed sixty, another seed thirty seeds. Why should
one object that one seed (one portion of the Word)
produces (ﬂout) a hundred seeds (or portions of the
Word) when the business of every believer of the Word
is to testify to the Word and thus to spread the Word?
The Word as such is, indeed, a ﬁxed entity which is
neither to be increased or decreased; its multiplication
lies in its spread in one heart and from one heart to
other hearts. This is how the Word bears fruit.
The question regarding the difference in yield when
the hearer with a good heart makes one seed of the
Word bear a hundred seeds, another only sixty, and
another only thirty, is part of the greater question
as to why the Word fares so differently in different
hearers. In one it does not get beyond the surface;
in another it gets only just beneath the surface; in
a third its top is smothered; but in the fourth it
ﬂourishes, some of its parts producing from thirty
to a hundred. The accepted view is that neither the
parable nor its interpretation by Jesus offer any
explanation of the diiferences described.

Those who,

nevertheless, attempt an explanation, restrict the parable to the very ﬁrst contact of the Word with the
human heart. Then even a man like Trench, who
intends to hold most ﬁrmly to the unquestioned doctrine that all hearts are by nature wholly depraved,
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and none are made better save by the Word alone,
gets into plain contradictions of this doctrine by calling some hearts “ﬁtter for receiving the seed of everlasting life than others,” “latent sons of peace," containing tinder which the Word may set aﬁre, while
others have no tinder; or containing “particles of
true metal” which the magnet of the Word 'draws to
itself, while other hearts have no such particles. Such
an explanation leads to Pelagian views.
What the parable and its exposition describe is
the ﬁnal fate of the Word in the hearts of men. When
life is done, some show a harvest, grains running
from 30 to 100; all the rest show none. Some never
let the Word in, some never let it root, some smothered
its growth. But this ﬁnal fate of the Word is shown
us now, so that we may examine ourselves as to how we
are treating the Word now, before life is done. And
this is done because, though no man can change himself, God has means to change us all (trodden path,
rocky places, briar patches) into good soil for his
Word. This means of God is the Word itself as
exhibited in this very parable. Like all the Scriptural
revelations of man’s sinful state, this one, too, aims
"at the conscience and repentance, thus opening the soul
for the gospel. And the more it is opened, the more
fruit will there be in the end.
24) Another parable he placed before them
saying, The kingdom of the heavens has become like
a man that sowed excellent seed in his ﬁeld; but

while men were sleeping, his enemy came and resowed darnel among the grain and went away. The
formula with which Matthew introduces this second
parable is used also for the third and the fourth. It
seems to indicate that there was an intermission between the parables which permitted the hearers to
absorb each parable by itself. Hapc’oym at'rrois is used
only in the, case of these parables, each of which was
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presented to the hearers as being a thing by itself.
The progress of thought in these parables, as well
as the advance step by step in the imagery employed,
are such as to shut out the view that these parables
were compiled by Matthew from scattered discourses
of Jesus. They hang together and thus also could be
easily remembered by those who ﬁrst heard them
presented in this order.
The idea of the kingdom was in the previous
parable introduced only in connection with its interpretation (v. 19: “the word of the kingdom”),
but from now on “the kingdom of the heavens” (explained in 3:2), some one side or feature of it, is
made the subject of each parable. The heavenly rule
of the Messiah-King with his grace here on earth
among men resembles this, that, and the other. But
we must remember that none of these resemblances
is merely accidental, the invention of a versatile
mind; also and especially that it is not the heavenly
that is patterned after the earthly, but the reverse
(Trench, Parables, “On Teaching by Parables”) . The
aorist passive mimosa, is like {meta c'on’v, used in the
presentation of the following parables. R. 835 explains that the stress is on the end of the action and
thus calls such aorists “effective,” the opposite of
“ingressive.” The passive is used in the sense of the
middle as no agent is implied, and the English prefers the perfect to the Greek aorist. So we translate,
“has become like."
All this has an important bearing on the parable
thus introduced, for the kingdom “became like” what
is here narrated only after Satan did what is here
stated. This aorist, therefore, is not timeless but
historical. The sowing which Jesus had made was
actually followed by the devil’s sowing. Since the
parable presents the kingdom, the likeness here used
centers in the King, the man who sows (see v. 19:

Matthew 13:25-27
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the Sower is Christ), “the Son of man,” v. 37, and all
that happens to his sowing.

The historical idea contained in Mouse” is retained
throughout: we are told what has happened. Hence
we have the aorist participle muz’pam, “a man who
sowed.”
He put “good," “excellent" seed into his
ﬁeld.
25) But “while men were sleeping,” i. e., at
night when no one was about to see his- nefarious
work, “there came his enemy and resowed” the ﬁeld,
('m’ in the verb denoting that he sowed over the other
seed. The compound preposition m #001! adds the
thought that the new seed was sown “between” the
good grain. The {ram are “darnel,” most probably
lolz'um temulentum, which has grasslike foliage resembling that of wheat and of barley. “And went
away” adds a touch that emphasizes the criminal
character of the act. In some of the parables acts
are presented that never occur in ordinary life (21 :37,
for instance) but, although it is exceptional as being
the act of the most vicious and cowardly hatred, the
act here described has occurred. Trench reports that
Roman law made such conduct a crime; he also reports
cases that occurred in India and even in Ireland. The
noxious weeds thus secretly sown were usually of such
a nature as to come up before the good grain, crowd

it out, ripen before the grain, and were most difﬁcult
to eradicate.
26) Now when the blade sprouted and made
fruit, then appeared also the darnel. The ﬁeld
showed nothing exceptional until growth was well
advanced; 6 xéproc, the grasslike foliage of both the

wheat and the darnel.

Its sprouting up and making

heads causes the darnel to appear, for this now begins
to stand out from the wheat.
27) Now follows the second part of the action.
And the slaves (Samar, B.-P.) of the houselord, hav-
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ing come forward, said to him, Lord, didst thou not
sow excellent seed in thy ﬁeld? Whence then has it
darnel? And he said. to them, An enemy did this.
Aoﬁhoc and oixoSeami‘t-q: correspond and indicate a wealthy
landowner who had many slaves on his estate. The
subordinate action is expressed by the participle.
They are surprised to see the grain full of darnel. It
is an uncalled for remark to say that even the dullest
farmhand would know how the darnel got into the
grain. Dastardly acts such as that of the (3(0ch
ayﬁpmros, “an inimical fellow,” were not so common,
and someone might have tampered with the good seed.
The question and the answer bring out the ﬂagrant
nature of this enemy and of his act.
28) And the slaves say to him, Wilt thou, then,
that we go and gather them up? But he said: No;
lest by gathering up the darnel you root up together
with it the grain. Let both grow together until the
harvest, and at the season of the harvest I will say
to the harvesters, Gather up ﬁrst the darnel and
bind it in bundles for burning it up. But the grain
gather up into my storeroom. @c’hm is not a substitute for the future, “shall we gather up,” but
inquires after the owner’s will, R. 878, and is joined
to the deliberative subjunctive o'uMc'ﬁwltev without a
connective, R. 924, 935. Ihese slaves are entirely subject to their lord yet show their personal interest in his
property.

29) When oi; is used in the sense of “no" it receives an accent, R. 1154; and only here is am. used
as a preposition. So concerned is the landowner
about the wheat that he will not risk having any of
it uprooted when the darnelIS removed.
30) The darnel does not worry him, he will take
care of it in due time. We have we“ combined with
the inﬁnitive, here an aorist, “do you let both ﬁnish

growing.”

In 1013 amount; and role 9¢pmais we have

Matthew 18:30, 31
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a case of natural wordplay; also in 84mm (is Siam:
(some texts omit (is, “bind bundles”). We must,
however, recall the Oriental fashion of reaping either
by means of sickles only, or by pulling up the grain
with the hands roots and all — in 1925 the writer saw
such grain with its roots pulled by hand in Palestine.
In either way of reaping it would be easy to cull out

the darnel.

And that is what 1rpa'31'ov means: “ﬁrst

the darnel.” The idea is not that the wheat but that
the darnel would be culled out. And while binding
into bundles suggests the presence of much darnel,
the picking out the darnel ﬁrst suggests even more
wheat. The aorists in the command to the harvesters

are effective (R. 835), they look to the end of the
action: gathered and tied up to the last bundle. mass
16 with the inﬁnitive is one way of expressing purpose:
“to burn them up.” The interpretation of the parable
follows in v. 36, etc.
31) Another parable he placed before them
saying (see v. 24), Like is the kingdom of the
heavens to a mustard kernel which a man, having
taken, sowed in his ﬁeld. It, indeed, is smaller than
all the seeds yet, when it has ﬁnished growing, is
greater than the vegetables and becomes a tree, so

that the birds of the heavens come and go tenting in
its branches. Again a seed is used as an illustration, not, however, one of wheat or of barley but of
the mustard plant, Simis nigra, the garden variety,
since it is compared with garden vegetables, and not
Salvadom persica, the mustard tree. The kingdom
(see, 3:2) is like a mustard kernel because, like it,
the rule of Christ’s grace among men has a phenomenal
growth from the tiniest beginning. Instead of the
641014591] used in v. 24, Jesus from now on uses the form
epoz’a ian’v. The parable is very evident once it is
stated: yet who of us would have detected the resemblance without having our attention called to it?
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The comparison becomes the more striking when we
see that this mustard kernel is Christ himself, for
the entire kingdom grows from him as the King.
Some think that the mustard seed was chosen for this
parable, not only because of its size, but also because
of its pungent taste. “Its heat, its ﬁery vigor, the
fact that only through being bruised it gives out its
best virtue, and all this under so insigniﬁcant an
appearance and in so small a compass,” Trench thinks,
may have prompted the choice. In the parable, however, the point of comparison is the growth. of this
small seed.
If the mustard kernel is Christ, then the man who
planted the kernel cannot again be Christ, as has been
thought in view of John 12:24.

This man is surely

the Father who gave his only-begotten Son and sent
him that the world might be saved, John 3:16, 17.
The ﬁeld (Luke has “garden”) is the world, which
is God’s because he made it although sin has ﬁlled it
with weeds, briars, and stones. Luke seems to have
a more speciﬁc sense in mind. Christ was planted
in the world by being planted in the garden of Israel;
salvation for the world is “of the Jews,” John 4:22.
By special cultivation God made Israel his garden.
The circumstantial participle Aaﬁév is not without
meaning. The kernel did not come from the ﬁeld,
nor was it dropped accidentally, compare )Laﬂoﬁoa
in v. 33.
32) The neuter 5 may refer to the masculine antecedent and disregard its gender. Jesus is speaking
of the seeds that were ordinarily planted in ancient
gardens, hence the remark that botanists know about
many seeds that are still smaller is pointless. Mupérepov
is the comparative “smaller” not the superlative
“least” (R. V.).
Think of the little Babe in Bethlehem, of Christ’s
small following when his work seemed to have come

Matthew 18:82
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to an end by his death. In this despised corner of
the world, from a carpenter’s home, came a teacher
who gathered a handful of unlettered, ordinary disciples, then fell into the hands of his enemies and
died a wretched malefactor’s death. This was no
tower of Babel, nothing big in the eyes of the
world. Yet this was the kingdom that was to
encircle the world and is to shine in glory forever.
I Cor. 1:27, 28.
The passive aorist subjunctive «11560013 is to'be understood in the middle sense, and the aorist points to
the end of the growing: “when it has ﬁnished growing” (the English prefers the perfect). The clause
is prophetic of the vast extent of the coming growth.
“Greater (not ‘the greatest,’ A. V.) than the vegetables” compares the kingdom with all other religious
growths, none of which equals this kingdom. Read
the ﬁne description in Ezek. 17:22-24. This little
kernel actually “becomes a tree,” and one of such
size that the wild birds (called “birds of the heavens”)
come (aorist to indicate the arrival) and go tenting
in its branches (present tense to picture their sheltered stay). Only their stay is mentioned and not
their eating of the seeds of this mustard tree. Since
the mustard tree itself is the kingdom, all who belong to the kingdom are part of this tree. The wild
birds who also go tenting in it are not members of
the kingdom‘but men in general who ﬁnd the church
beneﬁcial and enjoy its beneﬁcent inﬂuence in the
world. The inﬁnitives with «have are here used to
express actual, and not merely intended, result,
R. 1000.
This parable shows the kingdom in its visible
growth. A number of thoughts are directly involved
or necessarily implied. The power of this kingdom
is divine. It is a. living organism, and its life and its
power are undying —— all other growths of earth have
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the germs of decay and death in them. The growth
continues throughout time (24:14) . As long as God’s
kingdom was present in God's Old Testament believers, it was conﬁned to them; this parable describes
the kingdom in the New Testament where it is unconﬁned and spreads over the whole world. Vital growth
is described and not outward organization which
boasts great numbers (the ideal of Rome and of not
a few Protestants). The kingdom, being Christ’s rule
of grace, is always spiritual. This spirituality, however, is itself power, and, although it is invisible,
it makes its presence manifest in many outward
and visible ways. This parable stimulates faith,
encourages us in our work, and ﬁlls us with hope
and joy.

33) Another parable he uttered for them, Like
is the kingdom of the heavens to leaven which a
woman, having taken, hid in three measures of ﬂour
until they were completely leavened. This and the
preceding parable evidently form a pair. Matthew’s
introductory formula is slightly varied. Leaven or
yeast (mm, from tofu», to ferment) is used extensively
in an evil sense to portray something that corrupts.
Jesus uses it thus in Luke 12:1, and' St. Paul in
I Cor. 5:7, 8; Gal. 5:9. It is impossible to use leaven
in this sense when picturing the kingdom. This time
leaven pictures the good power of Christ’s rule of
grace which secretly yet effectively produces its beneﬁcent results. “Lion" is thus used in an evil sense
(I Pet. 5:8), again in a noble one (Rev. 5:5) ;
“serpent,” likewise (Rev. 20 :2, compared with 3:14') ;
“dove" (silly, in Hos. 7:11; harmless, in Matt. 10:16).

The world has many ferments, all of which are decomposing and destructive; Christ and his gospel (or in his
gospel) alone penetrate with beneﬁcient power.
Just as in the parable recorded in Luke 15:8, “a
woman” cannot be the same as “a man” in v. 31. The
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latter is the Father, the former is the church, to whom
the gospel of the kingdom is committed, to do with
it what is here described. The idea that the woman
pictures the divine Wisdom of Prov. 9:1—3, or the
Holy Ghost is unsatisfactory. It would be lacking
good taste to picture the Spirit as a woman.
The participle Mﬁoiva, like its counterpart in v. 31,
is more than “picturesque vernacular” (R. 1110). It
indicates that this leaven came from elsewhere, not
from this earth, and that the act of mixing it with
the ﬂour was deliberate and done with speciﬁc intention. It was not a mere impulse that led this woman
to put the yeast into the ﬂour. The church preaches
the gospel with most intelligent purpose. The verb
ive'xpulllcv etc (the preposition is static and merely
means “in") says more than that the yeast was mixed
with the ﬂour. The yeast disappeared completely, it
worked secretly, invisibly, like a power that is wholly
hidden from view.

In his gospel Christ works mys-

teriously, gradually, spreading silently. We have the
history of the gospel’s permeating the ancient Roman

world until even the emperor became a Christian. Its
greater work, however, were the unseen inner changes,
the removing of superstition, social evils, vice, and the

lifting of all it touched to a higher plane. The church
just applies the gospel, and through it the leavening
takes place. This does not mean that the church is
to enter the ﬁelds of politics, sociology, or public re-

form. When this is attempted, she loses her power.
The yeast does not work in that way. To many this

process seems too slow and so they “take” something
to hasten the working of the leaven along, thereby only
hindering its silent, steady progress of fermentation.
A saton, Hebrew s°’ah, the third part of an epha,
is about 1% peck, and three sata was the quantity used
by Sarah in Gen. 18:6. Many fancies have been asso-

ciated with the number three:

the three sons of
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Noah; the three parts of the world as then known;
Greeks, Jews, Samaritans; spirit, soul, and body; or
simply the usual quantity of ﬂour used for an ordinary
baking— although the woman must have had a large
family to require a baking of over a bushel of ﬂour!
It seems best to follow Gen. 18:6; Judg. 6:19;
I Sam. 1:24, all of which mention the same quantity,
and to combine with this ﬂour what lies in 6on:
although the baking used up no less than an
entire epha of ﬂour, the whole of it was completely leavened.
The aorist “was leavened” is prophecy. What shall
come to pass Jesus states as already having been
accomplished. Yet the verb must not be stressed to
mean that all men in the whole world will eventually
be converted and saved. This would confuse the
woman and the ﬂour. Chiliasm ﬁnds no support in
this parable. It describes the silent, beneﬁcent influence of the gospel in the world.

We may instance

many points: the Overthrow of slavery, the improved
status of woman, the appreciation of the child, the
abolition of many barbarous practices, etc. Any land
in which the gospel has an opportunity to exert its
inﬂuence is raised to a higher level.
Here again ye see divine power; again it is wholly
spiritual, and, while it operates altogether invisibly,
produces any number of tangible effects, every one of
them being wholesome. The gospel cannot but sueceed, and the one work of the church is to preach,
teach, and spread it in the world. The parable teaches
faith, patience, hope, and joy. A perfect progression
of thought runs through the four parables, showing
that their order cannot be changed. First, the kingdom in its breadth, for the Sewer casts his seed to
the ends of the earth; next, the kingdom in its length,
all grows until the ﬁnal harvest; third, the kingdom
in its height, the mustard seed becomes a tree that
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533

is higher than all else in the ﬁeld or the garden; ﬁnally,
the kingdom in its depth, penetrating all lands and all
nations (Besser).
34) These things all Jesus uttered in parables
to the multitudes, and without parables he was
uttering nothing to them in order that it might
be fulﬁlled what was spoken through the prophet
saying,
I will open my mouth in parables;
I will speak out what has been hidden from
the world’s foundation.
The doubling of the statement is for the sake of
emphasis: nothing was spoken to the crowds at this
time except in parables. But rain «in-a, which is not
the same as mivra or mim min (B. 705), informs us that
“the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens” (v. 11),
these, though, indeed, all of them, were uttered in parables. Why Jesus used parables he himself explains
in v. 10-17 ; here Matthew adds the detail that this mode
of utterance was in accord with prophecy. The aorist
Rik-quot states the fact as such; the imperfect Ma lets
it unroll before our eyes like a moving picture.
35) On Matthew’s formula of quotation see 1 :22.
The attempt of Zahn to substantiate the reading:
“through the prophet Isaiah,” which would permit
Matthew or some ancient copyist to say that Ps. 78:2
was spoken by one who did not speak it, is frustrated
by the weight of textual authority and much else.
“Isaiah” was introduced from 3:3; 4:14; 8:17; 12:17.
Jerome’s substitution of “Asaph” for “Isaiah,” does not
establish what Matthew originally wrote; nor does the
scoﬂing remark of Porphyrius. The fact that Asaph is

called “a prophet” (hachozeh, “seer,” LXX, rpm).
as is actually done in II Chron. 29 :30, just as Acts 2 :30
calls David a prophet, does not make him the writer “of
a prophetical book,” as Zahn contends; and therefore
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to quote from him without naming him is certainly not
proof that Matthew wrote “Isaiah” by mistake. Aside
from Inspiration, the honest assumption would be that
Matthew made no mistake such as this; and another
equally strong assumption would be that, if he had,
those about him would have detected and at once corrected it.
Asaph’s second line reads, “I will utter dark sayings (chidoth, riddles) of old,” which Matthew renders
in his own way. Asaph deﬁnes maslwl by chtdah, “a
pointed, pithy saying,” “a riddle." His psalm shows
that he drew these from Israel’s history, and they all
had a meaning for the people for whom he composed
this psalm. The parable is both a mashal and a chidah,
a form of presentation long known to the Jews.
Asaph was a type of Jesus, and in this sense his
word is a prophecy. This does not imply that Asaph
said that the Messiah would do what he was doing, ‘but
the implication is that what Asaph was doing would
be repeated and far more perfectly done by Jesus.
~Divinely intended correspondences, such as this, antitype crowning type, are classed as prophecy ,and fulﬁllment in the Scriptures (see 3:17, 18). Asaph says
’abbi‘ah, “I will bubble forth” riddles; Matthew has
ipaiﬁopat, “I will spit or spue out,” a rough word, but one
that like undue, rpu'w/w, xopnigw, was greatly softened by
use: “I will utter aloud,” and thus it is contrasted with
Kupumu'va, “things hidden,” that one would pass on only
in secret. But even then, unless one had the key (v. 11,
12), these things would be and remain only riddles to
him. This brings out the two features of parables:
they are unsolved riddles to some (unbelievers) but
are highly illuminating illustrations for those having
or receiving the solutions (believers).
The kingdom began “of old.” Asaph refers to
things that were taken from Israel’s history only. So
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Matthew writes “from the world’s foundation.” This
is not a free translation, as it is usually termed. It is
a frank statement of what the type means regarding
the antitype. Asaph’s “dark sayings of old” were for
Jesus “things hidden from the world’s foundation.”
They were in God’s mind and plan so early, at the time
of the very birth of creation and of the kingdom, but
were kept hidden until they were now uttered aloud by
Jesus, and even then they are still hidden from the
unworthy but are seen and received by the-disciples.
36) Then, dismissing the multitudes, he went
into the house; and his disciples came to him, saying, Make clear to us the parable of the darnel of
the ﬁeld. Jesus returned to his own home, whence
he had come (v. 1). Here, in private, he expounded
everything to his disciples, Mark 4:34. Verse 10, etc.,
was spoken in this house. The disciples asked especially
to have the parable of the darnel made clear to them.
37) And he answered (see 4:15) and said,
The one sowing the excellent seed is the Son of man;
and the ﬁeld is the world; and the excellent seed,
these are the sons of the kingdom. The exposition
states with all clearness just what the imagery of the
parable means. Fault has been found with the exposition because it does not stop with this but goes on
into a description of the judgment (v. 40-43). Critics
call these verses additions made by Matthew, the very
language being like that of Matthew, etc. But the
climax of the parable is, indeed, the ﬁnal judgment.
There is no law that would prevent a teacher from
elaborating on any point, to say nothing of the main

point. The language Matthew uses is the language
he learned from Jesus. The ethical object of this parable should be kept in mind, just as the ethical purpose
of the ﬁrst parable was in the foreground of Jesus’
thinking. Jesus wants you to ask yourself, “What kind
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of soil am I?"

So here, “Am I a son of the kingdom

or a son of wickedness?” and, “How will I fare at the
ﬁnal harvest?” We may also remember that Judas
was one of the Twelve. All the teaching of Jesus, however, clear and lucid as it is intellectually, has an
ethical or spiritual aim, i. e., it seeks to save.
That the sower should here be “the Son of man”
(see at length on 8 :20) is what we expect. This title
also ﬁttingly describes his work: he who is man and
yet inﬁnitely more than man ﬁlls the world with believers.
38) 0f supreme importance is the statement that
the ﬁeld is 6 xdapos, “the world,” and, therefore, not “the
church.” This is so vital because it excludes two
serious errors: the one, that the sons of wickedness
may remain undisturbed in the congregation (no
church discipline, no expulsion); the other, that the
sons of wickedness may be removed from the world
(the use of the sword against heretics, either by the

church herself or by her use of secular power). When
Jesus forbids his douloi to go out into the ﬁeld to pull
up the darnel he does not forbid church discipline
(18:17-19; I Cor. 5 :3-5) ; what he forbids is that these
douloi do what is reserved for the angels and the ﬁnal
judgment. The remarkable thing is that “the excellent
seed are the sons of the kingdom,” not the Word or
the gospel but persons, true believers. They are placed
into the world by the King who rules this domain. The
parable itself does not deal with regeneration and the
origin and birth of these sons; that is not illustrated.
Jesus does not call them members or subjects of
the kingdom, for these terms do not ﬁt the idea of his
kingdom and substitute for it the ideas we connect with
mere earthly kingdoms. He does not even use ‘re'xva,
“children,” but uzot, “sons,” which term always involves
a legal right, the right of inheritance. As sons we are
princes of the kingdom not subjects; the kingdom is
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ours by inheritance. We ourselves are kings and rule
in this kingdom (I Pet. 2:9; Rev. 1:6; 5:10; see the
author’s Kings and Priests). Christ’s rule of grace
here on earth places such kings into the earth or world
at this time.
But the dame! are the sons of the wickedness.
We might translate, “of the wicked one” (our versions), but “of the kingdom” is abstract and not personal “of the King,” so we make also the other statement abstract. And the wicked one is not so named in
the next verse but is called “the devil." Here uzoi has
the same idea of legal right and inheritance. These
people are not merely the unregenerate in the world,
sinners as they are by nature. Then the entire parable
would be difﬁcult to interpret. All men are such sinners at the start, even those who afterward are made
sons of the kingdom. The parable deals with two

opposite sowings: the one establishes sons of the kingdom everywhere; the other, the direct opposite of these,
men who reject the kingdom. They have met the kingdom, have been touched by its powers of grace, and
have turned from it, preferring wickedness instead
(John 3 :17-21).
It required a special sowing on the devil’s part to
scatter the sons of wickedness among the sons of the
kingdom. Not until after Christ had sown did the
devil do this sowing. And that explains why the two
kinds of sons are always found side by side. Satan
never sows his sons off in a corner of the world by themselves. While both genitives are, of course, possessive:
belonging to the kingdom—to the wickedness, they
are at the same time qualitative: characteﬁzed by
Christ’s rule—by the inﬂuence of the wickedness.
39) And the enemy that sowed it is the devil.
And the harvest is the consummation of the worldage (aiu’w, see v. 22). And the reapers are angels.
0n Judas, as sowed by Satan, compare John 6:70, 71;
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13:27; Luke 22:3; on Ananias, Acts 5:3. It is the
harvest as such, the ﬁnal judgment, which forms the
minus, “the completion,” when all things shall reach
their goal and end. When saying that “angels” are the
reapers, Jesus cannot intend to assert that they will be
competent to distinguish the wheat from the darnel,
for the slaves were quite able to do this when they
reported to their lord. The point is that the separation
is to be delayed until the end of the world and is not to
take place before that time. At the last day the douloi
will be part of the wheat over against the darnel. Thus
the angels, who are throughout the Scriptures repre—
sented as the ministers of the judgment, shall do both:
tie up the darnel for the burning and carry the wheat
into the storeroom.
40) Jesus dwells on the fate of the darnel, thereby impressing it on the disciples so that everyone
might search his own heart for secret unbelief.
Just as, therefore, the darnel is gathered up and
burnt up with ﬁre, so will it he in the consummation
of the world-age. There will be just such a gathering up of darnel and just such a burning up with ﬁre.
In v. 30 only the verb is used, here in the interpretation
the noun “ﬁre” is added, and even more is said in v. 42.
41) Let no disciple be uneasy. Jesus tells him
how he will attend to the sons of wickedness when the
time comes. The Son of man will commission his
angels, and they shall gather up out of his kingdom
all the offenses and those that work lawlessness and'
shall throw them into the furnace of ﬁre. There

shall he the wailing and the gnashing of the teeth.
Here “the Son of man,” to whom the ﬁnal judgment
is committed (John 5 :22, 27), appears in all his divine
power and majesty, commanding the angels that are
“his" to cleanse the kingdom that is also “his.” This
King and Judge tells the disciples in advance just what
" he will have done; dwoa'raki is voluntative not merely
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futuristic. “Out of his kingdom” refers to the kingdom as it now exists in the world where it is like gold
mixed with dross. The preposition (’1: does not imply
that the darnel, cheat, and cockle, are part of the wheat,
R. 598.

There is a tendency to read the neuter mivm 7a
cxévSaM as a reference to persons because “those that
work lawlessness” are persons. This is correct in so far
as the offenses are part of the lawlessness perpetrated
by these persons. What Jesus says is that their entrapments as well as they themselves shall be ﬁnally
and completely gathered up out of the kingdom they
have helped-to distress. The remarks on oxavSaMCcraL in
v. 21 apply to the noun as well. The plural “all the
things that entrap,” i.e., are liable to catch and destroy
the godly, is summed up in a unit by 1‘; dwpc’a. The
plural speaks of what these actions are with reference
to the godly, to which the singular adds What they are
in regard to God, the contradiction of his law, which is
the expression of his holy will.
42) These men, with all the works that make them
what they are, the mighty angels of the Son of man
“shall throw into the furnace of the ﬁre,” the two articles leaving nothing indeﬁnite as to what furnace or

what ﬁre are here referred to. “Whatever ‘the furnace of ﬁre’ may mean here, Or ‘the lake of ﬁre’ (Rev.
19:20; 21:8), ‘the ﬁre that is not quenched’ (Mark

9:44), ‘the everlasting ﬁre' (Matt. 25:41; Luke 16:24;
Mal. 4:1), elsewhere, this at all events is certain, that
they point to some doom so intolerable that the Son of
God came down from heaven and tasted all the bitterness of death that he might deliver us from ever knowing the secrets of anguish, which, unless God be mocking men with empty threats, are shut up in these terrible words: ‘there shall be wailing and gnashing of
teeth’ (22 :13).” Trench. Those who in some way—
no matter how—eliminate from the Scriptures the
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terrors here described, plus all that they say c0ncerning
Satan and the demon kingdom, destroy the entire structure of the Scripture and with hell and the devil
eliminate the very Savior who delivers from both. On
weeping and gnashing of teeth see 8:12, and note
22:13; 24:51; 25:30; Luke 13:28. The statement is
stereotyped, and the anguish described includes the
bodies of the damned, hence implies their bodily resurrection. The descriptions of hell are necessarily ﬁgurative to a large extent (note “the furnace”), as are
also the descriptions of heaven, because the realities
transcend all human experience. Like the parable of
the Sower, this about the Tares is heavy with warning.
43) But the end is bright with hope and joy.
Then the righteous shall shine forth as the sun in
the kingdom of their Father. He that has ears, let
him be hearing! “Then” means: when the ﬁnal
separation takes place. “The righteous” are “the
wheat” of v. 30. The term Sixaroz, which is always forensic, denotes those who possess the quality of righteousness by virtue of having the divine verdict in their
favor, that verdict pronouncing their acquittal. See
5:20 on this righteousness. Note in in the verb: from
within the righteous a wonderful light shall shine
“out.” The glory that became theirs when they were
declared righteous shall at last break forth as did the
glory of Jesus at the time of his Transﬁguration
(17:2). The expression is modeled after Dan. 12:3,
“sun" being substituted for “brightness of the ﬁrms-

ment.”

Read I John 3:2.

The Scriptures constantly

connect ﬁre with darkness, the devil, and hell, and light
and its shining with God, Christ, and heaven. “Like
the sun” brings in a simile that is taken from an earthly
phenomenon to portray what is beyond our experience.
Yet we think of the sun’s brilliance and splendor! The
kingdom a moment ago called that of the Son of man,
is now called that “of their Father,” making all the
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righteous princes and inheritors of this kingdom
(“sons," v. 38) . When that glorious day arrives, then
shall be fulﬁlled Isa. 52:1; 60:21; Rev. 22:14, 15, and
many other promises.
As he did in v. 9, but now at the end of the exposition of this parable, Jesus calls on him who has ears to
use them. Both parable and exposition need open an
receptive ears, different from those mentioned in v. 13.
The divine instruction and illumination calls upon all
our faculties, plus the will that directs their use. The
durative present imperative calls for no mere single
act but for a constant attitude, and every word Jesus
utters operates to produce and to justify that attitude.
44) How Jesus came to add these three parables
we see from v. 51, 52. Like is the kingdom of the
heavens to a treasure having been hidden in a ﬁeld,
which a man, having found, hid, and for the joy of
it he goes and sells all whatever he has and buy:
that ﬁeld. 'Opoza c'a'rtv indicates a parable, and the
likeness is always found in the whole action then described. The four preceding parables show how the
kingdom is bestowed (sowing Seed) and how it operates
(growing, permeating). Now Jesus shows how it is acquired. 0n the kingdom see 3 :2, and note that this and
the following parable describe how one becomes an own»
er of this kingdom; on “sons of the kingdom" see v. 38.
The points of the parable are: treasure — hidden —
ﬁeld — ﬁnding — securing ownership. The practice of
hiding great treasure, such as gold and jewels, was
far more frequent in ancient days, especially in the
East, due to war, changes of rulers, and the like.
Trench reports that men of wealth often divided their
wealth into three parts: one for doing business, another

part converted into precious stones with which to ﬂee,
if necessary, a third part to be buried in a safe place.
Thus it could happen that someone died, and with that
all trace of the buried board was lost until by accident
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another stumbled upon it. That is the situation in this
parable.
The perfect participle has its usual present implication: “having been hidden” and thus being still hidden.
The likeness does not lie merely in the tremendously
valuable treasure as such but in this treasure being
hidden away where no one would supect it to be, buried
in an open ﬁeld. The term “treasure” is comprehensive, so that we may think of all the precious things in
the kingdom: righteousness, pardon, peace, etc., all
that is spiritually priceless. The tertium comparationis stops with the hiding and does not extend back
to the owner. He hid it for himself in a place where
he alone could ﬁnd it, and he is now long dead and gone,
nor is his connection with the hidden treasure any
longer known.
God’s treasure, hidden, indeed, is to be found by us
(11:25; Col. 4:3, 4; Luke 19:42) ; his connection with
the treasure remains and is obvious the moment it is
uncovered. “In the ﬁeld” thus serves two purposes.
As part of the imagery it ﬁts the man who buried the
treasure, for it is most unlikely that others would hunt
for his treasure there. As regards the reality the ﬁeld
brings out the thought that God did not hide his treasure far off in the heavens where no human being could
even come near it but in a common, lowly place, where
it could, indeed, be found, but certainly not by the
earthly wise, proud, and self-sufﬁcient. I Cor. 1 :27-29,
also v. 22-25. B~.-D. 255, 1 calls the article in the
phrase "in the ﬁeld" incorrect; but we may certainly
regard it as the generic article. In this case, however,
the article does not refer to some ﬁeld; Jesus has a very
speciﬁc ﬁeld in mind just as did the human owner who
selected just this and no other ﬁeld.
The ﬁeld is u'ndoubtedly the Scriptures, John 5:39.
The fact that the ﬁeld is bought is not an objection, for
buying denotes the real, true appropriation of the
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Scriptures once a man knows the treasure they contain.
Since the church has the Scriptures, we may add her
preaching and her teaching when interpreting the ﬁeld.
How plain, common, ordinary is this Scripture ﬁeld!
Many walk over it again and again in their reading or
in their hearing and ﬁnd precious little in it. But the
great treasure is there. And lo, “a man," dVOpunros,
found it. He was just “a man," one of the “whosoever" so often named in the Scriptures. These terms
are really blank spaces in which you are to write your
name. Follow the word “ﬁnd” in John 1:41, etc. You
will see that this ﬁnding excludes all human merit and
effort. Its divine counterpart is giving. It seems
accidental, this ﬁnding. Was the man merely walking
across the ﬁeld, or was he hired to work in it? No
matter — he found. God placed the treasure, led the
man to it (John 6 :44, 65), and so he found it.
The man’s actions are dramatically described: he
hid the treasure, and for the joy of it goes and sells all

he has and buys that ﬁeld.

Just why the aorist Expuwev

should be gnomic (B.-D. 333; R. 837) is diﬁicult to see;
this is certainly not due to the fact that it is followed
by vivid present tenses. This aorist is just as little
gnomic as is its attendant participle dvpu’w. This aorist
tells us what the man did in this case (historical aorist)
not what happens in every case of this kind (gnomic) .
His whole action is directed toward securing the treas-

ure and doing that in a legitimate way, because the
kingdom can be secured in no other way. He covers
the treasure instead of carrying it off surreptitiously.
Then, his heart being ﬁlled with joy because of his tremendous ﬁnd, he goes and buys the ﬁeld, making the
treasure legally and rightfully his. The moral obliquity that some ﬁnd in this action and in its employment by Jesus does not exist, because the whole presentation intends to describe the very opposite. Since
the owner of the treasure is dead and forgotten, who
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according to law or to morals has a claim to the treasure
except this happy ﬁnder?
The ﬁeld was not so high in price but what the man,
selling all that he had (see this repeated in v. 46) , could
buy it. Purposely Jesus says that he sold “all whatever he has.” See Phil. 3 :7, 8. The Scriptures know
of two extraordinary ways of buying: one is, without
money or price, Isa. 55:1; Rev. 21:6; the other is to
give up for the sake of the eternal treasures of God all
that would prevent our possessing them. Both are the
same, for both imply the acceptance of God’s gift, the
latter adding only the thought that the vessel must be
empty so that God’s grace and gift may ﬁll it. The
ﬁeld, not the treasure, is bought. Both the value of
the treasure and its being without an owner that might
be reached, precludes its being bought. Christ and the
treasures of salvation shut out any and all payment and
purchase on our part. But by giving up every selfmade, human doctrine and philosophy, however deep
these may seem to be, we may make the Word our own
and in and with it all the treasures of salvation.
45) Because the preceding parable could not bring
out all the points concerned in acquiring the kingdom,
Jesus adds a companion parable in order to cover especially these points. Again, like is the kingdom of
the heavens to a merchantman seeking excellent
pearls; and having found one pearl of great price,
he went away, has sold whatever he had, and bought
it.- “Again” introduces this as a second comparison.
“Like to a treasure" and “like to a merchantman” are
only formal differences because the likeness consists in
the actions: what is done by the man regarding the
treasure, and what the merchant does regarding the
pearl. An Europa: is a wholesale merchant, one who
travels (3v plus mipoc) and imports, and a'vopmroc is pleonastic, like our “merchantman” ; the opposite is Kain-qAoe, a retailer or a peddler. This wealthy merchant is
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out to acquire “excellent pearls,” it being his business
to deal in them. In order to appreciate this point one
must know the esteem in which pearls were held by the
ancients, sums almost incredible being paid for a single
pearl when it was a perfect specimen of its kind. Great
skill was required to gauge the value of a pearl, noting
its defects in shape, tint, smoothness, etc.
There was evidently a difference between “a man"
mentioned in v. 44, a mere ordinary peasant or laborer,
of whom the world has a large number, and this rich
merchant, whose profession it was to inspect and to
buy pearls in foreign cities, a man such as the world
has but few. The “excellent pearls” he seeks represent
all the higher things of this earthly life which are
prized accordingly by men: philanthropy, humanitarian
work, peace, moral living, justice, better, social conditions, science, art, and the like. These pearls this merchantman knew, sought, and bought.

46) But herein he is like the other man: he knew
absolutely nothing of “the pearl of great price,” and
the way in which he came upon it is again the same: he
found it. Where, when, and how makes no diﬁerence;
it all seems accidental and yet is not. God lets even
those who seek high things in the world just “ﬁnd"
Christ. Alas, most of this class (I Cor. 1:26), poets,
philosophers, literati, scientists, artists, etc., fail to
recognize the priceless pearl when they do stumble upon
it; yet not all.

In the expressions “excellent pearls” and “one pearl
of great price or value” the thought is that Christ and
his salvation are to be ranked with the very highest and
best in this world, they are a pearl among pearls; but
also that this pearl absolutely outranks all other pearls
the world has ever seen. It is “one” (Eva, the numeral) ; there is and can be no second. Note that here
the unity is stressed, whereas in treasure the multiplicity of spiritual values is indicated. Each idea is
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a necessary complement of the other. This pearl is
really beyond all price, beyond any possible equivalent.
In the parable this is reduced to a very great price,
otherwise the likeness would be destroyed.
The sequence of the verb forms found in this verse
is highly interesting although it is impossible to reproduce it in English, which in a wooden way eliminates all the psychological play of the imagination in
the shading of the Greek forms and reduces everything
to drab past tenses (R. 847). The momentary act of
ﬁnding, subordinate to what follows, is the aorist participle a'lpa’w, likewise the act of hurrying away smear.

Then the vivid dramatic historical perfect «argue (R.
900): “he has already sold,” not one of the common
pearls is now left; dxc, the imperfect to denote the long
while he was in possession of them. And ﬁnally the

ﬁnal, decisive aorist to expres the great fact: ﬁydpaa'a',
“he bought" —completing everything and bringing it
all to rest. The selling has the same force that it had
in the other parable (Isa. 55:1; Matt. 25:9, 10; Rev.

3 318; Prov. 23:23).

Only an empty vessel can God ﬁll.

“Sold” means that his whole heart was transferred
from other noble interests to the one supreme interest,
Christ. The idea is not that we cannot devote time and
attention to great and good earthly interest and at the
same time own Christ, but that for good and all these
interests leave the soul wholly free for Christ.
We are to understand the imagery properly and
must stop where it stops and not go beyond. Thus the
buying of the pearl does not deprive another man of its
use; for though the pearl is but “one,” every one of us
is to buy it and to own it irrespective of others. There
is nothing in this parable which corresponds to the ﬁeld
in the other, the Word being sufﬁciently illustrated
there.
47) The last one of the seven parables is not the
last link in this chain only but reaches back through
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all the previous parables and in one comprehensive
sweep presents the kingdom (see 3:2) from its beginning to its end. Again, like is the kingdom of
the heavens to a seine that was thrown into the
sea and collected of every kind; which, when it was
ﬁlled, having hauled up on the beach and having
sat down, they gathered together the excellent into

vessels while the worthless they threw outside. The
(rewind), “seine" or “dragnet,” is the largest kind of net,
weighted below with corks on top, sweeping perhaps a

half mile of water, the opposite of the small dML'BAna'rpov,
or casting net, mentioned in 4 :18. The two aorist participles, like the temporal clause in v. 48, describe the
net after its work has been accomplished: “it was
thrown out and it did collect” all kinds of ﬁsh. This
net is the gospel. ‘The sea is the world, and “of every
kind” means: some (partitive ex) of every kind, race,
type, social and intellectual grade of men. Being the
gospel, the net belongs to God or Christ and, of course,
is handled by all who promulgate the gospel, i. e., the

church.

But the parable omits mention of these, as

not belonging in the picture at this time. To bring
them in, nevertheless, spoils the whole comparison, for
all the members and the pastors of the church are also
the ﬁsh caught in the net.

What the ﬁrst three parables picture as sowing, the
fourth as leavening, is here pictured as catching in a
net, and this catching takes in the entire work of the
gospel — the whole of it is one great sweep of the net
through the waters of the sea. The picture is not that
of repeated casting.
48) Note the success of this grand sweep of the
net: “it was ﬁlled.” The gospel does its work. What
now follows is an ordinary scene of the activities of
ﬁshermen: the net hauled to the beach, the ﬁshermen

sitting down and picking out all the edible and salable
ﬁsh, throwing them into vessels and throwing all the
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worthless ﬁsh "outside,” on the ground. The subject
is again left indeﬁnite because the comparison lies not
in the persons who do all this but in the acts alone.
The net is hauled up on the beach; the gospel era and
work are done. When we note the natural limitations
of every comparison, we shall not think of dragging the
net through every ocean, lake, and river of the world in
order to secure the universality of gospel grace.
The “vessels” (dyycza) are the counterpart of the
“storeroom” in v. 30, the “many mansions” (John
14 :2), the everlasting habitations (Luke 16 :9). As
the opposite of “Ads, aa'lrpds cannot mean “rotten.” We
have seen this when trees and their fruit were the subjects in 7 :17, 18, and here the same word is used with
regard to ﬁsh. The word means “worthless,” and what
it implies Jesus-himself explains.
49)

Thus shall it he in the consummation of the

world-age (see v. 40) : the angels shall go out and
shall separate the wicked from the righteous and
shall throw them into the furnace of the ﬁre; there
shall he the wailing and the gnashing of the teeth.
The Lord’s exposition deals with what shall happen at
the consummation, for all that precedes this has already
been made plain. The net and its great catch are
brought in as being necessary to understand what happens at the end. When they are ﬁshing, the ﬁshermen
handle the net and pick out the good ﬁsh. But the
gospel is preached by the church, and the separation of
the godly from the wicked is made by the angels.

The

fact that the latter belongs to the angels is the constant
teaching of the Scriptures (25:32, 33). The all-sufﬁcient reason is that the entire church is a part of those

who are to be separated.
Ta. a’a1rpa’, “the worthless (ﬁsh),” are of wompoi, “the
wicked”; and ‘rc‘t. xaAd, “the excellent (ﬁsh) ,” are~oi Sixatoc,
“the righteous.” In what sense the former are wicked

the second term shows: they lack the righteousness that
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avails before God. The parable deals with all those
who are caught by the great gospel net. All kinds and
conditions of men are swept into its meshes, but these
are of mo classes. Here on earth both are mixed
together in the outward body of the church. They all
confess and profess faith, but not all are ve're credentes
and thus pronounced “righteous” by the divine Judge.
Some are hypocrites, sham Christians, mere adherents
of the church, etc. Church discipline cannot eliminate

them, for we cannot judge men's hearts.

The demands

of Donatistic minds are failures of the worst kinds.

The other extreme is the liberalism which discards the
Scriptural church discipline. Therefore in two of
these ﬁrst seven parables (v. 24, etc.) Jesus points us
to the consummation with its divine separation of the

false Christians from the true.

In d¢opwia1 note the

preposition am; which is followed by the compound prep-t
osition ex péaou; the separation is “from” in the sense of
taking the wicked “out of the midst” of the righteous
(R. 578, 648) . These wicked are the ones that shall be
done away with as being “worthless.” In v. 30 the
darnel is “ﬁrst” collected and tied in bundles. The
imagery used requires this dealing ﬁrst with the
wicked; yet it agrees with 25 :32, 33.
50) The fate of only the wicked is here described,
and this is done by repeating v. 42 (which see). This
means that, in addition to the instruction which it conveys, the parable is intended chieﬂy as a mighty warning. All you who are in contact with the gospel, what
kind of ﬁsh are you? How will the judgment day ﬁnd
you ? What if you should be thrown into that furnace?
How some are found to be “excellen ” and others
“worthless” is not detailed in the imagery, but it is
indicated in the exposition. Every proclamation of
“the kingdom of the heavens” is a call to repent (3 :2;
4:17) and to accept the righteousness by faith in
Christ (5:20) and thus to become “righteous.” The
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wickedness of “the wicked” lies in this very point;
outwardly they accept the gospel but inwardly they
refuse to repent and to rest their faith on Christ. They
are like the hard path, the rocky soil, the briar patch
in v. 4, etc. See v. 23, also the last paragraph.
51) This group of parables had reached its end.
The fact that there are seven seems to be intentional,
this sacred number symbolizing the kingdom (three
to present God in his rule of grace plus four to show
the world of men to whom this rule comes). The idea
that they represent seven periods of history is a fancy.
They picture the great work of the gospel-rule of Christ
from start to ﬁnish, its success and the reason why it
fails in some men. Hiding much from the unspiritual,
these parables are full of the clearest light for true
disciples.
Jesus now asks: Did you understand these
things all? with the ﬁnal min-a (R. 705) inviting any
question that might yet be asked; awéxan, ﬁrst aorist,
R. 310, 1216. They answer him, Yes.
52) And he said to them, For this reason every
scribe, trained as a disciple of the kingdom of the
heavens, is like to a houselord who brings forth
out of his treasure things new and old.

With

8d: 70570 Jesus refers to what he has accomplished in his
disciples, having brought them to the understanding
they have just acknowledged. In effect Jesus says,
“This is what makes each of you like a houselord who,”
etc. But he states it in the third person and thus
objectively -— perhaps he was thinking of Judas. The
title “scribe,” used to designate rabbis who were educated in the law in the peculiar Jewish fashion, is here
used in a broad sense to designate anyone who is versed
in the Word. This is made evident by the speciﬁcation
“trained as a disciple of the kingdom,” etc. The pas-

sive paﬁftﬁopu with the dative means to become someone’s disciple, and the aorist participle one who has

Matthew 18:52-54

651

graduated as such a disciple (B.—P. 763), gone through
the school of the kingdom and imbibed its full spirit.
Variant readings with «iv or etc should not lead us to
think the dative is locative, as R. 521 supposes. To

be “discipled to the kingdom" makes the kingdom the
teacher, which is not strange when we know that the
kingdom centers in the King.
And now another little parable which is no more
than a simile follows. Such a real disciple himself
becomes a teacher, the very thing for which Jesus was
training the Twelve. He is thus “like a houselord"
(dram being added pleonastically as in v. 45), and
am: a)», shows in what respect he is like such a man:
as these are needed by those of his household, he brings
forth out of his treasury things new and old. So the
well-trained disciple has acquired a rich fund of all
kinds of spiritual knowledge from the kingdom and
its King, and puts it forth for use as it is needed.
“Things new and old” are by no means only new and
old comparisons from nature and the life of man but
truths, some new, not known and taught before, others
old, long known and often taught, yet the former resting on the latter, hence the two are mentioned in this
order.
53) And it came to pass when Jesus ﬁnished
these parables he departed thence, i. e., left Capernaum. Mark 6 :1 agrees with this and shows that Luke

4 :16, etc., occurred when Jesus was at the height of his
ministry as also v. 14, 15 indicate. The ﬁrst words are
the same as those found in 7 :28, and in 11:1.
54) And having come into his native town,
he was teaching them in their synagogue, so
that they were amazed and said, Whence to this
man this wisdom and the works of power? The

mimic of Jesus is Nazareth where he had been brought
up, Luke 4:16. Here, on a Sabbath (Mark and Luke)
he engaged in teaching (whom, imperfect) “them," his
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old town people. The effect (tum with the inﬁnitive to
express actual effect, R. 1091) was utter amazement
and the question whence he had this astounding wisdom. When he had left them, they had noted nothing
wonderful about him. Luke indicates that Matthew’s
coat; refers to the substance as well as to the form of
teaching, in particular to what Jesus said concerning
himself. They add “the works of power,” the miracles
(see 11:20-23), of which, at least for the greater part,
they had only heard; some may have seen a few miracles wrought in other places.
55) Is not this the carpenter’s son? Is not his
mother called Miriam, and his brothers James and
Joseph and Simon and Juda? and his sisters, are they
not all with us? Whence, then, to him these things
all? A re'x'mv, faber, is one who makes things out of
hard material, but even in the papyri (M.-M. 628)
this word always means a carpenter, yet only one who
makes furniture, utensils, and house ﬁttings, for in
Palestine all houses were constructed of stone. The
view that Joseph was a stonemason lacks support. According to Luke he was also mentioned although he
had been dead this long time. Mark 6 :3: “Is not this
the carpenter?” adds only the detail that some knew
that Jesus himself had worked at his father’s trade.
Note the derogatory tone in both 701579 (v. 54) and Oil-roe,
meaning, “How does this fellow set himself up to be
so much ?”
Matthew writes Mapuip, (B.-D. 53, 3) Aramaic
Miryam, namely Mary. Note that Mark 6:3 unites
“son” only with “Mary” and does not connect Joseph
with Mary, thus joining Jesus and his mother in a special way. On the tame: and the Read see 12:46, the
names of the latter are not known. Not long before
this time the brothers and Jesus and Mary had moved
to Capernaum.

Matthew 18:56-58
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56) The sisters remained «p6: ﬁpﬁs‘, being married
and having settled in their husbands’ homes in Nazareth; mimic reads as though there were at least three.
After thus detailing their familiarity with the whole
family, these people of Nazareth recur to the question:
“Whence, then (considering all these facts), to this
man these things all?” abutting 1013119 rain. and adding
miwa. (see R. 705).

57) What all these questions and their implied
answers involve is stated: and they were caught in
connection with him, c'a'KaVSaMfov-ro e'v dirt-é}, as in a trap
which is sprung by a crooked stick holding the bait;
see v. 21. In a modiﬁed sense this verb means that
they took offense in connection with Jesus. Knowing
him as they did, they could not bring themselves to
think that his widom and his works of power were of
divine origin, they were sure there was something
wrong. The imperfect states that they continued in
this offended and hostile attitude.
But Jesus said to them, A prophet is not honorless except in his native town and his own house or
family. This sounds like a proverbial saying, except
for the addition “and his own house.” Familiarity
breeds contempt. The fact that Jesus here classes
himself as a prophet is perfectly in order, for the contempt arose during his teaching. Mark 6:6 adds that
he marvelled at their unbelief. The right answer to
their question “whence" lay so near the surface that
they were wholly without excuse for rejecting it.
58) And he did not do many works of power
there because of their unbelief. He was ready to
do many, as he had .done elsewhere, but could do only
a few. Note, however, that he did some. It has become traditional to assume that faith precedes every
miracle although this tradition is disregarded every
time a miracle is wrought where faith is plainly not
present (as for instance in 8:28, etc.) How unbelief
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prevented the performance of many miracles is shown
in Luke 4:28-38. The people of Nazareth rose up,
thrust Jesus out of the city, and tried to kill him.
This incident closes the chapter on the parables,
revealing in a glaring way the opposition that had
developed which had also caused him to resort to parables, v. 10, etc. The whole idea of this chapter is thus

rounded out. In Nazareth even the sisters of Jesus
and their families refused him faith.

CHAPTER XIV
XI
Christ Hears of the Baptist's Execution and Begins
to Withdraw. Chapter 14

1) At that season Herod, the tetrarch, heard
the report of Jesus and said to his servants: This
is John the Baptist; he arose from the dead, and for
this reason these works of power are operating in
him. The “season” referred to is the one marked
by the growing hostility indicated in the two preceding
chapters. Josephus regularly calls this Herod “Antipas.” His tetrarchy consisted of Galilee and Perea, the
two territories that were separated by the Decapolis.
Only by courtesy was he styled “king.” Where and
how “the report of Jesus” (objective genitive) came
to him is of no moment, only his opinion of Jesus is
worthy of notice. On Luke 9 :7-9 see the commentaries
on Mark and on Luke.
2) This he uttered “to his servants," mi: being regularly used in this sense also with reference to Jesus as
the great servant of Jehovah. Here Herod’s courtiers
are evidently referred to. Superstition and an evil
conscience are combined in making this cowardly criminal jump to the conclusion that Jesus, who is now for
the ﬁrst time brought to his attention, is John the Baptist returned from the dead, 1’fye'p917 used in the middle
sense, and the aorist indicating only the fact as such.
That, Herod asserts, explains the miracles reported regarding Jesus; Mina: has its ordinary meaning, “works

of power," being followed, as it is, by e'wpyoiimv iv am,
and at is nearly demonstrative: “these powers," R. 694.
(655)
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3) It is now, after the brief reference to John’s
being in prison (11:2), that Matthew recounts the
entire tragic story, appending it to Herod’s word about

John’s resurrection. For Herod, having taken John
into his power, bound him and placed him in prison
because of Herodias, the wife of Philip, his brother.
The aorists report only the facts, and we know no more.

John was snatched out of his ministry by Herod’s order
to some of his minions who carried John away bound
as a criminal and lodged him in prison in the fortress

Maéhaarus (Josephus, Ant. 18, 5, 2), on the southern
border of Perea, on the height near the Dead Sea.
“Herodias” is a feminine patronymic from “Herod”
(Herod the Great), her grandfather. She was the'
daughter of Aristobulus, one of the sons of Herod the
Great and Mariamne. She ﬁrst married her uncle,
Herod, called Philip, a brother of Aristobulus. This
Philip was disinherited through the treachery of his
mother and lived privately in Rome with Herodias and
their daughter Salome. Herod Antipas was a son of
Herod the Great and the, Samaritan Malthake and thus
a half-uncle of Herodias, and was married to the daughter of Aretas, King of Arabia Petrea. While he was
on a visit to Rome, Antipas and Herodias eloped, and
the wife of Antipas, not waiting to be divorced, returned to her father, and a war followed between Aretas and Herod Antipas.
An effort has been made to remove “of Philip”
from the text, and its presence in Mark 6:17 is called
“a historical error” on the assumption that Herod the
Great had only one son by the name of Philip. But he
had two: one (the husband of Herodias) the son of
Mariamne, the high priest Simon’s daughter; and the
other (the tetrarch) the son of Cleopatra. Salome,
the daughter of Herodias, married the tetrarch Philip,
her half-uncle. Two of the sons of Herod the Great
were also called Antipas. The fact that two half-
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brothers were called Philip does not prove the presence
of an error in the text.
4) For John was saying to him, It is not lawful
for thee to have her. We should like to know what

lies back of this imperfect and this dative; aqcv «ﬁres.
It seems to be improbable that Herod met John, who
spent all his time in the uninhabited wilds. There is
no hint that Herod ever summoned John into his presence; 3M7: implies that John said what he did more than
once. Even the personal “for thee" does not necessarily imply that Herod stood or.sat before John. It isprobably best to assume that the ﬂagrant sin of Herod
was castigated by John in the course of his preaching
and thus came to the ears of Herod and to those of his
illegal second Wife. And it evidently was Herodias
who instigated John’s arrest. Mark 6:17 reports that
Herod commissioned his men to go and to capture John.
Herod’s crime was a public outrage. The woman

Herodias had ﬁrst married her own father’s brother
and then had run away and lived with the half-brother
of her husband, who thus was also her half-uncle and
who already had a wife. Two marriages were disrupted, and the new union was not a marriage. It was
plain adultery and within the forbidden degrees of consanguinity. Josephus charges Herodias with the intention of confounding her country’s institutions. No

wonder John raised his voice although Herod was his
ruler. “To have her” = to have as a wife.
5) And though ready (06va) to kill him, he
feared the multitude because they considered him
as a prophet. Mark 6 :19 explains this readiness
as being due to the strong inﬂuence of Herodias who
was set on John’s death. Herod would have killed John
to satisfy her. Mark also adds a detail to Herod’s fear
of the people who considered John a prophet, namely
that Herod himself knew John to he a righteous and a
holy man. Thus Herod was swayed by mixed motives.
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'Exuv fwd With a predicate, here 11'va with or Without in (R. 481), means “to consider someone something,” as here adding, “something in the nature of a
prophet” (see also 21 :26, 46) .
6) Now when a birthday celebration of Herod's
took place, the daughter of Herodias danced in the
midst (of the company) and pleased Herod. The
neuter plural ym’au is used to designate a festive birthday celebration. We expect the genitive absolute, but
Matthew has what appears to be a dative absolute.
This construction is passed by in R.; B.-D. 200, 3 conjectures that it is a mixture of the genitive absolute
with the temporal dative, which is somehow due to
copying 1'on ycnm’ou: from Mark 6 :21; but this is rather
improbable, since Mark wrote after Matthew, and no
copyist would add the participle, and such a conjectured mixture of constructions is untenable. Zahn

thinks the dative tries to reproduce the Latin ablative
absolute, which, however, is improbable in the case of
a man like Matthew. We simply have the locative
dative of time, and the participle is added in order to
emphasize the arrival of the time which precipitated
the catastrophe. The Jews abhorred the keeping of
birthdays as being a pagan custom, but the Herods even
outdid the Romans in these Celebrations, so that “Herod’s birthday’ (Herodis dies) came to 'be a proverbial
expression for excessive festival display. Mark 6:21
remarks regarding the grand feast.
The climax of the entertainment was the spectacular dancing of Salome, the daughter of Herodias;

3v up ping» means “in the midst,” before the company of
guests. The exhibition was thoroughly pagan and had
been learned while the girl and her mother lived at
Rome with Philip.
7) Herod’s delight in the performance carried
him completely away: wherefore he promised with
an oath to give her what she might ask. In 60a we

Matthew 14:7-9
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have the source “whence" the action ﬂowed, here

Herod’s pleasure in Salome’s dancing. Hm with
wine and excited by the company, the man lost his reason. We must add his desire to make a grandiose
display in the most magniﬁcent royal style. Mark

records the words of the oath.

The verb dam is

to be construed with the oath: “he made acknowledgment accompanied by (pa-Ii) an oath.” First he made
the promise and then acknowledged or sealed it with

an oath, thus making it absolutely irrevocable. A blank
promise as such, no matter how it is to be fulﬁlled, is
sinful and silly at the same time. An oath added to

such a promise is directly forbidden in Lev. 5:4, etc.
No promise or oath of this kind is binding; when it is

made, it must be confessed as sin (v. 5) and retracted,
and pardon must be sought.
8) And she, instigated by her mother, says,
Give me here on a platter the head of John the
Baptist. The present participle may be rendered,
“while under instigation,” and it describes terseb what
Mark 6:24 spreads out in detail: the girl running to
her mother, getting the instigation from her, and then
coming quickly to make her request. She never hesitated because of the crime involved and because of the
gruesomeness of such a gory gift. The force of «58¢,
“right here,” is signiﬁcant; here where all the company
may see in the delivery of the gift that Herod kept his
promise and oath. The same viciousness is manifested
in the request for “the head." Herodias wants the
head, the absolute evidence of John’s death, and no mere
promise of John’s death at some future day. A «(we is
really a “board,” and thus any ﬂat dish.
9) And the king was. grieved, yet because of
his oaths and those reclining together at table he
ordered it to be given. Since he was called “king”
only by courtesy, Matthew’s use of the title here has a
touch of irony: a king made the tool of a woman. In
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the king’s grief we have no conﬂict with v. 5, as some
suppose; for the grief was due to the very considerations which had hitherto kept Herod from killing John.
The plural “his oaths" indicates only that the king had
emphasized his promise by repeating his oath. Instead
of letting the outcome of his rashness open his eyes to
the enormity of his folly, thus inducing him to declare
that a gift involving a horrible crime was beyond his
granting, this morally helpless fool imagined that his
oaths really bound him. Coupled with this moral impotence was his pride. His sworn promise was intended to impress his guests, in fact, had been made for
their sake not for that of the girl. To deny her request
appeared like a disgrace in the eyes of those reclining
with him at the feast. Thus Herod perpetrated his
greatest crime, ﬁlling the cup of his iniquities. The
fact that Matthew has not mentioned the guests before
this need not be explained and is no point against his
record. All that he has said makes it clear to any
intelligent reader that a feast at which many notables
were present is in progress. Why ask for common
prolixity where conciseness is more forcible?
10) This is also true regarding the tragic brevity
of the next sentence. And having sent, he beheaded John in the prison. Though it was done
by the hand of an underling (new/ac), Matthew makes
the deed entirely that of Herod.
'11)

And his head was brought on a platter

and was given to the girl, and she brought it to
her mother.

The three cold aorists record nothing

but the awful facts. The term xopaimov does not necessarily support the view that the girl was only twelve
years of age.

In arriving at her age we should not

think only of her ﬁrst going to her mother for advice
but also of Herod’s promise to her. Such a promise
would not be made to a mere child, and even an older
girl would, after such a promise had been given .her,
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consult a mother who was as dominating as Herodias.

To what indignities John’s head was subjected we are
left to imagine.
12) And his disciples, having come forward,
took up the corpse and buried him; and, having
come, made report to Jesus.

From 11:2, etc., we

see that John’s disciples had access to him in his prison,
and thus they were permitted to give the headless body
decent burial in a tomb (menu, "a fallen body”). The
fact that John’s disciples report the tragedy to Jesus
shows that they automatically turned to him. The
answer Jesus had sent to John (11:4) must thus have
satisﬁed John. From the Acts we know that some of
John’s disciples sought to continue by themselves (Acts
18 :25; 19 :3), but most of them now probably followed
Jesus.
While this account of John's death explains the
remark of Herod to his courtiers in v. 2, it evidently
has a deeper signiﬁcance.

It reveals the entire atti-

tude of the ruler of Galilee as regards both John and
Jesus and thus offers one of the reasons why Jesus
began to withdraw himself more and more. The time
of John’s death was about a year before Jesus’ own
death. Jesus died at the Passover, and John’s death
occurred just prior to the preceding Passover, John
6:4; for the feeding of the 5,000 and Jesus’ walking on

the sea occurred at this time, John 6 :5-21, the same as
Matt. 14:15-33. John’s bloody death pointed forward
to that of Jesus.
13) Now when Jesus heard it he withdrew
thence in a. boat to a desert place in private. The
motive for this withdrawal is the news of John’s murder. With this, however, went another motive. The
Twelve had returned from their tour of evangelization
(10:5), and Jesus wanted to get away from the crowds

in order to confer with them in private (Mark 6:30,
31) . Matthew does not mention this additional motive,
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yet, as Zahn points out, by the use of 5min: he by no
means excludes it, for the participle may be regarded
as being merely temporal. Matthew does not report
about the return of the Twelve.
That fear of Herod moved Jesus to this action is
an unworthy surmise. Matthew does not say, as some
suppose, that Jesus left Herod’s domain, for he permits
his readers to ﬁnd out only incidentally that Jesus
crossed the lake from the west to the east; and it is
unfair to say that Matthew forgot that Jesus presently
returns to Capernaum. What we are told about is
more than an ordinary change of locality. This withdrawal of Jesus with the Twelve is the beginning of a
new course on his part. In 4:12, when the news of
John's imprisonment was brought to Jesus, Matthew
uses the same words as here in 14:13, and tells us that
Jesus withdrew to Galilee in order to prosecute his
ministry with the greatest vigor and publicity. This
period was now ended, and even the Twelve had com-

pleted their part in it.

The great hostility had arisen.

John’s murder thus marks a new turn for Jesus. He
begins his withdrawal. While he still meets multitudes
and heals the sick, etc., we no longer see him seeking
publicity; he often moves to distant parts and gradually
prepares the Twelve for the end.
And when the multitudes heard it they followed
him on foot from the towns, taking the longer route
by land around the upper part of the lake. The crowds
swelled as they passed from town to town along the
populous west shore.
14) And having come forth, he saw a great
multitude and had compassion on them and healed

their sick, éppéwom, those without strength.

Jesus

landed on the eastern shore hours ahead of the arrival
of the crowds. He chose a spot near Bethsaida (Luke
9 :10, which must be distinguished from the Bethsaida
on the west shore) and found a retired place up in the
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mountain where he spent some time with the Twelve

(John 6:3). It was from this retired spot that he came
forth and saw the multitude that had gradually assembled near the shore. Mark’s (6:33) «MM» «151015: is
textually questionable (see the data in Souter) and is
without parallel in the sense of “outwent them” (our
versions), i. e., arrived there ﬁrst, which would be
Ewaaav «trade. The arrival on the eastern shore, plus
the ﬁnding of a private place in the uninhabited locality, are contained already in v. 13 with its aorist dvcxémenu and must not be overlooked. Hence léckﬁa’w cannot
mean: “when Jesus landed and stepped out of the boat."
Both in Matthew and in Mark (who has the same participle) mention of the boat lies too far back. Jesus
“came forth” from the private place (xa'r' way) which,
according to the aorist in v. 13, he had actually reached.
John 6:3 places this beyond doubt. Then he saw the
“great multitude.” We have no reason to suppose that
the boat of Jesus loitered long enough to let the great
crowd arrive, which would entail hours; and we have
no right to reduce “a great multitude” to a few fast
runners who arrived ahead of the rest of the crowd.
The heart of Jesus goes out in compassion to the
great crowd which Jesus sees assembled on the lower
levels. The verb avrMyxviCopaL seems to be “a coinage of
the Jewish Dispersion,” “to be moved as to the
”Mum,” the nobler viscera, heart, lungs, and liver,
here conceived in the Hebraic sense as the seat of the
affections (cf. M.-M. 584 on verb and noun). It means
much that, in spite of all the unbelief that Jesus encountered and in spite of his intention to withdraw
from his great public activity, his heart should thus
be moved at the sight of this crowd that had followed
him. Matthew reports that in this compassion of his
“he healed their sick.” The very word indicates that
these “strengthless ones” could only with great difﬁculty have been transported to this distant, uninhabited
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place, which fact makes it still more certain that Jesus
spent some hours alone before the crowd came. Mark
and Luke add the detail that Jesus also taught, but the
healings must have preceded, for Jesus would certainly
not let the sick suﬂ’er while he taught.
15) Now evening having come, his disciples
came to him, saying: Desert is the place, and the
hour has already gone by; dismiss the multitudes
in order that, having gone away into the villages,
they may buy themselves food.
At this point
John 6 :5-7 must be inserted. When Jesus ﬁrst stepped
out of his retirement on the mountainside he put the
question to Philip about buying bread for all these
people, and this Jesus did to test out one of his disciples.
Already then Jesus knew what he would do when evening would come. But the only reply that Jesus
received from Philip was that it would take more money
than they had in their treasury to provide even a very
little for so many people— not an inkling that Philip
remembered Cana or thought of miraculous help on
the part of Jesus in any way. Disappointed in Philip,
Jesus descends to the multitude, heals the sick, and
teaches about the kingdom until evening has actually
come—entirely unconcerned about the needs of the
people and the passing of the time. Jesus evidently
intended that Philip was to report the question to the
other apostles, and thus all of them were to think about
it as the hours wore on. They did that but arrived at
nothing deﬁnite.

So evening came at last, yevope'vqs, an aorist to express'the simple fact. The disciples can stand the pressure no longer. Despite all that Jesus had said to Philip
a thought such as Jesus desired had not occurred to
them. In a body they come to him, and one, as their
spokesman, reminds Jesus of what he seems to have
entirely forgotten. He is now not in a city but out
here in a desert place. And it is beyond the hour (R.

Matthew 14 :15-17
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613, 1rapa'. in the verb) ; hence it is reasonable for this
crowd to scatter and to try to ﬁnd something to eat

by buying what they can in the villages along their
way back. The implication is that it is already past the
time for this, and that probably only some will succeed
in buying something, and, if Jesus waits any longer,
none will be able to do so. “Buy themselves food"
(ﬂptv'ipafa Speisen, bread and ﬁsh) shows that Jesus’ conversation with Philip about buying had been talked
over by the Twelve.
16)
But Jesus said to them: They have no need
to go away. Do you give them to eat! Astonishing

reply to these dull-witted men and yet wholly transparent! If they are to give food to this tremendous
host with no food in their possession, and if there is
no need for any to go away in search of food, Jesus
must mean that they, the Twelve, have a source of
supply they have thus far entirely overlooked. But
even now they fail to understand. Mark and Luke
report that the disciples ask whether Jesus has in mind

that they, at this late hour, are to go out and buy up
food.

What a hopeless proposition!

This would re-

quire at least 200 denarii (more than they had) ; and
how could they, twelve men, gather and carry food for
so many?
17) Vainly Jesus tried to call out the faith of the
Twelve. He now proceeds with the miracle. It is he
who tells the disciples to go and to see what bread is

available (Mark 6:38).

John informs us about the

lad who had this tiny supply and about Andrew speaking for the rest in reporting to Jesus. And they say

to him, We haven’t here but ﬁves breads and two
ﬁshes. They put it negatively: nothing but so small
a bit. The dpm are round, ﬂat cakes of bread, literally “breads,” and not loaves in our sense. In this lake
country the common addition (Zukost, dilldptov) to bread
was ﬁsh.
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18) And he said without the least explanation,
Be bringing them here to me! Matthew alone reports this order, which means, of course, that the food
should be bought from the lad. The disciples, who
heard this peculiar order, and those who went to hunt
up the lad must have wondered at Jesus’ intention. The
bread and the ﬁsh are brought.
19) All the minor actions are expressed by aorist
participles, and all these actions precede those of the
main verbs (R. 1136) ; in English this distinction
between minor and main actions is usually not made.
And having ordered the multitudes to recline on
the grass, and having taken the ﬁve breads and the
two ﬁshes, and having looked up to the heaven, he
spoke a blessing and, having broken, gave the breads
to the disciples, and the disciples to the multitudes.
Comment is scarcely needed, for all is graphic and clear.
The Greek uses the plural when speaking of grass. Near
the Passover season (John 6 :4) the open spaces would
be covered with grass, which afforded an ideal place
for dining out. The guests reclined as if on couches.
The ﬁve ﬂat cakes and the two small ﬁsh were easily
held in the hand while the blessing was being pronounced. This must have been the usual grace before
a meal, for nothing unusual is reported concerning it
by any of the evangelists. Looking up to heaven was
a common attitude in prayer while one was standing.
The idea that Jesus ﬁrst had to have God’s consent
and help and here asked for it before he could work
the miracle, misconceives not only this but all the miracles, all of which were wrought by the omnipotence
which belongs equally to the three Persons. The breaking, which is in no way symbolical, is merely done for
the sake of distribution. The cakes which were about
one-half inch thick were never out for the purpose of
eating them.
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As Jesus broke the bread and the ﬁsh, both multiplied in his hands. Instead of indicating this by an
imperfect tense, Matthew has the constative aorist
Esme, the whole extended action being regarded as a

unit: “he gave.”

This weighty verb stands alone;

what the disciples did with the food handed to them is
not stated by means of a verb. They were merely the
waiters who were to serve the guests at this feast. Yet
as such they could and did carry out v.' 16.
20) And they did eat all and were ﬁlled; and
they took up what was superﬂuous of the broken
pieces, twelve baskets full. More was left than had
been at hand in the beginning. “They did eat all,” by
the order of the words emphasizes both the verb and
the subject. There was not one who did not eat. How
much? As much as each could eat. .The verb is really
coarse, it is borrowed from animals who are fed to
capacity for fattening by using grass (xtip‘ros) or fodder.
All, having had little or nothing to eat all day, were
certainly hungry. No stinting here as when Philip
thought of each having-a little.
_
Moreover, broken pieces of both bread and ﬁsh were
left. Some people always take too much. So here
some took pieces from the disciples of which they could
not take even a bite, being so ﬁlled. Jesus intends that
none of his gifts are to be wasted. This miraculous
food was not to be thrown away. It ﬁlled exactly
twelve of the little wicker baskets that were used by
travellers to carry food and necessaries and were here
probably used by the disciples when serving as waiters.
Twelve— one for each of the Twelve, none for Jesus,
which means that he who had created all this bounty
created an opportunity for the Twelve to share their
abundance with him. From all that he gives to you
you are privileged to give a little back to him. What
were the feelings of the Twelve when, as the dusk ap-
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proached, they ﬁnally sat down around Jesus with
twelve baskets full of food before them?
21) Now those eating were about ﬁve thousand
men without women and little children. This
parenthetical addition shows exactly what the more
indeﬁnite “multitude” and “multitudes” spoken of in
the previous verses implies. Mark 6 :39, 40 helps us to
see just how the count was made. Since the women
and the little ones were not counted, we must place the
actual ﬁgure of those who were fed considerably above
5,000. The present participle oi idioms (as in 2:20)
describes the people according to the progress of the
act: “the eaters”; it is not like the aorist which indicates completion (as our versions do).
22) And immediately he compelled the disciples to enter .into the boat and to be going on
ahead of him to the other side while he dismissed

the multitudes. And having dismissed the multitudes, he went up into the mountain privately to
pray; and when it was evening, he was there alone.
It is John (6 :15) who informs us regarding the reason
for this hasty compulsion. The multitudes were so
affected by this miracle that they were scheming to
kidnap Jesus and in triumph to carry him as king to
Jerusalem at the time of the Passover now close at
hand (John 6:4). The Twelve would have delighted
in such a scheme. Therefore Jesus separates them
from the multitude and sends them away by themselves, in order soon to give them a new revelation of
the kind of King he really is. The aorist éppﬁmu is punctiliar to express the one act of embarking, it is followed

by the durative present wpodycw to indicate the journey
across the lake. R. 857 regards the former inﬁnitive
as constative. “To go ahead of him to the other side”
implies that later on Jesus would join the disciples.

Mark has, “to the other side towards (mods) Bethsaida";
while John writes that “they were going to (etc) Caper-
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naum,” and that the next day the multitude also went
to Capernaum. Bethsaida was merely a suburb of
Capernaum, and thus either could be named as the
destination.
A one-sided emphasis on the clause introduced by
an: of: has this imply that Jesus would join the Twelve
immediately after dismissing the multitude, and some
even charge Jesus with breaking his word by not doing
so, or Matthew with writing as though this were the
case. But this is answered by the implications made
already in the main clause. The Twelve were to go by
boat and to the other side and thus ahead of Jesus.
That means that he would join them, not at once after
being rid of the multitude, but “on the other side,”
hence after they would arrive there. How this was
done John 6:21 indicates.

The a»: 05 clause

(here

meaning not “until” but “while," Zahn) states only
what prevented Jesus from going along with the disciples in the boat; he must dismiss the multitudes.
23) The serious turn which was now taking place
in the affairs of Jesus explains his dismissal of the multitude and his ascent into some lonely spot to spend
hours in prayer.

On the very next day so many turned

away from him that he asked even the Twelve whether
they would also go away, John 6:66, etc.; and his reference to Judas being a devil shows that his mind was
facing the coming betrayal and cruciﬁxion. The read-

ing ¢c6ya instead of dvcxullpqoe, in John 6:15, expresses
the fact: he actually ﬂed up into the mountain, alone,
by himself. When at last he was where none could ﬁnd
him in the dark he prayed, and the aorist wpoadéaaﬁm
merely states the fact without intimating continuousness. Note that the dismissal of the multitude is mentioned a second time and following it, as in vital connection with it, comes the hurrying away to prayer.

That multitude wanting to make him king was one
of Satan’s temptations to Jesus, and the sending these
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crowds away shows the temptation overcome. And
thus the prayer in the dark that stormy night may well
have been an outpouring of his heart to the Father for
the renewed victory, glorifying the Father by his obedience in facing the cross and interceding for the
Twelve and all his disciples that they might not be led
away by these false Messianic conceptions. We thus
catch just a glimpse of the deep inner life of Jesus.
His praying‘was perfect, pure, and exalted communion
with his Father. The genitive absolute, “evening
having come," is the same as in v. 15, but there it
marked the beginning of the evening while here we
have its end; that “evening” was also divided into a
ﬁrst, “when the day began to decline” (Luke 9:12),
and a second, when the shadows began to fall just
before darkness.
24) Now the boat was already in the midst of
the sea, distressed by the waves, for the wind was
contrary. When the disciples started before dark,
all was fair and beautiful and, experienced sailors as
most of them were, they hoisted sail and expected a
pleasant voyage to their destination. But this soon
changed. One of those sudden storms, for which this
lake is noted, lying, as it does, between high ridges,
descended and swept over the water, lashing the waves

furiously.

The adverb ’78:, looks back to the time Jesus

spent in prayer and hence means “already.” The sail
had been hurriedly furled, the men took to the oars and
held the boat straight against the wind to keep it from
being swamped. Matthew says, “the boat was distressed,” literally, “was being put to the test by torture”; Mark, that the disciples “were distressed in rowing.” Both are graphic. The variant reading: the
boat “was many stadia distant from the land," distressed, etc., may be original. John 6:19 gives the
distance as being 25 or 30 stadia, 3§ to 32- miles, a
stadium being one-eighth of a Roman and English mile.‘
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But this must not be understood as being a great distance. Only thus far had they come, out into themiddle of the lake, and still far from their port. The
necessity of holding the boat against the strong wind
prevented them from making any appreciable progress.
25) The miracle is told in the briefest and the
most restrained manner. And in the fourth watch
of the night he came to them, walking on the sea.
Matthew and Mark mention the time, to which John,
who constantly supplements, adds the distance covered.
The ﬁrst watch is from 6 to 9, the second from 9 to 12,
the third from 12 to 3, and thus the fourth from 3 to 6.
So many hours the disciples had labored; they must
have been at the point of exhaustion. But now, when
strength and hope were nearly gone, “he came to them.”
One might inquire whether he had walked all the way
out from the shore through the storm in the dark, or
had suddenly transported himself to the spot where the
disciples saw him. Curious questions deserve no answer, and in Holy Writ receive none. The present
participle pictures Jesus’ progress: “walking on the
sea." The wind howled, the waves dashed but affected
him not at all. He was not pitched about or tossed up
and down; he was not soaked with waves or spray
striking- him. Before him as he moved his feet a
smooth, apparently solid path lay on which he walked
as on ordinary ground. He did not move or ﬂoat in
the air as a specter is supposed to do; no unearthly light

played around him as painters generally imagine. It
was simply Jesus just as they had seen and left him the
evening before — but now walking on the storm—tossed
sea.
And “he came to them,” wpés, towards. Had they
not wished for his presence most ardently during those
long hours? Well, here he was! “Toward them” when
they were in such danger and distress could mean only
one thing: help, deliverance, safety at last. Walking
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as he did could mean only that he was coming with
omnipotent power, one that made the water bear his
weight and prevented wind and water from in the least
disturbing him. With such power he was now so near.
26)

And the disciples, having seen him walking

on the sea, were upset, saying, It is a ghost! and
they shrieked from fear. It was the walking on the
sea, this incredible thing, that caused the fright. Mark
adds the fact that “all” saw him, not merely one or two
who were, perhaps, inclined to see things and might
have been quieted by the rest. They think they see a
«pdwaapa, an unearthly form, a specter, or ghost. The
darkness, the hour of night, the storm and the danger
still in full force, the physical exhaustion, all combine
to make the disciples give way to the superstitions still
lurking in their minds. What would some who now
smile at superstition have felt if they had held an oar
in that boat? They are shaken because they think
that this unearthly form walking toward them is a sure
sign that they are all doomed men. So they shriek
aloud, giving expression to their terror (6.1315) .
27) Immediately Jesus spoke to them, saying:
Cheer up! It is I! Stop being afraid! The reason
they saw Jesus, though it was dark, was because he
was only a short distance away. At once he checks
their terror. With aapacirc he calls to them to take courage and to be ﬁlled with cheer. “It is I l” furnishes the
reason: “I” -— not a specter! Away with your superstition! I, your own Lord and Master, whose voice you
know so well!

The present imperative in prohibitions

often, as here, means to stop what one is already doing,
i. e., to end it permanently: “stop fearing i” there is
no cause for it (R. 851, etc.).

The ﬁrst imperative is

positive and is matched by the second, a negative: fear
out, cheer and courage in!

28) The word of Jesus had its effect. .The
astounding reality that it was their own Lord and
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Master standing out there on the water by the exercise
of his divine power penetrated their minds. And
Peter answered him and said, Lord, if it is thou,
order me to come to thee upon the waters. And he
said, Come! And having stepped down from the
boat, he walked on the waters to come to Jesus.
From superstitious terror Peter leaps to the opposite

extreme, the daring of faith. It is characteristic of
him to act thus quickly. Convinced that Jesus actually
walked on the water, the thought suddenly ﬂashed into
his mind that with Jesus’ consent he, too, could do so.
It is a mistake to read doubt into the conditional
clause “if it is thou," for this is a condition of reality,
meaning, “if it is, as indeed it is.” It is added by Peter
because a moment ago he and the disciples had other
thoughts. The English subjunctive, “if it be thou,"
subtracts from the reality. Moreover, Peter wants to
express his faith to Jesus, namely that he really believes
Jesus is standing out there on the water. He intends
to say that he believes this so completely that Jesus can
make him, too, walk out to the place where Jesus is on
the water. This was true boldness of faith on Peter's
part, that strength of faith which knows and trusts that
even natural impossibilities yield before the will, word,
and power of Jesus. For note that Peter asks Jesus
to command him to come, for only such a command will
enable him to do so. And that command implies, when
it is acted on by Peter, full faith that trusts that command.

29) Only under those circumstances could Jesus
say, “Come !” The faith which Peter manifests Jesus
accepts and justiﬁes.

If it had not been true faith, or

if wrong and foolish motives had prompted Peter, Jesus
would never have given his command. Those who criticize Peter ought to see that their criticism really
strikes Jesus who consents to Peter’s pr0posal. Peter
is ready to make up for the cowardice of the supersti-
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tious fear he had had a moment ago by the courage of
faith which now trusts Jesus’ power enough to walk
out to him at his command. We cannot agree that
Peter intends to outdo and to outdare the other disciples, to show of his faith before them before the Lord
as being greater than theirs as he afterward did when
he said, “Although all shall be offended, yet will not I”
(26 :23). Peter makes no comparison between himself and the rest. If he had done so even silently, the
Lord would never have replied, “Come l” but would
have warned and corrected him exactly as he did on the
later occasion. The Lord’s “Come !" is the bidding
Peter asks, and it is uncalled for to qualify it as Trench
does: “Come, if thou wilt; make the experiment, if thou
desirest!” This reads something into the simple command that it does not contain.
So Peter went over the side of the boat and walked,
actually walked, on the waters in order to go to Jesus.
In Jesus’ eyes it was good for the others to see Peter‘s
faith and its full justiﬁcation on the part of Jesus. But
we must not suppose that the boat still pitched in dire
distress and that Peter climbed out onto raging waves.
The boat must have lain in the path that extended
before Jesus as he had walked and now stood on the
water, which was a stretch of calm amid the surrounding tumult. As one of the good sailors among the
Twelve, Peter otherwise also could not have forsaken
his oar which was necessary in holding the boat on its
course.
30) But in looking at the wind he became
frightened; and having begun to sink, he yelled, saying, Lord, save me! And immediately Jesus, having stretched out his hand, took hold of him and
says, Man of little faith, why didst thou doubt?
For a little while Peter regarded the terriﬁc force of
the wind, piling up the waves about him far above his
head. It is diﬂicult to imagine this if Jesus and Peter
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were tossed up and down by these waves, their waters
dashing over them. Before their feet the waters must
have been smooth enough for walking. Peter was not
in danger, but fright struck him when he looked at
what was threatening all about him, and the thought
that he was now away from the boat and that these
waves were liable to swallow him at any moment. In
that moment of fright Peter’s faith gave way. He
looked at the terrifying wind and forgot Jesus who was
only a few paces away. And then he began to sink.
The solid water was again becoming ﬂuid under his
feet. It is uncalled for to refer to Peter’s ability to
swim. The thought of swimming never came to Peter.
When he felt himself sinking, he was afraid that the
wind and the waves stirred up by it would engulf him.
But this very fear that was due to what his eyes saw
and his heart forgot made him instantly remember and
turn to Jesus with the cry, “Save me !"
Peter had not overestimated his faith, nor had he
wanted to show it off ; nor did Jesus want to teach him
a lesson by properly humbling him. Jesus never humbles faith but always encourages it. He encouraged
that of Peter mightily when he told him to come. The
trouble was that, instead of holding to his faith, Peter
let go of it. This often happens even to men of strong
faith. The things that faith has to overcome are such
as, when they are looked at by themselves, are bound
to create dismay and depress faith. The will of Jesus
made the water solid only for Peter’s faith and only in
response to that faith. Thus, when doubt took the
placeof faith, the water began to return to its natural
state.

31) The Lord merely stretched out his hand and
took hold of Peter; the genitive aim-oi means that he
grasped some part of Peter. With a few quick steps
Jesus was at Peter’s side. Not with both hands did he
grasp Peter’s body in order to hold him up by main
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force; only with one hand, only taking hold of him, not
lifting his entire weight. The saving for which Peter
cried was a physical deliverance out of the engulﬁng
water. The saving Jesus granted him was more,
namely this physical deliverance by the spiritual restoration of his faith. At the touch of Jesus’ hand Peter
again stood upon the water which held him up as it had
done before. To be thus helped by having faith created, restored, increased in us is the most essential and
perfect help, even apart from physical succor.
Jesus’ word to Peter is usually regarded as a rebuke.
In reality it in a gentle way points out to Peter just
what caused his trouble: too little faith when he looked
at the wind, and doubt crowding out faith at the
thought of danger. “Man of little faith” is intended,
as is the plural in 8:26, again to increase that faith.
And 54's n’ refers not to cause but to purpose (R. 739).
The cause of Peter’s doubting was apparent, but what
purpose could he have in doubting (the aorist to indicate the momentary deubt that assailed him) when he
knew that Jesus' call to him to come was intended only
for faith and that his ability to walk over the water
was wholly dependent on faith? Jesus’ question must
ever remain without an answer, for no rational or
sensible answer can be given. No believer can ever
ﬁnd the least purpose for doubting, for doubting can
have but one result, namely disaster. Every believer's
purpose should be connected solely with his faith, for
faith alone and always results in deliverance, safety,
and praise of the Lord.
32) And when they had gone up into the boat,
the wind stopped, non-ﬁery, to grow tired, to abate.
Peter walked to the boat with Jesus and climbed into it.
It lay in the calm water that surrounded Jesus. We
cannot conceive the boat as pitching up and down and
being distressed by the waves. The force of the genitive absolute is temporal: at that moment the wind
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ceased; not causal: the entering the boat made the wind
cease. Yet this sudden stopping of the wind atthat
moment was evidently not a singular coincidence. The
wind stopped through the will of Jesus. More than
that. John 6:21, supplementing Matthew and Mark,
adds the detail that immediately the boat was also at
its destination—there in the dawning light lay the
docks of Capernaum. Now we see why the distance
the boat had travelled was mentioned, and why we were
told so particularly that it was still in the midst of
the sea. He who walked on the sea and enabled Peter
to do so caused the storm to cease in an instant and
caused the boat to be transferred to its destination.
The fact that Matthew and Mark omit the latter detail
is the plainest evidence that they are not intent on magnifying the miracles or their miraculous features. They
never overstate but, as in this case, often understate
the facts.
33) But those in the boat worshipped him, saying, Thou art truly God's Son! The Twelve were
overwhelmed by the manifestation of the omnipotence
of Jesus. They bow before him in the boat by an involuntary act of worship, confessing him as God’s Son.
The adverb ayoa‘n is to be construed with the copula.
but its force is that the disciples have for a long time
recognized Jesus’ Sonship and now ﬁnd it conﬁrmed
in the strongest manner.

The absence of the articles

with 9:06 wide does not make this predicate indeﬁnite:
“a Son of God,” as though there were other such Sons.
With proper names and again with nouns that denote

only the one of this kind that exists articles are not
needed. The disciples have in mind the one and only
one who can be called “God’s Son.” By this title they
declare both who and what Jesus is. It is grammatically untenable to bar out the who and to retain only
the what. The absence of the articles stresses the
quality, but it does this equally for both nouns. Hence
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just as @6017 does not mean “of a God,” so vhf: does not
mean merely “a. Son.” As there is only the one God.
so there is only the one Son. More than this, the genitive as such, as is the case where a genitive is added to
a noun, makes the noun thus modiﬁed deﬁnite. “Son"
might mean one of a number, but “God’s Son” cannot
have this meaning. The context also implies that this
divine title is intended to be the direct opposite of mere
men or of one who is only a man.
The claim that “God’s Son” is not the same as
“Messiah," and that the miracle here wrought has nothing to do with Christ’s Messiahship, is specious. Who
would the true Messiah be but the Son of God? Are
not all his miracles a revelation of his omnipotent
power over the forces of nature? Furthermore, this
miracle was to give the Twelve a true conception of the
divine power and majesty of Jesus over against the
unworthy conceptions of the multitude that was planning to make him a mere earthly king (John 6:15)
even against his will.
Among the other criticisms of Matthew's narrative
we note the claim that Matthew must have had a special
collection of stories regarding Peter which he worked
into his Gospel. Well, Matthew was in the very boat
out of which and into which Peter climbed, and Matthew was not blind.
Again we are told that “God’s Son" was not uttered
here in the boat; “the historicity of the words at this
point in the life of Jesus” is to be doubted; they voice
a much later faith which Matthew “has read back into
the story.” But Matthew himself was one of those
who prostrated themselves before Jesus and called him
God’s Son. And later on this very day Peter, speaking
for all the disciples, once more made the same confes-

sion, only in ampler form, John 6 :68, 69.
34) And having crossed over, they came to the

land of Gennesaret.

John’s record (6:21 and the
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following discourse on the Bread of Life) makes it
certain that after the storm Jesus and the Twelve
landed at Capernaum where the multitude that had
been fed so miraculously found him later in the day and
heard his discourse and then turned from him. And
the argument that this was the Sabbath, since Jesus
was in a synagogue, and that this Sabbath must then
have been a later day, since on a Sabbath the crowds
would not travel the distance from the east side to the
west side of the lake, cannot be maintained. The Jews
assembled in their synagogues also on Monday and on
Thursday. The facts are that Jesus landed at Capernaum and on that day spoke on the Bread of Life and
some days later visited Gennesaret. The aorist participle “having crossed over” is quite general and only
means that, when Jesus was through in Capernaum,
he visited Gennesaret. This is a triangular plain that
lies south of Capernaum and north of Tiberias, which
is made by the recession of the mountains. It was
praised by JOSephus for its fertility. The lake is called
the Sea of Gennesaret after it.
35) And when the men of that place recognized him they sent into that entire neighborhood
and brought up to him all those that were ill;
and they kept beseeching him that they might
only touch the tassel of his robe. And as many
as did touch it were made well.

Why of a'vb‘pee,

only the men? Evidently, because some of them had
been to Capernaum and perhaps elsewhere and had
seen Jesus, which could not be said of the women and

the children. The conclusion is correct that this was
new territory for Jesus; he had not been here before.
This, then, is also a sample of how Jesus withdrew
from the center of his great activity and sought out
retired and even distant localities. As soon as he is
recognized (R. 827), these people realize their opportunity for healing, send messengers, and from their
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small territory (about three miles along the lake and
two back from the shore) bring up to him all their
sick; Kama: Exav is entirely idiomatic (R. 546), for which
we use “to be” with an adjective. They collected
everyone who had any ailment whatever.
36) They are also so trustful as to the healing
power of Jesus that they do not ask‘ him to touch the
sick but only to let the sick touch him, namely the
xpéamSov of his robe (explained in 9:20). The In
clause is the object of the verb, it is exactly like an
inﬁnitive (R. 993). Mark adds that in every town,
village, and even in the country they had the sick ready
for him. Jesus consented to this procedure and honored this faith — every touch brought perfect restoration to health. Nothing is said about teaching, for
Matthew and Mark intend to record only what was
exceptional on this brief tour of Jesus to this little
region.

CHAPTER XV
Xll
Christ Again Clashes with the Pharisees and
Withdraws and Warns the Pharisees and
the Sadducees and His Disciples,
Chapter 15-16:12

1) Then there come unto Jesus from Jerusalem
Pharisees and scribes, saying: Why are thy disciples
transgressing the tradition of the elders? far they
are not washing their hands when they eat bread.
The adverb “then" marks the time only in a general
way and thus furnishes no warrant for the assumption
that Jesus was still in the country of Gennesaret. Matthew, as well as Mark, consider the place of no importance. The clash recorded in chapter 12 seems to have
been one with the local Pharisees in Galilee. Now,
however, a delegation of Pharisees and scribes (see 2 :4
and 3 :7) has arrived from the capital, both to spy upon
Jesus and to help in discrediting him in the eyes of
the people. We see that the violent opposition that had
arisen in Jerusalem was joining hands with that mani-

festing itself in Galilee. Since these men came up from
the capital they had more prestige than the local members of their party. Jesus also handles them with more
severity.
2) With 8er they ask why the disciples of Jesus
are setting aside (note 1:an in the verb) “the tradition
of the elders," the entire body of rules of conduct
handed down orally by the «pcapﬁupm, the old, venerable,
learned rabbis. Part of “the tradition,” which was
afterward compiled in the Talmud and the Midrashim.
.
(581)
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consisted of the haggada, expositions and legendary
expansions of the historical and the prophetical books
of the Old Testament, and of the halacha, rules which
in casuistic fashion regulated conduct down to the
smallest details. Here the halacha is referred to, “the
fence” erected around the law, rules that were in part
derived from Moses personally, in part were based on
his writings, 613 of them, to which seven additional
duties were added with a debate as to whether they
were to be rated as inferior, equal, or superior to the
written canon. In practice “the tradition” was placed
above the canon, a plain example of which Jesus gives
in v. 3-6. The seriousness of the charge implied in the
question is that Jesus teaches this transgression of the
tradition. That is why Jesus personally did not need
to be mentioned as himself transgressing these traditional rules. What the disciples were doing they were
doing as disciples of Jesus, thus involving him in the
most serious way. These Pharisees might disregard
some individual transgression, but to teach transgression as a matter of principle was a different thing.
The implied charge is broad: the setting aside of
the entire halacha. The yap clause illustrates by introducing one plain example: the disciples of Jesus do
not wash themselves (VL'm’ow-ai, middle) as to their
hands whenever they dine (the present subjunctive
to indicate repetition, R. 972). “To eat bread” means
to partake of a meal. The neglect of this formality
could be easily veriﬁed, yet its observance was considered as essential, not for sanitary reasons or for the
sake of ordinary cleanliness, but for fear that the hands
had brushed against a Gentile or against something
belonging to a Gentile. Mark 7 :3, etc., written for
Gentiles, explains in more detail. The divine Levitical
law required no Such washing. Jesus and his disciples
observed the Levitical law but disregarded the rabbinical tradition. Yet they did so, not because human
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customs as such are to be disregarded, but because
the Pharisees considered the tradition as binding the
conscience by divine authority, binding it even more
severely than the written law of God.
3)

But he, answering, said to them: Why are

even you yourselves transgressing the commandment
of God for the sake of your tradition?

For God

said, Honor thy father and thy mother; and, He that
reviles father or mother, let him die the death. But
you on your part say: Whoever shall say to his
father or to his mother, A gift! whatever from me
thou mightest be beneﬁted by, he shall not honor
his father. And you revoked the Word of God for
the sake of your tradition. The answer of Jesus is
not an argument ad hominem, which simply silences the
Pharisees by pointing out that they are doing an equal,
yea, a greater wrong.

Such an argument would be an

admission of guilt on Jesus' part. Note that the question asked by Jesus is the exact counterpart of the one
put to him by the Pharisees. But in his question he
nulliﬁes and wipes out their appeal to “the tradition
of the elders” by facing them with “the commandment
of God” which is set aside “for the sake of your tradition.” In this simple way Jesus annihilates their tradition. It violates God’s own law and commandment.
This is the reason that Jesus teaches his disciples and
must teach them to observe none of this tradition.
The m’ before the emphatic bad: is not “also" and
does not place these Pharisees alongside of Jesus’ disciples; it signiﬁes “even you yourselves,” the very ones
who are truly guilty of trangression while they pretend
to ﬁnd transgression in others. And Sum’, as in v. 2,
asks for the cause. This cause is that God’s commandment means nothing to them when it comes to their
self-invented tradition. Note that Jesus does not refer

to the tradition “of the elders,” behind whose skirts
these Pharisees crawl; but says “your” tradition, mak-
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ing these Pharisees personally responsible for the tradition they accept and promulgate.

4)

Jesus, too, follows with a yelp and furnishes a

striking example of the transgression which he charges
against the Pharisees. He quotes what “God said,”
the Fourth Commandment. This is not a deduction
of the rabbis but the plainest example of God’s own
commandment. He even reinforces this (Exod. 20 :12)
by another thing that “God said” (Exod. 21 :17), which
shows how highly God wants parents esteemed. In the
civil law of the Jews he placed the death penalty on the
mere reviling of a father or a mother (xaKvoydv, not
necessarily “to curse” although it would include cursing) . The Hebrew moth yumath the LXX reproduces
by anvdﬂy «Murcia-w, and this is retained by Matthew:
“let him die the death.”
5) All this, though it is absolutely divine, counts
for nothing with the Pharisees when it comes to their
self-invented tradition. Over against what “God said”
Jesus now puts what “you on your part (emphatic ﬁnds)
say," the present tense )u'yerc to indicate their constant
and established teaching. Jesus quotes their own teaching, a piece of their “tradition” regarding a son’s obligation to his father or his mother. It is a specimen
from their chapter on vows, which they had extended
beyond all reason. Any man might withhold help and
support from a needy parent simply by declaring that
what would be required for such need was vowed to
God or to the Temple as a sacred gift.

Such a vow,

Pharisaic tradition held, came ahead of every other
obligation involving the money or the goods vowed.
Au-ipov is simply an exclamation: “A gift l” and means
that the thing is a gift which by this exclamation is
dedicated to God or to the Temple and is therefore not
to be used in any other way.

How soon the man ex-

claiming: Aapoy! when his father or his mother asked
him for something would turn over this “gift” to the
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priests, was another matter —sometimes he failed to
do so although Jesus is not citing such a case.
The clause with a c'civ describes what is thus vowed
away, and the accusative is the ordinary case with the
passive, here the aorist from “My: “whatever thou
mightest be beneﬁted by from me,” i. e., it is a gift
vowed away whatever otherwise might bring you help
and beneﬁt. The relative clause. 3 My modiﬁes the exclamatory 85pm which makes the construction entirely
regular (there is no mt before oi; mi). B.-D. 360, 1
would change Edy to iv in order to produce unreality:
“thou wouldest have been benefited,” i. e., if it were

not 815mm “a gift”; but this is too great a change.

The

matter of vowing away things was greatly abused.
Thus, when a creditor came to collect, and the debtor
was reluctant to pay, the creditor cried: “A gift,” and
thus compelled the debtor to pay the priests.
6) “He shall not honor his father” is the future
tense used in legal commands, here the ﬁnding pronounced by the Pharisees in their tradition; of course,
it is volitive (R. 876), and of: mi is the strong negation
often used with the future indicative or the subjunctive. The remark that the Pharisees would scarcely
have contradicted the Fourth Commandment so ﬂatly
does honor to Christian feeling but fails to understand
the Pharisees. Jesus could never have charged them
to their faces with saying this if they were not actually
saying it.
The charge is thus complete. Jesus sums it up:
“And you revoked the Word of God (some texts have
“the law of God”) for the sake of your tradition.” The
aorist 'r'lxupu'la’afc states the past fact, and the present
Ae'yc're states what is still being done. The verb (a plus
kﬁpos) means to leave without a lord, hence to deprive
of all authority. And the 8d phrase is the answer to
8m: in v. 8: “for what cause ?” — “for the cause of your
tradition.”
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7) And now Jesus turns upon these men and subjects them to the very Word of God they so brazenly
annul and demand that Jesus must also annul.
Hypocrites, excellently did Isaiah prophesy concerning you, saying:
This people honors me with their lips,
But their heart keeps far away from me.
By teaching as teachings precepts of men.

One word characterizes these Pharisees and scribes:
“Hypocrite l” and 1370' in the term (R. 633) adds
the idea of an actor behind a mask. C.-K. 638:
“The hypocrite tries to appear before men as he ought
to be before God and yet is no ." The term, found only
in the Gospels, always has this religious sense. The
worst form of hypocrisy is that which carries its selfdeception to the point where it thinks that it really is
what it only pretends to be. Such were the Pharisees.
The more their hypocrisy came in contact with the holy
integrity of Jesus, the more it appeared as what it actually was. The most vicious enemies of Jesus were these
hypocrites. Instead of here himself branding them,
Jesus lets Isaiah do this. The very Word they pervert
is made their judge.
8) What Isaiah told his own generation as the
utterance of Jehovah concerning them was thereby
said also concerning the Pharisees and the scribes of
Jesus’ time, for they fully repeated the hypocrisy of
that former generation. In this sense Isaiah “did
prophesy concerning you.” Isa. 29:13 is not quoted
mechanically but with purpose. Out of the much
longer sentence Jesus selects only those four lines that
establish that purpose, namely, to present Jehovah’s

picture of the hypocrites. Since only these four lines
- are used, they are very properly taken out of the subordinate construction of Isaiah’s long, complex sentence and are made ordinary simple statements by the

Matthew 15:8, 9

587

omission of “forasmuch.” Jesus omits “this people
draws near me with their mouth" and uses only the
coordinate line regarding the lips. The textus receptus, and thus the A. V., have added the omitted line.
The two great marks of fully developed hypocrites
are presented in Jehovah’s characterization: honor that
is mere pretense (with the lips not with the heart) ;
teachings that are likewise empty pretense (presented
as being divine when they are framed only by men).
The two are always found together, for the moment
the heart keeps far from God it leaves also his Word.
The very ﬁrst requirement of his Word which is also
fundamental for all true worship of GOd is genuine sincerity toward him and his Word.
9) The Hebrew line: “and their fear toward me
is taught by the precept of men,” is rendered by the
LXX: “moreover, in vain do they worship me, teaching precepts and teachings of men.” The sense is the
same, for the reverent fear of God is expressed by the
worship of him, and every bit of such reverent worship
rests on God's Word and is shaped and controlled by
that Word. The moment mere human precepts are
substituted for that Word the entire fear of God and
its expression in worship are vitiated, become mimics,
“useless,” in the sense that they lead to no good results,
are pimv, “in vain.” The verb ae’ﬁopai means “to render divine worship,” while wpoaxwdv denotes only the act
of humble prostration. The latter may be practiced
before a human superior as well as before God. There
is the worst kind of contradiction between divine worship (fear of God) and precepts of men (in place of
the Word). To be blind to this contradiction is the
very essence of hypocrisy. It is bad enough when it is
practiced by an individual; it becomes far worse when
it is taught as the true way to fear and to worship
God and thus builds up a national system of hypocritical worship.
'
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The teaching is emphasized; it substitutes that of
man for that of God and makes the former appear as if
it were the latter. The Hebrew collective “the precept
of men” the LXX expands into “precepts and teachings
of men" (two terms for one idea), which Jesus combines more closely: “as teachings precepts of men,”
making the ﬁrst noun predicative to the second. The
thought is the same throughout. “0f men” is subjective ; they invented these precepts. The c'vrﬂpafa are
all the practical regulations of the religious life, but
all of them as the outgrowth of underlying facts and
principles.
One of the specious errors of today is the separation
of so-called doctrines from practice. Every religious
practice, whether it is only a single minor act or a set
church policy, goes back to the corresponding doctrine
which is nothing but an expression of what is conceived
as really being God’s will and Word. The false practices of the Pharisees sprang from utterly false conceptions of that will and Word; hence Jesus clashed so
violently with them when he insisted on the true conception of what God actually willed and said in his
Word. The same conﬂict continues to this day.
10) And having called the multitude to himself, he said to them: Pay attention and understand:
not what enters into the mouth deﬁles the man, but

what proceeds out of the mouth deﬁles the man.
The Pharisees are dismissed; they have their verdict
“hypocrites,” sealed by the Lord’s word quoted from
Isaiah. When they presented their question and their
charge (v. 1), the multitude of common people respectfully drew back and, after Jesus had answered them,
watched them depart. Now Jesus calls the people to
him. They are the ones who are being misled by these
Pharisees and scribes whom they revere and follow,
and with loving concern he tries to set them right.
“Pay attention (literally: be hearing) and under-
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stand!” makes impressive what Jesus has to tell them.
He puts it all into the simplest and clearest kind of a
statement, one that is selfvevident, axiomatic, and needs
only to be heard to have its truth comprehended.
When Jesus says that nothing that is outside of a
man can, by entering into him, deﬁle him (see Mark
7:15) he refers to eating with unwashed hands. The
Pharisees claimed that such hands deﬁled the food they
touched and thus deﬁled the man who ate that food.
Jesus says that the principle is wrong on which this
speciﬁc case is based; in fact, it turns the entire principle upside down. For not what enters into but what
comes out of the mouth deﬁles the man. Deﬁlement is
not physical but moral and spiritual. It never comes
into the mouth but is in the heart, so that the mouth lets
it come out. But did not God in the Levitical law forbid certain kinds of food to the Jews, and would not
putting such food into the mouth and eating it deﬁle
the man? The answer that Jesus is here abrogating
the Levitical law is untenable; as a Jew he himself
fulﬁlled every requirement of it and he kept that law
in force for his disciples until Pentecost (Acts 11:1,
etc.). The answer is that it was not the food as food
entering the mouth that made unclean but the man’s
disregard of the Levitical law given him by God, the
disobedience he would voice by asking for such food
and by justifying his eating thereof. So, indeed, it is
exactly as Jesus says. Yet it calls for a little thought,
consideration, and understanding to get rid of our
untrue ideas and to see the full, lucid truth of what
Jesus says. With this pithy word, the net result of his
clash with the Pharisees, the multitude is dismissed.
12) Then the disciples, having come forward,
said to him, Dost thou know that when the Pharisees
heard that word they were offended? Mark 7 :12
has Jesus in a house, away from the multitude; perhaps tie olxov may mean that Jesus went “home,” which
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would locate this scene during a brief return to Capernaum. By 76y Myov the disciples refer to the word just
uttered to the multitude. Others regard it as a reference
to v. 3-9, and then think that the disciples considered
this reply unnecessarily sharp. But this does not satisfy the deictic article “this word or saying,” and we
never read that the disciples criticized Jesus’ treatment
of the Pharisees as hypocrites. The word spoken to
the people forms the climax to the previous episode, and
what was so intolerable to these self-appointed leaders
of the people was the fact that Jesus took this leadership from them and here taught the people the direct
opposite of what they had taught.
13) And Jesus, answering, said: Every planting which my heavenly Father did not plant shall be
uprooted. Let them go on; as guides they are
blind; and if the blind guides the blind, both shall
fall into a pit. The abstract (tunic. is used for the
concrete dﬁrwpa, "plant.” There is a debate as to
whether the ﬁgure deals with the persons (here the
Pharisees) or with the false doctrine or with both.
The analogy of 13:29 favors a reference to persons;
moreover, doctrine can never be separated from those
that teach it, for that is what makes them the persons
they are. The ﬁgure is that of a garden or a park, and,
in the fashion of Biblical allegory, it is woven together
with the interpretation when the owner and planter of
this garden or grove is called “my heavenly Father."
The plants which he plants are the true believers who

hold to his Word, and the rest, not planted by him, are
all who lack faith and hold to the doctrines of men.

The uprooting refers to the divine judgment that shall
overtake them in due time.
14) “Let them go on," were ail-rails, lass sie gewaehren, has its analogy in 13 :30. After the general
statement made in v. 13 Jesus now turns to the Pharisees in particular. Since their judgment awaits them,
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the disciples are to let them go on. Nothing is so terrible as when Jesus abandons a man. In v. 13 their
lack of connection with the Father is stated, to which
is now added their own spiritual condition. Their
blindness is brought forward because the entire connection deals with the Word of God and its opposite, “the
precepts of men” (v. 9). Nor is this blindness a mere
misfortune or only the natural blindness of men that
is due to their inherited sinful state. Theirs is that
self-willed and obdurate blindness which consists in a
ﬁxed and ﬁnal opposition to the light. They deliberately choose the darkness rather than the light (John
3:19) and proudly call their blindness sight (John
10:40, 41), desiring to be designated as at Bhe'qrowes.
Hence they also set themselves up as 681m; or “guides”
of others. With what result, Jesus states in a proverbial expression in which 'rmﬁAds and MM}: are made emphatic by being placed before édy. Seeing eyes would
avoid a pit, but when neither guide nor guided have
such eyes, both will plunge down and break their necks;
and 369mm may well intend to symbolize hell.
15) Now Peter, answering, said to him, Explain
to us the parable, i. e., the mashal, which Jesus spoke
to the people (v. 11) when he summed up the whole
contention with the Pharisees.
16) And he said: Even yet are you, too, without understanding?

Do you not comprehend that

everything that goes into the mouth passes into the
belly and is then expelled into a privy; but the
things that go out of the mouth come out of the
heart, and those are the ones that deﬁle the man.
For out of the heart come wicked considerations,
murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false testimonies, blasphemies. These things are what deﬁle
the man; but to eat with unwashed hands does not
deﬁle'the man. The rebuke that “up to this point,"
de-riv (adverbial accusative, R. 488), the disciples are
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still without understanding of truths as plain as the
ones in question, is surely deserved. Yet the idea that
in themselves certain foods produced deﬁlement merely
by being eaten, apart from the condition of the heart
(whether it intended to disobey God or not), still confused Peter and the others for whom he spoke.
17) The rebuke continues with the question, “Do
you not comprehend ?” meaning that this is so easy to
grasp. In Mark 7 :18, 19 two points are added, namely
that food is something outside of the man and does not
go into his heart but only into the Koou’a, the abdominal
cavity containing the stomach and the intestines; Deﬁlement is impossible unless the heart is involved. Mark
says that this made all meats clean as far as they themselves are concerned. This, however, was no abrogation of the Levitical laws concerning meats. For here
the heart would necessarily be involved: forbidden
meats could be eaten only by a Jew who was set on
disobeying God’s Levitical law. An d¢e8pa$v is not a
“draught” or a “drain” but a place to which one retires
(am) and sits down (zapa, seat). Food merely passes
through the body in the common process of nature.
18) Matters stand entirely different with what
comes out of the mouth. That, as Mark 7 :21 states it,
is “from within,” anOev, originating inside of the man,
namely in his heart, the seat of all thought, emotion,
and volition in the Biblical and the Greek conceptions.
Here is where the deﬁlement is to be sought. This does
not, however, imply that the deﬁlement ensues only

when the contents of the heart are uttered through the
mouth; they are what they are before they ever begin
to be expressed.
19) “For” explains the deﬁlement by stating what
comes out of the heart and hence what is in the heart.
This is an actual cesspool ﬁlled with wicked “consideration,” rompot, “actively and viciously wicked.” In the

New Testament Suzhoywpmf is always used in an evil
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sense even when no modiﬁer is added, C.-K. 683. The
appositions give us a list of these thoughts, six in Matthew but twelve in Mark 7 :21, 22.

The fact that some

of these sins are deeds and not merely words makes no
difference when we recall Jesus’ exposition of the Commandments in 5:21, etc.
20) These sins that arise from the heart deﬁle the
man, and the disregard of the man-made precept of

washing does nothing of the kind, no matter what the
Pharisees teach.
21) And having gone out from thence, Jesus
withdrew to the parts of Tyre and Sidon. He thus
continues his course (14:13) of withdrawing from
the populous centers into retired places and thus
avoiding his enemies. This is not ﬂight but well-considered prudence. Since etc may mean “to” as well
as “into,” it leaves uncertain whether Jesus crossed or
only approached the border. “The parts of Tyre and
Sidon,” however, refer to sections of Syrophoenicia
and not merely to the border sections of Galilee.
22) And lo, a Canaanite woman, having come
out from those borders, cried out, saying: Show me
mercy, Lord, son of David!

My daughter is badly

demon-possessed. “Lo” pictures the case as being
remarkable. Even here in this distant section Jesus
and his miraculous power are known (4:24). Writing for readers of Jewish descent, Matthew uses

“Canaanite,” recalling the Old Testament account that
the Jews had not completely exterminated the
Canaanites as God had commanded. This woman was
a descendant of that old pagan race.

Mark (7 :26),

writing for Gentile Christians, calls her a Greek in the
sense of a Gentile, to mark her religion; and a Syrophoenician by race, using the more modern term for
her nationality. Before Jesus could enter her country,
she “came out from those borders” to ﬁnd Jesus at
the edge of Galilee. Mark 7 :31 makes it certain
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that Jesus afterward went through Sidon, but this
woman took no chances—he might turn back from
the border and so get beyond her reach. Jesus wanted
no man to know of his presence, but word got out,
nevertheless. When Mark tells us that he was in .a
house, this means only that he was in retirement and
doing no work among the people. It does not'place
the following scene in the house, for v. 23 transpires
in the open.
Jesus and his disciples had probably just dined
in the house, which would make the reference to “the
children’s bread” in v. 26 the more suggestive. As
he leaves the house to go on, the woman is there,
having, perhaps, anxiously waited for him. With the
aorist imperative she begs for an act of mercy, and
aim always means pity for the suffering, for the sad
and painful consequences resulting from sin and our

sinful state; while xa’pls always refers to the guilt of
sin. She begs the act of mercy for herself, but her
sad state is due to the terrible state of her little daughter who is demon-possessed. The mere verb is enough
—there is no need to add the particular havoc the
demon wrought. 0n the actuality of demoniacal possession see the notes on 4:24.
When the woman combines “Lord" with “son of
David,” she understands “Lord” in the higher sense
as being in fact the Messianic title. She plainly reveals that she has knowledge of the Messianic hopes
of Israel and had heard that they were being connected with Jesus as the promised great descendant
of King David. It is not necessary to regard her as
a Jewish proselyte, and it is quite enough to believe
that knowledge had come to her from the reports
that had been carried into her heathen land. She
surely had tried the remedies altered in her neighborhood for her daughter’s recovery, all of which had
proved ineffective. Then she heard of Jesus and how
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he with a mere word had expelled demons from poor
sufferers like her daughter. These reports found fertile soil in her heart. How she had longed to reach
this mighty Helper! Now he had come to this far
corner of Galilee, and here she ﬁnds him with her
fervent prayer.

23) But he did not answer her a word. This
apparently strange silence on the part of Jesus must
not be separated from what follows. And his disciples, having come forward, kept requesting him,
saying, Dismiss her, for she is yelling from behind
us. The picture presents Jesus walking on in
silence, the woman following him with her frantic
cries. The imperfect 'r’lptiarmv is descriptive, and the
verb denotes respectful asking. One after another of
the disciples comes up to Jesus and joins in this
request. The verb “dismiss’her” is neutral in force
and leaves to the discretion of Jesus whether he will
dismiss her by granting or by denying her request.
Yet the disciples had never seen Jesus deny anyone
pleading for help, although at times he had delayed a
little while (John 4:47, etc.; Matt. 8:5, etc.), namely
whenever some question had ﬁrst to be settled. It is
fair, therefore, to conclude that the disciples think
of a dismissal by granting the woman’s prayer. They
indicate, however, that they are not moved entirely by
pity for her distress. Jesus did not want his presence
to become known, but the outcries of this woman were
bound to attract public attention. It was quite a scene
for thirteen men to Walk along with a woman shouting
("i-maﬁa, not “behind them,” but with the greater precision of the Greek, “from behind them,” R. 645.
The thing may also have appeared unseemly to the
disciples.
24) The motives that prompt the action of Jesus
are by far more profound. He, however, answer—
ing said, I was not commissioned save to the sheep
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that have been lost of Israel’s house. Since Jesus
is about to cross the boundary of the Holy Land and
to go into Gentile territory for a brief time, all those
present must know that this in no way implies a
transfer of his ministry from the Jews to the Gentiles
or even an inclusion of the Gentiles into his Messianic
ministry. The working of this miracle was not to be
understood as ushering in the performance of a great
number of additional miracles among the Gentiles of
this territory. The divine plan, according to which
Jesus “was commissioned,” was to work out redemption in the Jewish nation and not elsewhere; as soon
as it had been worked out, it would be carried to all
the world. Moreover, this would begin in less than
a year, following the next Passover. With this divine
plan Jesus was in fullest accord, and his great work
was already hastening to its climax. These mighty
facts must be thoroughly understood. That is why
Jesus delays and explains them in advance in the most
impressive way and does not postpone the explanation until after the woman has gone.
We must, therefore, give up the explanation, so
offensive to moral feeling, that Jesus pretended to be
hard and tortured the woman with uncertainty for the
purpose of testing her faith in order then to praise
her. Jesus never plays the actor, and any ediﬁcation
secured from such a view has doubtful value. Akin
to this view is the other that Jesus puts off the woman
in order that she may overcome his refusal by the

strength of her faith or until Jesus was led to change
his mind.
Confusion is also introduced by referring
to other Gentiles whom Jesus had helped, for instance,
the centurion mentioned in 8:5, etc. But why overlook the many Gentile sick mentioned in 4 :24, and the

demoniacs in 8:28, etc.?
Jesus never hesitated to
heal Gentiles as long as no wrong deductions could
be drawn from these acts. Here the case was far
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different. While Jesus granted this woman’s request,
although he went through Sidon (Mark 7 :31), we
hear of no further teaching or healing in this pagan
land. And Jesus acted thus, not because this would
have obviated his acceptability as a Messiah by the
Jews —- his nation had already rejected him! —- but
because of the divine plan of redemption.
When he calls the Jews “sheep," all his love and
kindness toward his nation is revealed. He thus also
denominates himself as their true Shepherd. The
perfect participle, added emphatically by a second
article (R. 776), “that have been lost,” has its present
implication, “and are thus now in this condition."
“House of Israel” is not a mixing of ﬁgures, since it
is a stereotyped title of high honor for the chosen
nation.
25) But she, having come, was worshipping
him, saying, Lord, be helping me! While Jesus was
answering the disciples, the woman found her way
to the feet of Jesus, prostrated herself in utter
humility and deepest appeal, and begged for his help.
The imperfect pictures the scene in its progress:
we see her bending her head to the dust. Whereas
she at ﬁrst used the aorist c‘Ae’yaov to indicate the one
gift of mercy, she now uses the present Bari0a to
express the enduring help she desires. Whatever
divine directions Jesus follows and must follow in his
divine oﬂice this woman is sure will not conﬂict with
helping her in her distress.
26) But he, answering, said, It is not an excellent thing to take the bread of the children and to
throw it to the little pet dogs. Even now Jesus
does not directly address the woman; an at’rrﬁ, “to her,”
is not found in the text. Like the previous statement,
this, too, is a general proposition and is even phrased
in proverbial form. Yet Jesus does not say: oéx
c'ﬁca-rw, “it is not right,” but: of»: Ecru xaAo'v, “it is not
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9. ﬁne thing” to do.

He does not say “dogs,” as our

versions translate the diminutive mépu, but “little
dogs,” such as are kept in the house as pets. This
difference is vital. In the Orient dogs have no owners
but run wild and act as scavengers for all garbage
and offal. Such “dogs," the Jews called all Gentiles
—ownerless, unclean in every way, always to be
avoided. Jesus offers an entirely diﬁerent thought
when he speaks of “the little pet dogs” when referring
to the Gentiles. These have owners who keep them
even in the house and feed them by throwing them
bits from the table. No Oriental dogs of the street
were ever allowed in a house, to say nothing of a
dining-room.
The thought expressed is thus identical in substance with v. 24, adding only one point. The bread
is the ministry of Jesus and the blessings he dispenses.
This is for the children, the chosen nation. They
recline at table while Jesus dispenses his blessings to
them. Any little pet dog in the house is not allowed
to lie on one of the couches as though it, too, were
a child; this certainly would not be xan, “a ﬁne
thing” to allow. A pet dog is given his food in a
different way: he is allowed to pick up anything the
children may drop while they are eating at table. God
has not altogether excluded the Gentiles from the
ministry of Jesus. Let us note? that “the little pet
dogs” does not refer to all the Gentiles in the world
but only to such as lived among the Jews or came
into contact with them and could thus in a way obtain
some of their blessings.
The word of Jesus is thus not nearly as “hard”
as interpreters have made it.

This word is not a

“temptation” which this woman is asked to overcome.
Such ideas miss the real point. In both v. 24 and
26 Jesus simply asks the disciples and the woman to
accept the divine plan that Jesus must work out his
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mission among the Jews alone, and that thus the
blessings dispensed during his ministry by that mission shall be set before the Jews alone. Any share
‘of Gentile individuals in any of these blessings can
be only incidental during Jesus’ ministry in Israel.

Jesus was now about to pass into Syrophoenician
territory, it was vital that this be understood, especially right here and now, when a Gentile woman
was begging for Messianic help (note her cry, “son
of David").
27)

But she said, Yes, Lord; for the little pet

dogs, too, eat some of, the little crumbs that keep
falling from the table of their lords.
answer is wonderful in every way.

The woman’s
Wholeheartedly

she accepts what Jesus says about the divine arrangement of his Messianic mission as being conﬁned to the
chosen nation. Her consent to it is far more than
formal or superﬁcial: she understands and consents,

and she submits without question or thought of objection. She does not even ask why God acted as he
did. The keen ears of her faith catch also the full
implication as regards the children and their little
pet dogs. In Homer they are called rpamzﬁec mine.
“dogs fed from their master’s table” (Liddell and
Scott). The present c'UOt'u means: “they usually eat,”
and «#6 is to be taken in the partitive sense: “some

of the little crumbs”; all of them would require the
accusative, R. 519 and 577. The present participle
nay 1mr-rév7wv is durative: “that keep falling" from
their lords’ table. She even calls the children “the
lords" of these little pet dogs. She keeps entirely
to the ﬁgurative language of Jesus and by means of
it expresses her faith in all its humbleness and submissiveness, begging, as one of those little pet dogs,

a few tiny crumbs which the children, in eating, inadvertantly keep dropping on the ﬂoor. Here is faith
in all its lowly beauty.
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28) Then, answering (3 :15), Jesus said to her,
0 woman, great is thy faith! Let it he to thee as
thou wilt. And healed was her daughter from that
very hour.

Now Jesus grants her prayer.

It is un-

warranted to think that Jesus kept her on tenterhlooks
for the purpose of making her faith stretch itself to
the utmost; his action was not like holding a morsel
higher and higher to make a dog jump to the limit of
his ability before rewarding him. The greatness of
this woman’s faith, here openly praised by Jesus, lies
not in its strength and its intensity which overcome
obstacles set up by Jesus and grow greater as these
obstacles Were increased. The greatness lay in submissively accepting and in rightly understanding what
Jesus said about his Messianic mission. Her great
distress did not dull her ears or darken her mind to
Jesus’ word. The view that she overcame the reluctance of Jesus to help her attributes to Jesus what
was foreign to him and gives a wrong turn to the
narrative.
This is the second Gentile whose faith Jesus praised
(8:10). In both cases a faith was manifested that
truly understands and wholly accepts the Lord’s Word.
Note the necessity of this understanding and per-

ceiving as expressed in 13:13-15, 51; 16:9; also in
Eph. 1:17, 18. Every misconception on which one
relies is false faith, no matter how strong the reliance
may be. All right knowledge of the actual facts revealed by Christ forms‘ the eternal basis of faith
(5:18), and faith is great according to the measure
of the conﬁdence (m’am) it places in this basis,
neither questioning nor rationalizing about all the
facts involved nor about the divine will revealed in
them.
The Greek J: is used sparingly with vocatives, so
that, when it is used, it carries with it both emotion

and solemnity, R. 463, etc.

“Be it unto thee," as
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in 9:29; “as thou wilt,” as in 7:12; “healed is thy
daughter,” as in 8:13; “from that very hour,” as in
9:22. No further miracles and no teaching are
reported during this visit of Jesus’ to the parts of
Tyre and Sidon.
29) And having departed thence, Jesus came
alongside the Sea of Galilee (wapd, R. 615) ; and having gone up into a mountain, he was sitting there.
From the far northwest Jesus travelled in a wide
sweep to the far southeast into Decapolis, the country
of the Ten Cities. How he crossed to the far side of
the lake is not indicated; we are told only that after—
ward he took a boat on the eastern shore and crossed

to Magadan, v. 39.
30) And there came to him numerous multitudes having with them lame, blind, dumb, cripples,
and numerous others; and they ﬂung them at his
feet. And he healed them, so that the multitude
wondered, seeing the dumb speaking, the cripples
sound, the lame walking around, and the blind
seeing; and they gloriﬁed the God of Israel. For
three days this went on (v. 32) somewhat as in the territory of Gennesaret (14 :34, etc.) . The sufferers were
simply deposited at Jesus’ feet who healed them all —
a tremendous statement!
31) The effect was astonishment, the constative
aorist registering the fact, time with the inﬁnitive here
expressing the actual (and not the contemplated) result. Signiﬁcant is the statement that they gloriﬁed
“the God of Israel.” This shows that the majority
of the people were Gentiles. We know, too, that this
section was predominantly Gentile although it was a
part of the tetrarchy of Herod Antipas. Since it, together with Galilee, was regarded as a Jewish domain,

Jesus had no need to emphasize his being sent only
to Israel, for this territory belonged to his people. It
differed in this regard from Syrophoenicia (v. 24,
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26). The many Gentiles healed are thus in the same
class with those mentioned in 8:5, etc.; 8:25, etc.;
4:24, 25. The latter passage shows that at a previous
time some had come from Decapolis to Galilee and
had found healing at his hands; but not until this
time has Jesus visited this section, except for the brief
landing reported in 8:28, etc. While nothing is
said about teaching, we cannot agree that Jesus
spent three days with these multitudes without teach-

ing them about “the God of Israel” and his kingdom
of salvation.
32) Now Jesus, having called forward his disciples, said: I have compassion on the multitude because three days already they remain near me and
have not what they may eat. And I am not willing
to dismiss them fasting lest, perhaps, they grow
faint on the road. Some modern interpreters regard the accounts of the two feedings of multitudes
as in reality referring to the same incident. But there
are differences in time, place, number fed, number of
loaves, of ﬁshes and of baskets full left over.
Matthew was present at both miracles and is a safe
authority. The inner difference is not discussed by
these interpreters. The feeding of the 5,000 intends
to reveal Jesus as the Bread of Life as John 6:2665 shows in extenso; while the feeding of the
4,000 does not go beyond the care of Jesus for our
bodily needs.
In the case of the 5,000 Jesus broached the ques-

tion of feeding them to Philip alone as soon as Jesus
saw the crowd assembling; see verses 14 and 15 and
the author’s commentary on John (6:5-7). Here
three days elapse before Jesus speaks. In the other
miracle the disciples become worried regarding the
multitude and toward evening come to Jesus and urge
him to send it away. Here the disciples remain un-

worried for three days, and it is Jesus who ﬁnally
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speaks to them about feeding the crowds before he
sends them away and himself leaves the locality.
On wAayxm’zopaz see 14:14; even the unsatisﬁed
hunger of men awakens the compassion of Jesus.
This is all the more the case since these
people have for three days remained near (wpés in
the verb, R. 623) Jesus; ﬁnépu fptis‘ is a parenthetic
nominative of time, R. 460. After this long stay
near Jesus, during which they forgot everything else
except what they saw and heard from him, and after
all supplies they had brought along had been consumed, he cannot simply dismiss them by telling them
to go home since he is himself leaving. The fact
that he is thinking of their physical needs becomes
evident in the ﬁnal clause: “lest, perhaps, they grow
faint on the road,” c‘xAuaw'aw, aorist, literally, “be completely unloosed” as a bowstring is unstrung.
In
11’ with the subjunctive (pity/mat we have an indirect
question, one of deliberation used in place of a relative object clause, R. 737, etc.
33) And the disciples say to him, Whence have
we in a desert place so much bread as to ﬁll so much

of a multitude? The emphasis is on {My together
with it! emit? (supply xépq). With the copula «tat being
omitted: “Whence to us in a, desert place (are) so
many breads (ﬂat cakes of bread) ?” Mark 8:4 asks,
“Whence shall one be able to ﬁll these men ?” meaning
“one of us.” The disciples declare that it is beyond
them to furnish the required quantity of bread from
any source here in the desert. They imply that it is
Jews alone Who could do that. The H's in Mark cannot include Jesus but must be modiﬁed by the 1'7;u'.v
in Matthew. Note, too, that the disciples do not
speak of a minimum: “that everyone may take a
little,” as they did in connection with the other miracle
(John 6:7) ; but of a maximum: “so as to ﬁll so much
of a multitude," the aorist xop‘rcioal. to indicate complete
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ﬁlling. This is the very verb used in 14:20 to state
that the 5,000 were actually ﬁlled.
The diéciples remember that other miracle. They
are not again worried. They have learned that Jesus
does not have in mind that they are to ﬁnd a supply
somewhere. Yet they do not tell Jesus what he should
do; they have learned to leave everything in his
hands. To say that the reply of the disciples gives
no evidence of the knowledge of a previous miraculous
feeding and betrays nothing but complete perplexity,
is to misread not only this reply but also all that
precedes this reply. We regard (Tm-re with the inﬁnitive
as expressing contemplated result: “so as,” and not
“so that,” R. 1089.
34) And Jesus says to them, How many breads
have you? And they said, Seven, and a few small
ﬁshes. The compassion of Jesus intends to delay no
longer. As far as the multitude is concerned, the
record emphasizes only this compassion in the performance of the miracle. We read of no astonishment on the part of the people, or of any movement
to proclaim him king.
The seven ﬂat cakes of bread and the few small
ﬁshes (evidently more than just two) are what is
left of the supplies of the disciples themselves and
are not secured from anyone in the multitude. No
one now speaks as Andrew did (John 6:9) : “What
are they among so many ?” The disciples answer with
alacrity; they feel quite certain as to what Jesus
intends to do. That other miracle has taught them a
valuable lesson.
It is unfair to them to speak of their forgetfulness
and their obtuseness and to say that Jesus might have
rebuked them and yet refrained from doing so but
with a sigh asked only‘ what amount of food the disciples had. Nothing of this appears in the record;
on the contrary, just about the opposite is indicated.

Matthew 15 :34-36
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We note only that Jesus deals in particular with his
disciples. They are to know about his motive of com.
passion; they are to see that he is repeating what he
has already done; they are to realize that this repetition implies that Jesus is able always to provide bread
and to supply earthly needs. We are in that period
of Christ’s ministry when the intensive training of the
Twelve is his great concern, for there are only a few
more months before the ﬁnal Passover shall arrive.
35) And having passed an order to the multitude to recline on the ground, he took the seven
loaves and the ﬁshes; and having given thanks, be
broke them and kept giving to the disciples, and
the disciples to the multitudes. The procedure followed in this miracle is identical with that recorded
in 14:19. Apparently, the people were again divided
into groups of 50 and 100 as in Mark 6:39, 40. But
now they must lie down on the bare ground (in: 197v 717v)
for the season has advanced to summer, and the grass
has been dried up.
36) Mark’s account reads as though Jesus performed two acts: one with regard to the bread, the
other with regard to the ﬁsh. “To give thanks” is,
of course, quite the same as “to bless” in 14:19; both
mean that Jesus pronounced the prayer usually spoken
at a meal. If anything of special signiﬁcance had distinguished this prayer in either miracle, at least one
of the evangelists would have given us the exceptional
words. The miracle was thus not wrought by the
words of thanksgiving but simply by the silent will
of Jesus when he broke the bread and the ﬁshes and
passed out the pieces. The aorist é’mcr: reports only

the summary fact that Jesus “broke” the food; but
the iterative imperfect £8L’Sou, “he kept giving” to the
disciples, describes the multiplication of the food in
Jesus’ hands. He again and again loaded each disciple’s basket with pieces to be distributed to the peo-
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ple. Always there was more to hand out. Only after
all had been supplied with 'all that they reached out
for were the seven loaves and the few ﬁshes entirely
used up. The waiters at this miracle-meal were the
Twelve.
37) Exactly as in 14:20, the tremendous fact is
now reported in the very briefest form. And they
did eat all and were ﬁlled; and they took up what
was superﬂuous of the broken pieces, seven baskets
full. On exoprdaoqaav see 14:20. It seems that this
time the fragments that were left over — some people
being afraid that they will not get enough—were
gathered up by the disciples without a further order
from Jesus (John 6:12), although we cannot be sure
of this since both Matthew and Mark omit this order
in their records of the ﬁrst miracle. But now they

use mpiScs‘ for “baskets,” whereas before they wrote
midnvoL. Both were woven of wicker, but the former
seem to have been larger as is indicated by Acts 9 :25
and by examples given by M.-M. 618, one mfbvpis
holding ﬁfty loaves of bread. It is, therefore, not
safe to say that, while this time only 4,000 were
fed, the food left over was but little more than half
the amount that had remained over at the former
feeding. The seven spurides may have held even more
than the twelve kophinoi. The distinction between
the types of baskets is retained in a marked way in
16:9, 10 and in Mark 8:19, 20, where, if they had
been practically identical, only one of the terms
would have suﬁiced.
38) Now those eating were four thousand men
apart from women and little children.

Again a

great'host was fed, and again only the men were
counted; and oi idioms, the present participle,
characterizes them according to the continuous act
of eating: “the eaters.”
The numbers mentioned
in connection with both miracles are merely historical,
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and all efforts to give them an allegorical meaning
have proved unsatisfactory.
39) And having dismissed the multitudes, he
went into the boat and came into the borders of
Magadan. This dismissal implies that Jesus himself was leaving. A sojourn of only three days did
he grant this neighborhood. The dismissal is made
without a word being said about the miracle which
crowned all the many that had been wrought during
those three days. We read of no excitement such as
that which occurred after the other feeding. It is
due to the great reticence of the inspired writers
that nothing is added about the effect upon the people,
which, surely, must have been profound. Nothing
was said about a boat in v. 29, but the article in the
phrase (is r": onZov indicates that Jesus left in the
same boat in which he had arrived. “The borders
of Magadan" (not “Magdala,” from Mary Magdalene), for which Mark 8:10 has, “the parts of Dalmanutha,” have not been located. It is usually supposed that this locality adjoins the lake on its western
shore.‘ Since both names are so unknown, the conclusion that the place was very small seems to be
warranted.

CHAPTER XVI
1) And the Pharisees and Sadducees, having
come forward tempting, asked him to show a sign
from the heaven to them. It is overdrawing the
picture to think that these opponents were watching
for the boat of Jesus to arrive and then pounced
upon him with their demand. They came forward
when the news of his arrival had spread. They may
have been waiting at Capernaum and, on getting word,
hurried to Magadan. The fact that the Sadducees
were joining the Pharisees in their hostility to Jesus
plainly marks the rapid progress of this hostility.
And Matthew keeps repeating and thus emphasizing
this conjunction, v. 6, 11, 12. This prepares the reader
for the revelation recorded in v. 21.
On the Pharisees and the Sadducees, here classed
together by one Greek article, see 3:7. The former
stood for stem holiness and by virtue of their numbers
carried the common people with them; the Sadducees,
skeptics and high livers, represented the aristocracy
of the land, having at their head the high priest and
his connection as a kind of priestly-political nobility
that was at once rich and powerful.
One of the
wives of Herod the Great was Mariamne, the daughter
of Simon, the high priest. The Sadducees must thus
be classed as Herodians (Mark 3:6; 8:15) who naturally sought the favor and‘ the support of the Herodian
family. Local Pharisees of Galilee (9:3, 11; 12:2, 14,
24, 38), followed later by a delegation of Pharisees
from the capital (15:1), had clashed sharply with
Jesus; and now even a delegation of Sadducees unites
with the Pharisees.
(608)
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They put on a pleasing mien and pretend that they
would be willing to accept Jesus if he would only
present the necessary credentials. They imply that
the signs he has hitherto wrought are insufﬁcient, being
only earthly, and they must require of him (inpérqaav)
something more adequate and convincing, namely “a
sign out of heaven,” some visible heavenly display
(c‘mSeIesau). This repeats the demand recorded 12:38.
And Matthew now adds the remark that it was renewed with an evil intent, “tempting him." They felt
sure that Jesus would not be able to furnish this kind
of a sign and that they would thus be able completely
to discredit him with the people. They hid their
wicked purpose under a fair outward approach.
These men made themselves the devil’s tools by suggesting to Jesus that he perform a deed for which his
Father had not commissioned him, that he make himself a Messiah after the fashion of men, so as to gain
their favor and their support by self-chosen means.
We need not add that Jesus at once saw through the
temptation and most vigorously repelled the cunning
suggestion.
On the sign here again demanded see 12:38. A
amuiov, whether it be a miracle or some other deed,
always signiﬁes something, points beyond itself by
making a revelation, not by means of a word, but by
means of a deed. Here the sign is to prove that
Jesus is the Messiah. The unbelief of these Pharisees
and these Sadducees declares that only a sign “out of

heaven" could suﬁice. There had been such signs:
when Joshua made the sun and the moon stand still,
when Elijah caused ﬁre to fall from heaven, and when
upon Samuel’s prayer thunder discomﬁted the Philis—
tines (I Sam. 7 :9, etc.). The reasoning seems to be
that, since the Messiah will be greater than all the
prophets and greater even than Moses, he will, prove
this by doing at least one sign which in outward
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grandeur will exceed all other signs that have ever

been wrought.

But this conception is wrong, as

wrong as the unbelief from which it springs. The
value of a sign does not lie in the display it makes,
nor in what may make it a re'pas, prodigy, or wonder,
but in what it ’s'igniﬁes: grace, mercy, deliverance, and
salvation. In 15:32, etc., as in 14:15, etc., there was
no display; the same was true with regard to a large
number of Christ’s miracles, but, oh, how blessed is
what they signify!
As far as unbelief is concerned, even the signs that
Moses wrought did not affect Pharaoh’s obdurate
heart. Though one arose from the dead and warned
the ﬁve brothers of Dives, they would not believe.
Voltaire casts off the mask when he declares: “Even
if a miracle should be wrought in the open market
place before a thousand sober witnesses, I would rather
mistrust my senses than admit a miracle.”
Unbelief always ﬁnds a way to refuse to accept
the truth, no matter with what credentials it is presented. As was the case here, another credential can
always he demanded and those already furnished be
discredited. What would prevent the Pharisees from
attributing any “sign out of heaven” to the aid of
Beelzebul? This applies to all modern unbelief which
rejects the testimony of the divine records regarding
the reality and even the possibility of miracles and the
signs as well as all that they signify. Where the Word
plus the signs awaken no faith, all that is left is what
Jesus points out to his opponents.
2) But he, answering, said to them: When
evening has come, you say, Fair weather! for the
heaven is ﬁery; and at morning, Storm today! for
the lowering heaven is ﬁery. The expression of the
heaven you know how to discern but the signs of
the seasons you cannot. The decision regarding the
question as to whether this part of Christ's reply be-

Matthew 16:2, 8

611

longs in the text or not we leave to textual criticism.
The external textual evidence is against the genuineness of these words. It is certain that they have not
been introduced from Luke 12 :54-56, where showers
and great heat are indicated by weather signs in
the west and in the south, whereas here west and
east, fair and foul weather, are contrasted. The
internal testimony, as Zahn points out, is in favor
of the genuineness of the words. As regards the use

of ywéaxew where Zahn thinks Matthew would have
used ewe’vac, see below. The omission of these verses
from so many texts may be due to an effort to bring
Matthew’s record of the present incident into conformity with that of Mark (8:11-13).
The phenomena mentioned are those that occur in
Palestine. When the sky is ﬁery red in the evening,
the wind has driven the clouds and the vapors to the
west, over the Mediterranean Sea; and this naturally
indicates that the following day will be fair, as in
that country rain and clouds come from the west where
the sea is. With (Mia: supply «3pc: in the genitive
absolute: “a late hour having come”; and «58:21 is a
nominative that needs no verb: “Fair weather!”
3) The reverse is true when the ﬁery redness is
seen in the morning, when the sun rises above the
eastern horizon. Then the prediction is foul weather
because during the night the wind has carried the
vapors from the sea over the land. What applies
to Palestine, does not, of course, apply to other lands
where land and sea have other relative positions. Yet
everywhere we have expert weather prophets who
know all the signs even though they fail at times.
“Storm,” xetpu'w, is again the nominative without a verb,
and m-uywizuv, “lowering,” threatening and ugly, is the
descriptive present participle.
The Jews had asked for “a sign out of the heaven";

for that reason Jesus uses this illustration about “the
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heaven" and its signs of weather. “Speaking about
signs from heaven,” he says, “the only signs from
heaven you can at all read are the signs regarding
the weather.” There is a sad touch of irony in his
words. The verb ywa'aa’Ke'rc seems to be in place here
since it conveys something more than dam, namely:
“you have sense enough to comprehend.” The use
of this verb thus strengthens and does not weaken
the internal evidence for the genuineness of this part
of Jesus’ answer. On wpéawnov Bengel remarks:
“The expression of the heaven, not the face; the
expression of a man alters, not his face.” “To discern” is to distinguish or discriminate, here between
one and the same phenomenon: the ﬁery red glow of
the heaven as it appears in the west at evening or in
the east in the morning.
When Jesus adds: “but the signs of the seasons you
cannot" (discern), he indicates that his illustration
involves a metaphor. These Jews see only the physical
and not the spiritual heaven (the kingdom of the
heavens that has now come). Here is this other
heaven that is just full of “the signs of the times,"
and these men do not have sense enough (ywa'mxew)
to read these inﬁnitely more important signs. Katpés
is qualitative over against the quantitative xpévoc;
it always signiﬁes a section of time (a “season”)
that is marked by what it contains. Here were these
wonderful days that were marked by the most signiﬁcant events, all kinds of “signs” and not merely
miracles, for the term is wider. These days were
marked by the coming and the message of the Baptist,
by the fulﬁllment of the Old Testament prophecies,
by the appearance and the work of Jesus, and by

all the effects these produced upon the people. All
these were signs that were like the red sunset; they
brought aﬁSc'a, “fair weather,” grace and every Mes-

sianic blessing.

But these Jews saw nothing.

Matthew 16:8, 4
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There were also signs that were like the redness
in the morning sky, that heralded oﬁmpov xupév,
“storm today.” For here were the blindness and the
obduracy of the Jewish leaders and the unresponsiveness of the nation as such; here were the rankest hypocrisy and the most wilful resistance to every proﬁer
of grace. It was the same sun, but it was shining from
the other side, and it was the same redness, but it
was “lowering," threatening. For these signs of the
times presaged the storm of the divine judgment about
to descend.
We are expert in meteorology and weather forecasting, and the business outlook and the political
changes are most carefully weighed. But what about
the spiritual signs of the times? Thousands do not
know that there are such signs, or they look at them
and then see no meaning in them: the spread of the
gospel over the world; the Bible being translated into
language after language and being ready to every man’s

hand; the renewal of true faith in unexpected quarters;
the testimony of martyrs being repeated from time to
time; the works of mercy and of Christian devotion.
0n the other hand, the rise of the infernal powers on
the horizon: the increase of lawlessness; the spread of
Christless altars; the open attacks on the Bible, on
Christ, and on the gospel; the rise of antichrists; the
defection of the churches under modernism, etc. Have
men not sense enough to read these signs?

4)

With words that are quite identical with those

found in 12:39 Jesus proceeds. A generation
wicked and adulterous is out after a sign (i. e.,
is set on seeking one) ; and a sign shall not be given

to it save the sign of Jonah. Here we have a clear
case where Jesus used the same words a second time
on a different occasion; he did this repeatedly, and it
is to no purpose to assume that he did not. See the
exposition of 12:39. The sign of Jonah is the resur-
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rection of Christ, the climax of the signs of grace for'
believers, but at the same time given also to these
Pharisees and Sadducees and to all unbelievers as the
ﬁnal, fateful sign of their judgment and destruction“
For the Christ whom his enemies cruciﬁed and recrucify will come as the risen Christ to be their judge and
to send them to their doom (26:64). Scorning to
waste another word on these men, Matthew writes:
and having left them, he went away. This, too, was
a sign; for when Jesus leaves a man, this means that
grace leaves him to judgment.
5) And the disciples, having come to the other
side, forgot to take bread. Because the disciples
are not mentioned in 15 :39, and Jesus is not mentioned
in 16:5, the claim is made that in 15:39, Jesus sailed
to the west shore alone and that the disciples now
follow him (16:5) to that shore; and those who make
this claim ﬁnd these statements in contradiction with
Mark 8:13. But a careful reading will show that
Jesus alone is mentioned in 15:39, etc., because something pertaining especially to him is to be recorded;
and in the same way the disciples are mentioned in
16 :5, because something especially referring to them is
to be told. Besides, it would be rather ridiculous for the
disciples to forget bread when going to the western
shore where the population was numerous and any
amount of bread desired could be quickly obtained.
Going to the eastern shore was a different matter.
So Jesus and his disciples ﬁrst cross to Magadan on
the west, and he and they now cross again to the east
or the northeast.
The two aorists express simultaneous action: imam: and dwahiﬁovro, both recording facts
merely as such. When the disciples arrive at the other
side, the discovery is made that they forgot tip-rave, cakes
of bread, having only a single cake in the boat (Mark
8:14).
'
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Now Jesus said to them, See to it and be-

ware of the leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees!
But they considered within themselves, saying, We
did not take bread. The reaction due to the
encounter recorded in v. 1, etc., continues. Again
the Pharisees and the Sadducees are mentioned by
name and as constituting one class. In Mark 8 :15 the
mention of Herod refers to the Sadducees as being the
supporters of Herod (see above on v. 1).
7) The disciples fail completely to understand
what Jesus has in mind when he mentions this leaven.
They think it over in their minds and while they are
doing so quietly say, “We did not take bread”—that
is what he has in mind.
8) Now, when Jesus knew it, he said: Why are
you considering within yourselves, men of little
faith, that you do not have bread? Do you not yet
comprehend nor remember the ﬁve loaves of the ﬁve
thousand and how many baskets you took; nor the
seven loaves of the four thousand and how many
baskets you took? How do you not comprehend
that I spoke to you not concerning bread? But you
beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees!
Jesus knew by using his divine means of knowing.
Both the question why they are thinking of nothing
but bread and the address, “men of little faith,” indicate that Jesus is disappointed in his disciples and
that he is moved to let them feel how much more he had
expected from them.
9) The next questions reveal just “why” they are
thinking as they do, and just what makes them “men
of little faith.” Even yet, at this advanced stage of
their training, they do not comprehend, i. e., do not
apply their vein or mind to what Jesus has taught
and shown them. One of the great weaknesses of
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faith is this slowness, dullness, ignorance of the mind.
It tries the patience of Jesus and makes him speak
with sharpness. As far as worry about forgetting
to take bread along on this trip is concerned, do
these disciples fail to remember the bread Jesus provided for the 5,000, with twelve baskets full for the
disciples? Do they suppose for a moment that Jesus
will now starve them?
10) Likewise, how he fed the 4,000, with seven
baskets full left over for the disciples? Jesus himself
retains the distinction between m5¢wm and erupts“, from
which fact we conclude that they were not identical;
see 15:37.
11) These two miracles should have made it impossible for the disciples to think that Jesus was
speaking about bread.
The unmodiﬁed voei-r: of v. 9
now receives its object in the an clause, and the question introduced with mic brings out the denseness of
the minds of these disciples and shames them for not
using their minds.
The next statement is independent; it does not
depend on the preceding o'n. Jesus merely repeats
the warning given in v. 6, but now “leaven” is in
contrast with “bread” (plural “breads”). Jesus declines to give a further explanation of what he means
by this “leaven,” thereby he demands that now at last
the disciples are to use their minds. He insists that
we use our mind when he speaks to us.
12)

Then they understood that he did not say

to beware of the leaven of the bread but of the

teaching of the Pharisee and Sadduceea. Mark 8 :18,
etc., brings out still more the- sharpness with which
Jesus rebuked the disciples. Finally it dawned on
them what Jesus had in mind by the ﬁgure of the
leaven, cunnixav from we”, ﬁrst aorist, reporting the
fact that they ﬁnally understood. What contamina-
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tion could the disciples receive from bread that was
bought from bazars or bakeries belonging to Pharisees
or Sadducees? Such ideas should have been impossible to them. Their failure to take bread along (save
only one, Mark 8 :14) had led them to think that Jesus
intended to warn them never to buy bread from these
opponents.

Now they saw that he was warning them against
the 8L8axri, “teaching” or doctrine of the Pharisees
and the Sadducees. It is unwarranted to claim that
here Matthew is mistaken, because in Luke 12:1.
leaven is used with reference to hypocrisy. Luke
speaks only of the leaven of the Pharisees and makes
no reference to Sadducees. Again and again Jesus
called the Pharisees hypocrites, and Luke 12:3, etc.,
follows that tone. There is no law that Jesus must
always and in every connection use a ﬁgurative term
in the same sense. Moreover, conduct and doctrine
never lie far apart, for doctrine produces conduct and
often is formulated so as to justify certain conduct.
But here Jesus combines the distinctive teaching of
both Pharisees and Sadducees and warns against it
as being so much dangerous yeast, for these are the
leaders of their people and promulgate their teaching
among them.
Although they are diverse, the Pharisees teaching

spurious legalism and formalism, whereas the Sadducees advocate skepticism and liberalism, both teachings have an appeal to the unwary and to all who
are not grounded in the truth, including even the
Twelve who, as we see, are still so slow to compre-

hend. The Pharisaic teaching appeals to the religious sense and leads men into a mere show of holiness (as legalism invariably does) ; that of the Sadducees appeals to the natural reason and leads men
into empty rationalism and disbelief and thus into
loose living. Both act like leaven which silently pene-
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trates heart and mind when it is not recognized and
expelled and thus antagonize the divine truth and ruin
the soul.

XIII
Christ at Caesarea Philippi; Preparing the Disciples
for His Death, Chapter 16:13-17:23
13) Now Jesus, having come into the parts of
Caesarea of Philip, was requesting his disciples, saying, Who do men say that the Son of man is? And
they said: Some, John the Baptist; and others,
Elijah; and still others, Jeremiah or one of the
prophets. We are advancing to the critical point
of the Galilean ministry. John 6:66 marks the great
turning point in the case of the people of Galilee, and
since the twelfth chapter Matthew has been sketching
the opposition of the ruling classes in its. growing
intensity. The murder of the Baptist caused Jesus
to withdraw to distant places, now to this, then to
that corner of the land, and so now after sailing from
Magadan (15 :39) to the north shore of the lake where
the Jordan enters it, he takes the Twelve up to the
neighborhood of the Caesarea that Herod’s son Philip
(who ruled this country as the tetrarch) had enlarged
and beautiﬁed and had named after both Caesar and
himself, “Caesarea of Philip,” built by Philip in honor
of Caesar. Mark adds the detail (8:27) that Jesus
was in the outlying villages and asked his questions while he and the disciples were walking along
the road.
The verb c'pmriv is digniﬁed and marks the solemnity
of the questions. The imperfect tense is descriptive
and holds our attention to see What the answer will
be. The ﬁrst question is plainly preliminary. Jesus
is not asking for information for his own sake, for he
knows the different opinions of men. What he desires
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is to have the disciples state the wrong opinions of men
in order to set over against them their own right conviction. These foolish opinions he does not care even
to discuss; the disciples themselves will brush them
aside. 0n “the Son of man,” so appropriate in this
connection, see 8:20. The ne’ in front of this title
should be cancelled in the codices that have it, for
Jesus always uses the title itself instead of the pronoun, and the addition of the pronoun to the title
would lend a peculiar and inappropriate sense to
the question, namely, “I, in so far as I am the Son
of man.”
14) Perhaps the answer the disciples gave was
divided between several of them. The superstitious
idea of Herod has been discussed in 14:1; being that
of a king, it, no doubt, was seconded by others. Some
referred to Mal. 4 :5, and considered Jesus to be Elijah,
the prophet returned to life and acting as a herald of
the Messiah (but see 11:14). Others made this forerunner the prophet Jeremiah, most probably basing
their idea on Jewish legends concerning Jeremiah. Or
they made Jesus at least one of the old prophets
(Luke 9:19). From Luke’s record we also learn that
even the last of these opinions involved a resurrection
from the dead. Judaism was so conversant with the
resurrection that it made the Sadducees stand out as
an unbelieving sect when they denied the possibility
of the resurrection.
15) He says to them, But you, who do you say
I am? And Simon Peter, answering, said, Thou art
the Christ, the Son of God the living. The emphasis
is on {-pezs over against oi dyapmroc in v. 13. Jesus is
asking for a confession on the part of his disciples.
With Myers Jesus asks for a confession of the lips
but, of course, only as a true expression of their
heart’s conviction. Any other confession is a falsehood. Jesus could see the heart, we cannot and must
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thus accept the confession of the lips. Our only aid
is the conduct, the acts of the individual, the practice
of a congregation or of a church body. This, too, is
a confession and should harmonize fully with the confession of the lips. When it clashes with that, the
confession by deeds is the real confession by which we
must then judge. Deeds and practice always speak
louder and are more weighty than words.
16) It is natural for Peter, because of his readiness for action, to speak for the Twelve who undoubtedly indicated or voiced their assent. When
Jesus said “you,” he had in mind the Twelve as a body,
for presently he speaks of “my church.” Matthew
uses the full name “Simon Peter” as though to mark
the solemnity of the occasion: he is the one who spoke
for all of them. In «rt :1 6 Xpmée, the pronoun “thou”
has the emphasis, and this emphasis “passes on to
the remainder of the sentence and contributes point
and force to the whole,” R. 678. Since the predicate
has the article, it is identical and interchangeable ‘with
the subject, R. 768. Just as “thou” denotes one person and only one, so “the Christ” is one and only one,
and “thou” and “the Christ” are identical, and either
may be used as the subject or as the predicate. These
linguistic points are quite essential.
'0 Xpmée is appellative; the substantivized verbal
adjective from the verb xpfm, which denotes ceremonial or sacred anointing, is made a title: the Messiah,
the One Anointed, i. e., by God (3:16) for the great
ofﬁce for which God commissioned Jesus. The conviction that Jesus was the Messiah promised in all the
Old Testament revelations (see 1:1) ﬁrst drew the disciples to him, beginning with the Baptist’s testimony
in John 1:32-34, and with the faith of the ﬁrst disciples who attached themselves to Jesus in John
1:41, 45, 49. Over two years of constant intercourse
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with Jesus had deepened and fully established this
conviction.
All those mentioned in v. 14, however highly they
were willing to rate Jesus, refused to see in him the
Christ, and it is over against this refusal that Peter
sets his confession that he is the Christ. This confession is thus most emphatic, without qualiﬁcation,
brief, and decisive. Yet we cannot assume that only
the Twelve believed in Jesus as the Christ. Others
agreed with them. In v. 14 these are not introduced
for the simple reason that a right confession can be
listed together with several wrong confessions only
in an abstract way. Among oi a'l'apw'lrm who deny the
Messiahship of Jesus any who accept it have no place.
They would belong in another class, namely in that of
the Twelve. They are not mentioned now because
Jesus is in a special manner dealing only with the
Twelve; yet in v. 18 we see that Jesus has them in
mind: “my church.”
Already Peter's ﬁrst designation is sufﬁcient, but
he places his meaning beyond all doubt when he adds
the apposition, “the Son of God the living.” In 14 :33,
where the article is omitted (but see the comment),
some may argue about the meaning of the expression,
but certainly there is no room for argument here; compare what the disciples had learned from the Baptist
in John 1:34, and what one of them confessed in
John 1:49. Other believers may have thought of
Jesus as a mere human Messiah when they gave him
that great title; but Peter confesses Jesus to be the
very Son of God. All that the disciples saw in the
life, words, and deeds of Jesus revealed to them the

Second Person of the Godhead in the man Jesus.
Peter is not stating mere intellectual reﬂections and
deductions but the conviction of his soul, which was
wrought by the revelation under which his soul had
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lived. Nor is it fair to modify Peter's confession by
prying into his mind and by asking what conception
he may have had of the Son of God as being present
in Jesus. The fact stands that Jesus accepted his confession as being entirely adequate; and to this day
the mystery of the Incarnation, with the exception
of the tremendous fact of it, is beyond human
comprehension.
When Peter adds mi came, the article with the
participle (as with an adjective) makes the modiﬁer
prominent (R. 776),. As “the living,” who has life
and power in himself, God is the opposite of all other
gods who are dead, lifeless, powerless idols. But
here “the living” means more: he sent his Son and
thus attests himself as living, and through his Son
he is the one source and fountain of life ((0)75) for sinful man. The Son of God is "the living” like the
Father whose mission he is performing.
Peter uses no extravagant language.

He uses very

few words, all of which are simple and direct and true
in every respect. All believers of all future ages have
joined him in his confession and have understood it
in the same sense that he gave to it. We know that
he did not always live up to his confession, but his
inconsistency in this respect is only like our own and
changes nothing of the substance or the truth he here
confessed.
17) And Jesus, answering, said to him: Blessed
art thou, Simon, son of John, because ﬂesh and blood
did not reveal it to thee but my Father in the heavens.
Here, as so often, the participle amxpwds simply
means that this is the response of Jesus. He acknowledges Peter’s confession, accepts it, and stamps it
with his approval; he is, indeed, “the Christ, the Son
of God the living.” The Unitarian and the rationalistic claim that Jesus never called himself the Son of
God is squarely denied here as it is throughout the
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Gospels. Jesus speaks of what this confession means
to Peter: “Blessed art thou,” mépm (exactly as in
5:3, etc., which see), ﬁlled with the divine spiritual
blessing, the possession of the essential soul treasure
which produces eternal happiness and joy. Truly to
know, believe, and confess that Jesus is the Christ,
the Son of God the living, makes a man “blessed”
as Jesus understands that word. It ought not to be
necessary to explain that this attribute in no special
sense applies to Peter alone but equally to all of the
Twelve for all of whom Peter speaks and to all others
who join in Peter’s confession.
The name “Simon, son of John," (Bar-Jmh, the
Aramaic patronymic) signiﬁcantly points to what Peter
was by nature. Over against his natural powers and
abilities Jesus intends to place his new spiritual gifts.
The contrasting of the two names in v. 17, 1§ is
too marked to be viewed as being accidental and without import. Yet there is nothing to indicate that this is
a play on the etymology of either “Simon” or “son of
John.” In his natural state this, disciple, like the
others, would be inclined to follow only natural reason,
“ﬂesh and blood.” By the grace of God he was led to
avoid this — hence his blessedness.
Jasus himself justiﬁes the judgment he expresses by
calling Simon “blessed”: “because (37;), etc.” Peter’s
confession is in no way the product of his own reason,
his superior intellect, or of any meritorious quality or
effort on his part. All of that is already shut out by
his old name Simon, etc. The faith and the knowledge
which uttered Peter’s confession were not in any way
the product of “ﬂesh and blood,” i. e., of fallible and
mortal man. The Hebrew expression basar wadam
is frequently found in Jewish literature and describes
man in his mortal state of weakness and fallibility.
Here Jesus has in mind Peter’s own ﬂesh and blood.
What is true of the inability of Peter’s ﬂesh and blood
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is equally true of the inability of the ﬂesh and the
blood or the natural powers of all men. To make a
confession such as that which Peter made requires far
more. In the verb “did reveal" Jesus declares the contents of Peter’s confession to be an impenetrable mystery as far as the powers of mere ﬂesh and blood are
concerned. Actually to realize in the man Jesus the
presence of the Christ and Son of God requires more
than sinful ﬂesh and blood is able to muster. It remains so to this day.
This realization is produced by a revelation, one
that is wrought by “my Father in the heavens,” who
is thus inﬁnitely exalted above “ﬂesh and blood." It
lies on the surface that the revelation here referred to
goes beyond mere intellectual knowledge and extends
to spiritual conviction and apprehension. But we
must not suppose that the Father exercised either an
arbitrary or an irresistible will in regard to Peter.
This revelation was not made to him without means.
The Father revealed Jesus to Peter through Jesus himself, and he endeavors to do this in the case of all men
by bringing Jesus into contact with them. Verses 13,
14 show how in that day men refused to receive the
Father’s revelation and preferred their own foolish
estimates of Jesus. This word of Jesus is proof for
our own confession: “I believe that I cannot by my own

reason or strength believe in Jesus Christ, my Lord, or
come to him.” Only those know Jesus whose souls
have come into living touch with him through faith that
is wrought by the Father’s revelation; others, even
when they call him God’s Son, do not know what they
are saying.
18) Moreover, I, too, say to thee that thou art
Peter, and upon this rock will I build my church,
and hades’ gates shall not prevail against it. The
copulative 86 adds something that is slightly different.
Peter has made a mighty statement, Jesus now makes
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another that is allied to it but goes much farther.

This

is the force of m’ with c'yé: “I, too, say to thee.”

Peter

has confessed Jesus, Jesus confesses Peter. All the
pronouns are emphatic: “I, too, say to thee that thou
art Peter," etc. What Jesus here does regarding Peter
he promises to do for all who confess him as Peter did,
10:32. In John 1 :42 Jesus promised Simon, “Thou
shalt be called Cephas,” i. e., Peter, the rockman. Here
Jesus now states that by his confession Simon has qualiﬁed for that name. It is essential to note that the
masculine m’rpos denotes a detached rock or boulder, and
that the feminine «Ema signiﬁes a rocky cliff. Liddell
and Scott deﬁne the latter: “A ledge or shelf of rock, a
rocky peak or ridge,” and add the statement: “There
is no example in good authors of qrérpa being used in the
sense of wérpos‘, a stone, for even in Homer m’rpau are not
loose stones but masses of living rock torn up and
hurled by giants.” The distinction is beyond question
although M.-M. sidestep the matter; and it is enhanced

by the demonstrative “this rock," e'wi. «min; 173 m'rpg.
Both the plain distinction and the evident correla-

tion between these two terms should be noted.

He'rpos,

the person of Peter, and 0.1717) 1‘, 1re'1'pa, “this rock,” are not
identical; the latter does not signify the Apostle Peter.
This linguistic fact is supported by other considerations. If by “this rock” Jesus had Peter himself in
mind, he could easily have said, e‘m’ can, “on thee” will
I build my church; or, “on thee, Peter,” adding his
name. But Jesus is already through with Peter, both
as regards his old nature (Simon, son of John,) and as
regards his new nature (Peter).

In neither instance

does he receive credit, for all belongs to the Father’s
revelation. Eph. 2:20 makes all the apostles the
“foundation” of the church (not, indeed, their persons
or their faith but their inspired preaching and writing)
and knows nothing of a prerogative in the case of Peter.
In Matt. 18 :1, 4, and in Luke 22:24, the Twelve debate
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as to who is the greatest among them and evidently do
not think that Jesus has assigned this position to Peter.
Matt. 18 :18 ; John 20 :23 has no intimation of a supremacy of Peter. He is only one among the rest; sometimes, not always, however, zmImus inter pares. The
highest authority bestowed upon his followers by Jesus
is given to all alike and not to Peter alone, either in his
capacity as the human head of the church or as the
princeps apostolomm.

Yet He'fpos and aim #7 1rc'rpa. are an annominatio which
has reference to the sense of the words and does not
play merely with the similarity in sound, R. 1201. The
feminine term indicates what made Peter a rock. That
was, of course, not his confession but the divine reve-

lation from which that confession sprang and to which
Jesus refers so signiﬁcantly in v. 17. But this revelation was not intended for Peter alone; all the disciples
shared it, and, due to this revelation, all of them confessed Peter’s confession. To bar out the rest is unwarranted even when Peter’s confession is made the rock
on which Jesus erects the church. Luther is right:
“All Christians are Peters on account of the confession
which Peter here makes, which is the rock on which
Peter and all Peters are buil ” — understanding Luther ‘
to refer to the truth held and confessed by Peter and
these Peters.
'
We decline to make “this rock" signify the rock
nature of Peter. The church does not rest on a quality
found in Peter and in others like him. The foundation of the church is not subjective but objective,
namely God’s revelation. Nor does “this rock” signify
Peter’s confession. The church is not built on the confession her members make, which would change the
effect into the cause.

By her confession the church

shows on what she is built. She rests on the reality
which Peter confessed, namely on Jesus, “the Christ,
the Son of God the living.” Some think of Peter’s
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(subjective) faith and tell us that he was the ﬁrst to
voice this faith —forgetting John 1:49-61. His faith
is then called “the ﬁrst foundation stone." We also
challenge the reference to the Aramaic in order to wipe

out the distinction between we'rpos and «into.

We know

too little about the Aramaic to assert that when Jesus
spoke these words he used the same Aramaic term in
both statements. We should like to know more about
the Aramaic as it was spoken at the time of Jesus.
Therefore this appeal to the Aramaic substitutes something unknown and hypothetical for what is fully
known and insured as true on the basis of the inspired
Greek of the holy writers themselves.

0n the rock named in Peter’s confession Jesus says,
“I will build my church,” the future tense being volitive,
R. 889. We may take it that he refers to the day of
Pentecost, or, if we wish to speak more exactly, that
this building process has already begun and would continue in the future. Since Jesus speaks of himself as
the builder, he does not call himself the foundation but
makes the foundation “this rock” which Peter had just
named. As the Lord of the church he says, “my
churc .” Only here and in 18:17 does Matthew employ c'xxkqa’t'a, which really means the “assembly” called
out to meet as a body. We do not think that the etymology of the term is altogether lost in New Testament
usage (contra R. 174). To be sure, the c'xxkqa'lu. is not
always an assembled body called out for a meeting, but
it certainly is the body of those who have by faith heard
and accepted the gospel aim (xaAezv) , whether they are
gathered together in a meeting or not. The emanate;

consists of [(qu05 who are called out of the world into
the kingdom as Christ’s own. Both by virtue of this
effective call and as a building built on a foundation
the church forms a unit body, the great Una. Sancta
of the Apostles’ Creed, stone laid against stone, ﬁtly
framed together, a living temple of souls joined to
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Christ, the Son of God. No Peter could bear this
structure, nor could any personal faith or confession
emanating from him.
When he speaks of the foundation on which he will
build his church, Jesus is thinking of her mighty enemies. Although the articles are missing from 111th
'9800, both nouns are deﬁnite. On “hades” see 11:23.
“The unseen place” is here viewed as a mighty fortress,
the opposite of the sacred Temple of Christ; and the
aim, or portals of hades, are a ﬁgure for the mighty
warring hosts that issue from these portals. “Hades”
does not mean “the realm of the dead," the hypothetical
place to which the souls of all dead men descend until
the judgment day. How could “the gates” of such a
place war against the church on earth? Here “hades”
must mean hell, the abode of the devils, whose one
object it is to destroy the church. The future tense
o": xarwxﬁaovow must be futuristic: “shall not prevail
against,” be strong and mighty against, and not volitive
as R. 875 suggests. This is the prophetic future. The
object is put into the genitive because this is a verb of
ruling, R. 510. The implication is that hell’s gates
shall pour out her hosts to assault the church of Christ,
but the church shall not be overthrown (Rev. 20 :8, 9).
What makes her impregnable is her mighty foundation,
Christ, the Son of the living God (I Cor. 15:24 b). As
a curiosity in exegesis we mention the view that at the
end of time the church will batter down the gates of
the lower world in order to release the dead that are

held there.

This adds to Christ’s descent into hell a

descent of the church of believers to the same place.

19)

And I will give the the keys of the king-

dom of the heavens. And whatever thou shalt bind
on the earth shall be as having been bound in the

heavens; and whatever thou shalt loose on the
earth shall be as having been loosed in the heavens.
These words become clear when we note that “the keys”
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belong to “the kingdom of the heavens,” and that this
kingdom is not identical with “my church”. in v. 18.
The Ecclesz'a. represents only the earthly side of the
kingdom, while “the kingdom of the heavens” includes
both the earthly and the heavenly sides. It thus includes the great King himself and all who reign with
him.

But we must not think of an organization as

earthly kingdoms are arranged; for the divine kingdom is not patterned after any earthly realm but is
superior to all of them. This kingdom of the heavens
is the entire domain in which Christ exercises his saving grace. Here on earth he does it by means of the
gospel so that wherever that is preached his kingdom
is present and operative; in heaven he exercises his
grace by the bestowal of the heavenly glories so that
also there his kingdom is in full sway. Compare 3 :2.
The future tense “I will give” is important. The
apostles were not at present ready for the gift; in v. 20
Jesus still has to restrain them from proclaiming him
as the Messiah. Nor was Jesus himself quite ready to
have them undertake this proclamation ; for his redemptive work had not as yet been accomplished.

The ﬁg-

ure in the word “keys” suggests the ideas of binding
and loosing. While the number of the keys is not
speciﬁed, the two verbs used lead us to think of only
two. It ought not to be difﬁcult for us, as it certainly
was not for Peter and for the Twelve, to understand
that a key which binds is simply the power to shut out
from the kingdom of the heavens, and a key that looses
is the authority to admit to this kingdom. Here is the
place to follow the old hermeneutical rule: Scriptura
ea: Scriptum explica'nda est. In 18 :18 we ﬁnd the same
two verbs, but there they are applied to all the disciples
and are to be understood in the very same sense, giving
us Jesus’ own commentary on the keys: "What things
soever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven;
and what things ye shall loose on earth shall be loosed
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in heaven.” To this add John 20 :23: “Whose soever
sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them; and whose
soever sins ye retain, they are retained.” The fact
that the order is reversed in this passage is certainly no
reason to say that here Jesus does not refer to the keys.
The Scriptures themselves thus explain the neuter
“whatever” (6) as “what things soever" (30a) in 18:18,
and as “sins” in John 20:23. This neuter, then, does
not refer to persons but to the acts of persons, and thus
it accords with the universal principle of the Scriptures
that all public judgment, even that of Christ at the last
day, rests on a man’s works. By means of his omniscience God, of course, sees the heart with its faith or
its lack of faith. Yet, wherever God’s judgment or
that of his agents is to be justiﬁed in public before men
and before angels, the works are invariably brought
forward. So in binding and in loosing we are especially bound to deal only with the works of men, with
what they confess by word and by deed, and dare never
arrogate to ourselves the function of judging the heart
as to whether faith be present there or not. Whatever
our moral convictions may be regarding a man’s faith
or lack of faith, this is not our business; we deal with
his works alone. The key that binds is the power and
authority to retain sins; the key that looses is the power
and authority to remit sins. The one shuts out of the
kingdom, the other admits. The tense of 86m» thus refers
to the time when Peter and the rest were sent out to
preach the gospel to the world.
How the keys are to be used is shown with great
clearness in 18 :18. Always the power in them is
Christ’s own for us to use only in accord with his will.
Only repentant sinners are to be freed of their sins,
only the impenitent are to be sent away unforgiven.
The keys are stronger than we; they never work according to any man’s perverted will. Each ﬁts its own
lock, nor can you work the loosing key where the hind-
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ing key alone ﬁts, or vice versa. All true administration of the gospel is the exercise of the keys whether
this occurs in public preaching, in church discipline, in
the divine service of confession, or in other instances
where single souls are dealt with.
All those who think that the keys were given to
Peter alone foster the error of the papacy with its tyranny of souls. “Tell it unto the church” (18:18) is
decisive on this point. The apostles and after them
the pastors are only the ministers of the church.
Through them the church speaks and acts. And when
she does this in accord with Christ’s command, whatever is bound on earth “shall be as having been bound
in the heavens" ; and- whatever is loosed on earth “shall
be as having been loosed in the heavens," i. e., both as
having been done by Christ himself, he being the agent
back of both the perfect passive participles. We prefer to regard the two arm as copulas and the two participles as predicates; R. 361 and 907 makes these forms
the periphrastic future perfect passive, “shall have
been bound or loosed.” The diiference is merely
formal.
Lightfoot, who is followed by others, lets “bind” and
“loose" mean forbid and allow, but this can be done only
on the authority of the Talmud which uses ’asa/r and
hitti’r (Aramaic ’asaxr and sh‘rah) in this peculiar manner. Peter is thus made the otxovdlws of the house of
the church, the supreme rabbi who decides what the
members of the household may do or not do, what is
forbidden, and what is allowed. With this idea goes
the statement that 18 :18 and John 20 :23 have no connection with our passage; they would upset this Talmudic usage. But this is not interpreting Scripture
by means of Scripture but by means of a late Jewish
usage of terms. It leads to the conclusion that what
this supreme rabbi Peter forbids as morally wrong and
allows as morally right here on earth shall be equally
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forbidden or allowed in the heavens. The labored
efforts of Zahn and of others to secure this sense of the
words, that bind and loose mean forbid and allow,
reveal how futile it is to bring in the Talmud and to
disregard 18 :18 and John 20 :23.
Moreover, where did Peter exercise the function
thus ascribed to him? In the Acts and in the Epistles
we see the keys employed. In Acts 15, not Peter, but
James is the chairman; and not Peter, but James formulates the decision which is then adopted by “the
apostles and elders with the whole church.” The case
of incest mentioned in I Cor. 5:11, 13 (II Cor. 226-8)
is another instance. Here Paul formulates the binding
resolution which the Corinthian congregation was to

adopt (see the author’s commentary on the passage)
and also did adopt, and not until that time was the man
expelled. Throughout we see that the church administers the keys and that the apostles and the elders
(pastors) as the proper ministrants of the church lead
in the work. Luther and the Reformation have gone
so thoroughly into this portion of the Scriptures and
have established once for all from the Scriptures themselves what the power of the keys is, in what sense
Peter had it, and in what sense the church has it, that
no Talmudic references can affect this true ﬁnding.
20) Then he charged the disciples to say to no
one that he was the Christ. The future tenses used
in v. 18, 19 explain this charge to the disciples. Their
great confession was not as yet to be made publicly, but
in due course, after only a few months, the time would
be propitious. The best authority reads ska-rebut”,

other texts have invinqaev, “he gave strict orders.”
Either verb is strong, for Jesus intended to seal the lips
of the disciples for the present; ha is subﬁnal and is
equal to an inﬁnitive. The emphasis on at'mis is due to
v. 13, 14 and the notions of the people that, whoever
Jesus might be, it was certain that he was not the
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Christ. Over against this stands the assertion “that
he is the Christ" nevertheless; and the Greek retains
the tub of the direct discourse which the English trans—
lates “was" after the past tense of a verb of saying.
The great reason why Jesus throughout his ministry did not proclaim himself as “the Christ” or Messiah was that the Jews connected the most extravagant
political ideas with this title. That explains why they
could not see “the Christ” in Jesus. He had nothing
of that which they imagined “the Christ” should have.
Thus they made him a lesser person. The course Jesus
followed was simply to be “the Christ,” to do the work
of the Messiah, and to let this produce the conviction,
as it did in his disciples, that he, indeed, was “the
Christ,” not the political and secular ﬁgure which ﬁlled
the Jewish imagination but the Christ of God, promised
in the Scriptures, the very Son of the living God, sent
to redeem and save the souls of men. After his work
had been completed on earth, the world was to ring with
the confession that this Jesus was “the Christ,” Acts
3:13-26; 4 :10-12; 5:30-32; etc.

21) From then on Jesus began to show to his
disciples that he must go away to Jerusalem and
suffer many things from the elders and high priests
and scribes and be killed and on the third day he
raised up. One great task had been accomplished:
the disciples had been brought to the full realization of
the divine person of Jesus as Peter voiced this conviction
for the Twelve in his great confession (v. 16). Another
task had to be ﬁnished: the disciples had to be made to
understand the redemptive work Jesus was about to
complete. Often enough he had in a veiled way spoken
of this work; now he speaks of it in the plainest terms.
Over two years ago, behind the temptation after the
forty days of fasting, Jesus saw the shadow of the
cross. When he cleansed the Temple the ﬁrst time he
spoke of the temple of his body which the Jews would
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destroy and he would raise up.

To Nicodemus he said,

“The Son of man must be lifted up.” But now the time
had come for plainer language. “From then on” marks
the time and intimates that Jesus continued to speak
of his Passion as he had not done heretofore. The
aorist ﬁpéaro indicates the point of beginning, and the
present inﬁnitive Saxvdcw what now followed. Jesus
“shows” these things “to his disciples.” They are to
draw no false conclusion from his divinity such as they
were too much inclined to draw because of the vain
Jewish hopes still lurking in their hearts. Although
Jesus is God’s Son and the Messiah, no golden, glorious,
refulgent earthly kingdom and grandeur lie ahead but
the very opposite.

Matthew gives us a simple summary of what Jesus
revealed to his disciples during these last few months.
The an clause very likely reports just what Jesus said
right after his reply to Peter’s confession. Later he
repeated this statement with additions. All that awaits
Jesus is a necessity; and while 8:: is used to express all
types of necessity, here it evidently expresses the gracious will and counsel of God in the mission of Jesus.
These things “must" take place, and Jesus himself wills
that they shall, for without them he could not redeem
the world.
We have seen how Jesus withdrew himself from the
populous center west of the lake, spending his time in
distant parts, now near Tyre and Sidon, then in Decapolis, ﬁnally in the neighborhood of Cesarea Philippi.
Even in Galilee the opposition had grown so keen that
Pharisees and Sadducees from Jerusalem had come up
to interfere with him. But now Jesus tells the disciples that presently he himself will again go away to
Jerusalem, to the very capital itself, where the real
center of hostility against him had been formed. The
Jews would not need to follow him, to arrest him in
some distant locality, he himself would place himself

Matthe‘w 16:21

635

into their hands. Jerusalem would be the place of his
sacriﬁce, Luke 13:33. Here he is “to suffer many
things,” wow still leaving the veil over the details.
Jesus knew what these “many things” were. The
prophets had foretold them in all their terribleness, and
Jesus knew even more fully just what they included.
Despite their number their severity would in no way
be softened. In the many things Jesus was to suffer
we may well see the reﬂection of the many sins he bore,
which in his great Passion hymn on the thorn-crowned
head of Christ Paul Gerhardt likens to the grains of
sand upon the seashore.
Jesus states positively who shall inﬂict the many
things upon him, namely the Sanhedrin, the full designation for which is here used (in 2:3 we have an abbreviation) . This was the highest judicial body of the
Jewish nation, more representative than the high priest
alone. “The elders" were the old, experienced men of
the nation who had served as judges in the local courts
and, due to their prominence, had risen to membership
in the highest court. “The high priests and the scribes"
are described in connection with 2 :3. All three classes
are combined into a unit by means of the one article.
The naming of the Sanhedrin as the agent of Jesus'
suffering points to a trial and a formal condemnation;
and, “at the hands 0 ," points to the source and thus to
the agency, R. 579. The disciples also well knew that
the chief enemies of their Master were the Sanhedrists
who had already planned and plotted to destroy him.
Thus far Jesus had frustrated their schemes but now he
tells the disciples that the Sanhedrin will succeed. Not
only will he suffer many things but he shall actually “be
killed.” Jesus omits the mockery, the scourging, the
delivery into the hands of Pilate, for the disciples cannotnow bear these details. Also the method of the

killing is withheld and is not revealed until 20 :19. But
the fact of the killing is positively stated.

The preced-
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ing mention of the Sanhedrin points to a judicial kill-

ing, but dwoxravaﬁvaz simply means “to be killed” in the
sense of to be put out of the way, murdered, robbed of
life. It suggests no thought of justice on the part of
the Jewish tribunal but, in connection with the foregoing ara0eiv, the gravest kind of injustice: judicial
murder.
Jesus is brief in this ﬁrst formal announcement. He
is like one who is breaking a piece of terrible news to
his dearest friends. The shock cannot be avoided but
is softened as much as possible. The very thought of
seeing their beloved Master, whom they had just confessed as the Christ and Son of God, a bleeding, murdered victim of the Sanhedrin at Jerusalem must have
overwhelmed the hearts of the disciples — and not only
because of their love, attachment, and high hopes, but
also because of their conception of the Messiah which
included the very opposite of suffering and being killed,
namely earthly grandeur and triumph.
Yet glory and triumph, though of a far higher kind,
are included, namely his resurrection on the third day
after being killed. This, too, “must” occur; it is in
accord with the same necessity that applies to what
precedes. “0n the third day” is so important because
it foretells the exact time.. Jesus would be raised up,
not at some indeﬁnite future time, but already on the
third day.

Jesus sees the future with a direct vision;

for none of the prophets had foretold this third day;
all that the Old Testament contains is the analogy of
Jonah’s stay in the belly of the great ﬁsh (12:39, 40;
16:4). Jesus uses only the one word, éycpoﬁm, “shall
be raised up,” and gives no further intimation concerning the gloriﬁcation connected with this resurrection.
A real conception of this stupendous act was at this
time beyond the comprehension of the disciples. It

was enough for them to hear that Jesus would not
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remain in death but be brought back to life as the Messiah. Back of the passive verb stands God as the
agent; in Mark 9:31 and in Luke 18:33 the active is
used. Both are true: the Son of man was raised up,
and the Son of God arose, for the opera. ad extra, sunt
indivisa out commune.
Beyond relating Peter’s attempt to dissuade Jesus
from his passion, Matthew tells us nothing about the
effect of this startling announcement upon the disciples.
Peter’s attempt proves that the disciples certainly understood what Jesus intended to tell them. And yet we
see that Peter thinks only of the suﬁering and the being
killed and thus reveals that in the minds of the disciples
the climax of the Messiah’s career is entirely beclouded.
This explains Mark 9:31 and Luke 18:34.
To this day unbelieving criticism denies both the
prophecy Jesus here utters and the fulﬁllment recorded
by all the evangelists and preached by all the apostles.
These critics regard the death as historic but deny the
glorious resurrection. Equally untenable is the supposition of other less radical interpreters who assume

that Jesus did not speak as plainly as Matthew here
records his statement, but that the evangelist wrote as
he did on the basis of his later knowledge; this applies
especially to the prophecy that Jesus would be raised
from the dead. Only in this way, they think, the reluctance of the disciples to believe the news of the resur-

rection can be explained.

But Peter’s act shows con-

clusively that the disciples centered on the suffering

and the death of their Master and failed to heed what
he added concerning his resurrection. The last discourses of Jesus, recorded by John in extenso, make

this still plainer. It is one thing to sit in a cool study
and to rationalize regarding the actions of the disciples,
and quite another thing to pass through the terrible
experience of the disciples when their Master was cru-
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ciﬁed and then buried in the tomb. All the preceding
assurances that he would rise again on the third day
were lost in the night of the calamity that engulfed them.
22) Peter again shows his impetuosity. And
taking him to himself (the middle participle with
qrpés), Peter began to rebuke him, saying, Mercy on
thee, Lord! In no way shall this be to thee! But
he, having turned, said to Peter: Get behind me,
Satan! A trap art than of mine; because thou hast
not in mind the things of God but the things of men.
“And” sounds as though Peter’s action at once followed.
Undoubtedly, he thought that he was again doing the
right thing and was doing it for the Twelve. The act
of taking Jesus aside so that Peter has him by himself,
was intended to make Jesus listen more readily to
Peter’s expostulation. Inadvertently, however, this
reproduced the situation that obtained when Satan
tempted Jesus in the wilderness. Peter “began” to
rebuke him just as a moment ago Jesus “began” to
announce his passion and his gloriﬁcation, but what
Peter began was immediately squelched as one crushes
a serpent that raises its ugly head. The verb c‘mﬂpﬁv
is full of vehemence. It suggests a person who comes
powerfully at another to show him that he is wrong.
The elliptical mute 00L includes God as the subject and
the optative of wish :11; as the copula: f‘Merciful (be
God) to thee 1” And the sense is that in his mercy
God may ward off this calamity, B.-P. 585, etc.
The negative future 01': [15) Emu cm roﬁro is, of course,
volitive (R. 875), but it is the future of command as
used in legal enactments, and 01': mi is the strongest form
of negation with the future (as it is with subjunctives,
all of which are also future) : “Nevermore shall this
happen to thee i” We at once see that Peter had caught
only what Jesus said about his suffering and his death
and did not grasp the word about his resurrection and
properly combine the two.
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The psychology here revealed is so true that we can
substantiate it by a large number of examples in our
own lives. But these experiences of ours are usually
of lesser importance as when present pain or loss prove
too much for us and blot out any joy or gain that may
be achieved through them. Here in Jesus’ case the most
terrible loss of life itself was involved, and to Peter
this was a calamity so frightful as entirely to blot out
anything glorious that might follow it. The mystery
of the Baptist’s “Lamb of God” with its implication of
bloody sacriﬁce was still hidden from Peter. What lay
in the little word 8d, “must,” namely the necessity of
the atoning, cleansing blood of the Messiah, Peter did
not at all grasp. His mind brushed that aside and
thought of the Messiah as God’s Son who needed only
to stretch out the hand of his power in order to achieve
his great rule and kingdom among men.
To this day, all who fail to see the damning power
of sin are blind to the true necessity of the cross. They
see in Christ cruciﬁed (since he was, indeed, cruciﬁed)
nothing but a noble martyrdom, a sacriﬁce only in this
sense and reject “the blood theology” of the gospel, the
sacriﬁce which involves substitution, redemption by the
blood of God’s Son, and the cleansing of the soul from
guilt by faith in this sacriﬁcial blood. Thus they need
no essential Son in their theology, and his resurrection
may be regarded as a myth. Like Peter, they would
have a kingship without the Messianic priesthood. But
the very thing for which Peter started to rebuke Jesus
afterward became the kernel, yea, the Alpha and the
Omega, of his apostolic preaching.
23) Peter began but never ﬁnished. Jesus never
paused for an instant to ask his urgent disciple,
“Why?” or, “What makes thee think so?” Peter is
not allowed to add that it would not behoove the Son
of God to allow himself to be killed, or that he should
not go to Jerusalem to place himself into the hands of
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the Sanhedrin. Jesus does not for one moment entertain the tempting thought or turn it over in his mind.
Here is an example for us who frequently dally with
the serpent and then ﬁnd his poisonous fangs lodged
in us.
Some think that Jesus “turned” his back on Peter
in disgust because of his words; others, that he turned
away from Peter and faced the other disciples. But
to turn and to speak to a person— note that the two
actions go together—means that Jesus faced Peter
squarely. If Jesus had turned his back on Peter he
would himself have placed Peter “behind” him, whereas
he tells Peter, “Get thee behind me l” Compare Luke
9 :55, where no commentator lets arpa¢£ic mean, “having
turned his bac .”
So also, “get thee behind me,” means, “Get out of
my sight l” With a Peter who speaks as he does Jesus
will have nothing whatever to do. This peremptory
word with the address, “Satan," is identical with the
one with which Jesus ordered the devil out of his sight
after the third temptation (4:10). For this reason
here, too, “Satan” is the archﬁend. Unwittingly and
though moved by the best intentions Peter had made
himself an agent of Satan. What a warning to watch
our love, our good intentions, our best acts, lest, perhaps

after all, they agree with Satan and not with Christ.
Romanists are concerned to remove the name
“Satan" from Peter and let it mean only “adversary,”
or call it an address, not to Peter, but only to the devil.
Others follow with the claim that in the East “Satan"
is commonly used to designate any bold, powerful
enemy. But there is no evidence for such common
usage. What is decisive for us is the fact that we here
have an exact repetition of 4:10, both commands come
from Jesus’ lips, and both were spoken during temptations, yea, in the same kind of temptation. In both
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“Satan” has the same force, but in the second case the
ﬁend is connected with Peter.
The contention that immediately after praising
Peter as the rock Jesus could not have called him Satan
or an agent of Satan overlooks the fact that Peter had
the ﬂesh as well as the spirit, ignorance as well as faith,
weakness as well as strength. And we may ask, how
Jesus could call him a rock when he knew that Peter
would most shamefully deny him. The name pointed to
what the grace of Christ would eventually make of
Peter; as yet the work had only begun. The fact that
the Scriptures tell us the faults of the apostles so openly
and so truthfully proves their absolute reliability. These
faults comfort us, not as excuses for our faults, but as
assurances that Christ will not reject us on their account but will correct our faults as he did those of
Peter.
0n 01:036an and the verb akavsaMCaV see 5:29.

The

word always means the crooked stick to which the bait
in a trap is afﬁxed. R. 174 has the correct explanation
but he is mistaken when he adds the thought of “impediment” which leads to “stumbling block” (R. V.) . Here
it is important to retain the original meaning.

One

may fall over a stumbling block and yet may rise again.
But this is not the case with a skandalon, for merely to
touch the bait afﬁxed to it would spring the trap, and
Jesus would be caught in its death grip. Thus we
translate the word “trap,” which conveys the idea of an
enticement that, if it be entertained, means destruction.
No wonder Jesus turned so sharply against Peter; he
saw the satanic trap set for him in Peter’s words.
Jesus states why Peter’s effort is a trap for him
(an): “because thou hast in mind,” etc. “The things
of God” and “the things of men” are opposites; the former are the great, blessed, saving purposes, plans, and
acts of God; the latter, the blind, erring, sinful pur-

poses and ways of men.

Peter had in mind only the
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latter, his thinking and his desires were set on these
not on the former. “To the world the cross was oﬁensive, to Christ whatever opposed the cross." Bengel.
Peter must have been shocked at Jesus' reply to his
well-meant urging. At that time he could hardly
have understood that by his attempt to dissuade Jesus
from the cross he was placing arrows on the bow of
Satan to be shot at his beloved Savior. The more reason why he should be instantly stopped. One thing,
however, must have penetrated his mind, namely that
all this regarding Jesus' passion, death, and resurrection was divine, “of God,” and therefore holy, blessed,
saving; and that every contradictory thought and suggestion was evil, dangerous, satanic.

Thus the very

temptation Peter brought upon Jesus was by Jesus used
to help him from the things of men to those of God.
We are not told that the other disciples heard what was
said, but the following indicates that this was most
likely the case.
24) Then Jesus said to his disciples, If anyone
wills to come after me, let him deny himself and
take up his cross and be following me. “Then”
means immediately after Peter’s attempt, and this
leads us to think that all the disciples witnessed this
incident. They must also be set right, not Peter alone.
But Jesus says nothing further regarding his own
future course. This is ﬁxed once for all. He speaks
about the course of those who would be his disciples.
His words involve all that precedes concerning himself,
that he is the Christ, the Son of God the living, and
must be killed and raised up again. Whoever would
belong to this Messiah must do what Jesus here says.
In «I 061m we have the condition of reality, and 00a
points to the will as being engaged in a continuous
volition, R. 878 (“would” in the R. V. is inadequate).
“To come after or behind me" means, of course, to
attach oneself to Jesus as a disciple; but here this idea
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is deepened: to follow this Son of God who is going into
death and the following resurrection. “Christ does
not pull his sheep by a rope; in his army there are none
but volunteers." E. Frommel. Jesus knows of no
irresistible grace but only of the grace which draws
the will and wins it for himself. And this grace excludes no one — 11's is like a blank space into which you
are invited to write your name, no matter who you
may be.
Whoever wills to come after Christ, “let him deny
himself," an; plus dpvc’opm, which means to turn someone
oif, to refuse association and companionship with him,
to disown him. The one to be denied is here éavrds,
SELF, self altogether and not merely some portion,
some fault, some special habit or desire, some outward
practice. The natural, sinful self is referred to as it
centers in the things of men and has no desire for the
things of God. As Peter later denied Jesus saying,
“I know not the man !” so must you say regarding yourself, “I disown myself completely.” This is not selfdenial in the current sense of the word but true conversion, the very ﬁrst essential of the Christian life. The
heart sees all the sin of self and the damnation and the
death bound up in this sin and turns away from it in
utter dismay, seeking rescue in Christ alone. Self is
thus cast out, and Christ enters in; henceforth you live,
not unto yourself, but unto Christ who died for you.
Moreover, you can deny only one whom you know, a
friend, for instance, by breaking off relations with him.
So here you are to deny your own old self and to enter
into a new relation with Christ.
This will mean that “he take up his cross,” azpcw in
the sense of Myﬁévav in 10:38. On “his cross” see this
passage. Jesus undoubtedly chose this ﬁgure because
he himself Was to be cruciﬁed. Although this was a
Roman mode of execution, it was universally known.
Jesus will bear his cross, one which he alone could bear.
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In regard to his disciples he says that each is to bear
his cross, i. e., the particular one allotted to him. This
word has grown too familiar because of constant use.

It is a mistake to call all our suffering a cross. The
wicked have many sorrows (Ps. 32 :10) but no crosses.
The cross is that suffering which results from our faithful connection with Christ. And Jesus here intimates
that each disciple will have his share of such sulfering.
The thought is overwhelming: Christ, carrying his

cross, leads, and all his disciples, each bearing his cross.
follow in one immense procession like men being led
away to be cruciﬁed. Paul carries the ﬁgure farther:
they that are Christ’s have cruciﬁed the ﬂesh (Gal.
5:24) ; and Paul himself is cruciﬁed with Christ (Gal.
2:20). The earthly prospects of a disciple are not
alluring. However heavy your cross may be, he helps
you to bear it after him.

So Jesus says, “let him be following me." He uses
the word that is usually employed to express the attachment of faith and faithfulness, it has quite the same
meaning as to come after Jesus. Let no one think of
changing the course of Jesus which leads to the cross
but only of following him with our cross. Godet says
that when travelling three things are necessary; ﬁrst,
to say farewell (to self) ; secondly, to carry our baggage (the cross) ; thirdly, to proceed with the journey
(follow me). The only question concerns our will to
make this journey. The ﬁrst two imperatives are prop—
erly aorists, for to deny self and to shoulder the cross
are momentary acts; but the third is present, for to
follow is a long and continuous course of action.

This

means that the ﬁrst two acts are the preparation for the
third. We need not add that all three are impossible
to us, for no human power is able to bring about conversion and the new life. Christ’s Word and grace
alone bring about both.

Matthew 16:25
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For whoever wills to save his life shall lose

it; but whoever shall lose his life on my account shall
ﬁnd it. Here we have the reason for the previous

gospel commands. It sounds like a warning, and its
highly paradoxical form is sure to embed it in the memory. Once before, but in a different connection, Jesus
used this paradox with only verbal changes. In 10:39
the two subjects are substantivized aorist participles:
“the ﬁnder—the loser of his life"; now the subjects
are relative clauses with a somewhat fuller meaning.

See 10 :39 for the meaning of 4411,05.

“Whoever wills to

save his life" again stresses the will (as in v. 24), for
the decision is always made in this center of our personality. The verb 00':ch means not only to save by
rescuing but in addition to preserve in a safe state.

This is the terrible folly of the man who would save
his life, namely by not denying himself, taking up his
cross, and following Jesus: by this very volition of his
he shall lose his life. Though he enjoys eVery earthly
delight, his vai has really perished, for it is doomed.
On the other hand, Jesus does not again say, “Who:

ever wills to lose his life,” for this willing is understood.
So he at once advances to the fact that this man “shall
lose” his life, thinking of a case where the loss becomes
actual (aorist subjunctive). This man may even become a martyr, losing not merely many earthly treas-

ures and advantages but earthly existence itself. Does
his case seem sad and deplorable? Far from it! In

and by the very loss he shall ﬁnd his unvxri. i. e., safe
and blessed with Christ and with God.

But note the

signiﬁcant phrase “on my account,” which explains “his
cross” in v. 24. Compare 5 :10, 11; 10 :18; Mark 8 :35;
10:29: “for my sake and the gospel's.” On the one
hand the gain is only temporal and a delusion, while
the loss is irreparable; on the other hand the loss is
only minor while the gain is immense and eternal. We
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cannot have both; only one of the alternatives can be
ours. Hence the urging in v. 24 to choose the right one.
26) A second ydp elucidates the reason given for
Jesus’ command. For what shall a man be beneﬁted if he shall gain the whole world yet forfeit his
life; or what shall a man give as exchange for his

life?

Here we see what underlies the paradox of

v. 25.

To save the upuxaﬁ means to secure for it as much

as this world affords; and thus to lose the upuxvi means
to forego what the world affords. Jesus now supposes
the absolute limit, that a man secure for himself “the
whole world” — all the world’s wealth, power, pleasure,
glory, the beauty of all the fair things that ever graced
the world, the sweetness of all the delicacies that it ever
offered, the grandeur of all the high things that ever
towered aloft on it, all sensations, all enjoyments, all
achievements, all satisfactions. Of course, such a thing
is frankly impossible to any human being, and that is
understood. But granting the impossible and for the
moment accepting it as actual, what is this man beneﬁted if, though he have the whole world, he forfeit his
W? The question answers itself. But again compare 10:39 on W, and note Luke 9:25 where {amuse is
made its equivalent, “his own self." A man need not
at once die to forfeit his upuxri, for he forfeits or loses it
when he fails to secure salvation.
The Jews are keen in regard to ﬁnance — well, here
is the whole matter reduced to a simple question of
proﬁt and loss. Write on the credit side of the ledger
“the whole world” and then on the debit side “the life,"
the man himself, and the proﬁt is nothing, yea, inﬁnitely worse than nothing. Yet Satan needs no such
price to buy men’s souls; all he needs is a little piece
of this world.
Make the reckoning in another way. “What shall
a man give as exchange for his life ?” What equivalent
in value or price could he offer, supposing even that

Matthew 16:26, 27

647

he possessed the whole world, in order to release his life
from forfeit and to place it into the safety of eternal
salvation? No equivalent can be named; no man will
even try to name one. The genitive used with ﬁxed).Aaypu is objective: “exchange for his soul,” R. 501; like
many passives, games has the accusative. Only in one
way can any man make his life safe and thus ﬁnd it
for time and for eternity, namely by following the
directions given in v. 24. Christ is our only hope. The
entire presentation is as clear as crystal and in most

perfect accord with the psychological norms of the
human will. so that only the height of unreason and
wilful self-deceit is able to resist following the right
course. Even the interrogative form employed in v.
26 is masterly, for it makes the bearer himself utter
the inevitable answers.

27)

How vital all this is regarding the I/mxr; is

now stated prophetically. For the Son of man is
about to come in the glory of his Father in company
with his angels, and then shall he duly give to each
one according to his doing. Amen, I say to you,
there are some of those standing here who shall in
no wise taste of death until they shall see the Son
of man coming in his kingdom. Divine judgment
awaits every man, hence everything depends on whether we follow Christ irrespective of what we lose in the
world, or disregard him and seek as much as possible of
the world for our life. On “the Son of man" see 8 :20.
As the one who is man and yet more than man he will
appear as the Judge. Our Redeemer will be our Judge.
Mama with the present inﬁnitive is a circumscription of
the future‘tense and here states that Jesus’ coming to
judginent is impending. He will come “in the glory of
his Father,” in the full display of all the divine attri-

butes. This refers to the human nature of Jesus,.that
nature according to which he would undergo suffering
and death (v. 21) , which, however, possessed the divine
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attributes by virtue of its union with the divine nature
and person of the Son, and which would be rendered
glorious and refulgent in his exaltation and heavenly
enthronement. God’s “glory” is always the sum of his
attributes or any number of them shining forth so that
his creatures may see. Jesus shall appear in “his
Father’s” glory, as possessing that glory equally with
the Father. The angels of the Son of man (both «ta-oi
refer to him) shall accompany him as his servants in
the work of the great judgment.
When that day arrives, “then” Jesus shall “duly
give (this the force of am; in the verb) to each one
according to his doing" wpdfts, the sum of his actions in
this life. Km: states the norm. The ﬁnal, public judgment shall be regarded as a just one by the entire universe; hence the Judge will pronounce sentence according to the works, namely those mentioned in v. 24,
whether they are present in a man and characterize
him or not. The entire dealing of Jesus with his disciples mentioned in v. 13-28 (the people were also present from v. 24 onward, as Mark 8 :34 states) must have
affected them most profoundly. One tremendous reve-

lation follows another.
28) The ﬁnal statement is ushered in by the solemn formula of verity and authority which has been
explained in 5:18. It assures those standing before
Jesus that some of them shall live to see the beginning
of this return of Jesus to judgment. The perfect of
forums, here the participle éméwv, is always used in the

present sense : those standing here. The relative clause
introduced by oznm has the futuristic subjunctive, R.
955. The expression "to taste of death” refers to its
bitterness which remains even for the disciples bec'ause
they are still sinners.
The promise here given refers to the destruction
of Jerusalem with its deﬁnite transfer of the offer of
the gospel from the obdurate Jews to the receptive Gen-
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tiles. The Parousia of Christ is here viewed in the
wider sense and thus includes the divine judgment on
the Jewish nation. The decisive points have been
mentioned in connection with 10:23. Jesus does not
say that the end of the world will come before some of
his hearers have died; for 24:36 assures us that the
time of the end is not known even to Jesus. Because
v. 27 speaks of the judgment on the last day we are not
compelled to make v. 28 do the same. It is an addition.
And it will have this effect: those who live to see the
destruction of Jerusalem will have in this fulﬁllment
of Jesus’ prophecy the proof that his prophecy concerning the ﬁnal judgment shall also be fulﬁlled. They

shall see him coming “in his kingdom.”

0n the pwmec’a

see 3:2. “The kingdom" is never a place but always
the royal rule of the Messiah. This is the rule of his
grace in the hearts of all his believers and the rule of
his power in the world protecting his believers and
bringing judgment upon the wicked. Ordinarily both
are invisible; but in the judgment on the Jews this
royal rule of Jesus would become visible. In this calamity some of the hearers were actually to “see" the
Son of man coming in his ,Baa’ukia, i. e., clothed with
royal majesty as the King that he is.
“Jesus thus used the word concerning his coming
once and again (10:23; 16:28) so as to combine the

preparatory beginnings of the end (24 :8, 32, etc.; Luke
21 :28, 31), after the manner of prophetic speech, with
the supreme point of the ﬁnal events, his Parousia .
To 'say that Jesus erred in this and prophesied falsely
appears, in view of the more detailed prophecies separating more sharply the individual features of the picture of the future, to be just as foolish as if someone
would call the Baptist a false prophet because the kingdom whose nearness he preached was not realized at
once as completely as he pictured and described its
coming.” Zahn, Emngelium des Matthaeus. 6'73.

CHAPTER xvn
1) And after six days Jesus takes with himself
Peter and James and John, his'brother, and brings
them up into a high mountain in private. This is
one of the narratives which answers the hypothesis
of those who make Matthew dependent on Mark, for
Matthew adds points that are not found in Mark. The
complete independence of Matthew is the more assured
when we note that Matthew was not one of the three
disciples who were with Jesus but that Peter was,
from whom Mark obtained his information. Evidence
for the complete independence of Matthew such as
this is found in many parts of his Gospel. This in
passing.
The exact- interval of time is stated, “after six

days,” in order to connect the new occurrence with
what is recorded in 16:13-28. Jesus is preparing his
apostles for the close of his earthly life and work. So
after the great confession of his divinity in 16:16, the
announcement of his passion, etc., in 16:21, and the
words regarding the coming judgment in 16:27, 28,
Jesus reveals his divine glory. Luke gives only the
approximate interval, “about eight days,” meaning
“about a week.”
The verb napaxanpdm is to be understood in the same
sense' as in 1:24 and 2:14, 21, “to take to oneself.”
Jesus asks these three disciples to go with him and
takes them up into a high mountain, away from everybody else, including their own companions, Kar’ may,
“in private,” where they will be by themselves. Peter,
James, and John constitute the inner circle among the

Twelve.

They were selected by Jesus himself as spe-

cial witnesses in Mark 5:37, here, and again in Matt.
(660)
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26:37. Only these three were to see and to hear what
was now to be revealed, for the testimony of two or
three witnesses is sufﬁcient. Peter, speaking for all
of them, had called Jesus the Son of God. They are
now to see Jesus in the glory of the Son of God. To
him that hath shall be given. In addition to all the
evidence of his divine Sonship which the disciples had
already received Jesus will now reveal himself to them
in actual heavenly glory. In 11 Pet. 1:16-18 Peter
himself stresses the great revelation thus vouchsafed
to him. The attempts to identify the “high mountain”

are quite futile.

Not until v. 24 are we told that Jesus

went back to Capernaum, which makes it quite certain that he had not already gone as far south as the
old traditional site of the transﬁgurati'on, Mt. Tabor.
Others think of one of the slopes of the great Mt. Hermon, which, however, seems entirely too far north. It
is sufﬁcient to think of one of the high ridges in the
mountainous region not far from Caesarea Philippi
where we know that Jesus was at this time (16:13).
2) And he was transformed before them. And
his countenance shone like the sun; moreover, his
garments became white like the light. Luke adds
the detail that this happened while Jesus was praying,
and we may note that many of the great moments in
the life of Jesus are marked by prayer. The transﬁguration was a transaction between the Father and
his beloved Son incarnate, who always received everything from that Father. Jesus did not ask to be transﬁgured just as he did not ask to have the Spirit
descend upon him as a dove. But, knowing the
Father's intention, Jesus ascended the mountain and
brought the needed witnesses with him. The passive
aorist mappcpuﬁoy simply records the fact and involves

the Father as the agent.

Moreover, the noun pom,

from which the verb is derived, always denotes the
essential form, not a mask or a transient appearance
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but the form that expresses the very nature. So here
the actual [Joptﬁﬁ of Jesus was changed; he underwent a
metamorphosis.
This God did to him “before them,” in the actual
presence of the disciples. Luke 9:29-31' records the
facts of the transﬁguration and in v. 32 states that

the disciples were heavy with sleep yet carefully adds
that, having been aroused and being wide-awake, they
saw his glory and Moses and Elijah standing with him.
Perhaps the communing of Jesus with the Father in
prayer continued awhile, so that the three disciples sat
down and began to doze, entirely unconscious of what
was about to transpire. Then suddenly, as with
sleepy eyes they looked up at Jesus standing a short
distance from them, they beheld the change.
This was astounding. The body and the human
nature of Jesus were gloriﬁed. Mark says nothing
about the countenance, and Luke only that it came
to be other (Eye'vcro Prepay) .

It is Matthew who reports

that “it shone like the sun.” This is often passed
over lightly by the commentators. The aorists
perempMH-q, EAafulzc, and the following c'ye'vc-ro with
reference to the garments report objective facts, actual
changes in Jesus himself, and not something subjective

only that appeared to the eyes and the minds of the
three disciples. The explanations of rationalists, that
the rays of the sun lighted up the face and the clothes
of Jesus while he was standing on a higher elevation
than the disciples, are efforts to evade the acceptance
of another miracle. When the disciples looked at the
countenance of Jesus they looked at a refulgence that

was as brilliant as the sun itself. This extended to
Jesus’ entire form, for his very garments had the
translucent whiteness of pure light. Instead of thinking of the radiance that shone on the face of Moses
(Exod. 34 :29; II Cor. 3:13), we have far more reason

to think of John’s vision of Jesus in Rev. 1:13-15.
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The philosophizings regarding this transﬁguration
are of little value. V As one such we mention the misleading alternative as to whether the transﬁgured
body was a donum superadditum or a donum naturals,
which introduces a dogmatical distinction that applies
to the image of God in the creation of man but does
not apply to the transﬁguration. Peter writes
(II Pet. 1:16) : “We were eyewitnesses of his
majesty” (peyaAcuir-qs). John 1:14 adds: “We beheld his glory, glory as of the Only-begotten from the
Father.” It was the same body and human nature
that the Virgin bore but joined by that birth to the
nature and the person of the Second Person of the God-

head.

By virtue of this union the human nature

shared in the divine attributes but, during the days
of the humiliation, used these attributes only on exceptional occasions, for instance, in the performance of
the miracles. One of these occasions was the transﬁguration when for a brief time the whole body of
Jesus was permitted to shine with the light and the
refulgence of its heavenly divinity. So Jesus now
shines in heaven forever. 0f the holy city (heaven)
it is said: “The Lamb is the light thereof,” Rev.
21 :23. The remarkable thing is that the earthly
clothes Jesus wore were transﬁgured in the same manner as his countenance.
It may sound learned and impressive to speak of
a process operating from the spirit of Jesus upon his
body, a process that was now so far advanced as to
permit his divine spirit (he had only a human spirit!)
to shine out through his body. Of such speculation
the Scriptures know nothing. The disappearance of
the glory after the transﬁguration weakens this theory

of a process and does so in spite of the explanation that this disappearance was only an element in
the process and in the ﬁnal result of permanent

gloriﬁcation to be achieved.

Jesus came to his ﬁnal
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gloriﬁcation through no process between his spirit and
his body, or between his divine and his human nature.
From his conception onward he was the very Son of
God, and here on the mount his divine glory was permitted to shine out through his body for a little while.
3) And lo, there appeared to them Moses and
Elijah in company with him, speaking together. The
verb swap; is used with reference to the appearance
of angels (Luke 1:11; Acts 7:35), to God (Acts 7:2,
30), to Jesus to Paul (Acts 9:17), and to other manifestations; Young, Concordance, lists all the passages.
The passive with the dative means: “was seen by
them.” Also these two appeared (were seen) “in
glory" (Luke 9:30). The effort to make this appearance merely subjective is as ineffectual as was the
same eﬁ‘ort regarding the glorious appearance of
Jesus. Moses and Elijah stood beside Jesus, talked
with him, and were seen by the three witnesses just

as they saw Jesus himself.

They were sent from

heaven by God and thus “in glory,” as the saints
appear in heaven. As regards all three, Jesus, Moses,
and Elijah, their glorious appearance was made in a
form that was sufﬁciently subdued so the earthly_ eyes
of the disciples could behold it without being blinded.
Here again a spiritual process is introduced by some
commentators: the three disciples advanced sufﬁciently
in this process to see this vision, i. e., this inward
picture not realities. This opens the door to all manner of religious hallucination on the part of those who
deem themselves sufﬁciently advanced in holiness.
The question is inevitable, “Why just these two,
Moses and Elijah?" The best answer seems to be,
“Moses was the great representative of the law, Elijah
the great representative of prophecy.” Both are outstanding ﬁgures of the Old Testament, and both represent prophecy as well as law. Moses stands at the
head of Israel’s history, Elijah appears when Israel
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had declined so that only 7,000 were left who had not
bowed to idolatry. The days of Elijah were like those
which Jesus found when all the rulers and the great
mass of the people had lost the true faith and had
departed far from God. The observation that the
appearance of these two with Jesus (per' «67.36) intended to assure the disciples that the death of Jesus
(16:21) was in perfect accord with the Old Testa. ment prophecies concerning the Messiah, may be
accepted as correct; the disciples had other ideas and
found the death of Jesus a great “Mam.
How did these three disciples recognize Moses and
Elijah? Certainly not by the correspondence of their
features and their dress to ideas the disciples and the
Jews had formed concerning their appearance. Nor
do we hear that the disciples had to wait until Jesus
told them who these two gloriﬁed men were. A far
better answer is that the saints in heaven need not be
introduced and named to us but are at once known
through heavenly intuition. If anything is needed
beyond this, it is the fact that, when God makes a
revelation, he makes it fully by conveying to the beholder all that he is to know. Elijah ascended to
heaven bodily and thus undoubtedly appeared in his
own gloriﬁed body. There is much speculation in
regard to Moses.

According to Deut. 34:5, 6 he died,

and his body was buried in an unknown place by God
himself. We read of no transfer of his body to heaven.
Only the soul of Moses has entered heaven.
Here we must brush aside all the speculative assertions that prior to the ﬁnal resurrection the souls of
the saints in heaven are clothed temporarily with
some kind of heavenly body; II Cor. 5:1, etc., furnishes
no support for this view, for note v. 8, “absent from
the body.” Like the angels, the saints in heaven
have no bodies of any kind, yet, when an angel is
sent to men on earth, he is seen and heard (28 :2-5)
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and performs other acts. In the same way God sent
Moses who was both seen and heard and then departed
with Elijah.
Me'r' al'n'oﬁ combines Jesus with Moses and Elijah
and makes avMaAoime mean that the three were speaking together. Mark writes, “Together they were
speaking with Jesus." Luke adds the subject of their
conversation: “the E£o8oe (outgoing or ﬁnal outcome)
which he was about to fulﬁll (Mypoiv) in Jerusalem,”
which is usually understood to mean “the decease” or
death, yet the word includes all that Jesus indicated
in 16:21, including also the resurrection, as his death
and resurrection also always go together. We fail
to see why some think that the disciples only saw
Moses and Elijah talking with Jesus but did not hear

what was said but later learned this from Jesus.
There is nothing in the three records that would indicate this. It was God’s intention that these three
disciples should be witnesses of this transﬁguration
and, as all that precedes (16:13~28) and the following (v. 9) show, this transﬁguration was intended to
cast light on the death and the resurrection of Jesus.
Why, then, should the conversation have been withheld from the disciples?
4)

Now Peter, responding, said to Jesus: Lord,

it is excellent that we are here. If thou art willing,
I will make three booths here, for thee one, for
Moses one. for Elijah one. Here we have one of the
plain instances in which a’moxprou'c is used in the wide

sense.

No one has spoken to Peter, all three dis-

ciples merely watch with great intentness; then Peter
speaks. He merely responds to the situation; what

he says indicates his reaction. to his great experience.
He addresses only Jesus, his beloved and now so glorious Master. Mark indicates that Peter’s words are
rather foolish; he does not know what he is talking
about. Mark had no doubt received this information
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from Peter himself, as also the additional fact that
that he and his companions were under the spell of
great fear or awe, as certainly they had reason to
be. Naturally also Peter receives no answer; perhaps Jesus does not even look at him; other more
important things are now transpiring. It is, of course,
like Peter to speak when he should have kept still.
What he says is valuable in one respect. He feels
it «My to be here, and the simple positive “excellent"
is more expressive than the comparative or super.
lative would be, R. 661. Peter felt as though he
and his fellow-disciples were very near to heaven.
Though they were ﬁlled with deep awe they felt themselves in the presence of heavenly glory, with Jesus
being gloriﬁed so unspeakably in divine majesty
(II Pet. 1:16), and two dwellers of heaven also appearing in glory '(Luke 9:31). Peter’s one desire is to
prolong this experience; hence his foolish suggestion
that, if it please Jesus, he will erect three booths, one

for each of the three glorious persons. The foolishness lies in the_idea that beings who are in such an
exalted state would need shelter for the night like
men in the ordinary state of human existence. He
says nothing of a shelter for the disciples; perhaps
he felt so humble that he and the other two disciples
would lie out in the open. The idea that Peter is
here placing Moses and Elijah on the same level with
Jesus and is thus introducing saint worship could
hardly have entered his foolish head.
Peter’s words are misunderstood when innit is made
emphatic: “It is a good thing that we (disciples) are
here” —we can build booths for you. Since xan is
impersonal, the subject cim must be written. Peter
addresses Jesus, and that fact makes “we” include
him and not merely the disciples. Finally, Matthew
undoubtedly has the exact wording in minim», which
indicates that Peter alone desires the task of building
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the three booths; therefore he also adds d (laws, “if
thou art willing." Mark and Luke combine this in the
volitive subjunctive Ionian)”. “let us make three booths”
(R. 931), which tacitly asks the consent of Jesus but
thus includes Jesus in the “us” of the verb form.
5) He still speaking, lo, a bright cloud overshadowed them; and lo, a voice out of the cloud,
saying: 'l'his‘is my Son, the Beloved, in whom I was
well pleased! Be hearing him! The cloud did not
come slowly but suddenly, before Peter’s words were
out of his month, which fact explains Matthew's exclamation “lo!" Matthew is here more exact than
Mark, and his in is better even than Luke’s statement. So also Matthew alone remarks about the
brightness of the cloud, which symbolizes the beneﬁcent (and not the threatening) presence of the
Father. He it is, as his words show, who speaks from
this bright cloud.
The words uttered are the identical attestation given Jesus after his baptism 3:17,
where they have been explained in detail. We need to
note only that Luke has 5 axaqpém in place of
6 dyamrro's; and in our discussion of 3:17 these terms
are shown to be identical in sense. The addition with
a second article makes an apposition of the verbal
adjective (or of the perfect passive participle in Luke)
and thus lends the term great emphasis, R. 776.

The aorist «5845x1701; is

historical

not gnomic

nor timeless and thus equal to the present tense.
The only alternative to the historical aorist, both in
3:17 and here, is the Greek idiom of using an aorist
to express something that has recently happened, the
English equivalent of which is the perfect: “in whom
l have been well pleased,” R. 842. But in the present

instance, where Luke can render dyamds as e‘xAchpe’m,
“the one I have chosen, who is such now,"
undoubtedly the simple historical aorist.

awmaa is
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All three synoptists have the durative command,
“Him do you hear !" i. e., always, and m’mﬁ is the genitive of the person; an accusative would indicate the
thing that is to he heard. On this command, as
already transmitted through Moses, compare Deut.
18:15, last clause, and especially v. 18, 19 with their
threat against those who fail or refuse to hear Christ.
“Him be hearing!” is in effect to this day. This is
God’s own conﬁrmation of Peter’s great confession
16:16, and God’s own seal upon the deity of the
Son who is to die and to rise again. As far as
Jesus and God were concerned, they certainly left
nothing undone to prepare the disciples for what was
impending.
6) And when the disciples heard they fell on
their countenance and were exceedingly afraid.
And Jesus, having come, touched them and said,
Arise and stop being afraid! And having lifted up
their eyes, they saw no one except Jesus alone. The
question is asked why, when the voice is heard in 3 :17,
no one falls upon his face in great fear, while here,
when the same voice is heard, this occurs. The situations are very different. Here Jesus is transﬁgured,
his countenance is shining like the sun, etc., Moses
and Elijah are present in glory, then comes the sudden shining cloud and the voice of God out of that
cloud—all this proved too much for mortal, sinful

man. It is Matthew who reports this prostration of
the disciples.
7) Matthew also states that Jesus went to them
and touched them, bidding them to rise and to stop
being afraid. The former is an aorist imperative to
indicate the single art of rising, the passive being used
like the middle in the active sense; the latter, a present
imperative, as so often in prohibitions, forbids what
has already begun, R. 851, etc.
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8) Now the three disciples raise their eyes and
see that Moses and Elijah have departed, the bright, super-earthly cloud likewise, and that Jesus alone is with
them, and in his natural state. All that Luke adds is
that Jesus was alone when the voice spoke out of the
cloud. So we need not ask as to who is referred to
by m'n-oﬁe: “the bright cloud overshadowed them." It
overshadowed all that were present, nor did it envelop
Moses and Elijah and thus allow them to disappear.
These were taken away in the same manner as they
had suddenly appeared, by the power of God.
9) Luke reports only the silence of the three
apostles regarding what they had seen. Matthew and
Mark tell us that this silence was ordered by Jesus.
And while they were coming down out of the mountain, Jesus ordered them, saying, Tell to no one the
vision until the Son of man is risen from the dead.

We cannot agree that they were allowed to tell the rest
of the Twelve; for why, then, had the latter not also
been allowed to be present? We now see why Jesus
took only these three —the rest were not to know as
yet. The reason for this restricting of the witnesses
of the transﬁguration is not far to be sought. Even
the disciples had wrong expectations concerning the
Messiah. These wrong, ﬁeshly expectations, if the
news of the transﬁguration had been spread abroad,
would have been fanned into ﬂames and would have
caused a great deal of harm. The lips of the chosen
witnesses were sealed regarding this revelation for

the very same reason that Jesus so constantly avoided
the use of the title “Messiah” because it had become
connected with fanciful and extravagant political ideas

of earthly grandeur. Yet the transﬁguration and
what accompanied it took place as a part of the great
foundation of faith. It is one of the major acts of
our salvation. It established the fact that Jesus was
the Son of God and did this, not by word alone, nor
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by an inference from deeds (miracles), but by withdrawing the veil from his divine glory. He who would
die and rise again for our redemption, who thus walked
in lowliness in the fashion of man, for a little while
let the divine majesty (II Pet. 1:16) and glory which
belonged to his person and through it also to his human
nature and body, shine forth to be seen by these witnesses. Heaven sent its great saints to confer familiarly with him.
The Father came and sealed the
scene with his personal attestation.
The time to tell it all was fast approaching. Peter
has made his record in II Pet. 1:16, 17. Jesus calls
what had been seen 15 59011.41, “the vision.” But this
term does not warrant reducing this event to a mere
subjective experience. For Mark calls this vision
a eisoy, “what they saw,” and Luke «1 éépaxa, “the
things they have seen.” This “vision" is like that
which Moses had (cf. Acts 7:31; Exod. 3:2). The
open and waking eyes beheld the actual realities.
This alone agrees with the narratives of the three
Gospels. Note that Jesus here calls himself “the Son
of man" (see 8:20). His resurrection, when it ﬁnally
occurred, made this vision and many other things
plain. Until that time the lips of the three disciples
were to remain sealed.

The phrase in mpu‘w denotes separation and nothing more, R. 598. The absence of the article points
to the quality of being dead not to so many individuals
left behind in death; and the sense of the phrase is
“from death." In the interest of the doctrine of a
double resurrection the effort is made to obtain the
meaning: “out from among the dead." Linguistically
and doctrinally this is untenable. When this is applied to the unique resurrection of Jesus, it is at once
apparent, the idea being, not'that he left the other dead
behind, but that he passed “from death" to a glorious

life.

No wonder c’x nxpéiv is never used with reference
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to the ungodly. The misinterpretation of this phrase
is like the Jewish misunderstanding of the phrase “in
three days.” This phrase is used 35 times with reference to Christ, a few times ﬁguratively with reference
to other persons, and twice with reference to the resurrection of many, Luke 20:35; Mark 12:25. In 16:21
Jesus uses the passive: “to be raised up,” 1'7ep9ﬁvu;
now he uses the active “is risen," «ham-53 For both
are true, he rises and he is raised, the opera ad extm
being indivisa aut communa.
10) And his disciples inquired of him, saying,
Why, then, do the scribes say that Elijah must ﬁrst
come? In regard to the rising from the dead
Mark reports that the disciples questioned only among
themselves. We see that this point was by no means
clear to them.

But what engaged them to the extent

that they made jnquiry of Jesus was the matter concerning Elijah. For a brief moment this great
prophet had appeared and then disappeared. Was
this the fulﬁllment of Mal. 4:5, 6? Was this what
the scribes taught in the synagogues? It did not seem
to be sufﬁcient -— and yet, Elijah had appeared to them
in his own person and had talked to Jesus. What adds
to their perplexity is the fact that they are to say
nothing about what they had seen, nothing about
Elijah. It is to this that ofw refers, namely to the
command of silence. If the appearance of Elijah,
which the disciples had just witnessed, was the one
expected by Israel according to prophecy, it would

seem that it should be publicly proclaimed instead of
being concealed in silence. With ri they thus inquire
whether there is real reason or not for the teaching

of the scribes, the men who were skilled in the interpretation of the Torah or Old Testament Scriptures,

that Elijah must ﬁrst come, «paw-ow, before the Messiah.
It was the popular expectation that Elijah would ﬁrst
teach the Jews, settle all their disputed questions,
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again give them the pot of manna and Aaron’s rod
which blossomed, etc.
11) That this is the meaning of the inquiry is
evident in the answer which Jesus gives. But he,
answering, said: Elijah is coming and will restore
everything. But I say to you that Elijah did already
come, and they did not recognize him but did in his
case whatever they willed. Thus also the Son of
man is about to suffer at their hands. Then the
disciples understood that he spoke to them concerning John the Baptist. In his answer Jesus, ﬁrst of
all, adopts the doctrinal formula of the scribes regarding the coming of Elijah as being quite correct. This
explains the prophetic present tense (R. 870) : Elijah
“is coming." Jesus also adopts the second statement
of the scribes, which has the prophetic future: “and
will restore everything.” The scribes, of course,
understood this in their own way, as indicated above,
Jesus referred it to the work of the Baptist, which
brought about a spiritual restoration and returned
the hearts of the people to God in true repentance and
faith. “Everything” is mended and restored when
this spiritual renewal is wrought. Without it all outward reforms and restorations are in vain.
12) The scribes were right, and yet they were
sadly wrong. With the voice of authority, “But I say
to you,” Jesus states the facts concerning Elijah's coming: He “did already come,” using the aorist whoa,
whereas we prefer the perfect: “he has already come.”
From 11 :10-14 the disciples. knew whom Jesus had in
mind. .Then Jesus adds how this “Elijah” fared.
The plural subject of the verbs is purposely left indeﬁnite because the disciples knew only too well who
was referred to. “They did not recognize him.” The
nation as such and especially as represented in its
leadership, the Sanhedrin, the whole party of the
Pharisees, including the scribes mentioned in v. 10,
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together with Herod and his court never as much as
realized that the Baptist was the promised Elijah,
the Messiah’s forerunner.
Accordingly “they did in his case,” iv aﬁrgﬁ (R. 484) ,
which is almost like an indirect object (R. 588),
“whatever they willed,” paying no attention to the
God who had sent them this Elijah. The expression
is purposely veiled and thus quite broad so as to include 3:7, etc., and John 1:19, etc, the treatment
accorded him by the Sanhedrin and by the Pharisees
in particular, as well as 14:3, etc., the wilful murder
by Herod. The fact that the latter is included is
evident from the addition: “thus also,” etc. The Baptist’s bloody fate is only the preliminary to the fate
of “the Son of man" (see 8:20). He, too, un~
recognized as the person that he is, shall in the
same way suffer “at their hands,” inr’ «6151’, “by them,”
regarding 1ra'.¢rx¢w as though it were a passive, which
it is in sense. Thus once more Jesus speaks of his
passion and his death as impending (pc’Mci) .
13) Jesus has more than answered the inquiry
addressed to him. He has cleared up the entire question regarding Mal. 4:5, 6 and the coming of Elijah.
The prophecy, already fulﬁlled, is now being carried
out with regard to Jesus himself. Matthew adds that
the disciples understood what had been told them
about the Baptist. The restriction, however, intimates that as yet they did not understand and grasp
what Jesus had added about himself.
14) All three synoptists follow the account of the
transﬁguration with that of the healing of the epileptic
demoniac boy. The miracle itself is evidently not the
chief point of the narrative but the unbelief of the
disciples which prevented them from curing the boy.
Note the contrast: Jesus transﬁgured in his divine
glory; the nine disciples still hampered by unbelief.
Poignant is the complaint of Jesus, which permits us
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to see under what discouragement he had to approach
his passion. This burden, too, he had to bear. Jesus
heals the boy and then speaks the mighty word regarding faith, the full realization of which would come to

pass after his resurrection.

His sadness of the

moment is relieved by the prospect of the future now
near at hand.
And when they came to the multitude, a man
approached him, kneeling to him and saying: Lord,
show mercy to my son since he is epileptic and is in
a bad state; for often he falls into the ﬁre, and often
into the water. And I brought him to thy disciples,
and they were not able to heal him. It is the day
after the transﬁguration (Luke). Matthew’s narrative concentrates and yet presents all the essentials;
Mark is more descriptive. Yet Matthew writes independently and has features of his own.
A crowd of people is gathered about the nine
disciples, also some of the scribes, all are disputing
(Mark). Thus Jesus gets to hear from the father
of the afﬂicted boy what the disturbance is about. The
man kneels before Jesus and presents his earnest petition to him.
15) The address; “Lord,” must always be gauged
according to the person who uses it; here it expresses
deep reverence and high honor but is not intended
in the sense of divine Lord or God’s Son. The aorist
imperative begs for an act of mercy for the man’s
son, namely that Jesus heal him. Since the appeal
is made to the mercy of Jesus, the pitiful state of
the child is described. Luke adds the detail that it
is the man’s only child, and Mark puts the demoniacal
possession forward and adds that it renders the child
dumb. But the worst feature of the aﬂiiction is the
epilepsy brought about by the demon. This puts the
child into a bad state, the texts varying between wax“
and 2m with «axes. Both amount to the same thing
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and indicate an exceedingly bad condition: “he is
badly aﬂlicted” (B.-P. 1013), or “he is in a bad condition.” The ﬁts to which the boy is subject are then
described. He often falls into the ﬁre or into the
water. These symptoms are still to be found in such
cases. Mark adds the foaming at the mouth, the
gritting of the teeth, and the pining away, all of which
accompany severe epilepsy.
16) While Jesus was on the mountain, the father
brought his boy to the nine disciples who had remained
behind. He then tells Jesus that they had been unable to heal him. This is one of the chief features
of the narrative which is unlike anything that had
happened before.
17) And Jesus, answering (i. e., responding to
the situation thus presented to him), said: O generation unhelieving and having been perverted, how
long shall I be with you? how long shall I bear with
you? Bring him here to me! This is one of the
instances in which the deep feeling of Jesus is permitted to express itself. Pain and disappointment
wring these words from his lips. It is true enough
that ymd means “generation” and thus applies to
the people of Jesus’ time. As a generation they
deserved the characterization 5mm, “faithless,” and

attafpappt'vq (perfe'ct participle of &ao*rp¢’¢w, having been
twisted and still being thus), “perverse,” their hearts
always being turned in the wrong direction. '0 is
seldom used with vocatives, and when it is used it
expresses a certain solemnity (R. 463) and deep
emotion (R. 464). Note that ywai has the same form
in both the vocative and the nominative, dmo'roc also
remains unchanged (R. 464),
But the point is the failure of the nine disciples to
drive out the evil spirit. Nowhere does the narrative
stress the unbelief of the multitude. It is unfair to
charge the boy’s father with unbelief, for he brought
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his boy to the disciples and then to Jesus with an
appeal for mercy. From Mark 9 :24 we see that there
was some faith in his heart. The disciples are rebuked
by Jesus. They are the ones “with whom” Jesus
has been so long in a special way, and with whom
he has borne for nearly three years. Yet here the
old unbelief (see v. 20) which marked their entire
generation again cropped out, so that because of it
they had failed to heal this child. From his own disciples Jesus had a right to expect something better.
The pained lament, so fully justiﬁed, is followed
by the prompt action of Jesus: “Be bringing him
here to me !” The command is already a promise.
The plural “pm is not addressed to the father but,

it seems, to the nine disciples who had tried to heal
the boy. At this point Mark adds to the narrative,
but Matthew omits these minor details and conﬁnes
himself to the main issue as is his constant practice.
18) And Jesus rebuked him, and the demon
went out from him, and the boy was healed from
that very hour. Mark records the words Jesus
spoke, also the facts that the boy was thrown into
a paroxysm by the demon and that Jesus raised him
from the ground. On the subject of possession see
4 :24. But the man point is that the lad was perfectly
healed by Jesus after the disciples had failed so completely. The multitude, mentioned before, is a side
issue; only Luke records that the people “were all
astonished at the majesty of God” manifested in this
deed of Jesus’.
19) Then, the disciples having come to Jesus in
private, said, For what reason (sun’, “because of
what") were we not able to throw it out? And he
says to them: Because of your unhelief. For,
amen, I say to you, if you shall have faith as a
mustard kernel you will say to this mountain, Remove from here to there, and it will remove; and
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nothing shall be impossible for you. The fact that
the disciples failed to expel the demon (a676, neuter
since 84:va is referred to) is in the foreground,
hence this sequel to the miracle deals with this point
alone. The matter is on the minds of the nine disciples, and so they ask Jesus, when at last he and
they are by themselves. just why they had failed.
The objection that they would not have asked thus
if in v. 17 they had been referred to by the “generation unbelieving,” etc., does not hold good. For this
pained lament is expressed in a broad way and combines the disciples with their generation. So their
question, “for what reason,” is quite natural.

20) The answer is straight to the point: “Because of your unbelief!” The reading dmariav seems
to have been supplanted by the milder term dhtywwﬂfav
since “unbelief" seems to be too strong a term to apply
to these nine disciples, and “littleness of faith” seems
more ﬁtting. That, too, is one reason why in v. 17
“generation unbelieving” is often regarded as leaving
out the disciples. But v. 20 implies that when the
nine disciples dealt with this possessed boy they lacked
the faith that was equal to a mustard kernel. So the
reading dmartav must be preferred.
We may puzzle about this unbelief in view of the
command given in 10:8, but the heart is deceitful
above all things (Jer. 17:9) and proved itself so in
this instance. But this “unbelief" must not be understood as the complete loss of the faith confessed for
all the disciples by Peter in 16:17, i. e., faith in Jesus
in general. It is the lack of faith in the promise given
in 10:8: “Cast out demons!” From 7:22 and I Cor.
13 :2 (also 12 :9) we see that Jesus had in mind charismatic faith, which one may have even without having

saving faith and may lose or be without though saving
faith remains. In the case of the disciples even this
type of unbelief was a serious fault, for Jesus was send-
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ing them out with this very power, to work miracles
and thus also to cast out demons.
But while Jesus minces no words when pointing out
the grave cause of the disciples’ failure, he at the
same time stimulates the faith of the disciples, including their charismatic faith in particular. In 10:8
he had simply given them his commands with the
implication that, if they acted on them, the miracles
would follow. Now he adds a mighty assurance and
promise that, if only they believe him, the impossible
itself will become possible to them.
The yép makes
plain that their failure was due to their unbelief and
not to a lack in Jesus or in his empowering of them.
The formula “amen,” etc., see 5:18, seals the statement with the seal of verity and of authority. It is
truly so because Jesus says so. The regular conditional sentence of expectancy does not present an

impossible case but one whose repeated occurrence
Jesus expects. The language is ﬁgurative: telling this
mountain to remove from its place to another and instantly having it do so — a supreme example of what
is impossible to a human being; yet, let it not be overlooked, the easiest thing for God.
Jesus himself interprets this ﬁgurative language:
“And nothing shall be impossible for you." He means,
of course, for his disciples and in their calling as disciples. Inﬁdelic literalism may challenge a disciple to
transfer a mountain or two and laugh at him when

he is unable to do so; blind fanatics may tempt the
Lord to keep his Word, to do what that Word never
promised, and may even persuade themselves that their
folly has come to pass. But neither of these aberrations aﬁ‘ects the promise as it stands. God does no
silly things, no useless things, and it is his power
(19:26) that he places behind Jesus’ disciples when
they are charged to do the things he commands them
to do.
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The vital thing is this “faith as a mustard kernel."
The reason this and not some other seed is here named
appears already from the parable recorded in 13:31,
etc. First, the tiny size of this mustard seed; then,
its ability to shoot up into a towering plant. This
is the tertium comparationis. Even a little faith in
the divine promise, when it is genuine in quality, will
at. the critical moment shoot up into a mighty power
and accomplish wonders. Such was the faith of
Gideon, such that of the apostles after Pentecost, and
such that of a large number of God’s saints. As far
as the miracle to be performed upon the boy is concerned, this depended entirely on the faith or lack
of faith of the nine disciples. It was not dependent
on the faith of the boy, of his father, or of the multitude. Here we must remember that not all miracles
are alike. In some instances Jesus seeks to instil
faith prior to the miracle, while in other cases he is
content to have faith follow the miracle (8:28, etc.;
John 6:5, etc.; 9:1, etc.; and others).
21) Textual criticism cancels this verse on the
ground that it was interpolated from Mark 9:29.
This leaves it as a part of the story of the healing
that shows how faith must be stimulated by fasting and prayer, but removes it from Matthew’s
narrative.
22) Jesus returned to Galilee from the extreme
northern

territory

of

Caesarea.

While

moving

about in Galilee, Jesus said to them: The Son of
man is about to be delivered into the hands of men,

and they will kill him, and on the third day he will
be raised up. And they were grieved exceedingly.
The correct reading in the genitive absolute is
dueorpeoope'mv, “wandering about,” and not warped»pe’mv, “gathering themselves together,” which seems
rather out of place. At some unnamed place before
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he reached Capernaum (v. 24) Jesus repeats the
announcement made in 16:21. It is in substance the
same. This time he calls himself “the Son of man"
(see 8 :20) and says that “he is about to be delivered
into the hands of men," those already named in 16 :21,
the Sanhedrin. A new point is found in the verb
which is passive and hints at some agent (Judas)
who will hand Jesus over to the supreme Jewish
authorities. In this way the strange thing will happen that he who is “the Son of man," true man and
yet more than man, namely God’s very Son, shall be
placed into the murderous power of mere “men.” And
even God will not intervene (8:2 in 16:21).
23) The rest of the announcement is the same.
These men will execute their will upon Jesus and
"‘will kill him," yet, again naming the exact time,
“on the third day he will be raised up,” i. e., by God,
who will more than nullify this bloody deed of men
(Acts 4:10; 6:30, where the contrast is powerfully
brought out: you killed him, but God raised him up).
Although Jesus no doubt journeyed about in Galilee
for a considerable time before he returned to Capernaum, Matthew has recorded only this incident of the
extended tour. We see that Jesus is intent on preparing his disciples for the coming events.
This
announcement again plunged the disciples into great
sorrow. Mark adds that they really did not understand and were afraid even to inquire further; and
Luke is still more emphatic. Jesus could not spare
the disciples this sorrow; it would have been cruel to
be silent and to give them no warning. We are too
familiar with the cruciﬁxion and the resurrection of
Christ properly to place ourselves into the position of
the disciples when he foretold these things. His words
concerning his resurrection seemed as strange and as
incredible to them as those regarding his death. To
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the last their minds struggled against the plain meaning of what was dinned into their-ears, and thus what
they did not want to know they actually did not understand.

XIV
Christ at Capernaum, Instructing His Disciples,

Chapter 17:24-18:35
24) The visit to Capernaum is brief, indeed. It
is the last time that Jesus visits his own city. Nothing .of a public nature takes place. Jesus deals with
his disciples alone, and the time spent with them is
less than one day. The subject matter of this section
makes it stand apart: offenses are to be avoided, and
after they occur are to be removed in the right way.
Now when they came to Capernaum, they that
collect the double drachmaa came forward to Peter

and said, Does not your Teacher pay the double
drachmaa? While Jesus is absent, Peter is accosted
on the street by the collectors of the Temple tax. Since
the return from the exile every Israelite, after reaching the age of twenty, was required (Exod. 30:13, 14;
II Chron. 24:6; Neh. 10:32; II King‘s 12:4) to pay

half a shekel toward the support of the Temple; in
Greek coin this was a 8f3paxpov or double drachma,
which amounted to about 40 cents. The very term
8(8paxpa, plural, came to mean Temple tax in the expression “to pay the didrachma.” The effort to make
didrachma a secular tax that was levied in Galilee by
Herod has failed and is contradicted by what follows.
The collection of this tax began outside of Jerusalem on the ﬁfteenth of Adar, our March, and the collection in the capital followed ten days later and thus
occurred a short time before the Passover. The fact

that Jesus at once ,paid the tax leads to the conclusion
that it was being collected at this time.

Yet the plural
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in the question: “Does not your Teacher pay the
double drachmas?” refers to the payment of this
Temple tax in general (Jesus also speaks of it in this
way) and not merely to the tax that was due during

the present year. Moreover, at is not an interrogative
particle and does not imply an aﬂirmative answer; it
is simply construed with the verb, and the question
merely asks whether Jesus is accustomed to pay
this tax.
The motive for the question seems to be simply the
desire for information. It was not a demand for the
payment of this year’s tax, for then the singular
8i8paxpov would have been used. The local collectors,
residents of Capernaum where Jesus had his home,
knew that in many matters he acted in a manner that
to them seemed contrary to the Jewish law. They
were also conversant with his superior claims and thus

inquired about his attitude regarding the tax. It seems
also that the priests were exempted from payment

although the rabbis differed regarding that question,
some contending that the priests were to be exempted,

others that they were at least to be allowed to pay
The collectors probably thought that for some reason
or other Jesus, too, might consider himself exempt.

The idea of forcing payment as our government and
law does with regard to the secular taxes, is not involved in the question addressed to Peter
25) He says, Yes. And when he came into the
house, Jesus spoke ﬁrst to him, saying: How does
it seem to thee, Simon? The kings of the earth,
from whom do they collect custom or poll tax? from
their own sons or from the outsiders? And he having said, From the outsiders, Jesus said to him, Then
the sons are free. Peter knew that Jesus always
paid the Temple taxes and answers accordingly As
regards this year’s tax, the time for its payment had

evidently not yet expired.

Peter was accosted on the
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street, most likely while he was on his way to Jesus’
home in Capernaum. When he comes to the house
and before he is able to say a word, Jesus speaks to
him and reveals that he knows all about the conversation with the tax collectors. To deny that this
indicates supernatural knowledge is unwarranted.
The claim that, if such knowledge were implied, the
fact should have been stated is met by the verb upoc’ooamv: Jesus “spoke first.” This power Jesus exercised, not absolutely or always, but, like all his other

powers, when and to the degree that his'work required.
Peter must have been surprised to learn that Jesus
knew about the conversation on the street.
Jesus asks Peter for his opinion on a question that
is quite easily answered. The address, “Simon,” has
no special signiﬁcance in this connection; it seems to
have been the ordinary name used regarding him
in the circle of the Twelve (note, for instance, Luke
24:34). To be sure, earthly kings do not make their
own sons, the princes of the royal house, pay taxes,
for the entire royal family is supported in regal state
by taxing the people. Kings collect taxes only “from
outsiders," i. e., the aim-mint, other than their own immediate families, i. e., the people of their nation. Tc’Aq
are‘ “customs,” taxes on wares or goods, while xﬁvaoc
is a tax on the person, a “poll tax."
26) The genitive absolute clmiwoc (the noun being
understood) makes Simon’s correct answer a minor
part of the narrative. The main point is the deduction made from Simon’s answer (dpuyc), which Jesus
emphasizes: “Then the sons are free,” i. e., from any
taxation. The entire conversation with Peter is in
the nature of a parable or at least furnishes an analogous illustration. The whole is so lucid that no explanation is added by Jesus. It is beyond question that
he and the disciples are sons of “the great King”
(5:35) for whose Temple the tax is collected; Jesus
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is the essential Son, and through him his disciples are
sons by adoption. This they are irrespective of their
national connection and not merely as Jews for whom
the Temple was built. The sonship of Jesus and his
disciples in no way emanates from or depends on the
Temple at Jerusalem. John 4:20-24. Thus, like the
sons of earthly kings, these spiritual sons of “the great
King” are, therefore, “free,” and no one can with
divine right levy any Temple tax upon them. Since
Jesus. nevertheless, intends to pay this tax as he has
always done, he wants it thoroughly understood that
by doing so he is not placing himself and his disciples
on a common level with the Jews.
27)
another

The reason that he submits to this tax is quite
Nevertheless, lest we entrap them, having

gone to the sea, throw a hook and take up the ﬁrst
ﬁsh that comes up; and having opened the mouth of
it, thou shalt ﬁnd a stater. Having taken this, give

it to them for me and thee:

,The principle which

Jesus follows in consenting to pay the tax is the one
enunciated in 3:15; 5:17, and indicated in 8:4. It is
the consideration for others as imposed by their great
mutual calling that prompts Jesus also in this matter.
They must not “entrap them." On the verb oxaVSaML'w'
see 16:23. It goes beyond the idea of causing one
to stumble, for such a person may rise again, but to
catch one in a trap is alwaysfatal. The two ideas
are by no means identical though they are often so
regarded.
If Jesus and his disciples refused to pay the Temple
tax, the people, unable to understand the true reason,
would conclude falsely that Jesus and the disciples
despised the Temple and its worship and would thus
reject them and their gospel message.

The refusal

to pay this tax would be equal to baiting the crooked
stick in a trap by which it is sprung; simple-minded
people would bite at that bait and be hopelessly caught
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in the trap thus set for them. With hypocrites, who
make traps for themselves of the words and the acts
of Jesus, he has no patience (15:12, etc), but he is
always considerate of ordinary and sincere souls.
The way in which Jesus orders the tax to be paid
by miraculously providing the money again gives evidence of his divine Sonship as well as of the connection
of Peter and the disciples with him as the Son who
makes sons also of them. Peter is the one who is to
catch this ﬁsh with the stater in its mouth, Peter at the
order of Jesus and thus connected with him. Since he
is to catch only one ﬁsh he needs only “a hook" not a

net. How this ﬁsh would come to have a stater in his
mouth is left unsaid, also how it would come to be the
ﬁrst ﬁsh Peter would catch (rpo'brov is to be construed
with ixﬁur, R. 657), because these are both miraculous.
“Thou shalt ﬁnd" is futuristic.

The ﬁnding is assured

by Jesus’ word.
A stater is the equal of four drachmas, hence is also
called tetradrachmon and would be sufﬁcient to pay the
tax for two persons. Peter is to hand this stater
over “to them,” the collectors, “for me and thee.” the
Greek preferring this order of the persons. The dm’
does not suggest the idea of substitution; the entire

context deals with the ordinary annual Temple tax and
does not say anything about an expiatory sin offering.

R. 573 ﬁnds a compression of statement in “for me and
thee," the stater strictly corresponding to the tax that
is due to be paid by Jesus and by Peter rather than
money that is due to the persons of Jesus and of Peter.
Since Peter is to catch the ﬁsh, the amount of the

coin will pay the tax also for him. The other disciples.
Jesus indicates, are to pay their tax from their own
resources, which shuts out the idea that they are never
to pay out their own money for such a tax.
How one can read this narrative, in particular also
the order to pay the stater as a tax, and then say that
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Peter never caught this ﬁsh, that Jesus never paid this
tax, is rather beyond comprehension. One may call
the whole story “a sea tale" (why not “a ﬁsh story”?) ,
and dismiss it as fable; but what Matthew writes is
plain beyond question. Peter caught the ﬁsh and paid
the tax as directed. Matthew does not need to elaborate, he has a right to assume some intelligence on the
part of his readers. Moreover, throughout his Gospel
he is content to bring out the essentials, and here the
essentials are the words of Jesus regarding the Temple
tax. His followers are to pay that tax as long as the
Temple shall stand. The conclusion is warranted that
Matthew wrote his Gospel before the destruction of the
Temple in the war of the years 66-70.
Modernism treats this narrative in a rather derogatory fashion. We are reminded of the ring of Polycrates and of other stories of ﬁsh that were caught
with some valuable object in them. Matthew's account
is classed with these. Yet, even then, his record is
misunderstood; for Jesus would then say: “Your
only chance for paying this for us would be to ﬁnd
the coin in the mouth of a ﬁsh—you know what the
probabilities are. If you could do that, it would be
a sign that, after all, we were really liable for the
tax.”
Some think that Peter sold the ﬁsh. Blass arrives
at this meaning by changing cilpricms, “thou shalt ﬁnd,"

to dupﬁou, the ﬁsh “will bring" when it is sold.
this involves an unwarranted change of the text.

But

CHAPTER XVIII
1)

In that hour the disciples came to Jesus,

saying, Who then is greater in the kingdom of the

heavens? Jesus had just returned to Capernaum
(17:24) and had just attended to the payment of the
Temple tax. “In that hour" means that almost immediately Jesus attended to the dispute among his dis~
ciples regarding greatness. All that is recorded from
17:24 to 18:35 took place on one day, which appears
to be the time spent on this ﬁnal visit to Capernaum.
Mark tells us that Jesus was “in the house,” which cannot be Peter’s house, as some think, but must be the
home of Jesus himself who at the beginning of his
ministry had transferred his home to Capernaum. The
deﬁnite article points to “the house” as being one that
was well known, one. where Jesus stayed regularly
while he was in his home city.
When Matthew writes that “the disciples came to
Jesus” he intends merely to say that now the whole
company was assembled in Jesus’ home. We must not
assume that the disciples came to Jesus in order to
have him answer this question about greatness. Mark
tells us that Jesus broached the subject by inquiring
about what they had discussed among themselves on
the road to Capernaum. They “held their peace" because of a guilty feeling, and only Mark leads us to
conclude that some of them at last told Jesus. Matthew states directly that they wanted to know who was
“greater in the kingdom of the heavens.” Yet am in
the question, “Who, then, is greater?” hints at what
Mark states about the previous hesitation. The Greek
uses pelzmv, the comparative “greater,” which is more
exact. The implication is that all of the Twelve would
be great, yet that some would be greater than the rest.
(678)
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The singular does not refer to one only but is to be
understood in a general sense as a reference to any
one over against others, so that for various reasons
several might be ranked above others. The present
tense is modiﬁed by the future idea lying in the phrase
“in the kingdom of the heaven” (see 3 :2), here referring to the great Messianic kingdom which the disciples thought Jesus was about to establish with wondrous earthly grandeur.
Jesus himself had furnished an occasion for this
question concerning the relative position of the disciples in his approaching kingdom. He had given
some distinction to three of the Twelve on two notable
occasions (Mark 5:37; Matt. 17:1). Often enough
Peter had been allowed to take the lead and to speak
for the rest; and even on'this day he had been ordered
to catch the ﬁsh with the stater in its mouth and to pay
the tax for Jesus and for himself. So on the road the
Twelve had had their dispute, and Jesus had delayed
until this time in order most thoroughly to settle this
question that was so fraught with danger because of
envy, jealousy, pride, and hatred. There was a
possibility that it might disrupt this little band of
twelve.
2) Mark describes Jesus as sitting down and then
calling the Twelve to himself and making an opening
statement before he called the little child to himself.
So, after the disciples had confessed their dispute, we
must imagine that Jesus formally seated himself, his
manner indicating that he intended once for all to
clear up this question of precedence and greatness in
his kingdom. ,We may take it that when the Twelve
were called to him at this moment they sat about
Jesus in the usual Oriental fashion. And having
called forward a little child, he stood it in their midst
and said: Amen, I say to you, unless you turn and

become as the little children you shall in no wise
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enter into the kingdom of the heavens. It is most
natural to assume that this rasz'ov (the diminutive is
always neuter) belonged to someone who lived with
Mary in Jesus’ house, and that the child thus knew
Jesus and readily came at his call.
We have no
reason to assume that there was anything marvel-

ous or extraordinary about this child.

This little one

ran up to Jesus who then, seated as he was, told it to
stand in the midst of the disciples facing the halfcircle of seated men. In this way the attention of
all was drawn to the child. But Mark adds the beautiful action that Jesus also took the child in his arms,
lifting it to his breast as he sat before his disciples.
As readily and as willingly as the child had come at
Jesus’ call, so it now came to his arms and laid its
head on his bosom or his shoulder. Here was a demonstratio ad oculos, one that would impress itself indelibly
upon the minds of the disciples.
3) With the child held thus, Jesus speaks, sealing
his statement by the solemn formula of verity and of
authority: “Amen, I say to you" (5:18). From the
high places in the kingdom after which the disciples
were striving Jesus takes them back to the very por.tals of that kingdom. They are told on what conditions alone they are admitted, and, of course, these
vital conditions apply also to continuance in the kingdom. There is a hidden warning in these words: by
contending about the higher places in the kingdom the
disciples were losing their childlikeness and were thus
endangering their very continuance in the kingdom.
“Unless you turn and become as little children"

is one and the same act. By thus turning they will
become as little children, and becoming such means
to turn.

The second aorist passive is used reﬂexively,

arpaﬁu, “turn yourselves,” it is like the participle
orpmptic used in 16:23. Here an action of the heart
is referred to, one that is possible only through the
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power of grace (Jer. 31:18). This turning should
not be reduced to a mere change of conduct: “unless
you turn from your rivalry and seeking after outward
greatness.” The conclusion speaks of entrance into
the kingdom, and the requisite for this is something
far more vital than forsaking a few of our faults.
Jesus has in mind the turning which is usually called
conversion, it is equivalent to the regeneration he re-

quired of Nicodemus in John 3 :3.
To turn thus is to “become as little children,” to
become like the one that was being held in Jesus’ arms.
Besser writes: “It came at the call of Jesus’ kindly
voice just because it was a child, without any conscious
gratiﬁcation because of its own tractableness. Just
because it was a child, it in all simplicity allowed this
kind man to do with it what he pleased without thinking: What an excellent child I am that I am thus set
before these men! It allowed Jesus to take it into his
arms and to caress it, feeling itself, indeed, a beloved
child but knowing nothing of its loveliness. Well, this
child in the arms of Jesus is for the disciples an illustration of what excellence in the kingdom of God is."
Then the childlikeness to be manifested in conversion
is sketched: “To permit oneself to be called, led,
loved, without pride and without doubt, in simple trust,
that is childlikeness even as this is the nature of chil-

dren who possess nothing but need everything; who
are able to do nothing but receive everything; to earn
nothing but receive everything as a gift—thus must
all who desire to enter the kingdom of heaven become
by conversion.” Humble trustfulness is a good summary of what Jesus has in mind, this translated into
the spiritual realm, into our relation to Jesus. A
king’s child plays with a beggar’s child, and neither
feels above the other or beneath the other. We bring
our children up, God brings his children down. Many
have thought that children must ﬁrst grow to man-
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hood before they can enter the kingdom; Jesus reverses this: these twelve men must go back and become
little children.

The two verbs wpa¢ﬁr¢ and 7691,00: are rightly aorists,
for they describe a momentary act; and oi: pi is the
strongest form of negation with either a future indicative or a subjunctive: “in no wise.” The subjunctive dam," is volitional, cf. R. 933 on 5 :20. Jesus
closes the kingdom against all who refuse to become
as little children.
4) Now Jesus is ready to speak regarding greatr
ness in the kingdom.
The fundamental requirement
for entering the kingdom continues in effect throughout the kingdom and thus decides our position in it,
whether this is to be low or high. Whoever,
therefore, shall humble himself like this little child,
this is the greater one in the kingdom of the heavens.
And whoever receives one such little child on my

name, receives me. But whoever shall entrap one
of these little ones that believe in me, it is fortunate
for him that an ass’s millstone be hanged about his

neck, and that he be sunk in the high sea. Luther
writes: “0h, do not think to be great but to be little.
Becoming great will come of itself if you have become
little.” The connective ofw, “therefore,” bases all
greatness in the kingdom on the original condition
required for entrance. The sentence that has same with
the future indicative (some texts have the aorist subjunctive) and those having a; e'a'v with the subjunctive
(v. 5, 6), have practically the same force. The respect
in which one is to become like a little child is now
plainly stated: “humble himself" (we prefer the reading with the future indicative to that with the punctiliar aorist subjunctive). First the turning that gives
us entrance; then, as the natural continuance of that
act of turning, this growing humbleness of mind which

makes us greater and greater in the kingdom after we
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have entered. This muzmm makes no claims, insists
on no rights, comes with no demands, but bows lowly
and humbly under the Lord’s will and Word, yields
completely to him, and is happy and content in doing
that. With “this child” Jesus again uses it as an
illustration.
The child in Jesus' arms looked up to him, depended
on him, was content with what he did. This was its
humility or lowliness. It claimed nothing, pointed to
no merits, was proud of no achievements. This, was
the natural state of this child ; Jesus uses this to illustrate what the spiritual state of greatness in the kingdom is. Yet we must be warned. Pope Gregory the
Great called himself serous servorum. He did it in
order to be the greatest, did it in a mechanical fashion,
by a shrewd kind of calculation, putting on humbleness
in order to secure greatness. Any proceeding of this
kind defeats itself. True humility does not hanker
after greatness, does not even think of it. Its very
delight lies in being nothing. Its own character is its
greatness. In v. 1 pram may be regarded as a comparative, but here a peizaw seems to be used for the
superlative “the greatest." See R. 281 and 667 regarding the replacement of the superlative by the comparative in the Koine.
This is greatness as God estimates it, thus is
genuine and not spurious and sham as is that which
men set up and prize. The paradox is striking: the
least is the greatest. He who thinks of making no.
claim shall have all that others claim and by claiming cannot obtain.

But the paradox is easily solved.

Only an empty vessel can God ﬁll with his gifts. And
the emptier we are of anything that is due to ourselves,
the more can God pour into these vessels his eternal
riches, honors, and glories. It is hard for our minds,
trained, as they are, to worldly ways of thinking about
greatness, to grasp this thought of Jesus’, and harder
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still to make it the motivating principle of our lives;
but God's grace in us will not be in vain.
5) When Jesus adds the word about receiving
“one such little child," we ﬁnd it unwarranted, in spite
of what some commentators say, to have this exclude
children. Since Jesus had a child in his arms and

used it as a living illustration and then said, “one such
little child," this word can scarcely be understood
metaphorically. Nor should one speak about a “phy~
sical" child. For Jesus says, “Receive one such little
child on my name," which plainly makes the entire act
spiritual. The more usual phrase is “in my name,"
i. e., in connection with it; “on (art) my name” merely
modiﬁes the idea: on the basis of my name. These
phrases do not mean “on my authority.” When we

study the connection of all these dvopa phrases, it will
become clear that “name” is that by which Jesus (or
God) is known, hence his revelation (6 :9; 7 :22; 10:22,
41,42; 12 :21; and elswhere in this and the other Gospels).
To receive such a little child ear: «,3 Myan’ pop means
to do this “on the basis of the revelation of Jesus that
one has received.” The whole act rests on this and
on no other considerations. Of course, this means
that a person will treat the child thus received as the
revelation and the teaching of Jesus require, which include especially tender spiritual care. The point of
this act is the fact that it is only one such little child

that is thus received. In the eyes of the world a reception for such spiritual reasons has no value. Even today, when the world has come to value children more
highly, it values them thus only for natural and secular
reasons (providing for their physical and their educational needs). But Jesus regards it as an act of greatness when we receive such a child on the ground of his
revelation. This act is not great in the sight of men,
is not praised and applauded by the world, is not un-
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derstood by the multitude; but the trusting humility
of the one who performs this lowly act makes for
spiritual greatness in the kingdom.
For Jesus declares, “Me he receives,” with emphasis

on inf.

This does not mean that Jesus identiﬁes him-

self with the child as a child. This “me” refers to
the way in which the child is received, to the avopa of
Jesus on which the act rests. And here all its spiritual
greatness appears. The act is as great as Jesus himself who is the King of the kingdom. If it could be
made a visible deed that the glorious Son of God and
Savior of the world was being tendered a grand reception, the headlines of all the daily papers would appear
in the heaviest type; but since it is invisible, it is
covered with the humble mantle of faith, and its greatness will not appear until the judgment day (25:40,
“unto me”).
Those who admit that Jesus here has in mind an
actual child often claim that this is all he has in mind.
But he has just used an actual child in his own arms
as an illustration of the true and humbly trustful
members of his kingdom; all these are exactly like

little children.

We also see that in the next statement,

which is the opposite of this one, he uses as the equivalent of “one such little child" the interpretative term,
“one of these little ones who believe in me." In 25 :40
this is made still plainer: “One of these my brethren,
even the least." This makes it certain that Jesus has
in mind not only an actual child but also any disciple
of his who has spiritually become like a child. To
receive such a childlike believer “on the name of
Jesus” is most surely receiving no one less than Jesus
himself. It would be arbitrary and illogical in the
highest degree for Jesus to make all his disciples
children in spirit and then to make their greatness
depend only on receiving aright an actual child and
not a believer who has become like a child.
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Now the point of this reception, both of a child and
of a believer who has become a child, lies in the words
that their reception is equal to the reception of Jesus
himself. Humble as they are, it will be impossible for
us to treat them with disdain, because in them we
would mistreat Jesus himself. They may be the very
least of his brethren, without any outward prominence,
and in their childlike spirit wholly unassertive and
altogether lowly (thank God, the church has always
had many of these “little ones”!), yet we who know

the greatness of this littleness and have it in our
hearts will treat them as we should treat Jesus himself. In this way Jesus spreads his protecting hand
over them; as we receive them, we receive Jesus himself. James 2:2-9.

6)

The opposite of receiving a child or a child-

like believer on the name of Jesus is to “entrap” one
Of them. On axavBaML’qv and adeSaon see 16 :23, and
again note that the terms go beyond the idea of
stumbling (from which one may rise) and always
denote spiritual destruction. The ﬁgure is that of an
animal caught by touching the bait afﬁxed to the
crooked stick in a dead-fall trap. The sense is: whoever destroys a child or a childlike believer spiritually
incurs the greatest wrath of Christ. Jesus thus describes the extreme mistreatment, for nothing worse
could be done. This he often does on the correct
principle that the extreme includes all lesser wrongs.
In 5:21, etc., Jesus makes murder include anger, etc.;

in 5 :27 adultery, lustful looks.

Moreover, the extreme

must be mentioned lest its omission lead to wrong con-

clusions. By forbidding the entrapment which kills
spiritually all lesser spiritual harm to others is equally
forbidden.
Let no one deceive himself by saying that only a
child is thus destroyed or hurt or one of the insigniﬁcant believers. Jesus has indicated how precious
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these are in his sight, for what is done to them is as
though it were done to Jesus himself. This is a
word that should awaken all of us, parents, pastors,
teachers, and all who hold positions of inﬂuence.
What if only one humble soul should he lost through
our teaching and our conduct!
We see that Jesus again uses the numeral “one."
He knows every single one of his own. But now he
uses the broader term “one of these little ones that
believe in me.” Those who hold that v. 5 does not
include children take the same view in regard to this
verse.

Often this is done because of rail! wwrcvdwwv eis

apé. They are unwilling to admit that little children
can believe. Their exegesis thus becomes dogmatic.
But the whole context so manifestly refers to children
that some penetration of the thought is required to
ﬁnd in it a reference to childlike adult believers.
' To believe means to trust. Even in adults the
inner essential of their faith, let it be ﬁlled with ever
so much discursive thought, intelligent knowledge,
introspective consciousness, is childlike trust. In the
matter of this trust the child is the model for the
man, not the man for the child. Jesus uses the natural
traits of a child to illustrate what he desires his disciples to become. As capable as a little child is of
natural trust toward mother, father, etc., so capable
it is of having spiritual trust in its heart. Not the
discursive features make faith what it is but this essential quality of trust. As faith remains in a state of
sleep, coma, insanity, senility, so it can also be active
in earliest infancy (Luke 1:41, 44). Delitzsch, Biblische Psychologie, 353.
It is true enough that the impersonal aup¢épa does
not express a comparative idea such as, “it is better
for him,” but means only, "it is beneﬁcial or fortunate
for him,” the subﬁnal Iva clause indicating what is so
considered R. 992. Yet, as in 5 :29; John 11:50; 18 :14,
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a comparative thought is suggested by the two ideas

that are linked with m'pifu'pa.

We must note that 3: av

with the subjunctive does not really describe an actual
case but only supposes one in a vivid way. When a
deed such as this is supposed with regard to a man,
when one thinks of him as ruining a little one spiritually, it would, indeed, proﬁt him, i. e., be preferable,
if the most awful death at once removed him, i. e., before he is able to carry out this deed. The thought is
that such a fate mm¢ép¢t aim}, “is proﬁtable," when one
considers the guilt and the penalty his deed, if it besomes a reality, would surely bring upon him. That
is why Jesus here speaks of this unheard-of manner of
death, a plunging a man into the sea with a millstone
around his neck.

No human judge or court ever de-

creed such a penalty. This answers the view that such
a penalty is here thought of as one that alone beﬁts
the crime of destroying one of these little ones.

The adjective amuse means “pertaining to an ass"
and describes the mine, here millstone, that was
operated by an ass. This was much heavier than the
parts of a hand mill. "any“ means “the high sea"
or the depth of the open sea and with n); oaxa'aa-qc may
be translated, "the depth of the high sea,” the genitive
helping to emphasize the concept. We must not lose
the intent of Jesus when he places these two side by
side: a man who is drowned as indicated, and a man
who ruins a little one spiritually, making the former
preferable.

The enormity of the crime thus indicated

could hardly be expressed more strikingly.
7) The subject of entrapments is now broadened
so as to include all of them, and in v. 10 Jesus returns
to “the little ones." Woe to the world because of
the entrapments!
For it is necessary that the
entrapments come; nevertheless, woe to that men

through whom the entrapment comes! Jesus sees
all the axdvsaM that await his disciples in the world.
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The world will be full of deathtraps (not merely
“occasions of stumbling,” R. V.) for them. The exclamation “woe” is, of course, not an accusation, but

likewise not a mere expression of sorrow.
Like
mdpm, “blessed,” (for instance, in 5:3, etc.) all the
“woes" of Jesus are verdicts. Here the world, all the
'men in it who remain outside of the kingdom, are sentenced to “woe,” and this sentence will be duly carried
out. Here am; has the idea of cause, R. 580; for
“from" the entrapments that are wickedly designed
against believers by the world will come this woe for
the world itself.
The reason for this exclamation on the part of
Jesus is brought by 74p; he so exclaims because he sees
the dvéyrq or “necessity" that brings about “the entrapments.”

Since the world is what it is, it cannot let

the believers (nay maméwuv, v. 6) alone. The world
will always set deathtraps for them and bait them in
all sorts of ways, and some believers will be caught.
Because Jesus knows the nature of the world and the
dangers to which his believers are exposed he pro—
nounces this woe. Hwy is used as an adversative conjunction, R. 646, 1187, and is rare in the New Testament. “Nevertheless" expresses the thought that the
necessity just indicated is not an excuse for the world.
Since saving grace is so great and rich, the world
should not remain as it is; when believers are multiplied, the world should, like them, turn to Christ. But
now the collective “the World” is resolved into its individual members, those who make it their special business to set these traps: “woe to that man through
whom (Sui, as a willing medium) the entrapment (any
speciﬁc deadly act of this kind) comes.” In the world
each man shall receive his woe according to the
spiritual damage he does or tries to do.
8) But entrapments may come to us, not only
through other disciples or through the world, but even
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from within our own selves because of the sin that
still remains in us. Moreover, if thy hand or thy
foot entrap thee, cut it of and throw it from thee;
it is excellent for thee to enter into the life maimed
or lame than, having two hands and two feet, to be
thrown into the everlasting ﬁre. And if thine eye
entrap thee, pluck it out and throw it from thee; it
is excellent for thee to enter into the life one-eyed
than, having two eyes, to be thrown into the Gehenna of the ﬁre. In 5:29, 30 these two statements
appear in reverse order, and while they are identical
in substance, the wording varies. Instead of “it
proﬁts thee” (wpﬁz’pa, is better for thee) we have the
equivalent, “it is excellent (xan) for thee." More important is the change from, “that one of thy members
perish, and not thy entire body be thrown into Gehenna,” to, “for thee to enter into, the life maimed or
lame than, having two hands and two feet, to be thrown
into the everlasting ﬁre.” The positive “to enter into

the life" explains the previous negative “not to be
thrown into the Gehenna.” In both verses “the life,"
(mi, is the true life of heaven, the opposite of eternal
death in hell. In 5:29, 30, “thy whole body” means
the body as joined to the person, hence, when the
thought is repeated, the person as such is indicated.
We also see that “Gehenna" means “the ﬁre, the everlasting.” The addition of the adjective by means of
a second article makes it emphatic; it is like an apposition and a climax, R. 776. This ﬁre can be only hell.
9) There are less changes regarding the right eye,
etc. Jesus now says simply, “thine eye,” which may
refer to either eye. The rest conforms to v. 8, except
that the ﬁnal phrase “into the Gehenna of the ﬁre"
(each noun being deﬁnite and having its own article)
even combines the Gehenna and the ﬁre and thus most
emphatically indicates what place is referred to by
either “Gehenna” (5 :29, 30) or “the ﬁre, the everlast-
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ing" (v. 8). The genitive in “the Gehenna of the ﬁre”
is descriptive, R. 496; and the positive «My is stronger
than the comparative, it is more like a superlative: “it
is bes ,” although the context suggests a comparison.
For the substance of the thought expressed in these
two verses turn to 5 :29, 30.
10) With the little child most likely still in his
arms as he sat in Oriental fashion, Jesus reverts to
v. 5, etc., and ampliﬁes what he has already said.
There he warned against the extreme mistreatment,
any entrapment of his little ones.

As was the case

in 5:21, etc., he now adds that by forbidding the extreme he includes all minor wrongs. See lest you
despise one of these little ones! For I say to you
that their angels in heaven always see the countenance of my Father in heaven. Here Jesus touches
the bottom of all wrong conduct toward any “one of
these little ones,” children or beginners in the faith or
any in the church that seem unimportant. The term
is retained from v. 6 and thus shows that the subject is
still the same. “To despise,” xara¢pov¢im is really “to
think down on" as though these little ones could be disregarded, as though they amounted to little or nothing.
This is the attitude that runs roughshod over the little
ones, that neglects their spiritual needs and works them
harm in all sorts of ways. The numeral “one” should
not be overlooked, for every little one is precious in his
sight, he will not have one of them looked down upon.
The imperative apart, “see to it,” is both emphatic and
durative as though Jesus foresaw how often his little
ones and especially the children would be neglected in
the church.
“I say to you" means “with all my authority,” and

yap furnishes the reason that none of us dare despise
one of these little ones.

They are so precious that God

delegates his angels to watch over them.

The idea of

guardian angels, one being assigned to each little one,
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can scarcely be supported by the mere genitive pronoun
“their" angels. Tobit 6 is apocryphal and even then
does not support the idea assumed; and other Jewish
literature has no more value. God uses his angels as
ministering spirits and often assigns individual angels
for special duties. That thought sufﬁces also here.
Acts 12 :15: “It is his (Peter’s) angel” does not state a
Scriptural doctrine but only the superstitious ideas of
those who were alarmed by Rhoda’s report. What is
to impress the disciples and to keep them from despising even one of these little ones is the fact that “their
angels in heaven always see the countenance of my
Father, of him in heaven” (c'v oﬁpavoic here used twice
without the article). We cannot make a division and
think of some angels that see the Father's countenance
in the angelic vista Bet, and of some who do not. While
angels are of different ranks (each having his own
principality, power, might, dominion, and name or title
to correspond, Eph. 1:21), all of them stand in the
presence of God. Jesus is thus not speaking of the
“throne angels,” or of the highest angels; nor does
seeing the Father’s countenance recall Ps. 123:2
(which has “hand” and not face) in the sense of being
on the alert for his orders. It is enough to understand
that the greatness of the angels is here impressed upon
the disciples.
Here Jesus mentions two classes of ministrants for
each of these little ones: the disciples who are still on
earth, and these heavenly angels; the disciples who
have not yet attained perfection and the vista Bet, and
the angels who always see the countenance of the
Father. God appoints both classes of ministrants to
carry out his gracious will (v. 14) regarding each of
these little ones. Let the disciples always remember
with whom they are associated in this blessed task. If
these angels delight in it (Heb. 1:14), shall they not?
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If the angels never think of despising one of these little
ones, dare the disciples ever think of such a thing?
With the possessive “my” Father Jesus puts himself
in the fullest accord with that Father in this matter.
By adding the phrase “in heaven” by means of a second
article he indicates the greatness of God even more
emphatically (R. 776) than when he adds this phrase
to the angels without such an article. We know too
little about the dwellers in the heavenly world to explain how these angels always (Sui myrés) see the
Father’s face even while they execute their mission in
behalf of these little ones. The human term wpdaumov,
here used with reference to the Father who has no body
of any kind, can have in mind only his glory and his
glorious presence—at least, we are able to say no
more.
11) The textual evidence against this verse is so
strong that we must cancel it from Matthew’s account.
It was probably inserted from Luke 19 :10.
12) An illustration resembling the parable of
Luke 15:3-7, though it is much briefer, advances the
thought to the spiritual help that the disciples ought
to offer any of these little ones who may be
endangered by going astray. As 5:29, 30 is repeated
in 18:8, 9, so it need cause no comment that Jesus
should use the beautiful parable of recovering the lost
sheep twice in different and yet entirely suitable connections. How does it seem to you? If a hundred
sheep belong to some man, and one of them strays
away, having left the ninety-nine on the mountains
and having gone, does he not seek the straying one?
And if he comes to ﬁnd it, amen, I say to you, that
he rejoices over it more than over the ninety-nine

that have not strayed away. The introductory ques«
tion puts the matter before the disciples; and there is
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no doubt as to what they will think. Bengel writes:
saw/via communicatio. Here is a man who owns a hun-

dred sheep, yet, though he owns so many, when but a
single one happens to stray away and get lost, the
moment he detects its absence, does he not leave the
ninety-nine out there on the mountains and go and seek
that one lost sheep? The interrogative particle ou’rxl
expects an unhesitating afﬁrmative answer.

Here 76mm with the dative is like elm and denotes
possession, the aorist stating this as a fact: if a hundred sheep “shall actually become" to the man, i. e., be

his.

So the aorist passive «Airmail means, “shall actu-

ally have strayed away.” This verb and its present
passive participle at the end of v. 12 seem signiﬁcant,
for «MVEV means “to deceive,” and its passive “to be
deceived.” This is exactly what has happened to the
lost sheep: in some way it was deceived and thus
strayed away. This is precisely what may happen to
an inexperienced child or some other believer: deceit
causes them to stray away. The subordinate actions
are expressed by participles, Ma": and nopmaa’c, to mark
them as such although some texts have the future indicative for the former. In those texts the apodosis has
both a future and a present tense: “will he not leave
and does he not seek?” This is not unusual. R. 1019
remarks that the condition (My with the two subjunctives) is future in conception, while the conclusion (the
present (ma) is present in reality: “he does seek.”
The phrase “on the mountains" modiﬁes the preceding
participle: he leaves the other sheep there; and not the
following participle: “he goes on the mountains,” for in
the Greek the forward position of the phrase would
lend it a disproportionate emphasis. The fact that he
goes on the mountains and not elsewhere is self-evident,
for that is where he is pasturing his ﬂock. This also
accords with the topography of Galilee, the greater part
of which is mountainous.
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13) The clause with My and the aorist subjunctive
expects the man to ﬁnd the strayed sheep although it
leaves open the possibility that he may not succeed in

this.

The inﬁnitive (I'de'v is the subject of yc’vqmi, R.

1043, 1058. Now Jesus turns from the question he
asked in v. 12 to the strongest kind of assertion and
even seals it with the formula of verity and authority:
“amen, I say to you” (5:18). The thought never comes

to this man that he has the ninety-nine sheep, and/that
the one that has strayed away, being only one, amounts
to very little in comparison. His feeling is quite the
contrary. When he succeeds in ﬁnding the stray sheep
“he rejoices over it more than over the ninety-nine that
have not strayed away.” He rejoices over them, too,
though they have caused him no special trouble but,
strange to say, and yet not strange at all, the one that
caused him all the trouble gives him the greater joy.
Jesus is simply stating what we constantly experience:
a sheep, a jewel, a child, any treasure take on greater
dearness when they are lost and then found or when
they are endangered and then brought to safety.

14)

When making his application from this

illustration Jesus states his Father’s will only in
negative form. Thus (namely as here illustrated)
it is not a thing willed before your Father in heaven
that one of these little ones perish.

Just as the man

in the illustration cannot suifer his strayed sheep to
perish, so the great Father in heaven (“yours,” the
more important text; “mine,” the less important) could
never will this thing that (subﬁnal In stating the con-

tents of this ﬂawed) one of his little ones perish.‘ We
should understand can,” objectively, “a thing willed,”

even as this is then stated.

Abbott-Smith calls Elurpoaocv

a targumic formula; yet this seems to be the case only

when it is used with awoxta as in 11:26 (Zahn on the
passage). The idea in “before your Father” seems to
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be that such “a will” could never be expressed “before
him” and in his presence as a decree of his.
The reading 2v (neuter) is to be preferred to do
(masculine) . 0n the hypothesis that Matthew’s Greek
Gospel is a translation by a late, unknown person, this
neuter has been called a bit of faulty translation.
Others think that this neuter is due to the continuance
of the idea of a wpo'Ba'rov (the neuter noun for sheep).
But this is untenable when the illustration is to be
applied. No; the expression, “one of these little ones,”
intends to take us back to v. 6 where it was ﬁrst used;
and then to v. 10 where it was repeated. Thus this
neuter Ev again takes up the diminutive neuter musc'w, “a
little child” (v. 2), “this little child" (v. 4), and “one
such little child” (v. 5).
This makes it certain that Jesus is still speaking of
children. Whoever else may belong to his “little ones,"
children certainly do. Even if cf: were the correct
reading, the expression would include children in v. 14.
The entire section from v. 1 onward turns on “the little child” and others who have become like this child.
It is quite probable that Jesus held the child in his
arms throughout this address. The view that “the little ones” Jesus had in mind are all his believers alike
misunderstands the passage. By means of true childlikeness we become great in the kingdom (v. 4) and
cease to be “little ones.” And it is thus that Jesus
teaches us to make our will agree with the Father’s will
by never hurting and by always helping all his little
ones, undeveloped children and weak adult believers.
It is certainly true that v. 14 excludes the idea of
reprobation. If any “little one,” babe or adult, is lost,
this thing was not the Father’s will but contrary to his
will. In this very place he forbids causing hurt and
harm to these little ones and commands that all support
and help be given them, and makes it plain that this is
his good and gracious will. The negative “not to per-
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ish” includes its corresponding positive “but to be
saved” (John 3:16). Our passage is especially valuable for little children, since they are here so clearly
included, and God’s will regarding them is so positively
stated. He does not want them to perish, and that is
why Jesus instituted a sacrament that can be applied
to children and can give them the grace that saves
(Tit. 3 :5; Acts 2:39, “and to your children”).

But what about babes that die before they are baptized, can this be applied to them? The answer of the
church rests on this divine Mimic, on the fact that it is
not his will that one of these little ones perish. He has
bound us to baptize them and thus on our part to execute his gracious, saving will; he has straightly charged
us not to despise one of these little ones. While he has
thus bound us he has not bound himself to speciﬁc
means.

He has made no deﬁnite revelation concerning

babes that die in an unbaptized state.

But in the ex-

pression of his will regarding them as here stated the

church is justiﬁed in seeing the hope that in some way
and by some means not revealed to us he will carry out
his gracious will nevertheless, for his arm is not shortened, and he can save to the uttermost. We have only
this hope and no more. The inexcusable neglect of
those who presume upon this hope, leave their little
ones unbaptized and untaught, and yet demand that
God save them when they die, God will judge (v. 6).
15) The disciples wanted to be great (v. 1), and
Jesus told them how to become great and then showed
them how the great must receive and not destroy
the little ones (5, etc.), must never despise but always
help them in distress (v. 10, etc.). The progress of

thought is clear.

Only one additional step is needed.

From the straying away, like a sheep, on a sinful course

Jesus advances to the ﬁnal possibility that one brother
sins against another brother. What then? By such a
sin the erring one shows that he is “a little one” in a
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lamentable sense.

By a wrong treatment of him the

wronged brother would only share the other’s fault.
Jesus tells what this brother is to do. We note that
Jesus speaks about his church and the coming condi-

tions to be found in it with perfect foreknowledge.
This fact deserves more attention than it often receives.
If thy brother commits a sin against thee, go,
convict him between thee and him alone; if he
hears thee, thou didst gain thy brother. Here for
the ﬁrst time in this chapter Jesus uses “thy brother"
in the sense of thy fellow-believer and thus thy fellowchurch member. And, as the sequel shows, a case arises
in which the continuance of this relation is jeopardized.
Yet until the clear denial of brotherhood is established,
I must treat the oifender as a brother in Christ and in
no other way. With My and the subjunctive Jesus
treats an expected case; and his expectation has certainly been fulﬁlled. In apaprdm we have the regular
verb for “to sin," literally, “to miss the mark," the one
set by the divine law, and the aorist indicates a speciﬁc
act of sinning.
“Against thee" is .textually very strongly assured.
The phrase indicates what sins are here considered;
those of a general nature are treated in v. 10-14, here
the sin is speciﬁed as being committed against a
brother. It is necessary, however, to note that only a
real sin is .referred to, one that is apparent as such
when one or two other brethren are called in on the
case and when the whole congregation considers the
matter. This excludes what a sensitive brother may
deem a sin without due warrant that it is such. The
context furthermore supplies the directive that the sin
is of such a nature that it cannot be permitted-to pass
as a weakness and fault such as we all commit, sometimes daily. These do not endanger the fraternal

bond.

They call for a word of rebuke and are then

allowed to pass.

This occurs often enough, especially
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where these lesser faults are mutual, one brother per-

haps provoking another to act faultily.

Brotherly

patience and forbearance heal the scar.
Jesus has in mind graver sins such as all brethren
would be compelled to consider too serious and too dangerous to allow them to pass without plain evidence of
repentance. Sins of this kind often involve more than
the oﬂ'ense against one brother; they may wrong several brethren, all of them seeing and knowing about the
deed. Or the sin may be altogether public, at once
involving the entire congregation, such as some open
scandal or some crime. Jesus takes up the least serious case, leaving it to us from it to draw the proper
procedure to be followed in the graver ones. If one
brother who is sinned against must take action as Jesus
directs, then likewise must several if the sin be committed against a larger number, and the church as
such if the sin be\public from the start.
“Go, convict him” (the ﬁrst imperative is a mere
auxiliary, hence there is no connective), means: show
him his sin so that he will see it as a sin and feel guilty
accordingly. The aorist implies that this really be
done, not bungled or merely attempted. Of course, in
the case of a real sin this will not be difﬁcult. Note
that while émrqu; means simply “to rebuke,” myxm
means “to rebuke so as to bring conviction.”
“Between thee and him alone,” unter vier Augen,
enjoins strict privacy and forbids blurting out the matter in public, or spreading it in secret by telling one or
the other, or at once lodging complaint before the
church authorities. This direction intends to shield
the sinning brother and is prompted by love. It also
makes it as easy as possible to confess the sin and to
ask for pardon. Compare 7:3. Let both brethren
respond to the Lord’s kindly intent. “If he hears thee"
is again a condition of expectancy; Jesus looks for such

an outcome.

“Hear” is to be understood in the preg-
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nant sense: hear so as to yield the conviction and thus
to confess and in sorrow to ask pardon. The person
heard is construed with the genitive. The aorist expresses conclusive hearing that requires no further
rebuke.
Here we have a case in which the condition looks to
the future while the conclusion turns to the past, which
R. 1020 attributes to the swift leap of thought. But
this past is a past only to that future: “thou didst gain”
if thy brother “shall hear." Moreover, the Greek uses
the aorist to express this past, whereas the English
would prefer the perfect “hast gained”; yet we do not
regard this as a gnomic aorist (R. 842) . The thought
to be expressed by these tenses is perfectly normal. To
gain or win the brother is the original purpose of the
procedure. Sorrow and disappointment are to ﬁll the
wronged brother when this purpose fails. The motive
Jesus desires to ﬁnd operative in his heart is love
toward the sinning brother, the true, spiritual love that
desires to assert no rights of its own but only to gain
the brother by freeing him from his sin. To gain him
thus is to help to save him and is much like gaining a
new member for Christ and for the church.
16) But the case may turn out differently. But
if he does not hear, take along with thee one or two
more in order that everything may stand on the
mouth of two witnesses or three.

The going alone

is usually called the ﬁrst step. The idea is, of course,
not to go only once, but until there is no further hope
of gaining the brother. This ﬁrst step is automatically
omitted when the sin is one that has been committed
against more than one person. The aorist “does not
hear” is deﬁnite refusal to hear and to be convicted.
Every time a brother really sins against another, this
is a test as to whether he really intends to stay with
Christ and with the church by repentance and amendment of heart, or to let the devil succeed in plunging
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him into impenitence. But the battle is not lost in the
ﬁrst engagement even when this turns out adversely.
“Take along with thee one or two more (311)." The
Lord leaves the number to the brother concerned. The
object is still the same, and the supposition is that the
offending brother will yield when one or two additional
brethren appeal to him. These ought, of course, to be
most carefully chosen if the task is to be successful.
Jesus does not need to repeat that if the brother heeds
he is won; that is a matter of course. If he is now
won, the matter is settled, and the lips of the brethren
are to be sealed accordingly.
One purpose in taking along a second or a third
brother is the proviso stated in Deut. 19:15 (John
8:17; II Cor. 13:1; I Tim. 5:19) and quoted freely
from the LXX, “that everything may stand (the passive aorist intransitive, B.-P. 596) on the mouth (word
or testimony, Hebraic) of two witnesses or of three."
In case the matter is ever inquired into, and any dispute or uncertainty arises, the case can be properly
settled as to the facts by the two or the three witnesses.
Or if the sinning brother still remains unconvicted, and
the case must be brought before the church, decisive
testimony can be produced. nay pﬁpa is not “every
word (utterance),” but “every thing,” die gmze Angelegenheit, the whole matter.
17) Now the worst contingency, the third and
ﬁnal step. But if he fails to hear them, tell it to
the church. But if he fails to hear also the church,
let him he to thee even as the Gentile and the
publican. After the one or the two or the three
fail, the entire manna. is to use its united endeavors to

gain the brother.

See c'nAqm’a in 16:18.

Here, still

more than in 16:18, the original idea of “a called
assembly” is retained, for the body of believers must
hold at least one duly called meeting. We may thus
also translate, “Tell it to the congregation l” for evi-
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dently the local gathering of believers is referred to.

Yet the idea of enzyme. is not that of an assembly called
for an outward meeting but one called to be a spiritual
body in Christ by the effective dam of grace, all its
members being Khrrot as having both received and accepted this call although in the meeting pretended
believers (hypocrites) may also be present. The
c'xxkrpla is not only the clergy, priests, presbyters, or
other heads of church bodies as distinct from the membership. As far as the outward organization of the
local codes-m is concerned, this Jesus has nowhere prescribed, hence it is left to the believers themselves and
to their best spiritual judgment. Once more then, if
the brother that sinned against another now at last
hears at least the congregation, the congregation has
gained him by accepting his repentance and‘ assuring
him of pardon.
But he may refuse to hear even the church, either
refusing to face the church, or facing it and the testimony of the witnesses with an impenitent heart. For
we must note throughout that the sinful act, which
calls for all this action, is in truth sinful and can be
convincingly shown to be such. If all the brotherly
effort of the church fail, then the church must consider
the sinner self-expelled and must take due note of the
fact and act accordingly. This is the so-called ban or
excommunication —-the man’s membership ceases.
“Let him be unto thee" mentions only the brother
originally sinned against, but certainly what applies to
him applies to all the rest, even as they ﬁnally act
jointly, and the brother acts only in accordance with
the verdict of his other brethren. The sinner is now
(not until now) to be regarded and treated as “the
Gentile or the publican,” the articles with these singulars making them representative of their respective
class. Every Gentile as such was outside of the commonwealth of Israel, none of its spiritual blessings
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belonged to him; and every publican (9:10) was expelled from that commonwealth and thus was in the
same category, as one who had separated himself from
Israel. By his sin the sinner thus makes himself “one
who is not a sheep, nor wants to be sought, but intends
to be completely los ,” Luther using the imagery of v.
12, 13. Yet even the very severity of this action of the
church is intended to bring the offender to his senses,
if this be still possible. This action of the church must
lead him to see the gravity of his own impenitence.
Thus expulsion is the last warning to strike the obdurate conscience. He who laughs at this, laughs at his
own doom.
The church (congregation) is thus the ﬁnal court
of appeal. Those who would place above it a still
higher authority: the pope, a bishop, some church
board, a house of bishops, or a synod composed of
clerics, or these combined with lay delegates, go beyond
the word of Christ and the teachings of the apostles. In
a difﬁcult case the local congregation may seek counsel
or advice, but the ﬁnal jurisdiction in regard to a sinning member belongs to the congregation alone, and no
one ought either by direct or indirect means to nullify
that jurisdiction. Zahn voices the old Christian exegesis: Die Gemeimie also ist die hoechste richterliche
Instanz auf Erden. False greatness and authority
have often been arrogated to themselves by high oilicials in the church who have robbed the congregations
of their divine authority; and congregations have often
been remiss in exercising the Lord’s will; but that will
stands as it is.
18) Amen, I say to you, whatever things you
hind on the earth shall be as having been bound
in the heaven; and whatever things you shall loose
on the earth shall be as having been loosed in the
heaven. With the double seal of divine verity and
of divine authority (on which see 5:18) Jesus conﬁrms
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the power he has here ordered the church to exercise.
To avoid repetition read the exegesis of 16:19, where
the identical power is conferred on Peter. We add the
following. The effort to make the second person plural
“you shall bind,” “you shall loose” refer, not to the congregation, but only to the Twelve, i. e., the apostles,
overlooks the fact that Jesus here addresses them, not
in an ofﬁcial capacity, but as members of his church.
If this is denied, then what about the person ﬁrst
addressed: “If thy brother sins against thee," etc.?

Does this apply only to the relation of the apostles
among themselves: “If thy brother-apostle sins against
thee, an apostle”? No; this power (the keys) belongs
to the church which, indeed, uses the called ministers
to administer discipline, but the power put forth is that

of Christ which has' been entrusted to no special order
of men but to the entire church.
The fact that the binding and the loosing denote
judicial functions and not legislative authority (see
16 :19) is plain in the present connection. “If thy
brother sins against thee,” shuts out the views that
apostles are to legislate and to make the laws which
determine what is and what is not sin. This God has
long ago done through Moses, and the verb “to sin” here
used operates with that well-known law. But Jesus appoints the members of the church and the congregation
to guard that law, to bring sinning members to repentance, or to rid themselves of them as members.
Here again the neuter is used; but now we have data,
the plural. The church judges, not the hearts, but the
words and the deeds, see 16 :19. The two perfect participles (here plurals) seem to be the predicates of the
two arm although the grammars regard them as periphrastic future perfect tenses. The question is one of
grammar. So fully has Jesus bestowed the power of
the keys upon his church that, when ﬁrst one brother
spoke to the offender and then afterward two or three
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spoke to him, they could bind the impenitent by report—
ing to the church for ﬁnal action, or could loose, absolve, and forgive the penitent, thereby closing the
matter forever.
19) The greater the power that Jesus bestows
upon the church, the more necessary is it that we
not only follow his instructions but also look in prayer
to him for guidance and rely on his presence in our
midst. Again I say to you (with my divine authority) that if two of you agree on the earth concerning
any ‘matter that they may ask, it shall be done to
them from my Father in heaven. For where two

or three are, having been gatltmed together in my
name, there am I in their midst. “Again” is like
“furthermore.” It adds something that is necessary
as a separate point. “I say to you” is only a little less
strong than the fuller formula used in v. 18; Jesus
speaks with his full authority as the head of the church.
He cites the smallest number, namely “two" that may
unite on a matter, and we rightly think of the two
witnesses mentioned in v. 16 and their special duty as
one of the matters on which they will ask help from their
Lord. “On earth" recalls the same phrase used in v. 18.
It reminds us of our earthly state in which we have so
many needs and also have to help each other to shake
off the bonds of sin. The verb crummy means “to agree
by talking a thing over,” the two persons thus weighing

it well before they formulate their prayer. They will
inquire as to what Christ’s will is in the matter and will
thus “as " of him what he will be sure to give and will
not ask amiss. The verb airciv is used also with reference
to petitions directed to men but quite frequently with
reference to some gift that is desired of the Lord. The
relative 05 is attracted from the accusative to the genitive of the antecedent.
Jesus solemnly promises, “It shall be to them,” etc.
This is a speciﬁc promise given to joint and congrega-
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tional prayer. Yet it is not given in the sense that our
mere agreement assures the granting of the request,
for even this prayer will end, "Let the will of the Lord
be done I" and will leave the answer to the wisdom of
God and to his own good time. Thus this promise does
not go beyond Christ's other promises but only as far
as they go. because they already go to the limit. "Combined prayer is precious," writes Luther, “and the most
eﬂective, for which reason we also come together, and
from which also the church is called the house of
prayer. Oh, if God would that any gathering might
pray in this manner, so that a common cry of the heart
on the part of all the people might rise to God, what
immeasurable virtue and help would follow such
prayer! What more terrible thing could happen to all
the spirits of evil? What greater work could occur on
the earth? by which so many godly people would be
preserved, so many sinners converted. For truly the
church on earth has no greater power or work than
such united prayer against everything that may strike
against her. This the evil spirit well knows, wherefore also he does all that he can to prevent this prayer.
It surely does not depend on places and buildings in
which we come together, even though it be under a
thatched roof, but on this invincible prayer, that we
may practice this properly and make it come before

God."
20) With ya'p Jesus states the reason for the effectiveness of united prayer. It is his own unseen presence wherever even only two or three are gathered in
his name. This again reminds us of the two or the
three witnesses and their special task, but, of course,
extends beyond them to believers who are concerned
with any matter (v. 19) . EE: is to be taken in the static
sense, E. 593, as it is used extensively for iv in the
Koine. "In my name" = in connection with my revelation, in», as in v. 5 and in all these phrases. The
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phrase, of course, implies true faith in this revelation
and thus in him who is revealed.
"There am I in their midst" must be understood
with reference to the special and gracious presence of
Christ and must not be confused with his universal
presence with all creatures alike. This is the presence
of the whole Christ in his two inseparably united natures by both of which he is the Christ; and the distinctive feature of this presence is his grace which is
eﬂective to guide, direct. keep, and bless those to whom
it is vouchsafed. Although it is invisible, it is no less
real than it was when he stood visibly in the midst of
his disciples after his resurrection. Since he is thus in
the assembly of the church or present when two or
three are convicting a brother of sin. it is he himself
who acts with his church and its members when they
carry out his Word by invoking also his presence and
his help.
In all that Jesus here tells his disciples he impliu
that soon his visible presence will be removed from
them. The tone is that found in John. chapters 14-16,
and is just as great. mighty. and blessed, with assurance and joy for all his true followers.
21) Then Peter, having come forward, said to
him: Lord. how often shall my brother sin against
me, and I remit it to him? Up to seven times?
Matthew gives only the connection of time, "then,” and
lets his readers judge as to the material connection, as
to why Peter came to Jesus with this question. The
participle srpoarkeu'w intimates that there was a brief
interval during which Jesus probably dismissed the little child that he had been holding while speaking (Mark
9:36). In Luke 17 :4 the connection is no clearer than
it is in Matthew. The idea that Peter's question is
intended to raise an objection against the practicability
of the proceeding just outlined by Jesus, is evidently
not in accord with the facts. Neither is the supposi-
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tion that Matthew has abbreviated and thus has lost
the connection, which is then sought in a version of the
Gospel to the Hebrews; but this version only repeats
what Matthew writes and does that in a decidedly
inferior manner. It is best to give credit to Peter who
here again feels free to speak.

He seems to have

caught the Lord’s meaning expressed in v. 15: the
brother against whom another has sinned and who is to
go and to rebuke the sinning brother will be able to do
this properly only when he at once, before he goes, forgives the wrong that has been done to him. It seems as
though Peter sees that fact and thus raises the'question about the number of times he should extend such
forgiveness.
The two interrogatives are deliberative, R. 934;
and aim» min; is the signiﬁcant verb used for forgiving,

here being construed only with the dative of the person,
the accusative of the sin being understood; “remit it to
him,” i. e., send it away as far as he is concerned. This
remission on the part of the wronged brother is an
entirely separate thing and is not to be confused with
the remission God may grant. We must at once forgive every wrong, whether the wrongdoer repents and
makes acknowledgment to us or not. That clears us.
We hold nothing against the man who has wronged us.
But he has his sin to settle with God. It is to help him
settle it aright with God, so that God, too, will remit
and dismiss his sin, that Jesus orders the procedure
outlined in v. 15, etc.

We must also give credit to Peter for extending
such personal remissions of personal wrongs “up to
seven times.” For the old Jewish teaching was that
three times was enough: Homini in alterum pecatmti
semel remittunt, secundo remittunt, tertio remittunt,

quarto non remittunt, R. Weiss, from Babyl. Joma, f.
86, 2, basing this on Amos 1:3; 2 :6; and Job 33:29, 30.
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Peter more than doubles this limit and thus reveals that
he has progressed under his Master's teaching.
22) Jesus says to him, Not, I say to thee, up to
seven times, but up to seventy times seven.

Not

for one moment does Jesus say that such a case as seven
repetitions of wrongdoing could scarcely occur, and
that thus seven repeated remissions would sufﬁce; instead he takes Peter’s breath away by calling for no
less than 70 x 7 remissions, a number that is so great
that keeping such a count would be almost impossible.
His meaning evidently is that we are to forgive all

wrongs done to us, no matter how many they are.
Jesus arrives at this ﬁgure through Peter’s “seven
times,” which he multiplies by another seven raised to
the tenth degree (70). There is no symbolism in these
ﬁgures. Thus also an allusion to Gen. 4 :24 is excluded.
In this passage the ﬁgure is stated as “seventy and
sevenfold”; moreover, the reference is to the very opposite of forgiveness, namely to vengeance.

In addition.

if, nevertheless, an allusion to Gen. 4:24 is assumed,
the point would have to be that Jesus makes the times
of forgiveness (70 x 7) exceed by far the times of the
vengeance (77). The 70 x 7 of Jesus should not be
reduced to 77 because of Gen. 4:24. The LXX translates the Hebrew shib‘im w°shib‘a.h with the same
words that Matthew has: iﬂsopqxovréxts 61ml and leaves
out the “and" of the Hebrew.

The LXX evidently mis-

translated and regarded the Hebrew “seventy and sevenfold" as equivalent to “seventy times seven.” Yet
such authorities as J. H. Moulton (Prol., 98; Einl.,
158), B.-P., 330, B.-D., 248, 2, R. V. margin, AbbottSmith, and apparently also R. 673, etc., ask us to regard
the mistranslation of the LXX as equivalent to “77
times,” like the Hebrew Gen. 4:24, and then state that
Matthew's words likewise mean only “77 times.”
23) Because it seemed almost unbelievable to
Peter that Jesus should demand 490 remissions, Jesus
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makes the whole matter clear by means of one of his
ﬁnest parables. Since he is speaking only to disciples.
only the ﬁrst purpose stated in 13:11. etc.. is here
attained: it is given them to know; and since they
have. more is given to them. Since it is the parable
that clears up the subject better than any direct explanation could. we must say that parables, too. have the
force of Scripture proof. On this account the kingdom of the heavens has become like a certain king
who resolved to nettle up with his retainere. it is
not Matthew who has added the phrase "on this account" but Jesus: because Peter is to forgive so often.
this is the reason that the kingdom has been made to
be what it is. Every time Peter has any doubts regarding the number of times he is to forgive, let him
think of this parable and the king it pictures, and all
his doubts and his hesitation will disappear.
0n “the kingdom of the heavens" see 3:2: it is the
rule of God’s grace on earth through Christ. Wherever God exercises his grace through Christ, there this
heavenly kingdom is found in all its blessed power. In
13 :24, R. 835 regards ammo" as the eﬂ'ective aorist, but
in this passage R. 837 regards this same aorist as
gnomic and thus timeless. We prefer the former view ;
see the remarks on 13:24. In 13:31, 33, 44, 47 the
present spin July is used, but the eﬁective aorist “became.” or as the English prefers. "has become." also
brings the comparison up to the present. The addition
stop...“ to puma-k uses this word pleonastically in a
colorless way like n't, B.-P. 107, as in 11:19; 14 :45, and
elsewhere. Hence we translate “a certain king." We
see no reason for stressing Emmet, either by regarding
it as being in contrast to Gm}, or as denoting “a king
of ﬂesh and blood," an expression that is found in certain Jewish parables. The fact that the parable presents a human king is as self-evident here as in 22 :2.
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for unless such a king is referred to we should have no
parable.
The real point is that this king came to the decision
(500ml. aorist) “to settle up" (wvapat My”, also aorist
and effective) with his retainers. The verb mipai
means "to take up together," and Aliyov is often added
as a part of the concept, M.-Mr 601. We do not
refer sin-ml to ordinary slaves belonging to this
king's household. The idea that slaves were often
entrusted with large sums of money with which to do
business for their master (25:14, 15: Luke 19:13)
seems too weak here where the sum involved is so immense. These doulm' were the king's satraps who had
been appointed by him to rule great parts of his domain
and to turn into his treasuries the grand revenues of
their provinces. Under an Oriental king, great lords
though they were in their own right. they would be
subject to his absolute authority and would thus be
nothing but the king’s BoGAm.
24) Now, he having begun to settle up, there
was brought to him one, a debtor of ten thousand
talents. The very ﬁrst man who appears owes this
great sum. The fact that he was summoned ﬁrst
because he owed so much is nowhere indicated. Others
may have owed similar sums. This reckoning of the
king does not picture the ﬁnal judgment but (like Luke
16:2) a reckoning that is made during this life. It is
like to that of the sinner who is brought face to face
with all his sins by the awakening of his conscience.
In the providence of God such hours of judgment come
to us and often shake us to our inmost souls. Just as
little as "a hundred denarii" in v. 23 is a deﬁnite ﬁgure
to indicate an indeﬁnite sum, "3 little sum," so little is
"ten thousand talents" a deﬁnite ﬁgure to indicate "I
great sum" or “many talents."
A talent was a weight of silver or of gold coin, and
these weights varied in different nations and also at
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different eras. The Attic talent is $1,200; the great
Roman, $500, and the small, $375; while the Hebrew,
Assyrian, and Babylonian ran from $1,550 to $2,000.
Many are inclined to think of the Attic talent in this
instance, thus $12,000,000; others, of the Hebrew,
$15,500,000 to $20,000,000. An Attic talent amounts
to 6,000 denarii, and 10,000 of these talents to 60 million denarii, that is 600,000 times as much as was due

this debtor by his fellow-doulos. And one denarius
was a laborer's daily wages (20 :2).
For the purpose of comparison note that Archelaus

drew an annual revenue of 600 talents from Judea and
Samaria, and Herod Antipas one of 200 from Galilee
and Perea. Trench refers to the great sums mentioned
in the Old Testament. The ﬁgure 10,000 used in the
parable seems symbolical since the law contains Ten
Commandments. Boos makes the practical reckoning
and lets the righteous man sin seven times a day, 2,555
times a year, and thus in a number of years—how

many times! This estimate is far too low.
Sins are often considered debts, as in 6:12. This
great debtor “was brought" to the king in the sense of
being summoned and conducted into the royal presence,
there to render an account of the revenues due the king.
Of his own accord the sinner never comes to face his

reckoning with God.

In false security he loves to go

on piling up his debts. But it is a blessed thing for
him to be brought to account before it is too late.

25)

But he not having in order to pay, his lord

ordered him to be sold and wife and the children
and all whatever he had, and payment to be made.

The man is unable to make payment for the enormous
sum he owes. How he incurred so vast a debt is immaterial for the purpose of the parable, but the fact
that he owed it and could not pay it is essential. While
Jewish debtors were also often sold into bondage (Lev.
25:39, 47; Exod. 22:3; II Kings 4:1; Neh. 5:5; Isa.
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50:1; Amos 2:6; 8:6), the imagery of our parable
seems to be drawn from the courts of the great eastern
kings with their vast wealth and their grand dependen—
cies; for this king also uses ﬁaaaymal (v. 34), “torturers.” The fact that the members of the debtor’s family were also to be sold into bondage need not surprise
us, for they were considered the man’s property, and
this was the case even according to Roman law. Some
texts have c'xa instead of clxe, the present referring to
what the debtor “has” at the time. In the statement,
“and payment to be made,” the same verb is used that
was employed with reference to the great debt, but this
does not imply that the proceeds of the sale of the
debtor and his belongings will equal the amount of the
debt but merely that the proceeds will be paid into the
king’s treasury. In both inﬁnitives and adds the idea
of paying what is due.
The total inability to pay the vast debt pictures
man’s spiritual bankruptcy before God. His sins are
the debt, and they are so great in number that he has
literally nothing to pay. While here the number of the
sins is stressed, every single sin is beyond human payment. This king is not represented as a tyrant; he
acts according to strict justice. He has been lenient by
not demanding a reckoning much sooner, and in a
moment we see his royal grace.

So his act pictures

the divine justice regarding the sinner and his sins.
The guilty sinner is cast out from the presence of God
and through his own guilt lands in the bondage of the
devil. Divine justice is not popular in the world and
in certain types of preaching; but aside from the Scriptures the moral sense of men and their frequent expe.
rience bring home to them the fact that God is just and
visits the iniquities of the sinner upon his head. We
also see daily that one sinner draws others into his guilt
and his punishment. None of us lives to himself or
dies to himself.
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26) The retainer, therefore. having fallen
down, worship: him, shying. Lord, extend long-liffering to me, and l will p-y thee Ill! When the
verdict goes against him (oh), the man breaks down
completely. He does not deny his debt but admits it.
He is overcome and crushed when he realizes its enormity. He throws himself at the feet of the king and
pleads for a postponement of the sentence. These are
good eﬂ‘ects produced in him, not by himself, but by the
king and the king's just reckoning. Luther writes
well: “Before the king drew him to account. he had no
conscience, does not feel the debt, and would have gone
right along. made more debt, and cared nothing about
it. But now that the king reckons with him. he begins
to feel the debt. So it is with us. The greater part
does not concern itself about sin. goes on securely,
fears not the wrath of God. Such people cannot come
to the forgiveness of sin. for they do not come to realize
that they have sinsr They say, indeed, with the mouth
that they have sin: but if they were serious about it
they would speak far otherwise. This servant. too,
says. before the king reckons with him. so much I owe
to my lord. namely ten thousand talents; but he goes
ahead and laughs. But now that the reckoning is held.
and his lord orders him, his wife, his children, and
everything to be sold, now he feels it. So, too, we feel
in earnest when our sins are revealed in the heart.
when the record of our debts is held before us, then
the laughter stops. Then we exclaim: I am the most
miserable man. there is none as unfortunate as I on
the earth! Such knowledge makes a real humble man.
works contrition, so that one can come to the forgiveness of sins."
It is correct psychology when Jesus lets this debtor
beg for time and promise to pay this vast debt. This
is the ﬁrst thought that comes to the sinner. He does
not at once realize the enormity of his guilt and, as
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Luther says, cannot think that God will actually forgive
it all but imagines he must pay it off and in his fright
promises to do it. The law does not at once produce
its full effect. The verb pupohﬂiv means “to be longsuﬁering,” i. e.. a long holding out of the mind before it
gives room to action or passion, Trench, Synonyms, II,
12; who ﬁnely distinguishes it from inope'ruv. The lat«
ter is never attributed to God. the former refers to
persons. the latter to things (bravely enduring them),
hence this latter is inapplicable to God.
27) But, moved to comp-anion, the lord of tllnt
retainer released him and remitted the Ian to him.
God is just and must confront us with our sins; but
he is equally compassionate and full of grace and ready
to remit our sins. Now the moment the sinner realizes
his sin, confesses it. and turns to God, God pardons the
guilt. 0n ”Myxvitnnm see 9236 (also 14:14; 16:32):
the pained feeling at sight of the sinner's plight coupled with the strong desire to help him. Compassion in
the inner motive of God, from which pardon ﬂows. And
this pardon is at once complete. The king "released"
this debtor and cancelled the order to his ofﬁcers to sell
the debtor and all he had. And in the same instant "he
remitted the loan to him." It is called 1?: trim». "the
loan," because it was tribute that was long due to the
king. But the verb ﬁQI'puv is most signiﬁcant: "he remitted" the debt, literally, "dismissed and sent it
away.” This is the verb we usually translate "to for—
give," and the Greek word means: “As far as the east
is from the west. so far hath he removed our transgressions from us" (Ps. 103212): “and thou wilt cast all
their sins into the depths of the sea" (Micah 7:19).
The noun is Ewan. “the sending away."
Here is vast comfort: God does not wait until the
sinner perfects his contrition. He does not keep him
on the anxious bench (Luke 15:20). He remits the sin
the instant it is possible for him to remit it. And the
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entire debt is remitted, not only a part, even though it
be the greater part, while some part is still to be paid
by the debtor himself. The debtor pays nothing; in
full truth can pay nothing. The only change thatxtakes
place in the man is contrition, and this is wrought in
him by God through the law. The king’s word of release and remission is forensic; God on his throne
declares the sinner free from guilt, as free as though
he had never incurred that guilt. This is Biblical j ustiﬁcation, the central doctrine of the Christian faith:
God declares the sinner free from guilt and righteous
in his sight.
Luther writes: “All jurists, the wise and learned,
say: righteousness must be in the man’s heart and soul.
But this Gospel teaches us that the Christian righteousness is not in all respects in the man’s heart and soul,
but we are to learn that we are righteous and redeemed
from sins through the forgiveness of sins. Therefore
is this a high preaching and heavenly wisdom that we
believe, our righteousness, salvation, and comfort is
outside of us, namely that before God we are righteous,
acceptable, holy, and wise, and yet in us there is nothing but sin, unrighteousness, and folly . . . I myself
must confess, that it is sour and hard for me to believe
this article. For by nature I am thus minded as also
I was accustomed in the papacy, that I would gladly do
good works to pay for my sins.”
The debtor is pardoned. His debt is as though it
had never existed. This state has come about through
pure compassion and grace. He has not yet fully realized it all, but he is to enter into this realization, his
contrition is to deepen when he thinks of what he has
escaped, and his faith and joy will increase when he
thinks what has been granted to him.
Rationalists use this parable to support their rejection of the atonement of Christ. They play one part of
Scripture against the other instead of combining one
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part with the other. But a parable presents only one
side of the matter and no one expects it to present all
sides of a subject, let alone one that is as great as the
heart of the Bible.
28) Now that retainer, having gone out, found
one of his fellow-retainers who was owing him a
hundred denarii and, having laid hold on him, he
choked him, saying, Pay, if thou owest anything!
It is the evident intention of Jesus to reverse the position of this retainer; over against this fellow-retainer
he is now where the king was a moment ago in regard
to him. This explains the relative positions of these
two 8am», the one stood high in the realm and could
owe the king 10,000 talents; the other occupied some
humble position at the court, where he somehow came
to owe this lofty man the triﬂing sum of 100 denarii,
each of which amounted to 17 cents or the day’s wages
of a laborer.
But it is Jesus’ intention to reverse still more, in

fact, to present this retainer’s action as morally outrageous. He comes from the presence of the king who
remitted his enormous debt of 10,000 talents. That
astounding experience which snatched him and his
family from their doom produces no glow of gratitude
and generosity in his soul; it leaves him cold. His
own debt to the king was so enormous that the king

had to summon him and to make a grand reckoning to
determine the amount; this fellow-retainer’s debt is so
triﬂing that the other who deals in grand sums would
have forgotten it had he not accidentally happened
upon and “found” the humble debtor.
The reversal goes farther. 'The violence used is in
glaring contrast to the reﬁned royal dignity and brings
out the meanness of this fellow's soul. Although holding a grand position in the realm, he descends to grabbing, choking, and the rudest, hardest demand. The
aorist deo’c, “pay up I” is violent. The reading d n
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must stand over against a u (“what thou owest") . "If
thou owest" is not a bit of Greek politeness that is used
even in a case of harshness, although ironically; nor
does it indicate uncertainty as though the retainer were
not quite sure about his claim and yet used violence,
for the clause, "who was owing him," settles that. The
condition of reality, “if thou dost owe," implies, "as
thou dost and lmowest only too well." The point is
that this retainer intends to make no reckoning such as
the king made in his case. “If thou dost owe" is
shouted in a challenging tone and dares the poor fellow
to deny that he owes this sum. "What thou owest"
would leave open a chance for reckoning; the other
form completely cuts it OK.
The application lies on the surfaces Compared
with our sins against God, our sins against each other
are mere triﬂes; the one sum is absolutely unpayable,
the other is easily payable. The action is made extreme in the parable, not because it is always extreme
in reality. but this extreme is intended to include all
lesser cases just as in 5:21, etc.. murder includes all
lesser sins against the Fifth Commandment; and in
5:27, etc., adultery does likewise. Here we have the
opposite of 6:12, that we be forgiven as we forgive.
The debt of 100 denarii is real, as real as that of the
10,000 talents; our sins against each other are real.
But here the moral enormity is brought out that one of
us should take remission of a guilt so vast and yet
refuse remission of a guilt so small. If grace is denied
for the latter, then by as much as 10,000 talents exceed
the miserable 100 denarii grace must be denied also
for the former. The moral sense still left in sinful
men's hearts is bound to approve such action.
29) Having, therefore, fallen down, his fellowretainer entreats him. so ing. Extend longsulferin‘
to me, and I will pay thee! The scene of v. 26 is
repeated. How could it help but remind this harsh
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creditor of his own prostration and prayer a little while
ago? The few slight differences sre signiﬁcant. The
worship is omitted, and the address "lord": both heﬁt
the king but not a mere retainer. Yet npua’lu is substituted; one of us may "entreat" or beseech another.
And "all" is left out, the sum is too small. The entreaty which is so nearly the same must surely reach
the other's heart.
30) But he was not willing; on the contrary,
having [one away. he threw him into prison until he
should pay what was owing. While the king ”was
ﬁlled with compassion" and thus remitted the debt, this
man is ﬁlled with unwillingness. The contrast is glaring. It lies in the will, the center of the personality.
"The negative imperfect commonly denotes resistance
to pressure or disappointment" (R. 885), and this is
true of add". All moral obliquity is blind; by not
willing what it should will it wills its own undoing.
Here the aorist Ill-A; at once states what the outcome of
the unwillingness was. He went away and threw him
into prison is usually taken to mean that he haled the
poor fellow to prison. Here we have a case of imprisonment for debt which persisted until Christian inﬂuence produced a more humane law regarding debtors.
We take it that imprisonment was all that could be
inﬂicted in this case because of the small amount of the.
debt; if it had been large enough, this man would have
sold the poor debtor into slavery. This also brings out
the difference between our sins against God and our
sins against each other. Comparing the full measure
of both (10,000 talents over against 100 denarii, the
'
of 10 ‘
“
). the
' ’
correspond (selling into bondage, imprisonment).
“Until he should pay." etc. (anew, subjunctive) intimates nothing regarding the eventual outcome as to
whether payment would or would not be made. The
point is only this: the creditor refused to remit. he held

720

The Interpretation of Matthew

the debt against the other. The fact that this is no
ﬁgment thousands of cases in the church have shown.
31) Accordingly, his fellow-retainers, having
seen what occurred, were grieved exceedingly; and
having gone, explained to their lord all that
occurred. These men are attached to the king of

the parable in a special way, and none of them is called
a 'mere citizen; this implies that Jesus is speaking of
the members of his church. The article in at a-JvSoqui
points to the fact that the one who would not forgive is
an exception among Christians; the others see the great
wrong of such action. The effect upon them is that
“they were grieved exceedingly." A detail to the effect
that they admonished the offender is omitted in order
not to extend the parable.

To them great grief is

attributed. to the king anger. Trench is right when
he attributes the difference to the consciousness of our
own sins when we see another sinning, while in God
holiness and the abhorrence of sin is perfect. Thus
God's reaction is his holy and righteous wrath, but ours
great grief.

It is true that God is omniscient and knows before
any man explains to him; and yet he waits for our
prayers, waits for us to explain to him our needs and
our helplessness. Unable to do anything themselves,
these retainers go and lay “all that occurred” before
him (Smaaduiv as in 13 :36). As far as the two readings
c'au'réiv and au'mzv are concerned, the difference in meaning
should not be stressed since the simple possessive often

equals the reﬂexive. In the church we often reach the
end of our resources and must turn “what has occurred” over to the Lord who still rules in his church and
knows how to proceed with the wrongs occurring in its
midst.
32)
Then, having called him to him, his lord

says to him: Wicked retainer! all that debt I remitted to thee when thou didst entreat me. Was
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there no need for thee also to show mercy to thy
fellow-retainer even as l on my part showed thee

mercy? And, angered, his lord delivered him over
to the torturers until he should pay all that is owing.
Not only did this man forfeit his own remission, his
penalty is made vastly worse. In the parable it happens
at once, in actuality it happens as certainly as'though
it happened at once. No man is able to resist the
divine summons. The verdict here pronounced is already in effect in the case of every unforgiving church
member who still ﬂatters himself that he still has God’s
forgiveness. The adjective “wicked” contains the verdict (Luke 19 :22; Matt. 7 :23; 25:41). The man’s
whole person and his true nature are described by this
one word. The evidence for the verdict is at once
added. First, what the king had done for him, using
the historical aorists. “All that debt” recalls its excessive greatness, and “when thou didst entreat me”
the readiness and the wondrous grace which asked no
more.
33) The impersonal 8d expresses all manner of
necessity, and here the imperfect, 28a, the moral necessity resting continually upon this man over against all
companions of his. He should have extended an act of
mercy as an act of mercy had been extended to him;

hence the two aorists anion: and ﬁxing... And cw, abutted
to ac, is decidedly emphatic and places the two into
contrast.

The interrogative form brings out the abso-

lute justice of the king’s verdict.

The afﬁrmative

answer implied by the interrogative particle of»: appeals

to the moral sense of even this wicked man. He does
not dare to answer “no” or to equivocate in any way.
The translation into reality is wholly obvious. It
would be a moral monstrosity for one of us to receive
God’s remission of all our sins and yet refuse remission
of the‘little wrongs done against us. If any one of us
is still blind to that fact, his blindness will turn to ter-
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riﬂed sight when he faces God in his heavenly court.
God's unspeakable mercy and compassion always come
ﬁrst, and they melt our hearts to mercy and compassion
toward others. Where this result is not effected the
divine mercy and remission are forfeited, and that with
the most terrible results.
34) The anger or wrath of God is the reaction of
his holiness. righteousness, and justice against all sin
and above all against obdurate and unyielding sin.
The anthropopathic terms used in the Scripture in no
way lower God by making his holy wrath like that of
men which is at best tainted by passion. This 'supposition reveals that God's own revelation of himself has
not been accepted. The action prompted by the king's
wrath is absolutely just. The man has brought his fate
down upon himself. In the three penalties: jailing for
debt, selling into bondage for debt. delivering to the
torturers for what is worse than such debts. Jesus evidently pictures three types of penalty: one inﬂicted by
one man upon another (vengeance), two inﬂicted by
God (these differing as the few and the many stripes
mentioned in Luke 12:48).
In v. 25 the verdict is not carried out because pardon takes its place; in v. 34 the parable ends, and thus
nothing is said about the execution of the verdict. We
must not expect too much of a parable; it cannot illustrate every detail of the reality, it illustrates only certain points. The parable thus should not be used to
alter the realities but must be interpreted according
to them. That is also true in this case. Our many
sins deserve hell and, when these include the sins committed against the divine grace, they deserve the worst
penalties of hell. This is what the parable presents.
The verdict rendered in v. 25 did not cut oﬁ‘ the possibility of grace, for the sinner actually received grace
although he presently forfeited it. The silence after
v. 34 is, to say the least, ominous. Did the sinner re-
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turn to contrition, or did he remain obdurate'! The
silence of Jesus intensiﬁes the warning which is evidently intended for us. But that warning implies that
the possibility of heeding it is not cut off. In other
words, one who is unforgiving today may, if he heeda
this warning, turn again and ﬁnd pardon.
But if the heart remains hard, the yuan-an; will go
into action. The opinion that the term means jailors
is unwarranted; it means "torturera." They may at
the same time be jailors. but they are more than that.
Among the tortures anciently applied also to imprisoned debtors were: dragging about heavy chains, nearstarving, excessive labor, and camiﬁcia or bodily tortures proper, Trench. The gravity of the imagery is
that the wrath of the king orders these penalties. It
is spiritualizing to regard these "torturers" as the
pangs of conscience and self-accusation. Hell will be
full of these, to be sure. But it will also be full of
hideous devils whose one occupation it will be to plague
and to torture the damned.
Catholic exegesis ﬁnds a proof for purgatory in the
last clause: "until he should pay all that is owing."
The conjunction 1m (:5 is regarded as implying that the
point of this "until” can and will be reached. As far
as the force of the conjunction is concerned, this is
possible. Sometimes "until" contemplates what follows this terminus although it sometimes does not.
Chrysostom saw that here the context shuts out a limit:
“That is, perpetually; {or neither will he pay ever."
The "until" clause thus really becomes the strongest
proof against the idea of purgatory and for the eternal
duration of punishment. Saying “until an impossible
thing takes place." simply says “never." “When the
Phocians, abandoning their city. swore that they
would not return until the mass of iron which they
plunged into the sea once more appeared upon the surface, this was the most emphatic way they could devise
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of declaring that they would never return." Trench.
The self-contradictory thing in regard to purgatory is
the view that God remits the severer penalties, the
poems aetermzs, while the lighter ones which the
church must exact, the poems temporales, it does not
remit if they remain unpaid, but transfers to purgatory — making God more merciful than the church
(she being the unforgiving creditor!)
Once the sinner dies he passes into the power of the

tormentors. The parable, however, stops short of this
as we have pointed out. And this means that the
“until” clause is not to be dated as beginning with
death but as beginning in the hour of the divine verdict during the sinner’s life. In other words, if this
merciless man allows the warning to crush him in true
repentance before death shuts out that possibility, he
shall, indeed, be able to pay all that he owes — through
the merits and atonement of Christ. As long as life
lasts, all sins (save that against the Holy Spirit) are
pardonable. During life also all verdicts, whether it
be that of pardon or of condemnation (Jonah 3:4;
4:11), are conditional; the pardon may be lost by impenitence, the condemnation escaped by repentance.
35) The parable itself is clear, so Jesus makes
only this summary application: Thus also will my
heavenly Father do to you if you do not remit each
one to his brother from your hearts. The parable
is intended as a mighty warning; Peter is never to

refuse a brother forgiveness. “Thus" means as the
king ﬁnally did. “My” Father seems more in place
here than “your” Father, for those who lose the remission cannot call him their Father. As the parable pictures a king acting with supreme authority, so the
supreme greatness of the Father is indicated by éu'oupdmc (used only here with reference to the Father),
which is added with a second article and thus makes

the adjective emphatic.

The future tense «onion is
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volitive, “will do to you,” not merely futuristic, “shall
do.” And ('61! with the subjunctive expresses expectancy. The plural “if you do not remi " is individualized by the partitive apposition (R. 746) “each
one”; and we now see that the Twelve were present.
Here the remission is that granted the fellow-disciples;
“to his brother,” while in 6:15 it is extended to men
generally. The former naturally broadens out so as to
include the latter. Jesus does not fail to add that this
remission must be genuine, “from your heart,” and not
a remission spoken by the lips alone. God sees the
heart, he himself remitslfrom the heart, and he can be
satisﬁed with no pretense on our part.
“On the declaration itself we may observe that the
Christian stands in a middle point, between a mercy

received, and a mercy which he yet needs to receive.
Sometimes the ﬁrst is urged upon him as an argument
for showing mercy: ‘forgiving one another, as Christ
forgave you’ (Col. 3:13; Eph. 4:32); sometimes the
last: ‘Blessed are the merciful, for they shall obtain
mercy' (Matt. 5 :7.) ; ‘With the merciful thou wilt show
thyself merciful’ (Ps. 18 :25) ; ‘Forgive, and ye shall be
forgiven’ (Luke 6:37; James 5:9) ; and so the Son of
Sirach (28 :3, 4), ‘One man beareth hatred against another, and doth he seek pardon from the Lord? He
showeth no mercy to a man who is like himself, and
doth he ask forgiveness of his own sins?’ and thus,
while he must ever look back on a mercy received as
the source and motive of the mercy which he shows,
he looks forward as well to the mercy which he yet
needs, and which he is assured that the merciful,

according to what Bengel beautifully calls the bem‘gm
talio of the kingdom of God, shall obtain as‘a new prov-

ocation to its abundant exercise."

Trench.

CHAPTER XIX
XV
Christ Beyond Jordan.

Chapter 19:].20:18

1) All that Matthew reports in the preceding section took place in Capernaum in less than one day.
Jesus made only a brief visit to this city and then left
it never to return. Now his destination is Jerusalem.
but he proceeds slowly. spending some time on the way.
And it eame to pan when Jesus ﬁnished these nying- he departed from Galilee and went to the boundaries of Judea. beyond the Jordan. And [rent
multitudes followed him, and he healed them there.
The formula regarding the ﬁnishing of his sayings is
used repeatedly when transition is made to a new section (7:28; 11:1; 13:53; 26:1). Jesus left Galilee,
and his destination is Judea. The phrase introduced
with u’pa» does not modify “Judea” but the verb w"
and states that Jesus took this road “beyond the Jordan” in order to reach the boundaries of Judea instead
of following the road through Samaria. At no time
did the borders of Judea extend eastward beyond the
Jordan; our versions read as though they did and
should be corrected. Matthew writes for former Jews
who knew the geography of their land and also knew
that the Jews of Galilee preferred the road “beyond
the Jordan" when going to Judea and Jerusalem because it avoided Samaria with its hostile population,
which was especially hostile to Jews who were going to
the festivals at Jerusalem.
Perea wu new territory for Jesus, and so he travelled slowly. Matthew does not intend to record the
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details. so he summariz ‘ crowds followed Jesus. and
he healed many of their sick ('16, there "beyond the
Jordan." What Matthew does record has scarcely any
reference to the inhabitants of Peres but centers chieﬂy
in the instruction of the Twelve.
3) This is true with regard to the question of
the Twelve (v. 10). And there came to him the
Phari-eeu, tempting him and laying, If it in lawful to
release one’a wife for every charge, (let us know).
The Pharisees found in Peres (we retain oi) were of
the same temper and type as those residing in Galilee
and in Jerusalem. They were entirely hostile to Jesus
and bent on ruining him. So here their object is to
tempt Jesus to make a pronouncement that will discredit him.
The question raised was one on which the schools of
Shammsi and of Hillel differed. Shammai interpreted
Deut. 24:1 as follow: “The man is not to release his
wife unless he have found something indecent in
her." He reverses the two Hebrew nouns ‘erwath
dabar and their grammatical relation and thus himself needs interpretation. The LXX translate: 5n
(frpan iv din-f, niaxvlpuw «pawn. Hillel allowed as a charge
the fact that in cooking the wife had burnt her huaband's food ; and Rabbi Akiba, referring especially
to the expression. “that she ﬁnd no favor in his eyes,"
permitted her release when the husband found a betterlooking woman. Shamrnsi was stricter, Hillel utterly lax.
The Pharisees lay Hillel's teaching before Jesus with
the phrase "for every niu’n," i. e., accusation that in
some way charges guilt; nrn’ contains the idea of
cause. R. 609. Since it is easier to be lax than to be
strict, to go down hill than to go up, Hillel's views
were followed by the Jews; and Josephus, Antiquities,
4. 8, 23 writes: “He that desires to be divorced from
his wife [or any cause whatsoever—and many such
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causes happen among men—let him in writing give
assurance that he never will use her as his wife any
more, for by these means she may be at liberty to
marry another husband, although before this bill of
deliverance be given she is not to be permitted to
do so."
So the question before Jesus is, whether he agrees
with Hillel’s exposition of Deut. 24:1. “Tempting
him” means that they tried to make him compromise
himself in some way. If, for instance. he should agree
with Hillel and the common Jewish practice, the Pharisees could side with Shammai and charge Jesus ~with
moral laxity. If he sided with Shammai who held
that only actual shameful conduct could be a cause for
divorce, Jesus could be reproached for his own friendly
treatment of sinners. The choice of either View would
involve Jesus in the Jewish party disputes. If, however, as the Pharisees most likely expected, Jesus
should reject both Hillel and Shammai and declare
himself against all divorce, they could charge him with
contradicting even the law stated in Deut. 24:1. The
Pharisees felt quite certain that they had asked a
question which Jesus could not answer without great

harm to himself. See 12:10 on (i in a direct question,
and R. 916; B.-D. 440, 3.

4)

But he, answering, said:

Did you not read

that he who made them from the beginning made
them male and female and said, On this account
shall a man leave his father and his mother and he
glued to his wife, and the two shall he one ﬂesh?
Wherefore they are no longer two but one ﬂesh.

What, therefore, God yoked together, let man not
divide apart.

The way in which the Pharisees propounded their
question by asking, “Is it lawful (26mm) ?” revealed
that they considered marriage and its dissolution a
matter of legislation. They expected Jesus to enter
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into a discussion of Deut. 24:1. Marriage is bound up
with the very creation of man. It is not a product
of some progress or development that came about later.
Therefore Jesus starts with a rebuke to these Pharisees who would raise a tricky discussion of Deuteronomy. He brushes aside their cunning temptation by
asking them whether they have never read Gen.1:27,
“He. who made them from the beginning made them
male and female,” using the two adjectives as nouns.
The object of 6 wot-pious is understood, and the best texts
have this participle and not 6 K'rt'aas. Although Eve
was created after Adam, the latter was at once created
male, and thus, by that creative act, marriage was
instituted by God. It was a one-sided reading of the
Scriptures when the Pharisees wrangled about Deut.
24:1, and overlooked Gen. 1:27.
5) On top of that God stated what marriage
really is. Because he created them male and female,
“on this account shall a man leave his father and his
mother (the articles have the force of possessives) and
shall be glued (passive, R. 819) to his wife.” Nor is
the verb rpoakoMiv too strong, for the marital union
is closer than one’s connection with father or mother;
“and the two shall be one ﬂesh.” Jesus quotes Gen.
2:24, using the LXX which reproduces the Hebrew
exactly save that at 8150, “the two,” is added in order
to bring out the sense of the original, an addition that
is retained whenever the New Testament quotes this
passage.
Although Adam spoke Gen. 2 :24, he voiced
only God’s thought regarding what marriage really
is; hence Jesus and the New Testament regard this
as a word of God. On the use of (is after the
copula instead of a predicate nominative see R. 458
and 595.
6) In order still more to impress the point regarding what God made of marriage at the time of creation
Jesus adds: “Wherefore they are no longer two (like
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father and son, mother and son) but one ﬂesh." The
physical sexual union consummated in marriage actually makes "one flesh" of the two. And it ought to be
self-evident that. therefore. this union is to be permanent. But since this is vital for the question brought up
by the Pharisees, Jesus states this deduction (oﬁv) in so
many words: “What, therefore, God yoked together,
let man not divide apart‘" When persons are involved, a neuter such as 5 makes the reference abstract and general and thus strong“: "anything”
joined together by God. The aorist is generally considered timeless, yet here it marks time antecedent
to the main verb and is thus in place for this reason.
In connections such as this the English prefers the perfect, "has yoked together." The implication is that
any man who divides what God has thus by his own
creation united into one, ﬂies into the face of God
and his will —a serious opposition. indeed. How indissoluble marriage is according to God's own creation
is thus made clear. Did these Pharisees never read
these words of Scripture and think on what they obviously declare?
'7) Without attempting to contradict Jesus these
men cling to their view of Deut. 24 :1 and the dissolution of marriage which it seems to permit. They
say to him. Why, then, did Moaea command to give
her a divorce certiﬁcate and to release her’l The
whole question rests on a false supposition. They
present it as though Moses “did command" this in
an absolute way, and as though dissolution of marriage for suﬁcient cause was originally contemplated
in the will of God concerning marriage. These Pharisees could and should have seen their shallow error.
It was an easy matter to see why Moses gave the command mentioned. Even its substance dealt only with
the legal procedure followed in the release of a wife:
a divorce certiﬁcate had to be given. It is immaterial
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whether ﬂxﬁin’ov is added to anvra’mr or is omitted as
in 5:31.
8) Jesus corrects this false suppositionl He
says to them. Moses, for your hardness of heart, permitted you to release your wives; but from the beginning it has not been thus. We regard in as recitative and not as matching the n’ of the question:
“why i . . because," for Jesus does not state the
cause alone, which would be only. "Because of the
hardness of your hearts." This brief reply would not
be enough. What Jesus says is that the command
of Moses was only a permission and nothing more,
Something had intervened since God. by creating man
as he did, created marriage, namely sin, which
wrought havoc also in the marriage relation. It pro—
duced the hardness of the heart which at times made
marriage a bond that people wanted to dissolve; upo’:
states the cause, R. 626. The regulation of Moses was
nothing more than a concession to this evil condition
and never went beyond this. It thus consisted of
nothing but a legal form for dissolving marriage. It
thus also bore testimony only to the hardness of so
many hearts, and no man in his senses could conclude
that by this Mosaic regulation God had altered his
original intention concerning the permanency of marriage‘ Any man who wanted to know God’s will concerning marriage would not. therefore, examine only
Deut. 24:1; he would go back to Gen. 1:27 and 2:24.
as Jesus had just done. He would have to see how it
"has been in the beginning."
Note also "your" hardness of heart, and again, permitted "to you." both pronouns referring only to the
Jews and the Pharisees. Godly Jews themselves made
no use of the Mosaic permission but kept their marriages inviolate as God had intended. These pronouns
read as though Jesus dissvows the permission of Moses
as far as his disciples are concerned. As true fol-
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lowers of Jesus no hardness of heart will develop in
them that requires such a humiliating concession.
9)

And I say to you, that he who releases his

wife, excepts for fornication, and marries another, is .
made adulterous. The main variant readings, as
also the addition of a second sentence are textual insertions from 5:32; and thus nothing is gained by
repeating them. From Mark 10 :10, 11 one might conclude that Jesus spoke this word only to the disciples
after they and Jesus had gone into the house; but
this is not necessary. We may assume that Jesus concluded his answer to the Pharisees with this ﬁnal
statement and then repeated it in the house during
the discussion with the disciples, of whom Matthew
also speaks in v. 10.

“And I say to you,” here without the emphatic 876.,
does not intend to contradict what Moses wrote in

Deut. 24:1; Jesus has already explained how this
Mosaic regulation had been arranged because of the
hardness of heart of the Jews. With “1 say to you"
Jesus contradicts the Pharisaic perversion of Deut.
24:1, and goes back to Gen. 1:27 and 2:24 by which
he has made the correction. The statement itself differs only slightly from 5:32. There Jesus brings out
the thought that the man who rids himself of his wife
(save for fornication) commits a grave sin against
her and thus also against any man who may later on
marry her. In 5:32 it is enough to say, “Every man
releasing his wife,” for already that, without his marrying another, constitutes the terrible wrong against
her. In Mark 10:11 this wronging of the wife is retained in the phrase £19 at'n‘riv, “in regard to her.”
Matthew’s simple potxirm without this phrase in no
way says that the wife is not wronged, for it is selfevident that she is; the unmodiﬁed verb stresses the
wrong act committed by the man.
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In 5:32, 6 initial; characterizes the man by means
of the substantivized present participle: he is one who,
by the very act of releasing his wife by a writ, inﬂicts
the grave wrong on her. But now Jesus uses a relative clause (with the &v of expectancy) and the aorist
of the completed act. Moreover, two verbs are used:
“he that releases his wife and marries another." We
cannot agree that Jesus says nothing here about a
man who releases his wife and then does not marry
another. The real sin is beyond question the disruption of the marriage, which is caused by sending
away the wife.

The man’s marrying another is only

the aggravating circumstance. It is here added on
this account and because the Jews rid themselves of
their wives for: the very purpose of marrying another.
As in 5:32, potxi‘ral. is passive but with a decided difference. In 5:32 we have two passives pmwaﬁvm and
umxi‘ral, and the agent with these passives is the wicked
husband who does all the damage to the innocent victims by sending away his wife and disrupting her
marriage. Hence the translation of these passives
offered in 5 :32. Here the passive nolxam stands alone,
and not only its agent but its very subject is the wicked
husband, and this passive deals only with this wicked
husband’s action as affecting himself. This makes
the transaction easier: “He is made adulterous" by
his own act. We could even admit that this is a middle
(which is impossible in 5:32) : “he becomes adulterous” or “makes himself so." This would not alter
the sense, the effect of this man’s act upon others being
left out of consideration.
“Except for fornication” is explained in 5:32. The
wording is different, but the sense is quite the same.
The claim that nothing can be determined from these
words regarding the man who releases his fornicatious
wife and then marries another, is unwarranted. The
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implication is too plain that if he marries again he is
not rendered adulterous. Jesus spoke to Jews whose
law gave the right of divorce only to the husband and
not to the wife. When Mark in 10:11, 12, writes for
former Gentiles he places husband and wife on the
same level: for the sense of Jesus is that neither is to
get rid of the other. Since fornication, by itself disrupting the marriage, forms the exception, this, like
any exception, may or may not be added when the
principle is stated: thus in 5 :32 and in 19 :9 it is added,
while in Mark 10:11, 12 it is not.
In all his utterances Jesus treats only the immorality involved in the disruption of marriage, whether
this immorality emanates from the husband or from
the wife. and not the legal actions of a court of law.
Even when he refers to Deut. 24:1 and what was considered legal among the Jews (among whom, however,
no court action took place in dissolving a husband's
marriage) Jesus treats only the moral side. namely the
hardness of the heart and the consequent defection
from God’s original intention It leads only to con—
fusion when we speak of "divorce," and think of a
court action and apply the utterances of Jesus to that.
The sin of destroying a marriage is in the heart and
the action of the husband or of the wife (possibly in
both) ; this is what destroys the marriage. Going to
the court for a legal edict is only a subsequent result
and not the main point. A disrupted marriage is a
disrupted marriage and thus a vicious sin against the
will, Word, and command of God, whether some court
action is added. as in our day, or is not needed, as in
Jesus' day.
In the case of a disruption by fornication only the
Roman Catholic Church and a few others deny remarriage to the innocent party. In the case of a disruption from other causes many more deny remarriage
to the innocent. This denial cannot be based on 5:32
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and its insertion into 19:9. by the translation:
"causeth her to commit adultery" (i. e., by her marrying again). The A. V. makes also the man she
marries ”commit adultery," the E. V. has about the
same meaning. The point of the utterances of Jesus
is his condemnation of the disruption no matter what
the cause may have been. The point should not be
shifted to the cause of the disruption, whether this be
grave or light. Whatever the cause. a disrupted marriage is a disrupted marriage. So Paul treats the
class of disruptions that came within his experience,
l Cor. 7:15, and permits the innocent to remarry. As
regards the guilty one who causes the disruption, the
way of repentance is surely open also for such a sinner
as it is for any other who has caused an irreparable
wrong to another.
10) The d‘ ciplea say to him, If the charge of
the man in association with (and) the wife ia lhua, it
in not expedient to marry. The disciples are now
alone with Jesus (Mark 10:10 “in the house"). What
they say to Jesus is this: “If the only charge a man
can bring against his wife is that of fornication in
order to get rid of her after he is once married to her,
it would be better not to have married at all." The difﬁculty regarding airin disappears when we note that m7
hop-(om is the subjective genitive: "the charge which
the man raises against his wife." and not objective:
"the charge that lies against him when he sends away
his wife for any reason except fornication." Alu’u is to
be understood in the same sense as in v. 3, “an indictment." It never means “relation" or Verhultnis or
caum in the sense of res. As far as and is concerned,
this modiﬁes “the man"; the man who is still with
his wife raises the charge and. according to Jesus, this
is the only charge he can bring. By drawing the conclusion that it would then not be expedient for a man
to marry, the disciples reveal that they are still under

736

The Interpretation of Matthew

the inﬂuence of Jewish ideals. To be so tied to a wife
that only her fornication — a remote contingency that
was also freighted with severe penalty—would ever
release the husband from her and thus to be compelled
to put up with her faults for a whole lifetime seemed
an intolerable yoke, to which remaining unmarried
would be preferable.
11) The disciples show, not that they—are in favor
of the asceticism of celibacy, but are reluctant to give
up the Jewish ease of getting rid of a wife. As Peter
advanced from three to seven in 18 :21, they would be
willing to reduce the number of the charges for releasing wives but feel that Jesus goes too far in this reduction. But he said to them: Not all have room for
this saying, only those to whom it has been given.
For there are eunuchs, such as were born thus from
their mother’s womb; and there are eunuchs, such as
were made eunuchs by men; and there are eunuchs,
such as made themselves eunuchs on account of the
kingdom of the heavens. He that is able to have

room, let him have room.
The verb xwptil' means “to have room or space for
something” as a vessel holds a certain quantity; thus
metaphorically it means to embrace in the mind or
heart. Here the word goes beyond mere intellectual
apprehension and evidently includes the moral will
that leads to the corresponding action.
The main question is, “What is understood by ‘this

word’ or ‘saying’ ?” Furthermore, are the two classes
here indicated by at mime the unbelievers (like the
Pharisees in v. 3) and the believers or two types of
the latter, one not having and the other having the
gift of celibacy? In regard to the latter question some
are misled by an apparent correspondence with I Cor.
7:7, against which I Cor. 6:12 and especially I Cor.
7:29-31 should guard them. Since an explanatory ydp
(R. 1190) introduces v. 12, “this saying" does not refer
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to the contents of v. 12. But some think that “this saying" refers to v. 10. This is untenable, for v. 10 is
an objection to what Jesus has just said and one that
voices ideas similar to those expressed by ‘the Pharisees concerning- marriage. The fact is rather obvious
that by nature all men have only too much room in
their hearts for lax ideas regarding the permanency
of the marriage relation. How, then, could Jesus say
that “only those to whom it has been given" of God
have room for this word of the disciples? Since this,
too, is rather obvious, v. 10 is divided, and only its
last half, “it is not expedient to marry," is referred to
“this saying” of which Jesus says that not all have
room for it. But an apodosis is not true when it is
cut off from its protasis; without the condition the
conclusion has no validity. This saying of the disciples was all that they said and nottonly a part of it.
Moreover, Jesus most emphatically declared that marriage was a creation of God in the very beginning,

created in man who was made male and female. If
Jesus should now say that “it is not expedient to
marry" he would contradict himself and cast reproach
upon God’s creative act of making man as he did.
This exegesis is the result of the secret inﬂuence of
Roman Catholicism which ﬁnds a higher sanctity in
celibacy than in marriage. Moreover, this exegesis
affords modernism an opportunity for charging Matthew with introducing into the mouth of Jesus “the
opinion of the early church . . . . as the epitome

of what they believed his will to be."
“This saying" is Jesus’ own word spoken in v. 4-9.
The fact that “not all" have room for it the Pharisees
amply demonstrate. In v. 10 even the Twelve show
that they do not yet have room in their hearts to submit to this saying and to carry it out in their lives.
But this had been their trouble before this time (15 :16;
16:8, 23; 17:17-20). That is why Jesus elucidates
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what he has said and admonishes the Twelve (v. 12,
last sentence) to make room for what he tells them.
To men such as the Pharisees it was not given to
know the things of the kingdom, but it certainly was
given to the disciples (13:11); hence Jesus expects
them to measure up to this gift; Mom with a
present implied. “has been given so that they now
have."
12) When this verse is thought to say that it is
expedient not to marry at all but to make oneself a
eunuch for the sake of the kingdom of God, it would
regard Jesus as contradicting all that he has said
concerning the divine creation of marriage. In order
to avoid this contradiction a limitation is introduced
into the phrase “on account of the kingdom of the
heavens." This is taken to mean: "on account of their
special calling in the kingdom." But in the discussion from v. 3 onward nothing is said about special
calling. work, or position in the kingdom. Even the
last word of the disciples concerns "the man (mi
hep-Gm) in association with the wife" and not an
apostle or a pastor in the church. Regarding the
latter I Tim. 3: “husband of one wife," and Titus
1:6 are plain. Jesus is not speaking of a charism
which only a few receive from God.
In the consideration of a charism the idea of expediency (wnoipay)
would be out of place ; the charisma are not matters of
expediency. "On account of the kingdom," etc, appliea to all believers and to their relation to the
kingdom. Only in the papacy could celibacy be
called a charism; the Scriptures speak of it otherwise.
I Tim. 4:3.
Jesus is speaking of the heliever’s iyxpduux, his self»
mastery. self-control as far as sexual desires are concerned. Some men, he says, are born eunuchs. are
physically so constituted that they are free from sexual
appetite. Others have been made eunuchs by men ("3v
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is the generic article). have been castrated; in ancient
Oriental lands they constituted a special class (see the
Concordance on eunuchs in the Old Testament, also
Deut. 23:1). These two classes are the exceptions.
Since they are devoid of sexual desires, Jesus says nothing about the moral side of their condition. He mentions them only in order to cast light on another class,
because he intends to call also this class "eunuchs."
namely in a spiritual sense. These last are the believers. and “they made themselves eunuchs on account
of the kingdom of the heavens." As they have done
with regard to other natural desires, so they have put
also the desire of sex under complete subjection because of their spiritual life in the kingdom. They deal
with their physical nature as they do with father and
mother. with life itself (10:37-39). with the whole
world, it they had it (16:25.26), with any property or
possession (13:44-46; 19:21). They will not let anything earthly stand in the way of their life in the kingdom. How some fail in regard to this vital matter we
see in Luke 14:18-20; Matt. 22:5; II Tim. 4:10
(Dem-s) ; and in admonitiona such as I John 2 :15, etc.
One should not overlook these analogous cases and
view the sex life apart from them. Paul combines
matters in the right way, including sex, in I Cor.
7:29-31.
The chief feature of this self-mastery is inward. is
found in the heart itself. As far as the outward action
is concerned. we may have cases such as those of the
Twelve, 19:27-30. who left home. property. and all;
such as that of Paul who accepted no support and
had no wife that the churches needed to support
(I Cor. 9 :4, etc.). The married believers are to practice sexual self-control be refraining “with consent
for a time" in order to practice fasting and prayer
(I Cor. 7:5). Each in his place. as his connection
with the kingdom may require, is to keep himself free
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from anything worldly that would hurt his spiritual
life. Thus fornication will be abhorrent to the believers because it disrupts even marriage itself (v. 9).
The permanency and the sanctity of marriage will
be beyond question for him as Jesus has taught so
thoroughly (v. 4-6). In marriage the believer will
remain master of his sexual life, submitting this, too,
completely to the Lord and to the kingdom. In otum
we have equality, R. 727. The ﬁnal admonition is
addressed to all believers and not to a separate,
superior class selected by God.
This command is
similar to all other commands concerning earthly matters that play a part in the believer’s life.
It is well known that young Origen castrated himself. He sought to follow this word of Jesus’ in a
mechanical and literal way. Others did likewise, and
writings were issued to promote such practice. Priestly celibacy is demanded by the Roman Catholic Church
today, and the celibate state for monks and for nuns
is regarded as being more holy than the married state
of the rank and ﬁle of the church. Thus it is also
thought that celibacy acquires merit with God; yet
Jesus knows only about the gift of grace (“to whom it
has been given”), and this gift is not celibacy but selfcontrol for spiritual ends.
13) Then there were brought to him little children in order that he might put his hands upon them
and might pray; and the disciples rebuked them.
First marriage, then children, a sequence that is eminently ﬁtting. The Pharisees mentioned in v. 3 are
absent, have been since v. 10. This scene is often
placed out-of-doors, but Mark 10:10 places it in a
house, which fact also explains how the disciples could
rebuke those bringing the children.

They did this

outside of the house, not in Jesus’ presence, and thus,
as Mark says, he ﬁnally saw it. Matthew has the historical aorist passive “there were brought,” which
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states only the fact; likewise the active aorist: the disciples “rebuked.” Mark (10:13) has two imperfects
which picture the actions in progress: certain persons
“were bringing,” and the disciples “were rebuking,"
and both tenses hold our attention to see what would
eventuate. It seems as though these persons started
to bring their children of their own accord. Somebody conceived the thought, and others followed in a
little procession. The masculine at’rroic would be used
although most of the persons bringing children were
mothers, sisters, or nurses. Most of them were evidently parents, fathers and mothers. The disciples
started to interfere and probably succeeded until
Jesus, looking out, saw what they were doing and
stopped them. All three evangelists use the strong
verb e'mnpﬁv, “to rebuke," “to threaten."
The scene loses a good deal of its beauty when it
is supposed that superstition prompted these parents
to bring their children, and that they supposed that
the touch of Jesus’ hands had magical power. We
may be sure that, if this had been the case, Jesus would
himself have rebuked these people and would not have
touched a single child. To place the hand upon someone in connection with prayer is a symbolical act, it
is an invoking of the divine blessing upon the person
touched. We still use this act in this sense. Matthew
writes 1rat8ia, “little children," for which Luke 18:15
has re Bpe'qs'q, “their babes” or sucklings, the word that
is used in I Pet. 2:2; it is used to designate even an
unborn babe in Luke 1 :44. Because they were so tiny,
it was, of course, impossible for them to understand
what Jesus was doing for them. The only intimation
we have regarding the reason that the disciples stopped
these babes from being brought to Jesus is found in the
word of Jesus, other reasons may also have been present, such as that the disciples did not want Jesus to
be troubled by having all these babes brought to him,
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that they considered his time too valuable to be wasted
on infants, and that they desired his time for themselves and for further discussions.
14) But Jesus laid, Suﬁer the little children
hing them from coming to me; for of
such in the kingdom of the heavens. And having
put his hands on them. he went from there. Mark
contributes the detail that, when Jesus saw what the
disciples were doing. he was indignant, and Luke adds
that he called the babes to him (into the house). Here
Jesus appears as the great Advocate of babes by opening his mouth for the dumb, out of whose mouth, by
his grace. he perfects praise. It has been well said
that without these words of Jesus and the attitude
here expressed toward infants the Christian Church
would have been far different from what it is.
With shamed faces the disciples stood before their
Master. The two imperatives um and with" are
present and thus durative'. the second is negative and
thus means to stop something already begun (R. 351.
etc). The ﬁrst is well rendered. “suffer the little children," lasset sic gewuhren; and Mark and Luke have the
aecusative with the inﬁnitive. “suffer them to come to
me." This positive command is enhanced by the negative ; the disciples are to stop restraining them; and here
Matthew has the accusative with the inﬁnitive just mentioned. “from coming to me." But Matthew has the
effective aorist inﬁnitive (“Olin which means coming
and actually getting to Jesus; while Mark and Luke
have the present inﬁnitive which describes only the
action of coming.
The implication is that children, and this includes
babes (mm), are ready to come to Jesus and need
only that men let them do so. And this coming has
the same purpose as the coming to Jesus of any adult,
namely to receive of him the Messianic salvation.
Their afﬁnity for Jesus lies in their need of him which
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is due to their inborn sin. Pank writes: “As the
ﬂower in the garden stretches toward the light of the
sun, so there is in the child a mysterious inclination
toward the eternal light. Have you never noticed this
mysterious thing that. when you tell the smallest child
about God. it never asks with strangeness and wonder,
‘What or who is God? I have never seen him!’ — but
listens with shining face to the words as though they
were soft, loving sounds from the land of home? or
when you teach a child to fold its little hands in prayer,
that it does this as though it were a matter of course,
as though there were opening for it that world of
which it had been dreaming with longing and anticipation? or tell them. these little ones, the stories of the
Savior, show them the pictures with scenes and personages of the Bible— how their pure eyes shine. how
their little hearts beat!”
The coming of these babes is not accomplished without means, for v. 13 has already stated that it was
done by their being brought. Not to come means not
to be brought. These were Jewish children who were
already in the old covenant of grace; yet Jesus lays no
stress on this but speaks of children in general, even
as the church has applied his words to all children.
Indeed. if Jewish children who were already in the
covenant and the kingdom needed to be brought to
Jesus in order to be blessed by him as the Messiah, how
much more is this the case with regard to all other
children to whom no grace has been applied. Jesus
once for all forbids every obstacle which our blind
reasoning about babes may raise against their coming to him.
This double command itself would be enough, but
Jesus goes much farther, he adds his reason for this
command: “for of such is the kingdom of the heavens.”
He does not say ruin», “of these," the ones now being
brought to him, but ra'w mau’my, "of such," which says
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far more, namely the great class of beings to which
babes as such belong. Bengel says that if the kingdom is “of such,” then with a special right the children must be included. They are the model examples
of the whole class. If we want to know the character
of the class we must study the children (18:3). It is
their receptivity to which Jesus refers. In them sin
has not yet developed so as to produce conscious resistance to the power of divine grace, which necessitates the convicting power of the law. What children
are in their condition of infancy, ready and willing to
accept the gift of grace, adults must become by the
operation of the Spirit and the Word. The moment
this receptiveness is produced in us, regeneration and
justiﬁcation follow, and we, too, are saved.
0n “the kingdom of the heavens” see 3:2; it is
where Jesus, the King, is found with the rule and the
work of his grace. To be “of” this kingdom is to have
his grace operative in us. If Jesus had intended to
say that all children, merely as children, had already
experienced this operation, were already saved, then
children would not need to come to him, they would be
already his. But Jesus says nothing of the kind.
What is born of the ﬂesh is ﬂesh, John 3:6 (Gen. 5 :3;
Ps. 51:5). It is in vain to deny original or inborn.
sin, the total depravity of our race, and to call babes
“innocent and pure" in the sense of “sinless.” Every
babe that dies contradicts this claim.
It is also no more than an assumption that at birth
(or already at the time of conception) all children are
made partakers of Christ’s atonement without any
means whatever; the Scriptures contain no word to
this effect. Because men have been misled by such
thoughts the little ones have been left outside of the
kingdom until receptiveness for grace has passed away
and their salvation. became jeopardized. Baptism, in
particular, was denied them, and this sacrament itself
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was considered a symbol that did not give or convey
anything but only pictured something. Baptism was
regarded as an act of obedience (a law) that was possible only to an adult and not longer an act of the
Triune God by which he adopted us as his children,
deeded to us a place in heaven, gave us the new birth
of the Spirit. Who can estimate the wrong thus done
to helpless babes, even in the name of Christ, by
denying them the one divine means by which they
can be brought (v. 13) and can come to their gloriﬁed
Lord?
15) Mark and Luke add another statement here
that recalls 1833. The fact that Matthew aims to be
quite terse we see also from the way in which he concludes his account of this incident. Whereas Mark
tells us that Jesus took the children up into his arms,
blessed them, and laid his hands upon them, Matthew
records only the latter, “and having put his hands on
them.” The fact that this was done in connection
with a prayer (and thus with a blessing) v. 13 shows.
These are the essentials; taking the babes into his own
arms is a beautiful addition. The conclusion is justiﬁed that, like the other synoptists, Matthew records
this incident as the answer to the question whether infants are to receive baptism. The use which Tertullian (born about 160) makes of this account as a substantiation of infant baptism is evidence that long
prior to his time the church so understood the words
and the actions of Jesus. “He went from thence”
means that Jesus left not merely the house but the
place itself.
16) We must place v. 3-15 somewhere in Perea.
What is now described, occurred later “while he was
going forth on the way” (Mark 10:17, i. e., on the
road to the next village or town). First marriage,
then children, now earthly possessions — the inner connection seems evident. And lo, one, having come to
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him. said, Teacher, what good thing III-ll I do in
order to have life eternal? The interjection "10"
points to the man's action as being remarkable; and. indeed, he was a ruler (Luke), and he came running and
then kneeling (Mark). Here is a young man of prominence, eager in regard to the highest question. and full
of the expectation of obtaining the true answer from
Jesus. Matthew records only the word "teacher" as
the address to Jesus; he omits “good" because he intends to omit also that part of the reply of Jesus which
deals with this adjective as applied to himself. The
attitude of the young man and the great question he
asks of Jesus indicate that he regarded Jesus as a
teacher and expected the great answer he had hitherto
failed to secure. By saying. “Teacher," he puts him—
self into the position of a pupil.
The question this man asks is not how he may obtain life eternal as though he were entirely at a loss
as to the way and the means to obtain it. On the contrary. he thinks he knows quite well how to obtain this
life, namely by doing some “good thing," dyaetiv. “good"
in the sense of bringing him "life eternal." heilbn'ngend, C.-K. 5. He is not thinking of something that
is merely "morally good," for he knows that obedience
to the divine commandments is morally good, and yet
in spite of all this obedience on his part he still lacks
this life and knows it. He asks Jesus this question
because he thinks that Jesus has managed to discover
this "good thing" and by it has acquired life eternal.
This man would like to do the same thing. In this
sense he calls Jesus "good Teacher" (Mark and Luke).
His conception of Jesus is thus much like that of the
modernists. Jesus is a man who has discovered this
good thing and by it won eternal life. His essential
Sonship as also his atonement are set aside. The only
question is: “Lord, how didst than do it'.’ tell us so
that we may do likewise."
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In the question, “What shall I do?" lies, of course,
the
‘
that the
'
has the
y
ability and may easily reach the goal Jesus has reached.
He feels that all he needs to know is the thing that is
to be done. This is Pelagianism in its worst form.
The my)“, “shall I do," suggests the willingness to
do what may be required. He is not thinking of a
divine command; he does not ask what he "must" do.
8;? nuiv (wolﬁval). The best feature about this wrong
and twisted question is the fact that the man wants
“life eternal."
John uses tau; thirty-four times, and the word
always means the life principle itself which makes us
spiritually alive. The reception of this “life" is the
regeneration of which Jesus spoke to Nicodemus at
length. This life is ain'wmc, “eternal," going on through
the eons unaffected by temporal death which only
transfers this life into the heavenly world. It may be
lost and cease in us when we wickedly and wilfully
cut ourselves off from its divine source, Christ, the
Life. Just what conception the man had of this life
which he so much desired we are able to guess
only from the way in which he imagined it could be
acquired: by himself doing something heilbringe’nd he
supposed it would be given him. For "have” life
eternal Mark and Luke write "inherit." Often the
latter is stressed as though it made the ruler's question
self-contradictory: doing in order to inherit. Yet
Matthew's “have" interprets the others' “inherit";
«quawpriv is often used in the sense of to obtain or
to have a portion in something. Moreover, inheriting
often rests on merit as many last wills and testament:
show, when a larger portion is bequeathed to a more
faithful child, or when a friend, a benefactor, or a
person who has rendered some valuable service is remembered. Jesus, too. says nothing and intimates
nothing regarding a contradiction in the question.
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The picture thus drawn of the young ruler is really
pathetic: so eager to do the good thing, so desirous of
life eternal (whereas so many young men are carried
away by the world), so strongly attracted to Jesus—
and yet so far from the right road to eternal life!
17) And he said to him: Why inquirest thou
of me concerning the good thing? One is The Good.
If thou hast the will to enter into the life, guard his
biddings. The entire answer must be considered together in order to understand its three parts.

Jesus

refers this man to God and to God’s Word. Not for
one moment will Jesus allow this man to speak as
though God had failed to reveal what “good" he must
do if by doing he would have life eternal. Does this
man presume to ask Jesus and thus to ignore God?
Does he think that Jesus has certain secret information that has not been revealed by God? Is this why
he calls Jesus “good” (Mark and Luke, .“good

Teacher"), a man who has done that thing and thus
gained life for himself, found and done it apart from

God’s Word? With one stroke Jesus corrects all these
wrong ideas: “One is The Good,” der Gate, the very
embodiment and source of all that is heilbringend and
“good” in this sense; and Mark and Luke add that this
is “God.” If this man has the will to enter into life,
(and by the condition of reality Jesus implies that the
man has) by way of his own doing, then what good
thing he must do has long been set down in God’s
Word, let him guard and keep inviolate his biddings

(the article has the force of the possessive), 7a: c'mAds,
what he has told and ordered men to do. On that
point Jesus has no more to say.
The phrase mp: 101'; ayaoos is not masculine, to be
explained by the following 6 dyaOds; it is neuter and
takes up the preceding 11’ dyadév. He who is himself
“The Good” must be asked What is to be done by us
that he would consider “good." And a dyaoéc with its
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article makes this predicate identical with and interchangeable with the subject, R. 768. Moreover, here
is a case where the positive “good” and “The Good"
are more absolute than the comparative or the superlative, R. 661. This is “good" in the absolute sense.
Rationalism and Unitarianism regard Mark and
Luke as saying that Jesus does not claim goodness for
himself but attributes perfect moral goodness only to
God. Their object is to reduce Jesus to a man who
at most was only relatively good morally. This is
to think and to speak of Jesus as the young ruler did
who regarded Jesus as a mere man, as one who had
acquired life by doing this unknown good thing and
might likewise show others how to do it. No wonder
Jesus declines to be called “good” in this sense! The
question (Mark and Luke): “Why callest thou me
good ?" is not a pronouncement of any kind in regard
to Jesus’ moral quality. Nor does dya06s mean “kind”
when it is used in the address to Jesus and something
else in the three following instances.
Jesus uses
“good" in the sense indicated above. Let the man
stop and think. Jesus is not a Teacher who instructs
men as to how to obtain salvation by their own efforts.
If that is what this man wants, God has already told
him what to do.
18) After Jesus said, “Just guard his biddings!”
he says to him, Which? And Jesus said: Thou
shalt not murder (5:21); Thou shalt not commit
adultery; Thou shalt not steal; Thou shalt not testify
falsely; Honor thy father and thy mother; and, Thou
shalt love thy neighbor as thyself. Mark and Luke
abbreviate by omitting the last, and Mark inserts,
“Thou shalt not defraud." The neuter article 16 before these commandments merely marks the quotation,
R. 766. The future tense is commonly used in laws
and is thus imperative, R. 874. The intent of Jesus
seems to be to pile one commandment upon another.
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Matthew has the regular order from the ﬁfth to the

eighth. to which Mark adds the ninth and the tenth in
the form: “Thou shalt not defraud."
19) Then comes the fourth, and after that the
sum of the entire second table of the law. By placing
the fourth thus Jesus shows that he does not feel bound
by the order found in the decalog. By using only the
second table which demands that we love our neighbor
as we do ourselves Jesus takes this ruler to a place
where he felt surest of himself; for these are the commandments which most men imagine they are able to
obey with little effort—but see 5:21, etc.
20) And sure enough, this ruler. too, is convinced
that he has fulﬁlled them. The young man says to
him: All these I did watch. A: to what an I yet
behind? He says this without blinking an eye.
The divine law has no terrors for him; he has kept
it all. The verbs ",de and omiuuv are synonyms,
like bewuhren and bewachen, to guard and keep inviolate and to watch over and keep safe. Here is a
sample at Pharisaic training which nulliﬁes the very
eﬁect God intends the law to produce, namely contrite knowledge of sin and the ten-ores conscientiae.
This young man, nuvtam (between the ages of 24 and
40), is altogether self-righteous in the face of the law.
Perhaps he was disappointed in hearing Jesus recite
nothing but the old commandments that he had kept
"from his youth up" (Mark and Luke). 15 this all
“the good” this "good" Teacher could hold up to him?
He had lived an outwardly exemplary life, he had
shunned grave outward transgressions, being aided
and protected, no doubt, by both his training and his
environment. Many would today be only too well
satisﬁed with themselves if they were like him, and
others would praise and perhaps envy him if they saw
him in modern form. Picture him: an exemplary
young man in early manhood, ﬁne and clean morally,
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as the phrase now goes, the son of wealthy parents
but not spoiled by wealth. with a strong religious bent.
an esteemed member of the church, in fact, one of its
pillars, a ruler of the local synagogue who was more
important than a member of the church council in
our present congregations is. Where are the parents
that would not be proud of such a son? Where the
church that would not give him a prominent place?
Where the maid that would not be attracted by his
position and his personal excellence? Yet all this is
worthless in the eyes of Jesus. in fact. the man himself is not satisﬁed. If Jesus thought that he had
trouble in regard to the old commandments, this, he
assures Jesus. is not the case. Somehow he has come
to feel that he lacks something. What can it be?
He puts the question to Jesus; he thinks that Jesus
must now be able to tell him in what he still falls
behind.
21) Mark inserts the remark that Jesus looked
earnestly upon the rich young ruler and loved him:
this man who is dissatisﬁed with his Pharisaic selfrighteousness, is groping in the dark and unable to get
beyond it, and now appeals to Jesus, Jeane spoke to
him (54», is a mere variation of dm)
If thou heal
the will to be perfect, go sell thy poa
one and give
to the poor and thou shalt have treasure in heaven:
and hither, be following me! Jesus agrees that he
still lacks one thing (Mark and Luke). Because of
his love for him he tells him what this really is. The
answer is surprising, and this surprise has lasted these
1900 years. The condition is one of reality, which
implies that Jesus assumes that the young man has
the will. With (inn we have the nominative as the
predicate ; and dim: is explained in 5:48. It does
not mean perfect or sinless morally but complete as
having reached the 1-1)," or goal. Here it is easy to
understand this word ; it means possessing the one thing
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he yet lacked, needing nothing more. We must regard
all that Jesus says as “one thing,” but not as one that
is to be ranged alongside of others but as one that
is totally different from all others. Thus far the man
has attained only an outward obedience to the law and
has not even discovered that this is utterly useless for
salvation. The thing he lacks begins with this discovery and thus with the realization that what he
needs is a complete inward change.
This change Jesus describes to him in detail. The
present imperative i'nmye is used without a connecting
word when it occurs with other imperatives: u'myc

mfwmv «at 86:.

When he tells this man to go and sell

his possessions and to give them to the poor Jesus is
laying his ﬁnger on the chief sin in this man’s heart,
the love of his earthly possessions. Jesus is demanding no mere outward act which would be as valueless
as the other acts of this man have been. The outward
act is to be merely the evidence of the inner change.
This change is to be, ﬁrst of all, the true sorrow of
contrition. Heretofore he has clung to his earthly
wealth with his heart. What a sin against God’s law!
By selling and giving away everything this inward sin
is to be swept out by true contrition, perdvota.
Abandoning what was hitherto his heart’s treasure
is only the negative side; the positive side is that now
he has “treasure in heaven” with his whole heart ﬁxed
on that. The future “shall have” means from that
moment onward when his heart is separated from his
earthly treasure.

It is a serious misunderstanding

of this word of Jesus when it is thought to mean that
by selling and giving away his earthly wealth this
man would receive this treasure in heaven as a reward.
This treasure is the unmerited grace and pardon of
God. For the other side of the one thing this man yet
lacked is the true and saving faith in Christ. Aet'ipo,
“hither,” is used with or: without an imperative. It
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is apparently always a singular, as 86m is the plural;
and the present imperative a’ononiﬂu denotes continuous
following. To follow Jesus thus is the evidence of
true faith in him.
When Jesus demands true repentance and faith he
does not always ask us to give up our earthly possessions. This passage cannot be referred to as proof
for the abolition of personal ownership of wealth. Zacchaeus was not required to give all his possession to the
poor; Joseph of Arimathaea was a disciple and rich;
Ananias was free to do with his own what he would
as long as he did not practice hypocrisy or tried to
deceive the Holy Ghost; St. James warns the rich only
against trusting in riches instead of trusting in God.
Luther is, therefore, right when he draws attention to
the domestic state and its requirement of certain possessions such as house and home, food, clothing, etc.,
for wife and children. The case of this young man is
a special one and comes under the statements made
in 18 :8, 9. We are not certain either that this young
man was asked to assume voluntary poverty in order
to follow Jesus and to take part in the work of the
gospel. This is often assumed, but we have no intimation as to how Jesus intended to use this new follower. Others besides the Twelve were in his following for their OWn persons only and certainly did
not divest themselves of their possessions.
Roman Catholicism considers voluntary poverty a
Work that merits salvation; it calls this command to
give all to the poor a consilium evangelicum that goes
beyond the decalog, and the observance of such counsel
an 'opus supererogativum. The rationalistic view is
that the one thing the young ruler lacked was moral
power, the energy of the moral will. Others think of
the ability to sacriﬁce all for the sake of reaching the
highest moral goal; or of the ability really to fulﬁll the
second table, the law of loving one’s neighbor as one-
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self, by which eternal life would be gained. But such
views are legalistic and not evangelical.
22) But the young man, having heard the word,
went away, heing aggrieved; for he had much property. The result shows that Jesus had struck home.
had bared the man’s most vulnerable spot, the love
of his great wealth. First. such enthusiasm; now,
such sorrowful going away! Mark says that the man’s
face grew "lowering"; it is the same word that was
used regarding the dark weather mentioned in 16:3.
He, indeed, left Jesus, but Jesus' words went with him.
The fact that he was not changed on the instant need
not cause surprise. It would cost him a struggle, perhaps one that was severe and prolonged. The synoptists do not record the outcome, for their interest lies,
not in this case, but in the words of Jesus which go
far beyond one case.
23) And Jesus said to his disciples: Amen. I
say to you, that with diﬂ'lculty a rich man shall enter
into the kingdom of the heavens. And again I say
to you, easier it is that a camel go through a needle'a
eye than that a rich man go into the kingdom of the
heavens. And when the disciples heard it they were
shocked exceedingly, saying, who, then, is able to be
saved? But. having looked at them, Jen
aid to
them, with men “III is impossible, yet with God all
things are possible.
These utterances of Jesus are not to be separated
from the preceding narrative. Both treat of the way
to salvation, and both deal with one great obstacle to
salvation, the love of riches. What appears in the
narrative is more fully elucidated in the words
addressed to the disciples. God's grace alone is able
to save the rich man. A comparison with Mark shows
that Matthew mentions the emotions displayed at the
end of his narrative, Luke omits them altogether.
Matthew preserves the solemn formula of verity and
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authority (see 5:18); on the kingdom compare 3:2.
The emphasis is on the adverb sue-5m; only “with
difﬁculty” will a rich man ever enter into the kingdom,
i. e., receive the gifts and the blessings that are bestowed by the rule of the King's grace. The fact that
Jesus has in mind a man who trusts in riches is
emphasized by Mark. He may or may not have wealth;
its deceptive power is always present.
24) How great the diﬂiculty is, is illustrated by a
remarkable comparison, that of the impossibility of a
camel passing through an oriﬁce as tiny as a needle’s
eye. The Talmud uses the elephant in the same illustration; elephants were not known in Palestine. The
Koran has the same illustration that Jesus employs.
Not until the ﬁfth century was nipuhr, “camel," changed
to ulna“. the heavy “rope" or cable attached to the
anchor of a ship (R. 192). This change was no gain for
a cable cannot be threaded through a needle’s eye.
In the ﬁfteenth century the opposite was tried. the
needle's eye was enlarged by reference to a small portal that was used by footpassengers when entering
a walled city, through which a camel might pass
on its knees after its load had been removed. This
changed the impossible into the possible and became
attractive because it suggested that, as the camel had
to leave its load and crawl on its knees, so the rich
man had to shed his riches or his love for them and
humble himself on his knees. But as in 23:24 Jesus
had an actual gnat and an actual camel in mind, so
here camel and needle's eye are actual. The impossibility thus illustrated is without a single exception.
Abraham, David, Zacchaeus. Joseph of Arimathaea are
not exceptions in any sense; for how the impossible becomes possible Jesus explains in v. 26.
25) At this point Matthew, too, notes the emotion
of the disciples. The disciples were shocked "exceedingly," iéltAq'vuovro, the imperfect picturing their con-
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dition, and the verb itself, plus its adverb, are very
strong: “were utterly dumbfounded.” Their question
reveals what so upset them: “Who, then, is able to be

saved ?” meaning that, if these statements of Jesus are
true, no man can be saved. Their emotion is not concerned with the few who are rich and thus seem to
be utterly shut out but with themselves, including all
men generally. For n’c cannot be restricted. All men
have a secret longing for riches. The question is
thus a confession of sin on the part of the disciples.
This is excellent. It is well that they do not try to
shield themselves by a reference to what Jesus once
said about “the poor,” 5:3.
But another thing is not so excellent, namely the
confession that the disciples believed that a man can
and should do something on his part toward being
saved. They really say: “If the illustration of the
camel is true regarding a rich man’s entering the kingdom, then the rich man can do nothing toward being
saved, nor can we who, like the rich, are afﬂicted with
the desire for riches.” In the verb aécew lies the idea
of rescue from mortal danger and of a condition of
safety produced by the rescue. The passive «team
leaves God as the agent, but 86mm betrays the synergistic suggestion in the disciples’ minds.
26) The fact that Jesus, too, speaks with feeling
is betrayed by his earnestly looking at the disciples.
He has elicited from the disciples the very thought he
wishes to correct once for all. The illustration of the
camel is abolutely true: “With men this (to be sued)
is impossible.” The last door of hope on that side is
shut and sealed forever. Here perishes all Pelagianism, moralism, synergism; man himself can do absolutely nothing toward his salvation by natural powers
of his own. The Concordia Tn’glotta, 785, etc., and
881, etc., is most certainly right. But the more all hope
of our own activity dies, whether we are rich or poor,
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the more our hope in God and his grace rises like the
morning sun with healing in his wings: “yet with God
all things are possible,” even the saving of the rich.
Who will measure the ability of his grace? Who will
describe the miracles it is able to work?
We might here think of God’s omnipotence as it is
revealed in the physical creation by applying our abstract mode of reasoning; but Jesus is here speaking
of the kingdom of the heavens which is not of this
world, and of the great work of saving men, including
the rich, which is entirely a spiritual work. We are
here not in the First Article of the Creed but in the
Second and the Third. Christ “is able to save them to
'the uttermost,” Heb. 7 :25. t
27) From one extreme the apostles go to the other.
First they fear that on the' basis of what Jesus said
none of them can be saved; now, with their fears
allayed in that direction, they want assurance that they
will not only be saved but will be rewarded according
to the sacriﬁces they have hade. Then Peter spoke
up and said to him: Lo, we on our part did forsake
all things and followed thee. What, then, shall be
ours? 'A‘Iroxpiﬂa's‘ is often used in a wider sense; it is
so here. It occurs to Peter that he and the Twelve had
done exactly what Jesus required of the rich young
ruler and so he speaks up and says so. It strikes Peter
that they have done this, hence the interjection “10.”
The emphasis is on 13pm, which contrasts the Twelve
with the ruler who went away aggrieved. Peter, too,
does not forget to add that the Twelve followed Jesus
even as Jesus had just bidden the ruler to follow him.
The aorists are here to the point, they present the two
undeniable facts: we did this.
But already this preamble has a suspicious ring

with its emphasis on what “we on our part” have done.
It does not intend to proceed, “and we have found more
than satisfaction in thee”; for that ﬁrst “we” would not
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harmonize with that thought. To express this acknowledgment Peter should have begun, “Thou tlwself hast
drawn as to forsake all and to follow thee." What
Peter's ear had caught was the word to the ruler, “and
thou shall: have treasure in heaven.” But he had not
caught Jesus' meaning that this would be a treasure of
pure grace and not a merited reward earned by the
ruler in giving away his possessions and then following
Jesus. He regards the word as a reference to a proﬁtable trade to which the ruler was invited. And thus
Peter asks, “What, then, shall be ours" (“to us") '! i. e..
“What are we going to get?" Here the old spirit of
work-righteousness, of human claims and merit crops
out. The more we do, the more we earn, and the more
God owes us.
28) And Jeau said to them: Amen I say to
you (see 5:13), that you that did follow me, in the
regeneration when the Son of mun (see 8:20)
I“
seat himself on his throne of glory, you. too,
I“
seat yourselvea on twelve thronea, judging the twelve
tribe: of lunch What Jesus said was intended for
the Twelve, all of whom had heard Peter's statement
and question. First, a great promise; then. in v. 30
and the following parable, a necessary warning, both
being sealed with the solemn formula of Verity and
authority. The generosity and the magnanimity of
God are so great that he accepts nothing from us without rewarding it beyond all computation (25 :21. 23:
Luke 19:17, 19). The vast disproportion existing between our work and God's reward of it already displays his boundless grace, to say nothing of the gift of
salvation which is made before we have even begun to
do any work. The ﬁrst part of Jesus' promise is intended for the apostles alone but only in a pre-eminent
way (Dan. 7:22; I Cor. 6:2, 3:11th 2:26; 3:21; 20:4).
Hence also they are called only “you that did follow
me." which indicates that also others follow him.
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The iv phrase states when the promise here made
shall be fulﬁlled; hence it is modiﬁed by the temporal
any clause. “In the regeneration" or "rebirth" is thus
dated at the time "when the Son of man shall seat himself on his throne of glory," namely visibly before the
whole world, which he will do on the great day of judgment. This "rebirt " thus refers to the rebirth of the
world (Isa. 66:17: II Pet. 3:13; Rev. 21:1, 5). The
term MIN/("Ufa is abstract, but, like many abstracts, is
used for the concrete and denotes. not the act of rebirth,
but the reborn world. In Titus 3:5 it is used to designate the rebirth wrought in the individual by baptism.
The use of this word as a technical term by the mystery cults and among the Pythagoreans and the Stoics
has been extensively investigated and has produced
much of interest but nothing that is of value for the
interpretation of the New Testament. Philo and Josephus also use the word in their way.
The great act that distinguishes the time indicated
is that the Son of man “shall seat himself on his throne
of glory
The two forms of “mm are middle: "seat
himself," "seat yourselves." B.-P. 608, and should not
be translated “sit." This seating is done for the performance of a judicial act and does not refer to an
indeﬁnite enthronement; compare 25:31. The omission of the articles in the expression ini epa‘vov 866m arm-7
is scarcely a case of imitating the Hebrew status non—
structus, for the addition of the articles would refer to
the speciﬁc throne in heaven, while all that is had in
mind here is a glorious throne for judgment.
On that great day the apostles shall also seat them—
selves on twelve thrones and for the same purpose, to
judge the twelve tribes of Israel. The place of Judas
is thus to be'ﬁlled. We see the correspondence between
Israel's twelve tribes and Jesus’ twelve apostles. But
there is no indication that each apostle is to judge one
tribe, nor that Peter's throne will be higher than those
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of' the rest. The present participle xpiyomc presents the
action in its progress; the aorist would be constati've
and would present the act in its completeness.
The opinion that the rebirth is to be dated after the
ascension of Jesus involves the idea that the apostles

would judge only mediately through their preached
word, would spiritualize their twelve thrones as the
pulpits they occupied, and would expand the twelve
tribes of Israel so as to include all men or at least Christians in general. The latter would be the case if xpimv
is thought to mean “rule" and not “judge.” The verb
always has the latter meaning. It has this meaning
also in Luke 22 :30, where the promise is repeated, and
where the sense of uplvoms must be the same as it is in
Matthew. Weiss writes: “As they were the nearest
to Jesus in his earthly activity, so they will have the
closest portion in the dignity of the exalted Messiah;
and as they proclaimed salvation to the twelve tribes
(10 :5, 6), so they will also pronounce the verdict upon
all and not only on the unbelieving Israel, according as
they accepted or declined this oifer of salvation.” This
judgment, however, will not be restricted to the generation of the Jews that actually heard the apostles but
will take in the entire nation from the days of the
patriarchs down to the last 'day, the lost ten tribes of
the past era as well as all Israelites of future ages.
From the way in which Jesus here speaks it is possible
to conclude that the Jews will be the ﬁrst to receive
their judgment at the last day.
29) Now Jesus adds the promise he gives to all
believers, individualizing where a moment ago he com-

bined. And everyone that left houses, or brothers,
or sisters, or father, or mother, or wife, or children,
or ﬁelds, for the sake of my name, a hundredfold
shall he receive, and life eternal shall he inherit.
Not one will miss his due reward. “0r wife” has the
superior textual support and should not be dropped,
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being genuine also in Luke 18:29. This list has no
exceptions. In 10:37, “loveth more than me,” and in
Luke 14:26, “hate," help to explain the meaning of
“leaving” which Jesus has in mind. It may include
outward separation, but often the inward act of the
soul is enough. “For the sake of my name” is explained by “for the sake of the gospel” in Mark 10:29,
and by “for the sake of the kingdom of God” in Luke
18:29. Here 5mm again means “name" in the sense of
“my revelation,” “gospel" and “the kingdom."
“A hundredfold” has been called hyperbolical. In
order to avoid this hyperbole some transfer the entire
reward into the other world by resorting to allegory.

But in Mark yt'rv iv 79'» maps; 101579 states that this reward
is given here in time and is distinguished from the life
eternal iv 1‘23 11th 1'93 prolu'vg, “in the eon to come”; 80

also Luke 18 :30. “A hundredfold,” the neuter plural,
is like the same proportion in 13:8, and raises the
replacement to the highest degree. 0n the new spiritual relationships compare 12 :48-50 ; Rom. 16:13
(John 19:27) ; I Tim. 1:2; 5:2; II Tim. 2:1; Philemon
10; I Pet. 5:3, and other passages; on other possessions
Ps. 37:16; Prov. 15:16; 16:8; I Tim. 6:6. The new
riches are the divine blessings which substitute thankfulness for worldly anxiety (6:25, etc.) and delight in
imperishable treasures (6:19, etc.). Mark 10:30 has
the signiﬁcant addition “with persecutions,” as though
this were the butter on the bread. Persecutions are,
indeed, a constant assurance that we truly belong to
the Lord, more than the asurance that lies in other
blessings.
“And life eternal (see v. 16) shall he inheri ” has
both a markedly different verb and an object so great
that it cannot be classed with any blessing bestowed
in this life. This alone is enough to indicate that life
eternal is not a reward for forsaking relatives, property, or for enduring other afﬂictions for Christ’s sake.
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In fact. before we are able to perform a single good
work, namely the moment faith is kindled in the heart,
the inheritance is ours, and that out of pure grace for
Christ's sake alone The analogy of the entire Scripture is solid on this point. Mark 10:30, as well as
Luke 18:30, make it certain that the inheriting here
referred to is the reception of our heritage in the other
world; but this changes nothing in regard to the way
in which the inheritance ﬁrst becomes ours. Here the
entrance into the heavenly life is mentioned to impress
upon the disciples what an inﬁnite blessing awaits those
who are here called upon to forsake this or that temporality. What is any loss compared with this gain?
While inheriting does not always exclude merit on the
part of an heir (see v. 16), inheriting eternal life most
certainly does. For no sinner can by his own will or
strength produce any merit that would in the least
move God to make him an heir of life eternal.
30) At this point the warning begins. The fact
that it was needed even for the Twelve the case of
Judas shows, thief that he was, traitor that he became. Nevertheless, many ﬁrst shall be last, and
last ﬁrst. In 20:16 Jesus repeats this warning, but
there he does it by means of ofmw, "thus," which. indicates that the intervening parable reveals just how it
comes about that so many that are ﬁrst in the end are
last, and others who are last ﬁnally become ﬁrst. In
view of 20:31, 32 and Luke 13:24-30, "lest“ cannot
mean “last in the kingdom." “Last" means outside of
the kingdom; and hence “ﬁrst" means inside the kingdom. Jesus is not saying that many who for a time
were in the front ranks in the kingdom shall eventually
ﬁnd themselves in the rear ranks, and vice versa. What
he says is that many who at ﬁrst were in the kingdom
will ﬁnally be out of it; while many who at ﬁrst were
out of it will at last he in it. But the wording "ﬁrst—
last" and “last—ﬁrst" is so general that it includes
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also Ill use: where men think themselves "ﬁrst" or in
the kingdom and then. too late, ﬁnd thnt they are “lust."
not in it at all.
The proper understanding of this pointed saying
is of vital importance for the correct interpretation of
the pnrahle that follows. Its very purpose is to show
how so many ﬁrst will be last, and last ﬁrst. If the
"last" are conceived as still being in the kingdom. the
pnrable will not be properly interpretad.

CHAPTER XX
1) The connection with 19:30, or rather with
19:27-30, is made by ydp, “for," in the sense of, “in
order to elucidate." And v. 16 seals this connection
by repeating 19 :30. For like is the kingdom of the
heavens (3 :2) to a houselord who went out at once
at early mom to hire laborers for his vineyard. “Is

like” means in one respect, the one stated in 19:30; and
“the kingdom” is the rule and operation of God’s grace.
The resemblance runs through the entire story that is
told as a parable. Moreover, the story is purposely
molded so as to reﬂect what occurs in God’s rule of

grace.

The addition of (il'opo'mg to oixosmréq, is pleonas-

tic (R. 120) and may be omitted in translation, as was

done in 13:52.

In 10:25 oixosemro’ms is used with refer-

ence to Jesus, and in 13:27 it is used in a parable.
“Houselord” is a property owner, one who is the possessor of a homestead, here one whose holdings include
also an extensive vineyard to which he devotes especial
care. This “houselord” pictures God in his grace, and
his lordship appears throughbut the story. “His vineyard” is his visible church on earth where the work of
his grace appears.
The ﬁgure of the vineyard is Old Testament imagery. When the question is asked as to why the vineyard is thus used, no one point furnishes the answer,
such as that it is symbolic of peace, of hard labor, of
drawing wine out of the earth. The image is used in
a variety of ways.

Here the point is the dealing of the

owner with his laborers. Thus nothing is said concerning the vines or the harvest of grapes.
The owner is represented as being grand .and

wealthy; he has an énzrponoc or “steward” and hires a
(764)
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large number of laborers and does none of the work
himself. So the whole work of the church is turned
over to Christ (note the meaning of c'mrpe'rrtw), and the.
actual tending of the vineyard or church is done by
means of men, the Christians, who are called and appointed to this work. The middle waoéaaoaat is causative: “to let out for wages" and thus “to hire,” R. 809.
The owner is such a man, 3am, one of this type, R. 728,
thus picturing God. Although he has his steward he
hires the laborers himself and has so great a personal
interest in his vineyard that he goes out “at once” (an)
“at early morn” (we?) to hire laborers. We need not
object that Christ or the Spirit calls men into the work

of the church, for all the opera ad extra aunt indivisa
aut communa and are thus ascribed to any one of the
Persons. But right here at the start we must note that
Jesus is speaking of our work (“laborers”) in the
church and of our wages for that work (“hire”) . On
this feature of the kingdom we are to be enlightened,
for in 19:27 Peter betrayed his ignorance regarding
this point.
2) And having agreed with the laborers on a
denarius for the day, he sent them into his vineyard.
“With the laborers” refers to the ones hired so early.
The denarius is equal to seventeen cents but at that
time constituted the regular wage of a day laborer, also
the day’s pay of a Roman soldier; and «‘x has the idea
of cause which is here modiﬁed to price, R. 599. Extent of time is expressed by the accusative 61v ﬁpz’pav,
R. 470. But the chief point is that these laborers insist
on a deﬁnite wage, so much per day; and not until this
agreement is reached do they go to work. Such a contract was not demanded by the other laborers who went
to work later. These ﬁrst laborers thus manifest a
mercenary spirit. We hear the voice of Peter in 19 :27,
“What, then, shall be ours?”
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Since this is a parable which was composed in order
to teach certain facts about the kingdom. the entire ﬁrst
group of laborers is pictured as being mercenary. This
is done, not only to show how in the end some ﬁrst shall
ﬁnd themselves last, but also to accord these laborers
the highest justiﬁcation. such as it is, for their mercenary expectation that they ought to receive more pay
than the rest (v. 12). Jesus lets this group alone
work the entire day.
The moment we ask what is meant by the denarius
we must consider a variety of interpretations. The
interpretation of this detail necessarily involves the
entire parable and centers in the main thing Jesus
intends to teach. Thus, if the denarius is Christ himself as our sacriﬁce, the parable merely says that in the
end all workers will be alike, no matter whether some
were mercenary and murmured when they received
their pay. We have the same result when the denarius
is thought to mean the image of God. or as many still
think. eternal life. This view leada those who interpret thus to dissociate the words about the ﬁrst and the
last spoken in 19:30 and 20:16 from the parable, or
they interpret these words so that the ﬁrst become last
only by receiving a rebuke, and the last ﬁrst by receiving no rebuke. Then Jesus should have said, "Thus

there will be neither ﬁrst nor last. but all will be alike."
it should not be difﬁcult to see that these interpretations are unacceptable. How can anyone who has
Christ, the divine image, or eternal life, murmur in
the end? What can any man expect to receive more
(v. 10) than these treasures? If this "more" is to be
an especial degree of glory in heaven, the parable itself
in no way mentions this glory. Then, too, these interpretations teach that by our labor we earn Christ. the
image, or life eternal, a doctrine that is contrary to the
teaching of Christ and of the Scriptures.
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In the face of this Luther gives up the effort to
interpret the denarius: Man muss nioht aehten, was
lenig enter Graschen ml. Few have cared to follow
him. Melanchthon, Luther's associate, found the soiution. The denarius stands for the temporal blessings,
the bond ternpmlia, of the work in the church; and
the goodness ("because I am good," v. 15) is life eternal and grants the bow spin‘tualm. The laborers who
regard themselves ﬁrst receive only the former and
thus become last; the rest, who are considered last,
receive both bona and are thus made ﬁrst. No man
who enters the visible church and accepts the call to
work in this church shall be left without his due pay.
The Lord will not have it said that any man worked for
him without pay. The blessings of even an outward
connection with the church are many. All her associations and her inﬂuences are highly beneﬁcial. They
shield us against evils that ravage the world and cause
endless harm; they surround us with the highest morality and with all that is best for mind and for heart in
this life. And often the church offers social, business.
and other advantages of no mean value. They are all
included in the denarius of the parable. But eternal
life is not one of these.
"He sent them into his vineyard," and this made
them Mani, placed them among the called. In the
epistles the called are always those who truly believe.
but in the Gospels those who are invited to believe.
who thus, after all, may not believe. These laborers
are the members of the church who join her ranks and
aid in her work, who thus have every opportunity to become true believers but who also may remain only lip
Christians, mere outward adherents. These ﬁrst Inborers picture members of the latter type. They
worked beside the other laborers as though they, too,
were believers, but what they really were the end of
the parable reveals.
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3) And having gone out around the third hour,
he saw others standing in the market place idle, and
to those he said, Do you, too, go into the vineyard,

and whatever is right I will give you. 'And they
went on. Again having gone out around the sixth
and the ninth hour, he did likewise.

Now around

the eleventh, having gone out, he found others standing,‘ and he says to them, Why are you standing the
whole day idle? And they say to him, Because no
one did hire us. He says to them, Go you, too, into
the vineyard.

All these laborers who were hired from the third to
the eleventh hour form one class, for in the end none
of these murmur. In the evening there are only two
groups: one that murmurs, and one that does not. This
brings up the question regarding the hours, on which
again we ﬁnd a most serious difference of views which
interlock with the various interpretations of the denarins and affect the gist of the entire parable and greatly
multiply the interpretations. The hours have been
referred to the eras of the kingdom beginning with
Adam and extending to the apostles, or to the conversion of the Gentiles. Luther calls this Geschwaetz
with which to kill time. Often the hours are regarded
as the different periods in an individual’s life, childhood being the early morning, and so on. But many
die in childhood and in youth and never get to bear the
burden and the heat of the day. The parable certainly
also applies to the apostles and to them as “ﬁrst” and
thus as the laborers who were hired in the early morning. But they were of different ages and many far
younger persons had been led to follow Jesus. So this
interpretation breaks down.
The parable speaks of only a single day, and the
hours are viewed in relation to the evening. Into this
brief day with its daylight of twelve hours all the
workers in all the ages of the Christian Church are
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placed. The one or more hours they work do not refer
to time but to accomplishment. The hours thus measure the amount of each man’s labor. Nor does this
indicate mere quantity over against quality. Some do
more that is of value in a single day of their lives than
others do in a whole year. A person who suffers martyrdom as a child endures more of the burden and the
heat of the day than a church member who lives long,
quiet years entirely undisturbed. The dyopd is necessarily the world, for what is not in the kingdom is
outside of it.
4) The second group of laborers is sent to the
vineyard as was the ﬁrst; the call of God is always the
same. But in the parable the stress is laid on the work
which this call involves. A point worth noting, however, is the fact that beginning with this second group
of laborers, no contract is made regarding wages. This
belongs to the chief point of the parable, namely that
even the ﬁrst shall be last if they work in the kingdom
with the spirit voiced by Peter, “What shall we get for
what we do ?” Without themselves mentioning wages,
the owner promises to give them what is Slmov, “right”
when judged by the proper standard. Even in connections such as this stucuoc is always forensic. Without
saying another word these men go to work.
5) This action is repeated at the time of the sixth
and the ninth hours.

God keeps calling laborers into

his vineyard of the church. But he has his ﬁxed hours
for this. The owner does not stay in the market place
all day. We are called when God is ready not when we
decide to be called.
6) Even at the eleventh hour, when only one short
hour of the workday is left, the owner goes out and for
the last time ﬁnds laborers “standing,” i. e., idle and
not yet employed in his vineyard. As in v. 3, the perfect participle éarém- has its present sense. Since this
is a parable, a story arranged solely for the purpose of
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illustrating something, it allows such improbabilities
as that laborers should be hired for only part of a day,
down to a part as short as one hour. Whenever such
improbable points appear in parables (and they certainly appear often) they serve to turn the mind the
more to what the parable seeks to convey and to keep
before us the fact that the parable is only a parable
that has been composed for no other purpose.
In the case of these laborers the hiring is accompanied by a rebuke: “Why are you standing the whole
day idle ?" Eleven hours out of twelve wasted.
Through a fault of theirs they will be able to do so little
for the kingdom. Here especially we must remember
that the hours refer to the measure of accomplishment.
The ﬁgure of the hours will lead into insuperable difﬁculties when this is not done. The rebuke is pronounced only on these laborers who are the worst idlers.
This is another feature of parables that should be
noted. The rebuke administered to the last laborers
is intended also for the others who idled, but not for
so long a time. The parable would be overloaded with
detail, and its main point would thus be obscured if
every minor point were actually illustrated. So some
points are left to inference. None of us are justiﬁed
in decreasing our accomplishment by as much as one
hour’s idleness would picture.
The owner at last “found” these idlers. He found
them, which means that all the credit for even the little
work they did belongs to him and not to them. If he

had not gone out at this late hour when no ordinary
employer goes out to hire workmen, these laborers
would never have accomplished anything. Grace is so
wonderful that any human illustration must be strained
in its portrayal.
7) The question asked by the owner of the vineyard really has no answer. Yet these idlers offer a
reply. They present an excuse where no real excuse
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can be made. They shift the blame from themselves
to the owner of the vineyard. In the parable he is
the only employer and not one among several. “No
one hired us” means, “neither thou nor any of thy
agents.” The reason this statement receives no answer is due to the fact that it has already been most
thoroughly answered by this owner’s going out to his
laborers in the early morning and then at three additional times. The fault, then, for not ﬁnding these
idlers sooner is evidently not his.
Here the parable stops. It does not say where these
idlers had spent the eleven hours, so that they were not
“found” before this time. We have no right to extend
the story beyond the limits set by Jesus as is done when
some say that the owner passed these laborers at three
different times and that they refused his call to work
until the eleventh hour. We cannot regard the reply
'of these laborers as being quite in place. This view
assumes that the hours picture the time of our present
lives, which has already been shown to be untenable.
We are pointed to the heathen who can enter the vineyard only after the gospel reaches them, which is, perhaps, late in their lives. What are we to say about
Christian lands where the gospel is constantly
preached? What is the situation concerning the children in heathen lands who were, perhaps, brought into
the church in infancy? Even by making the hours
picture various periods in an individual's life it is quite
impossible to defend the excuse of these laborers and
to say it really exonerates them. In all the parables
the excuses made never excuse but do the reverse.
Just as this owner hires the laborers who insist on
making a verbal contract for their wages, so he hires
those who offer an empty excuse for their long idleness.
This pictures God’s grace, who takes us into the work
of his church despite many a fault. The idea is not
that we may continue our faulty ideas and ways, but
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that the actual contact with him and his blessed church
and work will remove such initial faults.

The best

texts omit the clause, “and whatever is right you shall
receive.” So we have this gradation: a ﬁxed contract
(v. 2), a general promise of what is right (v. 4), the

mere order to go to work. We shall see that already
the latter is more than sufﬁcient, and that insistence
on the ﬁrst is a serious mistake.
8) Now, evening having come, the Lord of the
vineyard says to his steward, Call the laborers and

duly give them the pay, beginning from the last to
the ﬁrst. Now the climax of the parable begins. The
evening is a natural accompaniment of the hours and
thus is neither the last judgment nor the end of each
individual’s life.

The fact that the hours plus the

evening do not refer to time becomes evident when payment is made. The denarius paid at evening constitutes the temporal blessings connected with our Christian profession and work, and these blessings are made
ours already during the entire time that we work.
That is why the parable condenses everything into a
single day. The hours that end at evening represent
what each of us does in the work of the church, and

certainly our accomplishment varies greatly (irrespective of the actual time spent in our efforts). But what
does God do? Every one of us gets his denarius;
every one enjoys the same temporal beneﬁts that are
connected with life in the church. They come to the
new convert exactly as they do to the old, to the
preacher as well as to the layman, to the child as well
as to the octogenarian.

All interpreters recognize that Christ is the intrpomc.
All God’s blessings come to us through this one and only
Mediator. Throughout the Scriptures he is presented
as the Judge of our work, hence also here. Those who

think that the denarius is eternal life, of course, regard
the evening as the ﬁnal judgment or the hour of death.
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Even in this verse this cannot be the sense, for eternal
life is never earned by any man’s work. The combination of ﬁnd with 86: (8(8ww) means, “give what is due.”
Eternal life is never due anyone either at the time of its
ﬁrst bestowal in conversion or at the time of its full
enjoyment when the believer enters heaven. “Duly
give" seems to apply only to the ﬁrst group of laborers
with whom an explicit contract was made; but it really
applies to all the rest, too, because the owner of the
vineyard (now called its “lord” because he decides
everything) bound himself to do what was “right."
And he is not a haggler as is the ﬁrst group of laborers;
he is “good,” generous and magnanimous, and pays
accordingly when men trust his goodness. The commentary on duo’s“ is found in v. 13-15.
On the aorist apedpa-oe see R. 1126; it is punctiliar.
and its action precedes the paying, each group is ﬁrst
called forward and then paid the money. The order
followed when the hiring was done is reversed in the
paying off. The parable has in View that the laborers
who were hired ﬁrst shall see how the lord of the vineyard deals with the others. If they had been paid off
ﬁrst they would have gone their way and never found
out what the other men received. Because in life we
always compare ourselves and our merits with others
and thus only too often feel that by comparison the
Lord is treating us unjustly, this feature was necessary
in the parable.

Matters are so arranged that the ﬁrst

laborers have the opportunity to compare their wage
with that received by the rest.
9)

And when those about the eleventh hour

came they received a denarius each. And when the
ﬁrst came they supposed that they would receive
more; and they, too, received a denarius each. The
fact that the other three groups also came in due order
does not need to be stated. The laborers are now
divided into two opposite groups: those who are satis-
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ﬁed, and those who are not. Those who were hired
ﬁrst beheld how the others were paid off. They were
surprised to see each of the eleventh hour men get a
denarius, a full day’s wage for a single hour’s work;
civa' is used in the distributive sense. These men had
neither a contract nor a promise of any kind. By paying them as he did the lord of the vineyard certainly
showed his generous character.
10) Those hired ﬁrst make their comparison with
those hired last. It was not necessary to bring in the
other three groups. In a case such as this the most
obvious is chosen. Having worked three hours longer
than the second group, the ﬁrst, if they were so inclined, could, by comparing themselves with them, still
imagine that they would receive more. In the Greek
the an clause of indirect discourse retains the original
tense of the thought, “We shall receive more,” after a
past tense; the English has a conformation of tenses.
“thought that they would receive more.” The force of
the parable is weakened when the supposition is introduced that the ﬁrst group loafed at its work and actually accomplished no more than the last group because
these late-comers worked most strenuously. The very
opposite is the case; the hours of work state the measure of accomplishment.
11) Now when they received it they started to
murmur against the houselord, saying, These last
worked only one hour, and thou didat make them
equal to us who bore the burden of the day and its
heat. The aorist Mﬁo'vres cannot mean that these
men did not actually receive the money but only had it
offered to them and refused to take it. The two pre-

ceding aorists, Exapov, shut out this view. These men
took their money and then started to complain, e‘yéyyucov,
an inchoative imperfect, which pictures their action
and intimates that something followed and ended it.
Here, it ought to be plain, the possibility of making the

Matthew

20 :12

775

denarius equal eternal life is removed. The thought
that a saint in heaven may murmur against God is
appalling.
12) So important is this complaint that its very
words are introduced. It charges the houselord with
rank injustice and voices open envy of the other workers. The effort to soften this complaint by taking the
sin out of it is misdirected. This is not an expression
of surprise and of admiration of the way in which the
last group of laborers is treated. It does not help this
view to make the denarius equal the degree of glory in
heaven, for these degrees differ and are not equal. Quite
often ol'rrot is derogatory: “These” who amount to next

to nothing.

But inotqaav cannot mean that they worked

and really accomplished nothing ; nor is it necessary to
reduce their labors to nil. They worked, but “only one
hour,” the idea of “only” lying in the expression. The
owner’s injustice lies in the fact that he made “them
equal to us” (1',sz «ta-ode, abutted for emphasis). The
contrast between us and them is made stronger than it
would be by setting the twelve hours over against the
one. We hear what they bore: “the burden of the
(whole) day,” this entire load of the day; and on top
of that “its heat,” its burning, xaﬁmv, which is not the
sirocco, Glutwind, but the scorching sun during the
middle of the day. The eleventh-hour men felt no
burden at all by working only one lone hour, and they
scarcely sweat, for this hour came in the cool of the
evening.

The parable makes this charge against God as
strong as it can be made in the minds of those who do
not unlearn Peter’s question (19:27). Peter is here
shown the end of the road to which his question would
lead. Judas, too, thought that he ought to get more
out of Jesus and he got it, stolen money, and then the
thirty pieces of silver. This charge must be put into
words in the parable because it must be refuted to the
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last letter. So jealous is God for his absolute justice
that in several parables this justice is vindicated be"yond all question.
13) But he answered and said to one of them:
Fellow, I am not treating thee unjustly.

Didst thou

not agree with me on a denarius? Take up thine
own and be gone! But it is my will to give to this
last just as to thee!

Is it not lawful for me to do

what I will with my own? or is thy eye wicked because I on my part am good?
The answer is made individual in order that each
one may ask, “Lord, is it I?” See the same individualization in 22:11. We do not understand how some
commentators can regard this reply as a mild rebuke
or a freundlz’ehe Zurechtweisung. These words are
like the crushing blows of a hammer. They are ﬁred
like a volley. Each brief sentence snaps like a whiplash. When the address c'mzpe is compared with we,
the force of this word is not understood. Trench is on
the right track when he calls this a word of evil omen
and points to 22:12 and to 26:50. It is not the word
itself that determines its force but the tone of the connection in which it is used. Perhaps our English “fellow” will do. A ﬂat denial repudiates the charge of
injustice: “I do thee no injustice l” While of»: dam;
is a durative present it has almost the force of a per-

fect, R. 881. The very terseness of the expression
shows indignation.
Instead of using a mild ydp with an explanation as
to why no injustice is being done, this lord of the vineyard utters a dramatic, self-answering question which
is again terse and crushing: “Didst thou not agree
with me on a denarius?” the genitive of price, Symptom
R. 510. This fellow was one of those who insisted that
the wages be ﬁxed and sealed before they would go to
work. That showed his true character. If he now got
in full exactly what he had so carefully bargained for,

Matthew 20:13, 14
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what right had he to cry, “injustice”? It was kindness on the part of the lord that he was at all employed.
Did he not know how long a workday was, and how
warmly the sun would shine? He insisted that the
denarius be speciﬁed in a regular verbal contract—had it not been paid him in full? During his work in
the vineyard he could have learned something about its
lord. He failed to do so; but he will now learn.
14) The declaration and the question are followed
by an equally effective command: “Take up thine own
and be gone i” This lord is done with him. And this

is the climax of the parable.

This n'nraye cannot mean,

“Go and be content with thy wages!” It is exactly like
the imperative found in 4:10, and always means to
leave, cf., 8:13; 19:21. Luther gives the sense with
his van dannen traben, “trot along." This is a man
who works in the church for what he can get out of the
church. He has what he worked for—and nothing
more. He is treated exactly as the hypocrites are who
are mentioned in 6 :2, 5: “Verily, I say unto you, They
have received their reward l” i. e., .are paid in full (we

have the same am; in dare'xoun that we had in amisos in
verse 8).

Those who will learn nothing about divine

grace even when they are working in the church will
ﬁnally be left without this grace; those who are set on
justice and refuse to go beyond it shall ﬁnally have

justices'
Then this lord deals with this fellow’s envy.

He

could not see why another should receive a whole
denarius for only one hour’s work when he himself
worked a whole day of twelve hours for the same sum.
But this envy really assails the lord of the vineyard and
would forbid him to exercise grace when bestowing his

bounty.

Such a thing as grace, which gives what is

not earned, dare not be shown. To be sure, men who
are set on justice have no understanding of grace—
which seems to them to be injustice. Since they spurn
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grace and condemn it when they see it exercised in
regard to others, grace cannot be bestowed upon them.
Here again the parable makes it plain that eternal life,
which is given out of pure grace, cannot and will not be
given to those who condemn grace. In v. 10 the supposition that they would receive more than the denarius
the others received means more according to justice, as
having earned it; and not more by grace and unearned.
But if this lord vindicates his untarnished justice
he defends his grace even more. The grace of God is
his fairest, noblest attribute, if we should be permitted
to state it in this way. He always vindicates its exercise. Any grace, that means any unearned favor, is
absolutely within the will and the power of him who
grants this favor. No man dare dictate to him regarding what he must or must not do in any case of bestowal
of this favor. Grace is truly sovereign. Anyone who
appreciates grace as what it really is can only praise
and glorify whenever he sees it granted. And every
man who charges such grace with injustice when with
evil, envious eyes he sees it bestowed on others, only
insults the Giver of that grace and makes any bestowal
of it upon himself impossible. So here his lord declares the sovereignty of his grace: “But it is my will
(06M) to give to this last man just as to thee,” i. e., the
same amount though he never earned it. The unearned eleven twelfths are grace. And the same was
true in the case of the other laborers; each unearned
fraction was a pure gift, and that means grace. Any
grace is subject wholly and solely to the giver’s will.
Let evil-minded men rebel as much as they will, this
glorious fact remains.

15)

Now we have the refutation of the charge that

grace is ever unjust. The absence of connectives marks

the sharpness of all these terse sentences. "Is it not
lawful to do what I will with mine own,” i. e., freely to
give it where I decide? The question answers itself.

Matthew 20 :15, 16
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There is no law, no principle of right in heaven or on
earth to forbid this sovereign exercise of grace. There
is onlyone alternative, the very opposite of law and
right, that could ever interfere with the free exercise
of grace, and that alternative is rank wickedness, the
selﬁsh wickedness of greedy envy: “or is thy eye wicked
(wompéc) because I on my part am good (Er/code)” by
freely granting gifts that are unearned? This question, too, carries with it its own self-evident answer.
While the ﬁrst question vindicates the right of grace,
the second question pronounces the verdict upon him

who accuses this grace. This sword is two-edged. The
charge of injustice against this lord recoils upon the
accuser's head.
The application of all this to God and to the exercise
of his grace needs no elaboration. Even in the temporal good which our connection with the church brings
to us great portions of grace appear, which we have
not earned. Those who rejoice in these gifts of grace
learn the joy of receiving the greatest grace of all,
namely the gift of eternal life. Those who object to
grace, who stipulate that so much work will be done for
so much pay, shall end as they have stipulated, shall,
indeed, get their stipulated pay in full, and shall then
be told to go. The pearls of grace are never thrown
before the wicked, self-righteous swine. To accuse and
to condemn grace is the surest way to lose grace.
16) The parable is ﬁnished. All that remains
is to repeat the thesis of which it forms the exposition,
the repetition making it certain that the main thought
and the warning shall not be overlooked. Thus shall
the last he ﬁrst, and the ﬁrst last. “Thus,” as the
parable has shown. The order is the reverse of that
found in 19 :30, and the word “many” is omitted. These
seem to be only formal differences; compare also Luke
13:30. Perhaps Jesus wanted Ecxaro: with its tone of
warning to be the last word in the sentence. The in-
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terpretation is, of course, the same as that given in
19:30. One view calls for some attention: when the
last becomes ﬁrst, and the ﬁrst last, all difference will
be wiped out, for then all will be alike; doing much in
the church brings no advantage, and doing little loses
no advantage. But we cannot believe that Jesus would
teach such indifference.
The question as to whether the sentence, “for many
are called ones, but few are chosen ones," was uttered
by Jesus at this point or was transferred from 22:14
by some copyist, must be left to the text critics. The
textual evidence in favor of retaining these words is by
no means insigniﬁcant; the only question is whether it
is sufﬁcient.

One thing is certain, the words are ﬁt-

ting in this place, and no one has as yet explained how
they .could have been inserted from 22 :14.
The ﬁrst who become last are only «mot, which, in
the Gospels, means the inuitati who enter the visible
church and no more. They are not among the ('me-of,
those who ﬁnally enter heaven. These “elect ones" are
plainly the last who become ﬁrst; while the “called
ones” are the first who become last. Kama: and ixAcxroI
are passive verbals and much like past passive participles. The agent back of both verbals is God. Some
note only that certain persons are thus designated: “the
called,” “the elected"; others see that the call itself and
the election itself are predicated by these terms, that
in xA'qrol lie xhﬁmc and Kahciy, and in e'xAcxroi lie c'xhoyﬁ and
('KM'ywﬂai. Thus all that the Scriptures say regarding
both acts of God belongs into these terms, for both acts
terminate in persons.

The parable itself is objective, and its summary as
stated in 19:30 and 20:16 is likewise expressed in an
entirely objective form. The question, “To which of
these twb classes do I belong ?” I am to answer by examining this parable.

By means of this parable Jesus

makes it easy for me to ﬁnd the answer.

The form of

Matthew 20 :1 b‘, 17
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the parable, together with its preamble and its conclusion points a warning: See to it that thou art not
among those that end as last, as only called, but among
those that end as ﬁrst and thus elect. The called and
the elect thus constitute opposites; the ﬁrst end in hell,
the second in heaven. Why this difference? Because
the called rejected grace and resisted it to the end
although this grace was all about them. God did not
exclude them from the elect, they shut themselves out.
The call takes place in time, the divine election took
place in eternity. This should not confuse us. God is
not bound, as we are, to time and its succession. He
sees all of time already before time, in eternity. “The
foundation of God standeth sure, having this sea], The
Lord knoweth them that are his,” II Tim. 2:19. This
knowledge is absolute and eternal. It is the knowledge
cum aﬂectu et eﬁ'ectu, he knows the elect as his own
and cannot and could not know the others thus. The
warning presented in the parable suggests our responsibility. If we close eye and heart against grace, no
matter how high we stand in the church or how much
we work, we shall lose life eternal.

XVI
Christ on His Way to Jerusalem, Chapter 20:17-34
17)

Note how plainly Matthew marks the sections

by references to places: 16 :13, the coming to Caesarea
Philippi; 17 :24, the coming to Capernaum; 19 :1, leaving for J udea; now 20:17, going to Jerusalem; then

21:1, entering Jerusalem.

And, while going up to

Jerusalem, Jesus took to himself (the same verb as
in 1:24 and in 2:21) the twelve disciples in private

and on the road said to them: Lo, we are going
up to Jerusalem, and the Son of man shall be delivered to the high priests and scribes, and they
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shall condemn him to death and shall deliver him
to the Gentiles“: mock and to scourge and to cru-

cify; and on the third day he shall he raised up.
The journey through Perea on the east side of the
Jordan is ﬁnished, the river had been crossed near
Jericho, and now the road led directly toward Jerusalem. Mark 10:32 describes the emotions of the little
band that thus, with Jesus leading the way, moved
toward the evil city. Instead of allaying their fear and

amazement, Jesus takes the Twelve to himself in private somewhere along the road, away from other disciples (Salome, cf., v. 20; and other women with her,

Luke 8:2, 3; and most likely a number of men) ; and
now he tells them far more plainly than before (16 :21;
17 :22, 23) what shall occur. This announcement warrants the exclamation “lo” ; going up to Jerusalem for
all these things is astonishing indeed.
18) In 16 :21 Jesus points to the necessity of these
things (8d) ; in 17:22 he says that they are impending
(Fina) ; now he states that they are on the very way
into them: “we are going up,” i.e., right now, and
Jerusalem is now quite near. The Twelve are going

with him, and this means that they shall be there when
all these things happen, they shall witness them. The
fact that they shall be immensely affected by it all goes
without saying. As he did in 17:22, Jesus calls himself “the Son of man” (see 8:20), man and yet far
above man. God’s incarnate Son. The main verbs
are future tenses and state what shall occur, occur

without fail. In 17 :22 the deliverance is made “into
the hands of men.” This is now speciﬁed ﬁrst as a

deliverance to the Sanhedrin of the Jews and following
that a deliverance by the Sanhedrin to the Gentiles
(v. 19). The part the Sanhedrin shall play is thus
advanced beyond the statement made in 16:21. Only

two terms are here used to describe the Sanhedrin, on
which see 16:21 and 2:4. A new point is the fact that

Matthew 20:19, 20
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the Sanhedrin shall subject Jesus to a trial and thus
“condemn him to death."
19) Since the Sanhedrin has lost the power to
inﬂict the death penalty, Jesus reveals that this Jewish
court “shall deliver him up to the Gentiles,” which can
mean only the Roman governor Pilate and the men
under his authority. The result is stated by sis 16 and
aorist inﬁnitives. While etc 16 is regularly used to
express purpose and intention, it at times broadens so
as to include contemplated or even actual result. “To
mock,” etc., thus means that the deliverance to the Gentiles will result in Jesus' being actually mocked, etc.
Whereas Mark 10:34 adds the spitting upon and mentions only the killing, Matthew includes the spitting
upon in the mockery and states the actual mode of this
killing by using the terrible verb aravpu‘m’at, “to crucify."
Matthew is the only evangelist who has preserved this
word in Jesus’ predictions of his death. While scourging often preceded cruciﬁxion, it was more often a sep-

arate penalty (10:17; II Cor. 11:25; Heb. 11:36). Luke
18 :32, 33 increases the speciﬁcations that ended in killing and shows how explicitly Jesus revealed his passion. Again, in words unchanged, Jesus sets over
against this black background the glorious assurance:
“and on the third day he shall be raised up,” see 16 :21;
17:23. Matthew conﬁnes himself to the facts of the
announcement. The manner in which it was received
is a minor matter to him.
20) Then went to him the mother of Zebedee’s
sons together with her sons, doing obeisance and

asking something from him. And he said to her,
What dost thou wish? She says to him, Say that
these my two sons shall sit, one on thy right, and

one on thy left in thy kingdom. Mark 10:35 mentions only the sons James and John; but from Matthew’s account we see that their mother was the prime
mover and that her sons supported her request. This
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was Salome, called “the mother of Zebedee’s sons,"
most likely because Zebedee, the father, was dead, at
least we hear nothing more about him in the Gospels.
The view that Salome was a sister of the Virgin Mary
is an interesting surmise, yet the evidence on which
it rests is not complete.
James and John belonged to the inner circle of three
apostles who were distinguished by Jesus himself
(Mark 5 :37; Matt. 17 :1; 26:37). Perhaps it was for
this reason that their mother conceived the idea of
having her two sons placed above the rest. So she and
they together, on ﬁnding an opportunity to speak to
Jesus alone, make the attempt to secure this supreme
honor. Salome does the speaking. In Oriental fashion she makes obeisance as one does who is preferring
a request before a great king. It is only a part of this
attitude toward Jesus as such a king that the request
is at ﬁrst indeﬁnite: “something from him,” as Mark

states it, “Do for us whatsoever we shall ask of thee.”
We must not read 11’ as “a certain thing" (our versions) ; it is indeﬁnite. The surmise that Salome
wanted to bind Jesus in advance by promising her the
favor before he knew what it would be, is untenable.
So also is the deduction that Salome felt that Jesus
might have some hesitation or objection if he knew the

nature of the request in advance. The situation is that
Salome regards Jesus as a potentate who is able to
grant any request without needing to know what it
might be. Great kings and emperors had done things
such as that; we have such an oﬂ‘er made by Herod
in 14 :7.
21) But Jesus declines to assume this royal role.
Salome betrays only what blinded her eyes and those
of all the disciples to Jesus’ words concerning his passion and his resurrection. Even in Acts 1:6 they still
think that Jesus will establish an outward earthly Messianic kingdom. When this kingdom becomes reality.

Matthew 20:21
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Salome wants her sons to have the highest places in it.
So Jesus asks her what she wants. He certainly avoids
binding himself in advance. To promise something
without a clear statement as to what this is to be, is
morally wrong. Even when we are solemnly assured
that the thing will not be wrong against God or our
conscience, this would put our conscience into the keeping of another. If the promise is one that we may
rightly make, then every reason why it should not be
stated openly disappears. This is the case still more
when we are to seal the promise with an oath. The
example of Jesus points the right course.
But Jesus knew what Salome intended to ask (John
2:24, 25). This makes his example of ﬁrst desiring
to know what Salome wanted him to promise only the
more emphatic. But it also involves something else.
He wants her to state her desire because of the explanation he must make to her and to her sons in regard
to their desire. With all readiness Salome responds.
Matthew’s glarc’ and Mark’s 86s are substantially the
same: to say or declare (aorist, once for all) is the
same as to give or grant. Yet czarc’ is what Salome most
likely said. Like a great king Jesus is to make this
decree (i. e., grant). She assumes that in his coming
kingdom Jesus can do whatever he may please. Usually the disciples expected too little of Jesus, they showing themselves as men of little faith.

Here is a woman

of such faith that she actually expects too much of
Jesus.
Salome and her sons regard Jesus as some royal
personage who is about to step out of the obscurity in
which he has thus far lived and is presently- to ascend
his glorious throne. With far-reaching foresight SalOme wants to pre—empt for her two sons the very high.

est honors which shall then be forthcoming. Since
they were the ﬁrst to see the near approach of the glorious future, the ﬁrst to honor Jesus by acknowledging
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it, and the ﬁrst to ask for positions in the kingdom
that shall be, all three conﬁdently expect that, like the
king they make him, Jesus will grant this early and

honorable request.

This request is that Salome’s sons

may sit “one on thy right, and one on thy left in the
kingdom” (Mark, “in thy glory”). Salome sees the
great throneroom with the king sitting in state and all
the royal court assembled to do him honor, and on his
right hand and on his left the chief ministers of the
king who are next to him in glory and reﬂect the light
shed upon them from the throne. So Solomon honored his mother Bathsheba, I Kings 2 :19; compare Ps.
45:9. So Micaiah saw the heavenly court, the Lord
on his throne, the host of heaven at right and left,
I Kings 22:19; II Chron. 18:18. In Neh. 8:4 Ezra
stands in the pulpit with his assistants to right and to
left. Compare also Zech. 4:3, 11-14. Whereas in a
case of division and judgment the right signiﬁes honor
and acceptance and the left shame and rejection, in a
royal court both sides are places of honor, the left being
only slightly less glorious than the right.
The Greek idiom in the ('1: seems strange to us. It
means literally “from” thy right and “from” thy left
and designates the sides “from" the person’s hands,
whereas the English looks to those sides and speaks of
what is "at” or “on” them. Which of the sons is to
have the respective position is apparently left to the
decision of Jesus.
It is most remarkable that Salome asks nothing for
herself; her glory will be the fact that she is the mother
of such sons. This request has some foundatiou in
19:28, but there all the thrones are equal.
Despite all its fault, Salome’s request contains
something worth noting.

All about us men seek the

world’s honor and high places, here are three persons
who put the Bamu’a and the saga of Christ above everything else. The wish of Salome, duly puriﬁed, has been

Matthew 20:22
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seconded by many a mother who prayed for her son
that he might serve Christ in some high work in his
church.
22) But Jesus answered and said: You do not
know what you are asking. Are you able to drink
the cup which I myself am about to drink? They
say to him, We are able. Luther says that Jesus
treated the presumptuous pride of the Pharisees with
severity, but the ambition of these disciples he treats
with gentleness; for it springs from faith and needs
only to be puriﬁed. We see that he is addressing the
two disciples, which explains the fact that Mark leaves
out their mother. They do not know what they are
asking because they are ignorant as to what their request involves in the real kingdom he is establishing.
“They sought the exaltation but did not see the step.”
Augustine. The idea is not that, if they knew, they
would not seek those high places, but that then they
would not make a request which plainly reveals their
mistaken idea of the kingdom and of the manner in
which its high places are bestowed. 0n the distinction
between the active ainiv and the middle airtioaat see R.
805. In v. 20 ai‘roﬁaa is active, Salome asks devoutly as
one asks of God; Jesus uses the middle aireiaoc, for this
asking was really in the nature of a business transaction (B.-D. 316, 2).
So Jesus proceeds to enlighten them. He asks
whether they are able to drink (meiv, aorist: drink completely, empty) the cup he himself (emphatic £705) is
about to drink (m’mv, present tense: about to set to his
lips and proceed to empty). By this cup Jesus refers
to suffering (John 18:11: Matt. 26:39, 42), and to
drink means to accept and to endure the suffering.
Matthew is content to record the one question, Mark
10 :38 adds a second that employs a different ﬁgure but
has the same meaning. With this question Jesus points
out to James and to John that the way to greatness in
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his kingdom is not, as they think, by means of a mere
decree on the part of Jesus but by way of the deepest
humiliation (Luke 14:11) ; and this is due to the spiritual nature of his kingdom. Do these two realize
that? Their ready, all too ready reply, “We are able,"
reveals that they do not.
23) Patiently Jesus continues:
He says to
them: My cup you shall drink; but to sit on my right
and on my left is not mine own to give but for whom
it is prepared by my Father. The two disciples
spoke in ignorance when they said that they were able.
They did not realize what that cup and its drinking
involved. Here, as in the Lord’s Supper, the cup is the
common grammatical (not rhetorical) ﬁgure of common usage which mentions the vessel instead of its
contents. These disciples shall, indeed, advance to the
spiritual ability of drinking Christ’s cup. So Jesus
declares that they shall drink his cup. Here Jesus
identiﬁes the sufferings of all his disciples which are
endured for his sake and the gospel’s with his own
sufferings, including his entire passion. I Pet. 4:13:
“Rejoice, inasmuch as ye are partakers of Christ’s
sufferings”; II Cor. 4:10: “Always bearing about in
the body the dying of the Lord Jesus”; Gal. 6:17: “I
bear in my body the marks of the Lord Jesus." John
15 :20; Matt. 10:24, 25. The cup thus denotes only the
suffering as such and does not include the distinction

that the suﬁering of Jesus was exceptional because'it
was expiatory and atoning while the suffering of the
disciples is only confessional. In the case of the disciples this suffering does not necessarily involve death
by martyrdom. It did in the case of James (Acts
12:2) but not in the case of John who was simply “our
brother and companion in tribulation, and in the kingdom and patience of Jesus Christ." Rev. 1 :9, who was
imprisoned (Acts 4 :3, 2] ; 5:18), scourged (Acts 5:40),
had his life endangered (Acts 5:33), in exile (Rev.

Matthew 20:28
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1:9). In regard to such severe suffering Paul exceeded the rest (II Cor. 11 :23-33), he also died a
martyr’s death.
In pe’v and 8c’ we have a good example of the use of
these particles for balancing two clauses. The way
to greatness in the kingdom lies along the path of
suffering. But many besides James and John will
walk this path. Who, then, shall attain the highest
places remains a question. James and John are not
shut out. But this is certain, and they must know it,
the seats in glory at Jesus’ right and left—and such
seats will, indeed, be found there—are not bestowed
after the fashion of earthly monarchs, as grants to
favorites by the mere whim or will of the grantor.
They are “not mine own to give,” i. e., merely to grant.
The according of these glory seats is a far higher mat-

ter.

To sit thus is “for whom it is prepared by my

Father,” the present tense being used timelessly. The
relative o2: contains its own antecedent Toma (not roﬁwv,
R. 721), for the dative as well as the genitive may be
used with am’v to denote possession.
The eternal counsel of the Father, which ﬁxed all
things in regard to the kingdom, included also the disposition of these glory seats. With this counsel and
disposition Jesus is in full accord. Jesus is now carrying out the Father’s counsel of grace and thus says
regarding these glory seats that they are not at this
late date his own to dispose of in some way of his own
apart from the Father. Their very preparation God
has attended to long ago. Who will occupy these seats
Jesus does not intimate; perhaps this knowledge was

withheld from Jesus during his state of humiliation.
Hence we cannot be certain whether only two will
occupy those seats; perhaps more will be seated there.
Was Salome disappointed; her sons, too? Even
Mark is silent, and we know that Matthew is still less
inclined to record emotions.
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24) And having heard it, the ten were indignant concerning the two brothers. But Jesus, having called them forward, said: You know that the
rulers of the Gentiles. lord it over them, and the great
exercise authority over them. Not thus shall it be
among you; but he who wills to be great among you
shall be your servant, and he who wills to he ﬁrst
shall be your slave; even as the Son of man did not
come to he served but to serve and to give his life as
a ransom in place of many. Here we see how Jesus
turned the incident regarding Salome and her sons to
good account for all his disciples. How the ten heard
of it is not indicated. Did James and John tell them
on the supposition that the places would after all be
theirs? Mark says that the ten “began” to be indignant and that Jesus at once intervened. The ten prove
themselves no better than the two. Many feel wronged
by the success of others when similar success on their
part appears quite without wrong to them.
25) With all calmness Jesus gives the explanation
which the Twelve needed. All of them were misconceiving his kingdom and following a wrong principle
in regard to greatness in this kingdom. They were
degrading it to the level of heathen kingdoms. So
Jesus points out the vast difference. He points to
what we all know: that heathen rulers of all kinds
oppress their subjects and thus maintain their ruler-ship; come down on them with authority and thus
maintain their greatness. In both verbs Kafa’. means
that from their high places these rulers and great men
come “down” with power and authority on those be-neath them, herrschen hoch her, ueben hoch her
Gewalt, Lange. Jesus states only the well-known fact
and does not say that these actions are wrong. At
least Rom. 13:1 is clear regarding the institution of
government; anarchy and rebellion are not counte-

nanced by the Scriptures.

Jesus purposely instances.

Matthew 20:25-27
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the Gentile governors and rulers not the theocracy of
the Jews which was of a diﬁ'erent order; he conﬁnes
his comparison to secular states. The Jews were at
this time themselves under Gentile rulers; in fact,
Jesus himself was, and we know that he bade the Jews
give to Caesar what was Caesar’s. So by his present
description of Gentile rulers he does not intend to
remove his disciples from such governmental authority.
26) But while he thus allows it to obtain in its own.
secular sphere, he conﬁnes it to that. In fac , “not
thus shall it be among you," demands the very opposite. How it shall be is then stated with two clauses
that match the two regarding the Gentiles. But
whereas Jesus began with “the rulers” and advanced to
“the great” (the plurals indicating classes), he now
begins with the one who wills to be “great” and then
rises to the very pinnacle by speaking of the one who
wills to be “ﬁrst" (the singulars individualizing) . Moreover, to be great, to be ﬁrst, is open to all: 3: e'év with
the subjunctive, “he who wills (shall will)," no matter
who he may be; Jesus is vividly thinking of such cases.

Now the Gentile idea of greatness is inverted, turned
upside down, the pyramid resting on its apex, the great
man not sitting atop the lesser men, but the great man
bearing the lesser men on his back. “Let him be your
Suixovos‘, your ready servant.” The word is nobler than
some: used in v. 27. Note the two in 22 :2-14. In John
2:5 we have only diakonoi. Compare Trench, Synonyms, I, 55. A diakonos is one who is intent on the
service he is rendering to others. Thus greatneSs in
the kingdom is measured by the readiness and the
amount of blessed service rendered to Christ’s people.
It makes no difference whether they reward and exalt
us for this service or not.
27) This idea is carried to its climax. One wills
with a holy will to be “ﬁrst,” above even those who are
“great” in the kingdom. The way in which to attain
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this height is to be “your slave,” Scams, the humblest
and lowest of all servants who actually slaves for others
in the kingdom and who, despite all his slaving, is ready
to remain without praise or honor.
Because this true spirit of the kingdom is absent,
the Gentile spirit has often entered, and we have the
Roman papacy with its lordship and authority and
among Protestants little popes who dictate instead of
serving or slaving. Yet, strange and paradoxical as
this principle of Jesus seems, it is literally true. Greatness is measured by service and not by'the power and
the authority arrogated and assumed.
28) A ﬂood of light is cast on what Jesus says
about his own example, drawep, “even as." 0n “the Son
of man” see 8:20: he who was man and yet far more
than man, God’s incarnate Son. Although he was inﬁnitely great in himself, omnipotent to lord it over all,
he came (in his incarnation) on a mission that was the
very opposite. He could have compelled all men to be
his diakonoi, yea, his douloi, but he came not “to be
served,” “on the contrary (we) to serve.” In both
verbs we have swimm (smovia) and not 8017M: because of
the divine dignity of this great Servant, a dignity
which remained during his service, and because of the
exalted service which he rendered. Some humble ministrations offered by his friends he accepted (Luke
8 :2, 3; John 12:2, 3), but the purpose of his life was to
give not to receive or to take.
Kai is epexegetical, “namely to give his life as a ransom for many." The act is voluntary, he gives of his
own accord. The aorist indicates actuality. We think
of the death on Calvary, and rightly so; yet in the act
of giving we must include all that lies between 5A9: and
Scam. Here imp; means life (John 10:17, 18), that
which animates the can or body and is separated from.
it by death. Only in this speciﬁc sense can it be said
to be equivalent to the reﬂexive pronoun “myself."
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This “life” is the «up; or “price” with which we are
bought, I Cor. 6:20. The real point lies in the object
predicate “a ransom for many," and we must combine
into one “to give his life a ransom for many.” The
phrase «irri woMé'w depends on MrPoy, C.-K. 704. The
idea is not that Jesus paid what the many should but
could not pay; for we have no 67:6 to indicate such a
contrast.

The Ada-pay (or its plural Mrpa, LXX) is the price
paid to effect the release (mm, the loosing) of one who
is held in some kind of bondage. This meaning is
extended to the payment for release from guilt and
penalty. The ransom becomes a payment by expiation.
Jesus uses the singular because the ransom he lays
down is his life; he could not have used the plural to

designate the kind of Maw he made.

Whether Mirpov

is a price paid in money or an act of expiation, an expiatory sacriﬁce, is decided by the context. Here the
ransom is the life, i. e., the life of Jesus given into
death; the ransom is effected by the sacriﬁce of this
life, the shedding of Jesus’ blood (26:28; Mark 14:24;
Luke 22:20; I Cor. 11:24, etc.).
The death of Jesus thus effects the tiara/\ﬁfpmaw, “ran-

soming" of many. It is true, when men deal with each
other they may haggle about the amount of the ransom
and may end in some kind of compromise. But it is
unwarranted to transfer this to the ransom of Jesus
as though what he paid was merely accepted although
it was in reality not the full price. The justice and
the righteousness of God are never described as striking a bargain. The blood of the Lamb of God, God's
own Son, exceeds computation in the ﬁgures of a price.
The ransom he laid down by the sacriﬁce of himself
was so completely an equivalent for the divine claims
against the many that one must say, if he says anything, that it exceeded these claims.
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Christ’s ransom was paid for our sin and our guilt.
John 1:29. Our sin and our guilt made us liable to the
penalties due them at the hands of God; and but for the
intervention of Christ’s bringing his sacriﬁcial ransom
(Aria-pow), release (Mew) for us was impossible (5 :26;
6 :12; 9 :2; 18 :23-35) . The ransom was offered to God,
against whom we have sinned and who alone has power
to inﬂict the penalty (10 :28), and not, as Origen
dreamed, to the devil; so also Jesus laid his spirit, not
into Satan’s, but into God’s hands (Luke 23:46). “In

whom we have redemption (r311! anoaﬁrpmm, redemption
by the payment of a ransom) through his blood (sacriﬁce),” Eph. 1:7 ; Heb. 10:5-10. Luther has stated it
perfectly: “purchased and won me from all sin, from
death, and from the power of the devil, not with silver
or gold but with his holy, precious blood and with his
innocent suffering and deat .”
0n the root idea of dm': “face to face,” see R. 572,
etc., who writes: “The idea of ‘in the place of’ or
‘instead’ comes where two substantives placed opposite
to each other are equivalent and so may be exchanged”
—thus the ransom is exchanged for the many. Here

follow examples and then: “In )uirpov dwi ”May (Matt.
20:28; Mark 10:46) the parallel is more exac ” (i. e.,
than in the last example offered by R.). “These important doctrinal passages teach the substitutionary
conception of Christ’s death, not because dwt of itself
means ‘instead,’ which is not true, but because the con-

text renders any other resultant idea out of the question.”
The eﬁ'orts to overthrow these ﬁndings are to a
great extent not exegetical but dogmatical—reasonings that Jesus could not have said or did not say what
his words evidently do say. A. Deissmann, Light from
the Ancient East, 332, scores “the modern dogmatic
exegesis” for obscuring the ancient popular metaphors.
He has in mind the orthodox exegesis. In the recently
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discovered papyri Deissmann found many references
to the manumission of. slaves who were freed to serve
some pagan god, and this colored his view of the atonement. It is not in accord with fact that Paul expanded
and adapted Jesus’ Ania-pow to the Greek world, nor that
this “ransom" was at a later time regarded as Christ’s
blood. In arriving at a conclusion we must ﬁrst of all
go back to the Old Testament and note its conception
of this “ransom” and then examine Christ’s own words
(all of them) in regard to this term. And after obtaining these solid results we turn to see what the
papyri may have to offer, which in reality amounts to
little enough, compare C.—K. 703. To speak of “a ﬁne
for sin” is to show a lack of good taste. To call “ransom" nothing but "rescue,” and Christ’s sufferings only
“something of priceless value,” is to equivocate. To

take out of the Old Testament only what seems to suit
such views, is to use only a part of the evidence.
The redeemed who are bought by the ransom of
Christ's sacriﬁce on the cross are called “many” in
comparison with the one Son of man. Since we have
no indication in the text that Jesus has in mind especially those who accept his redemptive price by faith,
it is scarcely correct to say that “many" refers to these.
The price is paid for all men, I Tim. 2 :6; compare Rom.
3:25; Eph. 1:7; I Pet. 1:18, 19; I Cor. 6:20; 7:23; Gal.
3:13; Titus 2:14; Acts 20:28. He who gave his life
a ransom for all men by that act also became our model
in the highest sense: “And walk in love, as Christ also
hath loved us, and hath given himself for us, an offering and a sacriﬁce to God for a sweet-smelling savor,”
Eph. 5 :2. Those who follow his example will shed all
worldly ambition, will partake somewhat of the greatness of the Son of man, will be that much nearer to
him, and will share in his glory accordingly. “His
life a ransom for many" — thus Jesus led his disciples
to Jerusalem and to Calvary.
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29) And as they were going out from Jericho
there followed him a great multitude. So Jesus had
crossed the Jordan and was following the usual route
to Jerusalem, which led through Jericho near the Jordan. At ﬁrst glance there seems to be a decided discrepancy between Matthew’s account: “they going out
from Jericho,” and Luke’s statement: “in his drawing
near to Jericho.” One says that these blind men were
healed when Jesus left Jericho, the other says that
they were cured when Jesus entered Jericho. In order
to remove this supposed contradiction different efforts
have been made, even to postulating three different
healings. But the matter is quite simple. Jesus
passed through Jericho (Luke 19:1) and, though it
was late in the day, no one offered him a night’s lodging. 0n the other side of the town Zacchaeus awaits
Jesus, who calls him down from the tree and then
retraces his steps, goes back into Jericho and spends
the night at the publican’s home. It was on this return
that the blind men were healed. Luke separates the
two events because he wants to give a continuous account of Zacchaeus without inserting into it the healing
of the blind men. Matthew and Mark omit the story
of Zacchaeus. Thus all three evangelists are correct.
The apparent contradiction fades away the moment we
note all the facts.
30)

And lo, two blind men, sitting beside the

road, when they heard that Jesus is passing by,

yelled, saying, Lord, show us mercy, Son of David!
The multitude, however, rebuked them to be silent;
but they yelled the more, saying, Lord, show us mercy, Son of David!

After we have heard about the

many miracles of Jesus, the healing of two additional
men does not warrant the exclamation “10.” This
interjection points to the exceptional feature of this
healing, namely the fact that Jesus is addressed by
the Messianic title “Son of David," that he accepts this
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title before the multitude and performs the miracle as
the Son of David. The period of comparative retirement to the borders of the land, as much as possible
away from the crowds, and the reluctance to accept
Messianic titles that might stir up political and nationalistic feelings, are now past. Let the whole nation
know that he goes up to Jerusalem as the Son of David
—to die. There is now no danger of a political upheaval. The episode with regard to these blind men
is only the prelude to the entry into Jerusalem, at which
time Jesus again accepts the acclamation “Son of
David,” shouted by thousands and expanded to its full
Messianic length, 21 :9.
Mark’s account offers more details; the excellency
of Matthew’s record lies in the fact that here again he
keeps our eyes entirely on the main point and purpose
of this narrative. Twice in his short record “Son of
David” rings out. The nominative is regularly used
with appositions to vocatives. The fact that these
were beggars is not stated since it was only a detail;
nor is the name of one of these beggars, which Mark
preserves, stated. Luke 18:36, 37 adds the detail that
the beggars learned that the crowds on the road indicated that Jesus was passing by. Yet Matthew alone
informs us that two men were involved. The mention
of only the one by Mark and by Luke is, of course, not
intended to imply that there was only one.
A favorite hypothesis is that Matthew’s Gospel is
largely drawn from Mark’s, and those who hold this
view think that here Matthew misread Mark. But
Matthew was present in person on the road near Jericho and thus writes on the basis of personal and complete knowledge. It is rather easy to explain the fact
that the other evangelists pass over the second blind
man. Mark even names Bartimaeus, the son of Timaaus. He was evidently the leader of the two and made
the most frantic efforts to attract the attention of
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Jesus? The blind-men could not see where Jesus was.
and the noise of the crowds prevented their judging by
the sound. Yet this was their one chance, and if it
slipped by, they would remain blind the rest of their
days. So Bartimaaus got his name into the divine record because of the excessive demonstration he staged.

The aorist imperative ('M'naov calls for an act of
mercy and compassion as in 9:27; 15:22; 17 :15. In
the ﬁrst two of these instances (9 :27; 15 :22) Jesus is

also addressed as the Son of David, but the two blind
men mentioned in 9:27 are severely forbidden to tell
about their healing, and the Syrophcenician woman
lives in a pagan neighborhood where the use of this
title was politically harmless.
31) We learn only the fact that the crowd tried
to silence the beggars and not the reason for this attempt. Of the variety of reasons which commentators
suggest scarcely one commends itself. The Iva is like
the one used in v. 33, it is elliptical and imperative, R.
994; also 933. The beggars only yell the more. Their
one chance of healing shall not slip by. All three synoptists repeat their cry with its signiﬁcant, address,
“Son of David." Mark and Luke have “Jesus” in the
ﬁrst cry but not in the second. Matthew has “Lord”
in both cries, but this is only a general title of honor;
the emphasis is on “Son of David.”
33) And Jesus, having stood still, called them
and said, What do you wish that I shall do for you?
They say to him, Lord, that our eyes he opened.

And Jesus, ﬁlled with compassion, touched their
eyes; and immediately they saw again, and they followed him. Matthew presents only the kernel, but
even then we notice his independence from the other
narrators. He alone states that Jesus was ﬁlled with
compassion, and he alone remarks that Jesus touched
their eyes. The cries of the beggars halted Jesus—
his ears are ever open to our cries. He called the
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beggars by having them brought to him (Mark and
Luke). He makes them state what they want. 0n Iva
see R. 933; it is like an expletive, and the subjunctive is
volitive (cf., Mark 10:51 and R. 994), it is elliptical
with imperative force: “to have our eyes opened.”
34) On wxayxvttopm see 9 :36; his heart was stirred
by the pitiful sight of these blind beggars; his deepest
motive is compassion. With a touch he heals them, at
the same time he uttered the words preserved by Mark
and by Luke. Verbs of touch are followed by the genitive. Jesus used both avenues: words for the ears and
a touch for the feeling of these sightless men. The
miraculous effect was instantaneous. Luke adds the
detail regarding the praise "of the people, and all three
evangelists tell us that these beggars now followed
Jesus. The Son of David had again proved himself.

CHAPTER XXI
XVII
Christ Enters Jerusalem, His Last Teaching Ending
with the Woes upon the Pharisees,
'
Chapters 21-23

1) This section of the Gospel is well marked,
Jesus enters the city and the Temple, does his last
public work there, and then departs (24:1, beginning
the next section). From Jericho (20:29) we are
without further remark transferred to the Mount of
Olives to witness the royal entry into Jerusalem.
And when they drew near to Jerusalem and came
to Bethphage to the Mount of Olives, then Jesus
sent two disciples, saying to them: Go into the village over against you and immediately you shall ﬁnd
an ass tied and a colt with her. Having loosed
them, bring them to me. And if anyone shall say
anything to you, you shall say, The Lord has need
of them; and immediately he will send them. John
materially supplements the accounts of the synoptists
which he assumes are well known to his readers. From
him we learn that the day is the Sunday before Jesus’
death.

While Jesus makes ready to ride into Jerusa-

lem, the multitude of festival pilgrims, having heard
of his coming, starts out to meet and to receive him
(John 12:12). In v. 9 two multitudes are referred to:
one that was with Jesus, and another that went out to
meet him. John makes this point clear. From him
we also learn that the enthusiasm grew so high because
of the raising of Lazarus and that, after spending the
(800)
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Sabbath in Bethany, Jesus started from this village for
his entry into the city.
Judging from the way in which Mark and Luke
combine Bethphage and Bethany, the two were close
together, the former lying in the direction toward Jerusalem. All trace of Bethphage has disappeared, but
Bethany is still known; it lies a little over the ridge and
on the far side of Mount Olivet. Here Jesus paused.
2) This time he will not walk but will ride into
Jerusalem. No one knows which two of the disciples
were sent to secure the necessary animal. They receive the most explicit orders. Bethphage is visible,
right before them. All they need to do is to go in, and
at once, without effort, they will ﬁnd an ass tied (8:8:pc’yqv, the perfect with its present implication: “having
been and thus still being tied”) and a colt with her, also
tied (Mark and Luke, who add that the colt had never
been ridden) . These animals the disciples are to untie
and to bring to Jesus Mark tells us just where the
animals were found.
3) The disciples are further told just what to
answer in case anyone says anything to them about
their taking the animals. One word will be enough:
“The Lord has need of them.” There will be no difﬁculty whatever. Mark and Luke add that this also
happened, and that the owners at once let them have
the use of the animals.

We draw the obvious conclu-

sion that these owners were very good friends of Jesus
and of his disciples. Matthew alone tells us about the
two asses, the dam and her colt.

Here again he shows

his independence. Both animals are brought together,
for neither would be content if they had been separated.
Jesus rode the colt, the dam trotting by its side. The
orders of Jesus to the disciples reveal his divine knowledge of which, as of his other divine powers, he makes
such use as his work requires. Here especially, when
fulﬁlling one of the remarkable prophecies concerning
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the Messiah, it was eminently ﬁtting that his divine
personality should reveal itself.
4)

Now this has occurred in order that it might

be fulﬁlled what was spoken through the prophet
saying:
Say you to the daughter of Zion,
Lo, thy King comes to thee,

Meek and riding upon an ass
And upon a colt, a son of a burden-beast.
The point to be noted is the fact that already here,
when Jesus gives this order to the two disciples, Matthew makes the statement that the prophecy was fulﬁlled; he does not wait and say that it was fulﬁlled
after v. 7, after Jesus mounted the colt and rode for‘ward. This can have only one meaning, namely that
Jesus himself knows and by his order proceeds to fulﬁll
this prophecy. He did not fulﬁll it unconsciously in
the way in which the Jews ignorantly fulﬁlled so many
prophecies concerning him. Matthew employs the

same formula that he used in 1 :22 and repeated in 2 :15,
17, 23; 8:17; 12:17, which see. The passive n‘p Mair
points to God as the speaker, and M makes the prophet
his medium or mouthpiece. This is the Biblical doc-

trine of Inspiration — a fact, not a “theory."
5)

The prophecy is quoted from Zech. 9:9.

This

begins with a jubilant tone: “Rejoice greatly, 0
daughter of Zion; shout, 0 daughter of Jerusalem !"
For this jubilant call Matthew substitutes the more
sober line: “Say you to the daughter of Zion,” which
is taken from Isa. 62:11. The idea underlying the substitution seems to be the fact that, when the daughter
of Zion is told who is coming, she will rejoice greatly.
She certainly ought to rejoice. But it is necessary that
she be told who this is that comes, for she does not
recognize him as what he is nor the joy he brings to

her.

The substitution is interpretative.

The Biblical-
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writers refuse to quote mechanically, in slavish fashion.
We shall see this a second time in what follows.
The great news is intended for “the daughter of
Zion." Matthew omits the synonymous term “daughter of Jerusalem” ; the former alone answers his purpose. “Zion” seems to have been the name of the
locality where Jerusalem Was built and was then restricted to the highest eminence in the city. The Temple, however, was not erected on this high point but
on the lower hill called Moriah. “The daughter of
Zion” thus names the people according to the most
prominent eminence which distinguished its capital.
By a legitimate transfer this poetic title is now applied
to the New Testament Israel, the Christian Church.

“Lo” dramatically points to the ﬁgure of the PeaceKing who is now most literally “coming to her.” Zion
is to awake out of its indifference and its unbelief, and
is to welcome this King. The great moment has at
last come.
“Thy King” is more than “the King destined for
thee”: by his very birth as the Son of David he belongs
to Zion (II Sam. 7:12, etc.; Ps. 110:1, 2; Rom. 1:3).
He is a King indeed, none is like him; he has a kingdom
that is not of this world and lasts forever. “He comes,”
3px¢rat recalls one of his Messianic titles; 6 c'pxéluvoc, “the
One Coming.” In this verb “he comes” lies the thought
‘of all that he brings. Hence “to thee” has the sense
of “for thy beneﬁt, for thy salvation." The subjects
of other kings humbly come to them, this King comes
to his subjects. Other kings draw all that they have
from their people, this King gives all that he has to
his people. Luther writes: “He is a peculiar King:
thou dost not seek him, he seeks thee; thou dost not
ﬁnd him; he ﬁnds thee; for the preachers come from
him not from thee; their preaching comes from him
not from thee; thy faith comes from him not from
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thee, and all that thy faith works in thee comes from
him not from thee.”
Matthew omits Zechariah’s next line, but he scarcely does this because of its faulty translation in the
LXX, which has crept into our A. V.; for Matthew

could have given an independent translation of the
Hebrew. This line is not: “He is righteous and having salvation," but: “He is righteous (i. e., has God's
verdict in his favor) and experiences God’s rescue";

not aézwu, saving others, but aocépevos, himself saved or
rescued

(Isa. 53:8 a; Phil. 2:9).

In Acts 3:14, 15

Peter calls Jesus “the Just or Righteous One” (Acts
7:52; 22:14), just as Zechariah had done, and points
to God’s act of raising him from the dead, which is the
rescue Jesus experienced. The Hebrew niphal nosha/
is passive and not active like the hiphil. All this explains why Matthew omits this line. It does not pertain to the royal entry into Jerusalem, it describes the
resurrection and the exaltation of Jesus.

The prophet

saw all this together with the humble entry as one picture.
Here we see that the evangelists never quote mechanically and are not misled by wrong translations in

the LXX ; they quote with full use of intelligence. This
line describes the Messiah’s relation to God, and Matthew is stressing his relation to Zion. God’s verdict
in favor of Jesus which is declared by raising him from
the dead as “One Rescued," belongs after the royal

entry and is not a part of this entry.
The same insight leads Matthew to retain the LXX
translation ”pate, “meek,” for the Hebrew 'a/ni, “one
who cannot resist” (C.-K. 964) ; he does not change it

to moxéc or ramvéc. “The Messianic King appears in
an unexpected form and conducts himself contrary to
all expectation, not as one armed and exercising force,

not panoplied and on a steed.” C.-K. 965. The claim
that the Hebrew word for “meek,” sanftmuetig, is not
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‘am', but ‘anaw, is settled by Ed. Koenig, Heb. Woerterbuck, who accepts sanftmuetig as the proper rendering
of Zech. 9:9 and of other passages, and regards it as
closely synonymous with ’anaxw; and C.—K. deﬁnes the
ﬁrst as “one who cannot resist” (with force), and the
second as “one who does not resist.” The very mission
on which Jesus came excluded his use of force as he
told Pilate in John 19 :36, 37, and as he proved throughout his passion. He came to win men’s hearts with
the truth not to coerce them with force.

This is symbolized by his riding into Jerusalem
astride an ass. This animal is nothing but the common
ass of the Orient, of which it has been well said: “The
ass, the camel, and the woman are the burdenbearers."
All efforts to make the ass on which Jesus rode a very
superior beast (Smith, Bible Dictionary, and others),
one that has nothing to do with the meekness of Jesus,
are unsatisfactory. Since the times of Solomon no
king bestrode an ass. The Hebrew has “an ass and a
colt of asses,” such as asses have. The LXX translates
this: “on a burden-beast, a new colt,” and Matthew:
“on a colt, son of a burden-beast." Whatever other
asses of superior type and breeding existed, the animal
that Jesus used was entirely ordinary; nor would Bethphage have a man who owned very superior stock. Nor
is the ass more peaceful than the horse, it is only far
inferior. The idea of peace may, however, be added
to this King’s meekness because asses were employed
for the humble tasks that go with times of peace, horses
especially in wartimes.
In his meekness the great Prince of Peace enters
his capital riding only an ass. To call the colt “untamed” and thus to see in its use by Jesus a symbol of
his power over nature, is fancy. The colt was gentle
enough. When Luke 19 :30 says that it had never been

ridden he indicates that it was ﬁtting for this King to
use because it was not an old animal, on which others
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had ridden but one that was entirely new. The assertion that Zechariah had in mind only one animal:
“an ass, namely a colt," etc., but that Matthew under-

stood him to have two asses in mind: the colt plus the
dam, is unwarranted, as Matthew’s own words show.
The fact that Jesus rode only the colt is beyond question.

The fact is worth noting that the Jews referred
Zechariah’s prophecy to the Messiah. All the evangelists report its literal fulﬁllment; Matthew and John
quote the prophecy. This fulﬁllment would not have
been so striking if Jesus had usually ridden about the
country (like the good Samaritan, Luke 10 :34) but he
always went on foot until this time when, by his own
orders, this beast was found for him. Yet, although
it was so striking, the fulﬁllment of the prophecy was
not at the time perceived even by the disciples (John
12:16), to say nothing of the Jews generally or of their
rulers.
6) And the disciples, having gone and done
just as Jesus appointed them, brought the ass and
the colt and put on them their robes, and he sat

thereon. The two aorist participles report what the
two disciples did in Bethphage according to Jesus’
orders. Mark records more details.
7) Matthew writes “the disciples,” referring, of
course, to the two sent to Bethphage. They are the
ones that brought the animals. Because of the brevity
of his account Matthew does not extend the subject
when he says that “they put on him their Mm," their
long, loose outer robes. That he does not intend to
restrict this action to the two disciples we see in the
last clause 6"de aﬁrév, referring to the robes not to the
two asses, even considered successively. Several of
these thin, long robes were thrown over the back of the
colt, and on these Jesus sat. Robes were throWn also
over the dam, for the disciples did not at once know
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which of the two animals Jesus would use. They
did not ask. We may imagine that because of the
crowd that came from Bethany with Jesus (John 12 :9,
17) it was not convenient to ask. This act was spontaneous on the part of the disciples.
8) And most of the multitude spread their own
robes on the road, and others were cutting branches
from the trees and were spreading them on the road.
And the multitudes, those going before him and
those following, kept shouting, saying: Hosanna, to
the Son of David, blessed the One Coming in the
Lord’s name! Hosanna in the highest! As Jesus
starts to ride toward the city, the multitude, actuated
by the same feeling that moved the disciples, make a
carpet of their himatia and place them on the dusty
road so that he may ride over them (cf., II Kings 9:13).
This act is one of submission combined with the be-

stowal of the highest honor.

Collectives such as 5x109

may have a plural verb. In fact, the multitude outdoes
itself and exhausts its resources in its efforts to honor
Jesus as its Messiah-King. The people cut branches
from the trees and strew them on the road. But here
Matthew turns to imperfects and drops the aorists; R.
838 says that the aorist lifts the curtain, and then the
imperfects continue the play. They describe the scene
as it progresses, they are like a moving picture.

John alone tells us that these were palm trees and
palm branches.

Palms have long ago disappeared

from Olivet; in fact, the country has long ago been
denuded of forests and of trees generally. All that the
evangelists report is that the crowds made a path that
was carpeted with their clothes and with palm
branches. The fact that they also waved branches is
possible although it is not stated. There is no need to
refer to the custom of carrying a “lulab” or festive
spray as was done at the time of the Feast of Taber-
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nacles. On the character of palms see the author’s
commentary on John 12 :13.
9) Matthew plainly distinguishes two sections of
the crowds and even uses the plural «ix/\m: one that preceded, and one that followed. We might suppose that
this was just one multitude that was spread out along
the road before and behind Jesus; but John gives us

the information that there were two crowds: one had
assembled in Bethany to see Jesus and Lazarus risen
from the dead and had started to Jerusalem with him;
the other came out from Jerusalem to meet him when
it got word that he was coming.

The crowd that met

him was the one in front of him. But both crowds
joined in the acclaim, “Hosanna,” etc. The words are
from Ps. 118 :25, 26, to which interpretative additions
are made, some shouting one, some another expression
(compare the different evangelists). Psalms 113-118
constituted the Hallel which was sung at the Passover

when the festive procession was received by the
priests; it was also sung in sections before and after
the Passover meal (Mark 14:26) .
The most distinctive part of the chant was “Hosanna,” three of the evangelists recording a transliteration
of the Hebrew Hoshi’ah—nna’, schaﬁe Heil, “grant salvation" (“save now," A. V.), reminding us of the msha.‘
used in v. 5. It is scarcely safe to assume that the people did not understand the real meaning of this expression although they seem to use it less like a prayer and
more like a joyful acclamation, like our: “All hail l”

The signiﬁcant addition made by the multitude is the
ethical dative: “to the Son of David” (see 20:30, 31).
This title is both royal and Messianic. Some said, "the
coming kingdom of our father David" (Mark) ; others,
“the King coming,” etc. (Luke), or, “The King of
Israel" (John).

Here at last Jesus enters the great

capital as the divinely prophesied Messiah-King and
accepts the jubilant applause of the nation as it is rep-
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resented in these great crowds of pilgrims who have
come from all parts of the Jewish land. But the character of his kingship and royal rule is not made secular or political by any feature of this royal entry.
The words: “Blessed the One Coming in the Lord’s
(Yahweh’s) name I” constitute a welcome. The perfect participle ciery-qpt'vos, “having been blessed,” has its
usual present force, “having been and thus now still

being blessed.”

'0 épxéptvos here, too, has its Messianic

meaning, “the One Coming,” the promised Messiah.
This is re-enforced by the phrase “in the Lord’s name.”
The enthusiastic multitudes thus acclaim Jesus as being
blessed by Jehovah, not merely with a verbal benediction, but, as Jehovah always blesses, with the gifts and
the treasures implied in the benedictory words; and
they acclaim him as coming and bringing all these
blessings to them and to their capital and their nation.
John shows what these crowds had in mind when he
pictures how their enthusiasm was ﬁred by the latest

miracle of Jesus, that performed upon Lazarus, which
was a climax to all his other deeds. “In the Lord’s
name” does not mean “by the Lord’s authority”; for
the arm: is the divine revelation by which the Lord
makes himself known (see 6:9).
“Hosannah” is repeated in the shouting with the
added phrase “in the highest,” a neuter plural, e‘v mic
{Milo-rots, which signiﬁes the abode of God (R. 670) and
resembles “out of the house of the Lord” which is found
in the Psalm.

The grammarians prefer to regard this

iv as a locative (R. 525), the hosanna is to sound in
heaven itself; but in its ﬁrst and fundamental meaning
iv signiﬁes “in connection with,” hence here, “in connection with God’s abode.” It is just like the previous
phrase, “in connection with Jehovah’s revelation.”
The full import of all that was done in connection
with this entry of Jesus even the disciples did not realize until later as John 12 :16 confesses.

But this in no
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way reduces the action and the acclaim of the multitudes. It is fruitless to speculate on just what they
had in mind when they used the words of the Psalm
as they did. Whatever of wrong earthly expectation
still clouded the vision of the “disciples” (Luke) and of
the multitudes of pilgrims, this is certain, a holy enthusiasm caught their hearts on this Sunday, a wave of
real spiritual feeling and joy, the direct product of “all
the mighty works they had seen” (Luke), which moved
them when thus welcoming Jesus to “praise God"
(Luke). This helps us to understand why Jesus accepted this welcome and by his every act lent himself
to this enthusiasm as he rode into the city as the King
of Israel that he was.
10) And when he came into Jerusalem, the
whole city was stirred up (occ’cw), saying, Who is
this? But the multitudes kept saying, This is the
prophet, Jesus, he from Nazareth of Galilee. His
coming into the city in the remarkable manner just
described caused this universal stir. The news spread
far and wide, and those who had not witnessed the
entry, wanted to know who this man was (ofn-os, a good
example of the purely deictic use without a derogatory
tone, R. 697).
11) The 6on1, the pilgrim multitudes that had
accompanied Jesus (v. 9, this same plural), offer the
correct information. They keep telling all questioners that the man whom they hailed as the MessiahKing is the well-known prophet (hence the article
6 npoﬁrne) whose personal name is Jesus and who hails
from Nazareth of Galilee. This reply sounds as though
it was made by festival pilgrims from Galilee. We
may note the tone of pride with which they name his
home town. Most of the ministry of Jesus had, indeed, been devoted to Galilee, and these pilgrims from
Galilee ,sum it up in the title “the prophet.” Perhaps
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they told of his wonderful teaching and of his astounding miracles.
12) We take it that the entry took place in the
late afternoon of Sunday, and that Jesus proceeded to
the Temple but on this afternoon did nothing more
than to look around “upon all things” going on in the
Temple, presently retiring to Bethany with the Twelve,
Mark 11:11. The next morning the incident with regard to the ﬁg tree occurred, as Mark reports, and on
Tuesday morning, when the tree was found dead, Jesus
gave his explanation. In other words, Mark 11:13-26
reports the actual sequence of events. The cleansing
of the Temple thus occurred on Monday morning after
the cursing of the ﬁg tree. Matthew’s account is
sachlich (factual) instead of chronological. He thus
combines into one paragraph all that pertains to the
ﬁg tree (v. 18-22) although this includes two mornings
as the readers also will note. In a similar way he
places the royal entry and the authoritative cleansing
of the Temple side by side since in both of these Jesus
displays his Messianic greatness. Throughout his
Gospel we meet this trait of Matthew’s that minor
details are made subordinate or are even left out, and
attention is focused on the main issues and subjects.
Yet the supposition that therefore his chronology is
loose as compared with that of the other evangelists,
is unwarranted. We have seldom found that his attention to the subject matter makes him neglect the
sequence of time; in fact, the other evangelists write
more loosely in this regard than does Matthew. Yet
here we have a case where the chronology is disregarded for an object that seems more important to the
writer.
And Jesus entered into the Temple of God and
threw out all those buying and selling in the Temple,
and the tables of the money-changers he upset, and
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the seats of those selling the doves, and he says to
them: It has been written, My house shall be called
a House of Prayer; but you on your part are making
it a robbers’ den. The cleansing of the Temple reported by John 2:13, etc., is not the same as the one
reported by the synoptists. It is, therefore, unwarranted to assert that what John placed at the very beginning of Jesus’ ministry the synoptists placed at
its very end, or that John put into the beginning what
the others put at the end. The thesis that John corrects the synoptists is not acceptable. To be sure, the
effect of the ﬁrst cleansing was not lasting. Is anything needed to explain that fact beyond the hostility

of the Sanhedrin toward Jesus? So Jesus cleanses the
Temple a second time.
Both are Temple cleansings
and thus resemble each other.
But we should not
overlook the differences, especially the greater ones.
In connection with the ﬁrst cleansing Jesus is at once
confronted by the authorities, and his reply is made
to them; in connection with the second cleansing no
one dares to confront him and to challenge his act,
and the word he utters is addressed only to the mob
that he throws out. In connection with the ﬁrst his
word is ﬁrst a rebuke and secondly a challenge; in
connection with the second his word is a most scathing
rebuke; in connection with the ﬁrst Jesus uses words
of his own, in connection with the second he quotes

Scripture (even “robbers’ den” is a quotation).

In

connection with the ﬁrst the disciples recall Ps. 69 :9;

in connection with the second they recall nothing.
On Monday morning Jesus returned to “the Temple
of God.” Although 1-6 lcpév is frequently mentioned in
the New Testament, we never ﬁnd 13 tepév 1'01" @coﬁ, but
here this unusual genitive is so appropriate for indicating the sacredness of the Temple that one is
inclined to consider this genitive textually genuine
in spite of the fact that important texts omit it. The
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hpéy refers to the Temple courts as distinguished from

the wait or Sanctuary proper into which only the ofﬁciating priests entered. Facing the Sanctuary and the
court of the priests was ﬁrst the court of the men and
behind it the court of the women, and then came a
large area, the court of the Gentiles, into which alone
Gentiles were allowed to enter. In this extensive court
of the Gentiles the present scene is enacted.
Cattle and doves were a necessity for the prescribed
sacriﬁces but a poor excuse for making this great court

of the Temple a stockyard. Places to change money
were also needed; for a tax was collected from every
Israelite who was twenty years old, Exod. 30:11-16.

This was due during the month preceding the Passover
(17 :24, etc.) and was either sent in by those who lived
at a distance or paid in person by those who attended
the festival, who then, however, had to have Jewish
eoin, which fact compelled those who came from
foreign parts to have their money exchanged. For
this exchange a small fee was charged. But this
necessity was no excuse for making the Temple a mart

of petty bankers who were intent on business and rates
of exchange.

Moreover, the Temple authorities them-

selves controlled this volume of trade and in typical
Jewish fashion operated what amounted to a grand
lucrative monopoly.
If one bought his animals
here, had his money exchanged here, these would be ac.
cepted; otherwise he might have trouble on that score.

What all this did to the great Temple court may be
imagined (cf. Farrar, The Life of Christ, 455, etc.,
quoted in the author’s commentary on John 12:14).
Matthew, disregarding details, simply says that Jesus
threw out all the sellers and the buyers—the latter

as well as the former; and that added phrase, buyers
and sellers “in the Temple,” points to their violation
of its sacredness. The fact that the verb ége’BaAe is
without a trace of gentleness is seen from Jesus’ up-
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setting of the little stool-like tables of the moneychangers behind which they sat on the ground crosslegged. In a like manner he upset the benches of
the sellers of doves. He most likely kicked these over.
Whether he again made a scourge no one knows.
The KOMUBWT'I']: is named from the «autism or small
coin which he takes for making an exchange of coins.
The picture of Jesus here presented does not please the
tender souls who think only of “the gentle Jesus” without the holy, ﬁery indignation that makes him act as he
here does. But read Mal. 3:3.
In connection with this second cleansing we note
as little resistance as we observed in connection with
the ﬁrst. Yet at the time of the ﬁrst cleansing Jesus
came as one who was unknown, now he comes as the

great Messiah-King who was acclaimed by the multitudes of festival pilgrims. The explanation of moral
cowardice on the part of these transgressors is
not satisfactory. Sin is often arrogant, especially
when money is at stake. Were these sellers not within their legal rights, having duly paid for their con-

cessions and doing business under the highest authorization? In regard to this second cleansing as in re-

gard to the ﬁrst only one explanation sufﬁces: the Son
of man wielded his divine authority.
But, it is asked, what good was this outward
cleansing as long as the hearts were not cleansed? Let

us at once say that, if the object of Jesus was only
to stop this outward abuse, he would sink to the level

of our modern reformers who try to mend the leaking
ship by repairing the rigging. The question regarding this point may be misleading.

Against ﬂagrant

abuse the law and the light and the knowledge men
have must be applied. Nor is there a diﬁ'erence between the ﬁrst and the second cleansings. Both are
ﬁlled with the dire threat of the divine law. Already
at the time of the ﬁrst cleansing Jesus tells the Sanhe- ,
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dri'sts that they will end by destroying their own
Temple; and we need not ask how long God will
tolerate a Temple that is called his House and yet is
turned into a robbers’ den. What good is the law and
its vindication on the part of God? It always vindicates
God himself, his holiness, and his justice.
13) No Temple police, no Sanhedrists hurry up
to question the authority of Jesus as was done three
years before. Did they know his authority by this
time? With one word Jesus brands this desecration
of the Temple: “It has been written (and thus stands
forever, Isa. 56:7), My House shall be called a House
of Prayer”; and to this he adds, “but you on your
part (emphatic task) are making it a robbers’ den,”
the latter designation being quoted from Jer. 7:11.
Here is the law “written” in their own Scriptures that
tells them what Yahweh's House was to be, what name
it should bear; and here was the verdict on their
crime, Jesus, their Judge, pronouncing it on these
transgressors. This was to be God’s House where
he might dwell among his people with his grace, and
where they might enter into communion with him by
means of prayer, wpoawxﬁ, often, as here, used in
the wider sense of worship since prayer in some
form is at the bottom of all true worship of the
true God.
Matthew writes for former Jews and thus does
not add the ﬁnal phrase found in Isaiah; Mark, who
writes for Gentile Christians, naturally adds it: a
House of Prayer “for all nations.” That is why it
contained this court of the Gentiles; and what a sight
met the eyes of any visiting Gentile right here in this
court? What must he think of a House whose greatest
court was thus desecrated and of the God to whom such
a House belonged?
When Jeremiah used the expression “robbers’ den”
in the threat Yahweh commanded him to pronounce,
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he did not intend to say that the Jews robbed in the
Temple. A robbers’ den is not used for robbing but
as a refuge for robbers. Jer. 7 :10 states that, after
perpetrating the worst kind of wickedness, the Jews
went to the Temple, thinking and saying, “We are
delivered to do all these abominations,” i. e., we can
go on in them as long as we have the Temple. Compare also v. 4. It was thus that they made the Temple
3 regular robbers' den and refuge. That is exactly
what the Jews are now repeating.

No matter what

they do even by violating the sanctity of their Temple,
they imagine that their adherence to this Temple will
protect and shield them from any penalty. But no,
God will not let his Temple serve as a refuge for robbers. The Temple will not protect the wicked who
show right in the Temple how they regard the God
of the Temple.
The church is no refuge for sinners who go on

in their sin and think that they are safe when they
go to the church; and certainly not for the sinners
who support the church by desecrating the church
and justify their desecration by crying, “It is for
the church!" Jer. 7:12-15 declares what God would
do with this Temple: he would destroy it even as be
destroyed Shiloh for the same reason. So here the
word of Jesus prepares us for 23 :38 and 24 :2, the same
threat appears also in John 2:19.
14) But the hour of doom had not yet struck; the
work of grace continued to the very end; escape was

possible even in the eleventh hour. Some at least
might be led to escape. And there came to him
blind and lame in the Temple (note the recurrence
of this signiﬁcant phrase), and he healed them.
Matthew alone informs us. regarding the miracles that

were performed during the last days Jesus spent in the
Temple. In the House of Prayer these sufferers prayed

Matthew 21 :15, 16
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to Jesus, the Son in his Father’s House, and none of
them prayed in vain.
15) But when the high priests and the scribes
saw the marvels which he did and the boys shouting
in the Temple

(again this phrase)

and saying,

Hosanna to the Son of David! they were indignant
and said to him, Dost thou hear what these are saying? Not until this time did the Sanhedrists interfere with Jesus although they were determined to kill
him. The high priests were members of the Sadducean family and connection of the ruling high priest
Caiaphas, and the scribes were rabbis who were learned
in the law and members of the Pharisaic party. “High
priests and scribes” is a designation for the Sanhedrin, see 2:4. The “marvels” are the miracles Jesus
performed and are called aavptio'w. only here, for that
is the way they appeared to these Sanhedrists. These
authorities saw the marvels and the effect these marvels had especially on the boys (zraESm and not «ausia
which means “children”) in the Temple courts. These
were the lads who were twelve years old and over,
who had come to Jerusalem as the boy Jesus had done
at that age, for their ﬁrst obligatory attendance at
the Passover. As boys are apt to do, they imitated
what they had seen their elders do on the preceding
day. In his famous picture of "this scene the French
painter Tissot depicts them as marching up and down
the Temple courts in rows, with locked arms, shouting
in unison what they had heard their elders shout the
day before, “Hosanna to the Son of David !" They

were voicing the praise of Jesus for the miracles he
was performing here in the Temple.

16)

This was intolerable to the Sanhedrists, but

their hands were tied.

They dared not call out the

Temple police to break up the demonstration the boys
were making, and still less did they dare to assault
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Jesus. They knew what the multitudes of pilgrims
ﬁlling the Temple courts would do.. So they come to
Jesus and ask him to stop this disorder of the boys,
which he had caused by his wonderful deeds. We
must catch theirony in this action as Matthew presents
it. The most awful disorder of the buyers and the
sellers, the stench of cattle, the bawling and the bleating, the haggling and the dickering, were quite acceptable to these priests and these scribes—there was
money in it for them, but these innocent lads who
were voicing the praise of Jesus and giving him the
title which his great deeds demonstrated was his due,
were intolerable to these men. Yet they venture to
remonstrate only by implication' “Dost thou hear
what these are saying?” Dost thou not see that this
is improper here in the Temple?
But Jesus says to them: Certainly! Did you
never read, Out of the mouth of babes and suckling:
thou didst perfect praise?

With his decisive vat,

“yes” or “certainly,” Jesus answers the accusing implication that these boys were doing something improper and that he were abetting them in the wrong.

He places his fullest approval upon their shouting and
their marching.
He had come as the Son of David,

the Messiah-King, and all who acclaimed him were
doing exactly what he desired. And then Jesus seals
his own approval by quoting that of God himself as
stated in Ps. 8 :2. He answers question with question;
but whereas he could begin with a mighty “yes,” they
cannot begin at all. With disconcerting force he asks,
“Did you never read” Ps. 8:2? You certainly act
as though you had never even read this utterance of
David’s.
God perfects praise (brings forth perfect praise)
“out of the mouth of babes and sucklings.” This
matches what Jesus said during his royal entry the
day before when the Pharisees objected to the Hosanna
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shouting, Luke 19:40, that if the people would be
silent, the stones would cry out. God will have the
praise due him even if inanimate stones, inarticulate
babes must offer it to the shame of men. We cannot
agree with Delitzsch who says that ‘olel mean babes
who are old enough to play, and yoneq sucklings of
a similar age, since Hebrew mothers suckled their
babes for about three years. The latter word would
include not only babes who were nearing the end of
their suckling age but equally those who had just been
born. And the point which this interpretation makes
is that all such babes—take them from birth until
they are three years old, if you will—are as yet incapable of praising God. Others say that this praise
comes from these babes and sucklings when they grow
up to be like these boys in the Temple court, and then
they obtain what seems an attractive thought to them:
in these children Jesus sees the new Israel that leaves
the unbelieving ways of its fathers and praises the
Messiah in true faith.
These efforts seek to ﬁgure out how praise can
' be gotten out of the mouth of these babes. Delitzsch
makes them old enough to lisp praise, the others go
farther and say the praise is voiced when the babes
have grown up. But neither the Psalm nor the use
Jesus makes of it is concerned about this how, just
as little as Jesus was concerned about how stones
could be made to shout. All that Jesus says is that
God will perfect praise for himself (note the middle),
no matter how, if grown and intelligent men will not
respond. The Sanhedrists considered these shouting
boys as being too young to know what they were saying and doing. Jesus stuns these wise fellows by
holding the passage from the Psalm before them which
speaks of praise coming out of the mouth of babes
and sucklings. When they are through with the Psalm
let them talk about these boys and not until then.
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The fact that this Psalm, as well as the rest of
Scripture, makes room for infants in the kingdom,
ought to be plain. They are intended for God who
made them. The cooing of a babe gloriﬁes its Maker
as do the heaven and the earth, the moon and the stars
and all the works of his ﬁngers. What a blessed sight,
then, when young boys, such as these in the Temple
praise their God and Savior! It is all a lovely harmony But the eyes of these Sanhedrists are blind,
and their ears are deaf to it all.
The Hebrew has ‘02, “founded strength,” which
the LXX rendered, “perfected praise,” and which Jesus
retained.
Ed. Koenig calls this an abstract for a
concrete and regards ‘oz in the Psalm as meaning
maechtiger Char. Hence the rendering of Matthew

and of the LXX are not a mistranslation but one that
is interpretative of the Psalmist’s meaning. The
mighty chorus of these babes and sucklings rises like
a bulwark before which the roarings of the Lord’s
enemies sink to silence. Let men rave in their enmity,
the very babes in their cradles reveal the Lord's greatness and his glory

17)

And having left them behind, he went on

outside of the city to Bethany and passed the night
(«Mtgopuo there. Jesus turned his back upon these

Sanhedrists. Let them puzzle over these words
(13:11, 12)
One thing was plain even to them:
Jesus used Ps. 8:2 as a reference to himself as God
and as the God-Messiah, David’s Son, who was rightly
being praised by the boys as well as by the multitudes
on the day before.
Jesus spent the night “outside of the city” lest
these Sanhedrists seek to effect his arrest. While
he was sure that, until God sent his hour, no man
could lay hands on him, he, nevertheless, never acted
in a foolhardy fashion but always used proper caution.
Jesus spent Sunday night in Bethany (Mark 11:11),

Matthew 21 :1 7-1 9
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also the succeeding night and many think that he
spent these nights in the home of Lazarus.

Where

he spent the' nights of Tuesday and of Wednesday
no one knows. While the verb used often means to
camp out in the open, it is also used for spending the
night, which may then be done in some house.

18) Now in the morning, returning to the city,
he was hungry. This was not some indeﬁnite morning of this week. Mark 11:11-13 does not permit the
acceptance of such a view. It was Monday morning
(see v. 12). The point we cannot explain from the
records is the fact that Jesus was permitted to leave
Bethany without having eaten breakfast. The supposition that he rose before daylight and slipped away
for prayer is not acceptable. Even Mark who loves
to add details states only the facts of his hunger.

19) And having seen a ﬁg tree by the road, he
went to it and found nothing on it save leaves only;
and he said to it, No more shall there be fruit from
thee forever. And forthwith the ﬁg tree withered.
It should be noted that “by the road” (ém’ is used in
this sense, R. 603) indicates that this tree was ownerless; Jesus did not blast another man’s property.

Some commentators think that dc means a “lone" tree
(R. V. margin “single”) whereas this is only a substitute for the indeﬁnite article; it is like our “a tree,”
R. 674. But did Jesus not know that this tree had
no fruit? Sometimes all supernatural knowledge is
denied to Jesus, but again he is expected to have and
to apply such knowledge. Some say that he learns
everything in the ordinary way, others that he ought

to have extraordinary knowledge. We have already
has occasion to note that Jesus used his divine power
to know, just as he used his divine power to do, only
when and where it was needed for his great mission.

The explanation of Trench that the act of Jesus
by looking for fruit where he knew none was to be
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found, by leading men to think that he really expected
fruit when he did not, was like telling a parable which
is not an actual fact and yet is true in a higher sense
because of the lesson it conveys, is not acceptable to
all. A man’s acts are not parables, and Jesus never
acted out parables. And here the parable (if one is
pleased to use the term) is found not in this act of
Jesus’ seeking fruit, but in the tree that has leaves
but no fruit.
The fact that led Jesus rightfully to expect fruit
was the full foliage of the tree, for Mark 11:13 writes:
“Seeing a ﬁg tree having leaves, he came, if haply he
might ﬁnd anything thereon." If it had been without leaves, Jesus would not have gone to this tree;

for the other ﬁg trees were just sending out leaves,
since, as Mark adds, “it was not the season of ﬁgs,"
i. e., so early. Here, then, was an exceptional ﬁg tree
that grew in so favored a spot that it already had full
foliage and was far ahead of the other ﬁg trees. Since
in the spring the ﬁg tree puts out its fruit ﬁrst and
lets its leaves gradually follow, the full foliage of this
tree gave promise of fruit. Three crops of ﬁgs follow
each other . the early ones come in June, the second in
August, and the third in December, these latter ones
sometimes hang on the tree until spring. See the discussion on Mark in Smith’s Bible Dictionary.
Jesus was thoroughly disappointed, “he found nothing on it save leaves only,” not even green, unripe
fruit, for this is what “leaves only" means. Jesus
would not have blasted this tree if it had had even a
little immature fruit. But here this tree with its
grand foliage was nothing but empty pretense, and
whereas it led one to expect that it might have at least
a few ﬁgs that were ﬁt to eat, it had absolutely nothing “save leaves only!” This lying tree did not make
Jesus angry, nor did he curse it in his anger. The
character of Jesus need not be defended against such

Matthew 21 :19-21
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a charge. His own words tell us why he cursed this
tree. The subjunctive ye'm'rcu. is volitive, R. 943; Jesus
utters his will, and that will is done.
The tree withered wapaxpﬁpa, “forthwith.” This
adverb does not mean: “right before the eyes of the
disciples while they stood there and watched.” The
tree dried up "from the roots,” and the disciples saw
this fact the next morning, Mark 11 :20, 21. Matthew
indicates the interval of time only slightly and follows his constant practice of stressing the great essentials without weaving in a great deal of detail.
20) And when the disciples saw it they marvelled, saying, How did the ﬁg tree wither forthwith?
This happened the next morning when
Jesus again passed this tree on his way from Bethany,
Mark 11:20. That is why we haVe the aorist 36w“;
if the tree had withered before the eyes of the disciples, the present participle would have been used.
It was dark when Jesus and the disciples returned to
Bethany on Monday night, so the condition of the tree
was not noticed until Tuesday morning. What
astonished the disciples was the fact that the tree had
been struck dead by the word of Jesus and had died
so suddenly. For all he had said was that it should
never bear fruit anymore. It was now dead and thus
would never bear fruit. Hence their question is, not
why, but how this happened. The answer is formulated accordingly.
21) And Jesus answered and said to them:
Amen, I say to you, If you have faith and do not
doubt you shall do not only this of the ﬁg tree but

also, if to this mountain you shall say, Be thou
taken up and cast into the sea, it shall he done.
And all things whatsoever you shall ask in the
prayer, believing, you shall receive. This explains

how the tree was blasted so as not to bear fruit forever, it especially casts light on the phrase Jesus had
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used: :75 ray aitha, “for the eon,” in which the idea of
death is suggested. The only thing that does not
match the question exactly is the fact that Jesus speaks,
not of what he has done, but, using what he has done
as a basis, of what the disciples themselves shall most
assuredly do although not of themselves but by the

power they will receiVe from God through prayer.
The weight of this answer is marked by the solemn
introductory formula explained in 5:18.
The word about removing mountains has been explained in 17:20. Here only a few additional points

need to be noticed. “Have faith” is made clearer by
the negative, “and do not doubt.” The ﬁrst verb is
a present subjunctive, for to have faith is a continuous
activity, the second verb is an aorist subjunctive, for

the doubt deals with the single act regarding which
hesitation occurs. For the moment the doubt blocks
the faith and prevents the act faith should accomplish.

The middle of 8mp£mv has the passive form in the
aorist and really means “to be in conﬂict with oneself,” to hesitate and to waver, one thought pulling
us in one direction, the other thought in the opposite
direction: the act can be done (faith), it cannot be
done (lack of faith). The blasting of the tree is made
a small thing over against which a far greater impossibility is placed, the removal of a mountain, the

sea swallowing it up completely. This word becomes
more impressive when one has stood on this Mount of
Olives. From its ridges one is able to look right down
into the Dead Sea 1,292 feet below sea level. “The
mountain” would disappear entirely in that deep depression. In the plain words of 17 :20, “And nothing
shall be impossible for you.”

22) It should be noted that in v. 21 both 31,30,711.
and Baﬁoqn are passives. “be thou taken up,” “be thou
thrown.” The agent back of these passives is God.

Matthew 21 :22
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The disciples use only God's power when they blast

with judgment (the ﬁg tree), and when they do the
humanly Impossible (19:26). For this reason Jesus
adds the promise given to prayer, in which ai‘rdv is
merely “to beg” something (used with reference to
God or. with reference to men), and «poawxﬁ is the
sacred word for prayer to God alone. The article
points to the particular prayer involved in these special
cases. On God’s part all is certain, but on our part
this certainty must produce trust, mauﬁovm, true re-

liance on that certainty. If doubt breaks this connection, insults God, instead of honoring him and his

divine power, nothing will result.
But this is only the preliminary answer to the disciples. It shows only one part of what this miracle
implies. The other part becomes evident in the following discourses, 21:23-22:14 and beyond. For it
was at once obvious that a tree has no moral responsibility, and that Jesus used this tree merely for a higher
end. It was similar to other illustrations in which
trees were involved, cf., 7 :17-20; 12:33; Luke 13 :6-9;

Joel 1 :7; Ezek. 17:24; Ps. 1:3; Hos. 14:8; Num. 17:8.
This ﬁg tree made only a pretense at bearing fruit
(leaves) and a great pretense at that. Men remove
fruitless fruit trees.
This tree pictured unbelieving Judaism.
Its
withering because of the word of Jesus pictured the

divine judgment that blasted this nation—Judaism
stands blasted from the roots to this day. Read the
agonized prayer for Israel in Isa. 63 27-64 :12, and then

the Lord’s answer of judgment on Israel in 65 :3-7, and
compare the author's Old Testament Eisenach Selections, 118, etc. Jesus used a tree only for this one
miracle of his which revealed the dreadful, deadly, and
irrevocable divine judgment. As far as men were concerned, he had not come to judge them now (John
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3:17), that would follow in due time (John 5:27, also
the Baptist’s word with its imagery of the ax lying at
the foot of the trees, Matt. 3 :10)
23) And when he came into the Temple there
came to him, while teaching, the high priests and the
elders of the people, saying, By what authority art
thou doing these things, and who gave thee this
authority? This occurred on Tuesday
On the
high priests see 2:4; on the elders 16 :21. Mark and
Luke add also the scribes. These two, however, would
not be more exact than Matthew; for he seems to mention only the high priests and the elders because in this
case the action was executive not legislative and thus
not requiring the special function of the scribes
although these, too, were present. Jesus was in the
midst of his teaching, this is the force of the present
participle. Luke makes this still stronger From
Mark we learn that this important representation of
the Sanhedrin did not. interrupt Jesus in his teaching
and preaching the gospel (Luke) but waited for a
pause during which Jesus was walking around

Then

they came to him with all formality, but only to question him regarding his authority not to arrest him, not
even to stop him in his work. When they had received
their crushing answer they retired and attempted nothing further The fact that they waited until Tuesday
before challenging Jesus shows how these rulers feared
the pilgrims who overﬂowed the city during these days
(v. 26 and 46) .
The form of their challenge is mild because it is a
question. The two questions are really only one question, for “what” authority is made plain when the giver

of this authority is named. The ieovm’a is both the right
and the power that goes with this right. “These
things” implies more than the teaching, for any rabbi
had the right to teach in the Temple or elsewhere.
“These things” refer to the royal entry, the cleansing
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of the Temple, the whole bearing of Jesus, and his miracles. The challengers had always known that Jesus

claimed authority from God, his Father. These men
expect Jesus once more to assert that authority and are
set on demanding the fullest proof from him that such,
indeed, was his authority and are ready on their part to
deny the validity of any proof Jesus might venture to
often They had undoubtedly discussed the entire matter and had planned their procedure. Yet we see that
in three years they had not advanced a single step
beyond the ﬁrst challenge they made in John 2 :18. Unbelief is really non-progressive.
24) And Jesus answered and said to them, I,
too, will inquire of you just one thing, which, if you
tell me, I, too, will tell you by what authority I am
doing these things; The baptism of John, whence
was it?

From heaven? or from men?

The Sanhe-

drists knew the authority on which Jesus acted, but
their one purpose was to deny him this authority, for
to admit it was to accept Jesus as the Messiah, against
which everything in them rebelled. But even under
these conditions Jesus does not really refuse to declare
to these Sanhedrists what he had declared and even
proved all along. His counterquestion is not an evasion. Jesus merely returns the question of the Sanhedrists to them by substituting John for himself.
“Whence” and the two in denote origin, but origin is
here authority: if “from heaven,” then John had divine
authority; if “from men,” then his authority amounted
to nothing. The authority of John and that of Jesus
are identical. So Jesus says, “If you will answer me,
I will answer you.” The right answer to the question
about John was the right answer to the question about
Jesus. A subtile irony is involved: these men ask of
Jesus what they ought to know already from John’s
activity. Hence the digniﬁed verb épwrav. Jesus proceeds “to inquire”; see Trench, Synonyms, I, 195. He
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is not asking for something that he needs to know, he
is inquiring about something that he himself well
knows. The idea of Adyov Eva is “just one matter” and
no more.
25) “The baptism" sums up the essentials of
John’s ministry, for which reason he is also called “the
Baptist.” Here Jesus uses a deadly dilemma, a form
of logic which caught the Sanhedrists on its two horns.
The baptism of John was either from heaven or it was
from men; it was either divine or not divine (only

human)

Tertium non datur

A third possibility

was excluded. The Sanhedrists are compelled to
choose one of the two horns and thus to impale them-

selves. And they were reasoning with themselves,
saying: If we say, From heaven! he will say to us,
Why, then, did you not believe him? But if we say,
From men! we are afraid of the multitude; for all
hold John as a prophet. It was the unbelief of these
Sanhedrists which caught them in this dilemma, unbe-

lief and the type of immorality that goes with its
defense. They were not concerned about the truth
regarding John, what was decisive for them were the
consequences involved in the two possible answers
they could give. They ﬁnd themselves impaled by
either answer Ala‘n’ asks for the reason, and they
would certainly have none whatever to offer and would

be self-condemned.
26) On the other hand, the host of pilgrims attending the festival would condemn these Sanhedrists;
for to assert that John’s baptism was from men openly
denied that he was a prophet, and such a denial would
inﬂame these pilgrims.

To them John was a prophet,

no matter how untrue they had been to his message
and his baptism.

27) They answered and said to Jesus, We do
not know. They dared not take either horn of the
dilemma. Their answer is the most pitiful and dis-
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graceful surrender. They dodge the issue which no
Jew dared to dodge. As Sanhedrists it was their
supreme duty to know, and here they dare to say that
they do not know. And to them said he, too,
Neither do I say to you by what authority I am doing these things. The reply of Jesus implies that
these Sanhedrists have refused to answer his question,

deliberately refused as arrant cowards. Since the true
answer to Jesus’ question is the true answer also to the
question of the Sanhedrists, by refusing to give the one
they refuse to receive the other; and so Jesus is compelled to refuse to offer it to them.
28) While the Sanhedrists stand before Jesus
with their defeat rankling in their wicked hearts, Jesus

utters a simple, lucid parable that ends in a question
that could be answered in only one way. He elicits
this answer; and then by means of this answer exposes
the wickedness of the unbelief of these Sanhedrists.
It is done with perfect mastery, psychological and
otherwise. And how does it seem to you? A man
had two children. And having gone to the ﬁrst, he
said, Child, go work today in the vineyard.

But he,

answering, said, I will not! Yet afterwards, having
regretted it, he went. And having gone to the
second, he said likewise.

And he, answering, said,

I will, Lord! and he did not go.

Which of the two

did the will of his father?

The parable makes the whole scene objective and
thus enables even these Sanhedrists to give an answer
that is wholly objective, which they then also do without hesitation. The subjective application is entirely
hidden; it will be made presently with tremendous
effect. This was a perfect manner of penetrating

through the unbelief and the hostility of these men, and
it was so effective because it made them themselves
state how wrong their own conduct was. Jesus is
going to leave the whole matter to them, “And how does
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it seem to you ?” or, “What do you think of it ?” Compare 17 :25; 18 :12.
Here is a man who has two “children,” and he
addresses each as “child.” This intends to bring out
the idea that because they were born to their father,
he held them dear, and, because they were his children,
they should hold him dear. Fatherly and ﬁlial love is
the bond between them, and this involves the most
tender obligation on their part. This relation between
the children and their father is the basis of what is
here presented. The word viés, “son,” is far less tender, for it points more to the legal relation involved,
while 'rc'xvov points to affection as is so evident in I John
2:18; 3 :7, 18; 4 :4. We are “sons” by adoption, legally,
but “children” by birth (I John 5 :4) _ The father goes
to the one child with the kindly address, “child,” and
bids this child, “Go, be working today in the vineyard,”
the article meaning “my” vineyard. No connective is

needed between any: and the next imperative.

Work

and vineyard is similarly connected in 20 :1, etc.
God’s vineyard is an image that is frequently found
in the Scriptures, and pictures his church on earth.
That is why it is so ﬁtting in this parable although no
special use is made of the vineyard in this instance.

The application which Jesus makes of the parable
shows that “work” should here not be restricted to good
works as distinct from faith. The father means, “Child,
go show thyself as a child today by helping in my vineyard 1" In the application Jesus speaks of those who
“go into the kingdom," and of those who “believed”

John.

so we must combine faith (John 6:40) and

good works (John 15:8). This helps to explain “today.” Whenever it is called upon, a child of God should
show its. relation to God by its works of faith.

29) The reply of this ﬁrst child comes as a shock;
it is blunt, rude, without a trace of respect: “I will
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831

not!” “He has dismissed even the hypocrisies with
which others cloak their sins; cares not to say, like
those invited guests, ‘I pray thee have me excused’; but
ﬂatly refuses to go.” Trench. 0t oém— the will is
wrong. In 23:37, “I willed," ﬁﬂtchra, but “you willed
not,” 01'»: ﬁadﬁauu. But what happened? Later on this

wicked child “regretted” his refusal, and while mammpm is not as strong as ycravociv, the sense is much the
same. This is certainly not strange. Everything he
knew about his “father," about his own relation as a
“child” of his father, and about his obligation toward
that father, and about his unnatural and wicked action
in treating his father as he had done, led him to regret
his shameful course. The same power of grace is
today effective in all who know anything about their
heavenly Father. So, a changed man, this child
“went away” to the vineyard; now he was indeed a
true child.
30) The father speaks to the second child exactly
as he had done to the ﬁrst. He wanted both to work
in his vineyard. The kingdom has room for all of
us. One takes another’s place only when the former
will not take his own place. Aequ'itas vocationis, Bengel. The call is no stronger in the case of the one than
in the case of the other, so that neither may excuse
himself by saying, “I would have come if the Father
had asked me as he asked my brother.” The response
is again astonishing: ’Eyé nip“! an emphatic “I” with
the implication, “to be sure” and the very respectful
address, “lord.” The reply sounds as though this son
at once turned and ran for the door, caught up spade
and pruning hook from the wall, and rushed for the
vineyard. His readiness takes away our breath. That
is, indeed, how we all ought to respond and never. cease
responding. Jesus does not add a third child, one that
said “yes” and then worked as it should. He leaves it
to us to supply this third child. But alas, the second
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child “went no .”
ter is plain.
31)

His promise was false, his charac-

When Jesus now asks, ‘Which of the two did

his father’s will?” only one sane answer is possible.
He says “did,” ('zrot’aya’cv, and thus wants the answer to
disregard what each child sazd. They say, The ﬁrst.
Jesus says to them: Amen, I say to you, that the
publicans and the harlots are going into the kingdom of God ahead of you. For John came to you
in the way of righteousness, and you did not believe him, but the publicans and the her-lots did believe him; moreover, having seen it, you did not regret later on so that you believed him.

By their ans-

swer the Sanhedrists condemn themselves. So will
every man who refuses to do the Father's gracious will
utter his own damning verdict. David did it before
Nathan. The case against every transgressor, when it
is viewed in the clear light of reality, will be so overwhelmingly simple and strong that he himself will do
either what the Sanhedrists did here: damn himself
with his own words, or what the foolish fellow did in

another parable (22 :12) remain dumb and thus damn
himself.
All that Jesus needs to do is to draw the curtain
aside and to show these Sanhedrists what their answer
says concerning themselves. He begins with the solemn formula of verity and authority (see 5:18). With
this he, ﬁrst of all, seals the undeniable fact that the
publicans (see 9:9) and the harlots, the two most de.
spised classes of open sinners, are actually going into
the kingdom ahead of the Sanhedrists, the highest men

among the Jews, to whom he is talking.

The last sen-

tence of v. 32 makes it plain that wpodyovatv implies that
the Sanhedrists are not going in at all. To them, as to
the second child, the Father had also said, “go in,” but,
though they said they would, they did not go in. So
this, Jesus tells these men, is exactly what your answer

Matthew 21 :31, 32'
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means. You are right in commending that ﬁrst child;
these publicans and harlots who at ﬁrst openly refuse
the obedience of faith and yet later on regret their
wickedness and go, believe and obey. You are again
right in not commending the second child who said
“yes” but went not— but this child pictures you yourselves with your refusal of faith and its obedience.
They go in, you stay out of God's kingdom (see 3:2).
On the latter see 23:3: “they say, and do not”; Exod.
19:8, “we will do," and they did not; and Isa. 29:13.
All those who today confess with their lips but deny
by their lives are like these Jewish rulers. But mark
that the parable represents the publicans and the har—
lots and these Sanhedrists and Jewish dignitaries as
brothers. All the self-righteous, haughty, and proud
are today brothers of the outcast and the criminals.
Rom. 3:22. Romans 2 and 3 put Jew and Gentile on
the same basis as brothers. See Rom. 12 :32. Among
these brothers in disobedience and sin the publicans

and harlots “go in before."
32) The present tense, “go before into the kingdom,” makes the statement uttered in v. 31 general,

really without any particular reference to time. But
the explanation now added with ydp advances to the
speciﬁc facts and therefore has the historical aorists.
Here are the things that actually occurred. “John came
to you in the way of righteousness.”

The term 686:,

“way or road,” like the Hebrew derek, is often used
in an ethical sense to represent a course of life that is

controlled by a certain doctrine or principle and then
also to designate that doctrine or principle itself. Thus
faith in Christ is pre-eminently THE WAY. The genitive is qualitative: the way marked by righteousness,
by the approving verdict of God which declares righteous. John’s teaching, baptism, and life were marked
by righteousness, and his coming or mission brought
this righteousness to “you," the Sanhedrists. John
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labored to have you, too, walk this way. "He preached
the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins,"
Luke 3:3. In the language of the parable, the father
bade you, too, to go and to work in the vineyard as he
did his other child. But you Jewish rulers who professed to be God’s dearest children. the most diligent
observers of his will and Word, when the test came
through the activity of John, "you did not believe him."
“The Pharisees and lawyers rejected the counsel of God
against themselves, being not baptized of him," Luke
7 :30. "They went not" into the vineyard, into the kingdom. These facts are beyond dispute. By not commending the second child the Sanhedrists did right.
Their verdict stands: they condemn themselves.
But the publicans and the harlots “did believe him."
Note the direct apposite. This fact, too, cannot be disputed. Though they were ﬂagrantly wicked at ﬁrst,
they regretted it (repented) and changed. “Believed"
records this change. The fact of the change was visible,
for Jesus can say to the Sanhedrists, “you saw it." See
Luke 7 :29. Yet even this did not affect the Sanhedrista.
Even when they saw others believe and beheld the power
of righteousness from the change wrought in them, these
rulers "did not repent" later on and also become like the
father's ﬁrst child, "so that you believed hirn’I (John).
The inﬁnitive with m? denotes result. B.-D. 400, 5. The
Sanhedrista actually had a double reason for believing
John (and thus also Jesus), namely not only the saving
truth of righteousness preached by John but also its
saving effect in the case of great sinners. But the very
richness of the grace thus vouchsafed to them made
them the more stubborn and vicious in their unbelief.
33) The preceding parable presents the past
(John, not believed—then believed). The one now
related advances to the present and the future. The
ﬁrst deals with the Sanhedrists as men; the second
deals with them as the rulers of their people, in their
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oﬂicial capacity. Guilt and punishment are according:
in the ﬁrst, remaining outside of the kingdom; in the
second. the vineyard taken away and these miserable
men destroyed. The second parable is the complement
of the ﬁrst.
Another point of difference between the two parables is the fact that the ﬁrst presents likely imagery,
the second imagery that never did and never will happen. A man may have two sons that act like the two
presented in the parable; but no owner of a vineyard
who had had a servant killed would then send other
servants also to be killed and on top of that his own son,
only to have him killed also. He would immediately
bring the police down upon these men and at once end
their career in the vineyard. The reason for this
astounding imagery is that in his longsuft‘ering God
does act. in fact. did act in the way here depicted.
There is no imagery within the experience of men that
can picture the amazing grace and patience of God.
The hearers might well exclaim: “Why, we never heard
of an owner doing such a thing. not stopping until his
own son was killed!" 0! course, they had not. But
this is the very point Jesus wants to make. With this
unheard of imagery Jesus pictures the unheard of wickedness of these Jewish leaders who murdered not only
the prophets sent for their salvation but were now
about to murder God’s own Son.
Hear another parable. This sounds as though
the Sanhedrists tried to leave and that Jesus
detained them while a crowd of pilgrims gathered
close around him. There was a houaelord, such
as planted a vineyard and let a fence around it and
dug a winevat in it and built a watchtower and
leaned it to vinegrowen and went abroad. A few
simple strokes, and the entire picture is before us in
vivid. plastic form. It matches the striking parable
recorded in Isa. 5:1, etc., but the action is entirely dif-
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Isaiah makes Israel as such guilty; Jesus, the

rulers of Israel.

The apposition avopwo: is merely

pleonastic and is dropped in the translation (R. 399).
This great and wealthy houselord establishes a grand
vineyard on his estate and leaves out nothing that a

complete vineyard ought to have. "The vineyard of
the Lord of hosts is the house of Israel, and the men
of Judah his pleasant plant," Isa. 5:7. The details
show all it took to make Israel such a vineyard. The
vines had to be “planted.” "A fence” had to be built
all around to protect the place. In this we may see the
law which acted as “a middle wall of partition," which
protected Israel from the Gentiles, all its regulations
and ceremonies keeping even the minds of the Jews
from Gentile ways. The law was aided by the geographical location of Israel. It was tucked away in a
safe corner of the World by itself, having the high Lebanon mountains on the north, lakes and the Jordan
gorge on the east, desert to the south, the Great Sea
on the west.
The winevat is dug out of the rock ﬂoor, like a ﬁgure
eight, the upper half being a basin for treading out the
grapes, the lower half (or lower part of it) being a
deeper basin into which the juice ﬂows and from which
it is dipped out. The author saw such a “winepress”
on the grounds of the Garden Tomb (the real tomb in
which Jesus may well have been buried). “The two
vats were usually hewn in the solid rock, the upper
broad and shallow, the lower smaller and deeper."

Fausset, Bible Encyclopedia.

The tower was

uilt for

watchmen and at the same time as a storehouse.

The

vineyard lacked nothing.
So Israel had everything for its religious needs,
from the Temple on down. “What could have been

done more to my vineyard, that I have not done in it?"
Isa. 5 :4.

And now, after all was completed, the owner

“leased it (“gave it out," itc’soro, some texts have «Him,
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837

R. 308) to vinegrowers,” his rental being a part of the
grape harvest as the following shows (not cash, as
some suppose). He did this because he “went abroad,"
literally, “far away from home.” We have this same
feature in other parables, 25:14, 15; Luke 19:12; Mark
13:34. This going abroad pictures the great trust God
imposed on the leaders of Israel—the precious vine-

yard of God’s people was completely in their care. Yes.
God brought Israel from Egypt into Canaan, planted,
fenced it, equipped it there, and placed it under these
spiritual rulers, whose ofﬁce was continuous — the
prophets appear elsewhere in the picture, they were

sent for a special purpose at special times.
34) And when the season of fruit drew nigh,
he sent his slaves to the vinegrowers to receive his

fruit. And the vinegrowers, having taken his slaves,
hided the one, killed another, stoned another. A
vineyard is naturally planted for the sake of the fruit it
will yield.

But this parable does not center our atten-

tion on the productivity or unproductivity of the vineyard or of its vines, as does the parable recorded in Isa.
5, but on the vicious actions of these vinegrowers to
whom the vineyard had been leased and who now had
to meet the terms of that lease. In what condition the
vineyard was under their management, whether it was

full or empty of fruit, is not the point to be brought out.
Our eyes are focused altogether on these outrageous

vinegrowers who were in possession of the precious
vineyard when the great owner now at the proper season sends for the fruit that is due him according to the

lease. The SoﬁAot are thus clearly distinguished from
the yewpyot. The slaves are sent at this particular time,
the vinegrowers are in permanent charge. As the latter are the permanent religious rulers of Israel, so the
former are the prophets who were sent at particular

times.

In the imagery these times are naturally com-

pressed into one time although even in Matthew and
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still more in Mark and in Luke intervals are indicated.
These slaves are sent “to receive his fruits." m‘mﬁ referring to the owner not merely to the Vineyard. When
the prophets were sent to Israel, God expected the
fruits of contrition, faith, and obedience. It is a mistake to think only of the law and of fruits which the
law might work, namely "the need of a redemption."
Vineyard means law and gospel. the full riches of divine
grace with fruits according, the chief of these being
faith.
35) The tertium comparationis is not these fruits.
it is the vinegruwers and their unheard of atrocity:
they hided the ﬁrst slave (literally "ﬂayed" him, beat
him bloody) ; they killed the next (just murdered him) ;
and stoned the third (as though he were a criminal).
We note the climax. For the reality see 23 :34; Acts
7:52; Heb. 11:37, 38. Jesus is past mincing words.
He makes the stark. bloody, devilish reality stand out
in all its horror. It is without a single mitigating circumstance. More than this, Jesus is looking these very
vinegrowers who murdered the owner's representatives
squarely in the eye—and they knew that Jesus referred to them, v. 45. Let us not overlook this supreme
dramatic feature.
The fact that no ordinary lessor of a vineyard ever
did a thing such as that depicted here only brings out
the more the enormity of what is illustrated. Nor
would any owner of a vineyard send a second and a
third slave as this owner did. The patience of God
toward Israel‘s rulers is without parallel in all human
history. An illustration must he invented to picture it.
and the illustration must be unreal.
36) Again he sent other slaves, more than the
ﬁrst ones; and they did to them likewise. And
ﬁnally he sent to them his son, saying. They will
respect my son. The unheard of action continues
on both sides: more and more slaves. and all being
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treated in the same way. The reality required that the
parable should be carried to such a length.
3‘1) Now comes the climax: the owner actually
sends his own son to these murderers. At this point
the parable becomes prophetic: Jesus is speaking of
himself. Where is the earthly father who would send
his son as God actually sent his? But the parable had
to say also this about the son. The son, too, is “sent."
In this respect God's Son resembles the prophets, and
yet they were only Solihm, he is and remains 1': with pan.
The prophets were God’s slave-servants as a result of
being sent; Jesus is sent as a result of being the Son.
In the one case the mission makes the man, in the other
the Man makes the mission.
The second future passive of iwpiaru, "to regard
someone,” is used without the passive idea (R. 819), it
is like the transitive aorist; yet this future is scarcely
prophetic (R. 873) since it merely expresses expectation. “They will respect my son" is similar to the previous imagery, the sending of other slaves after the
ﬁrst ones. The problem of the foreknowledge of God
does not belong here. As regards God, this entire
imagery goes far deeper. 0n the one hand is the
incomprehensible love and patience God exhibited in all
these sendings; yet on the other hand is the justice of
God which lets the Jewish leaders ﬁll the measure of
guilt to the very top. yea, to overﬂowing, by killing
even his Son.

33)

But the vinegrnwen. when they saw the

son, said among themselves: This is the heir. Come
let us kill him, and let us have his inheritance! And
having taken him, they threw him out of the vineyard and killed him. Jesus here tells his murderers
exactly what they are even now on the point of doing.
What they as yet kept under cover he tells them openly
to their faces before the assembled crowds (21:26).
Note that each generation of Jewish leaders sanctioned
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the deeds of their fathers by repeating them. They
made all the previous murders their own by adding to
them; and the climax was reached by the last generation of these leaders when it killed Jesus. The lessons
in killing taught them by all former persecutors of the

prophets they put into ﬁnal practice by killing God’s
own Son.
At this point the parable is exceedingly exact.
“They said among themselves, This is the heir” does
not refer only to the secret thoughts of the Sanhedrists;
John 11:47-53 reports that this is the very thing they
said. They killed Jesus because they feared to lose
their own positions. Their blind unbelief hid the
spiritual nature of the kingdom from them, and thus
the fact that they could never hold the outward rule
while its inwardness was foreign to them, remained
hidden from them. “Let us have" means “possess" the
inheritance; and the aorist deﬁnite possession. They
wanted to possess the branch on which they sat by saw-

ing it off from the tree which bore that branch.
39) Jesus does not say merely that they took and
killed him; no, they ﬁrst threw him out of the vineyard.
This agrees too closely with the place where Jesus was
put to death, John 19 :17, and Heb. 13:12, 13, “without
the gate,” “without the camp,” to be a meaningless
feature of the parable; compare I Kings 2:13, Acts
7 :58. Jesus was taken to Calvary which was outside
of Jerusalem. This indicates that this parable referred especially to Jerusalem, the seat of the Sanhe-

drin. "Cut off in the intention of those who put him
to death from the people of God, and from all share in
their blessings.” Trench.
40) And now, as in the previous parable (v. 31),
Jesus asks the same kind of a question.

When,

therefore, the lord of the vineyard comes, what will
he do to these vinegrowers? They say to him: As
wretches wretchedly will he destroy them, and his
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841

vineyard will he lease to other vinegrowers, such as
will duly give him the fruits in their season. The
hearers are to complete the parable. Note that Isa.
5:3, 4 makes a similar appeal. It is simply taken for
granted that something will happen to these vinegrowers; likewise, that now “the lord of the vineyard” will
come. This is the same noble designation that was
used in the parable recorded in 20 :8. The greatness of
this “lord” intimates similar greatness for his son. This
lord’s coming in person pictures God’s coming on Jerusalem in judgment.
41) Jesus must have told the story so dramatically
that his hearers at once gave him the answer. These,
however, must have been the pilgrims not the Sanhedrists (v. 45).

We have the same Ac’youm in v. 31, both

leave the subject to be supplied; yet in v. 31 the context: m'nozs in v. 27, and may, twice, in v. 28, leads us to
think of the Sanhedrists in v. 31.

There is no such

connection in v. 41. This answer is so correct because
these pilgrims have their minds only on the objective
facts stated in the parable and do not realize who these
vinegrowers really were.

They thus follow their own

sense of justice, that justice which will vindicate God’s
judgments on all unbelievers. The answer thus keeps
to the imagery of the parable. Kaxotis is the predicate
apposition to chalk, and mm): Kama-e forms a striking
paronomasia, R. 1201, which we have sought to imitate
in our translation. We regard the future tenses in

both the question and the answer as volitive and not as
predictive (R. 873). Who these “other vinegrowers"
would be Pentecost began to reveal.
42)

Jesus says to them:

Did you never read in

the Scriptures:
A stone which those building rejected,
This became corner head.
From the Lord came this,
And it is marvelous in our eyes?
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For this reason I ﬂy to you: The kingdom of
God lhlll be taken Away from you and chill be given
to a nation producing in fruits. And the one fallen
on thin atone ahnll be crushed together; but on whom
it tulle. it Ihnll pulverize him. The parable is
dropped, its possibilities being exhausted since its imagery could not picture the resurrection of Jesus. From
their own people the Snnhedrists present have heard
their terrible verdict. It is, of course, the verdict of
Jesus himself as Luke 20:16 also presents it. According to Luke some of the hearers must have perceived
what this verdict really involved and thus cried out.
“God forbid!" The true verdict is now endorsed by
the Messianic word quoted from P5. 118:22, 23 (the
very psalrn from which shortly before this the Hosannu
cries were taken!) and then restated by Jesus himself
in the plalnest possible literal words.
"Did you never read?" raises this question in order
to make all these people think and try to understand
what, of course, they had read. '1his psalm was, most
likely. composed to express the joy of the people after
their return from the Babylonian Captivity, either at
the time of the laying of the cornerstone of their new
Temple, or at the time of the dedication of the completed structure. It contained the prophetic lines
which Jesus now quotes. More will happen than the
rejection of the Sanhedrists and their replacement by
better leaders. An entirely new structure will be
raised. The old covenant shall yield to a new covenant
of which Jesus. rejected by the Jews, will be the mighty
cornerstone.
The climax of the parable, the death of the son himself, is repeated in the ﬁrst line of the psalm: "A stone
which those building rejected" (Moo: is attracted into
the accusative by its relative, R. 718). The killing =
the rejection, and auto-minty means "to discard after
testing." Those building are the Jewish leaders, the

Matthew 21:42, 43
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Sanhedrin, the vinegrowers of the parable. But what
happened? That very stone “became corner held"
(the absence of the articles stressing the quality of ea h
noun). Jesus is the “son" that was killed, the "stone"
that was thus rejected as being entirely unﬁt for the
building. But his death and his rejection did not eliminate him. The very contrary is true: this made him
what the new structure needed: “corner head," cornerstone. The dead Jesus arose from the grave. The
cornerstone does not mean "bearer and support" of the
building. This would be the whole foundation. Jesus
may, indeed, be called the foundation (man) as he is
in I Cor. 3:11; but in Eph. 2:20 he is distinguished
from the foundation, he is the cornerstone. As such
he is set at the chief corner and thus governs every
angle of both the foundation and the building itself.
This Jesus does in the great spiritual temple of God.
the new covenant.
"From the Lord came this" in the execution of his
wonderful plan. The Greek places the emphasis on
both ends of the sentence by putting the phrase ﬁrst
and the subject last. The feminine atw‘ (for roiro) and,
following it, the feminine ammo"; is probably due to the
Hebrew which uses the feminine instead of the neuter
for abstract ideas; or it may be due to the feminine
now; which precedes, R. 655. The d: is also frequently found in predicate nominatives: zwm Eckstei‘n.
Rightly the psalmist adds: "And it is marvelous in our
eyes,” ('v is like the Latin comm, R. 587. It causes all
the godly who see this deed of Yahweh’s to wonder
and to praise.
43) Now all ﬁgurative language is dropped, and
the tenses become literal futures instead of prophetic
aorists. “For this reason" means: because the son who
was killed by the vinegrowers, the stone rejected by the
builders. did not remain killed and rejected, but—speaking of the stone alone—was made the corner
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head by God himself. “The kingdom of God,” namely
his power and his grace in all that he works through
Christ (see 3:2), “shall be taken away from you" by
God. We ﬁnd little distinction between “the kingdom
of God” and “the kingdom of the heavens,” both of
which Matthew uses. The one names the ruler, the
other his throne. Why the former should cover the
rule of grace in both covenants, and the latter his rule
only in the new, is diﬂicult to see. Hitherto the king-

dom had been conﬁned to the Jews. This was true
even with regard to the ministry of Jesus; but now this
would be changed.

“From you” includes both rulers

and people. The Jewish nation as such no longer has
what it so shamefully abused. This is evident from
the contrast: “from you” —— “to a nation." But here
Iowa: does not refer to an individual nation such as the
Jewish nation. This would imply merely substituting
one nation for the other. Nor is this singular the
equivalent of 1:. Earn), the Gentiles. This would substitute them for the Jews. This new “nation" is deﬁned
as one that produces the fruits of the kingdom. It is
the new spiritual Israel of true believers, composed of
men of all nationalities including also Jewish believers,

but because of this very fact distinct from both the
mass of hostile Jews and the masses of Gentile unbelievers, a “nation” with the God of grace ruling in their
hearts through Christ. The term “fruits" recalls the
parable but only in such a way as to describe the “nation" referred to.

These fruits are, of course, contri-

tion, faith, and works of faith.
44)

The textual evidence for the genuineness of

this verse is far too strong to justify its elimination.
Jesus might have stopped with the judgment on Jerusalem and the Jews (“the kingdom shall be taken from
you") and with the continuation of the work of grace

(“given to a nation,“ etc.) ; but he makes his prophecy
complete by announcing the judgment that shall come
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upon all, whoever they may be, who set themselves
against the Christ of God. He does this by using the
ﬁgure of the stone in a new way, one that is independent of the idea of a building. In a striking way Jesus
presents the two possibilities: one may fall on this
stone by opposing Christ; and the stone may fall on
such an opponent, Christ may strike him with his judgment. The singulars speak of the individual persons,
for the guilt of unbelief and hostility is always personal. In both Isa. 8:14 and Luke 2:34 Christ is presented as a stone of stumbling and a rock of offense.
A fall on this stone never hurts the stone but only damages the one who falls (a mating the aorist, to denote the
one act) : “he shall be crushed together," keeping the
ﬁgure. Trench thinks that this need not be fatal in
every instance; and the imagery is such that the possibility of recovery may be admitted. But when this
stone itself falls on an unbeliever, “it shall pulverize
him,” Autistic“, as the dust is winnowed out of grain, the
verb after a fashion suggesting Ps. 1 :4 and Matt. 3 :12.
The chaff, reduced to ﬁne particles, shall ﬂy like dust.
Judgment can be pictured with no greater severity.

45) And when the high priests and the Pharisees (see 3 :7) heard his parables, they realized that
he was speaking concerning them; and, though seeking to lay hold of him, they feared the multitudes
since they continued to hold him a prophet. The
elders mentioned in v. 23 are now termed Pharisees.
The two articles designate two classes, for the high
priests belonged to the Sadducees. While they were
united against Jesus, Matthew here conveys the thought
that each group was affected by the parables in its own
way. Both groups realized at least that these parables
dealt with them, My“ is retained from the direct discourse: “he is speaking about us.” The fact that this
stirred their anger instead of giving them pause, need
'not be stated.
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46) The present participle, “roam, does not imply
that these rulers new resolved to get hold of Jesus. for
they had resolved this long ago. But now, having this
determination in their hearts although Jesus here condemned them to their very faces, they dared not stir a
ﬁnger. Why did they not arrest Jesus then and there?
They were afraid of the hosts of festive pilgrims who
were thronging all parts of the Temple courts.
These
people. speaking generally, considered Jesus to be at
least a prophet — to be no more deﬁnite about it. John’s
Gospel offers us more details. Eis has the same force
as the one used in v. 42 (R. 481). With the jubilation
of these crowds (v. 8, etc.) fresh in mind. and the
courts ﬁlled with the easily excited throngs, it certainly
behooved the Sanhedrists to take no radical measures
with regard to Jesus.

CHAPTER XX“
1) And Jesus a ewered and spoke again in
parables to them, saying: The kingdom of the
heavens has become like a king, who made I wedding for his son and sent his slaves to call those that
had been called to the wedding; and they were not
willing to come. The closing verses of the preceding chapter mark a pause. Then Jesus continued to
speak (76)..» (hm) to the same persons (mink), Sanhedrists and the pilgrims, but now making response
(anxpxan'c) to what was in the hearts of his hearers
when they perceived whom he had in mind when he
spoke his previous parables. The plural “in parables"
may be regarded a plural of category or a reference to
the many parabolic features found in this extended parable. The situation is thus carefully sketched, and
from this opening sentence to the very end of the parable the differences between this parable and the one
recorded in Luke 14 :16-24 are so great and so numerous that they must be regarded as two separate and
independent parables.
2) All that was said in regard to .1.”qu in 13:24
applies here as well. In the course of its history the
kingdom of the heavens (see 3 :2) became like this picture through the unbelief of sinful men, some of whom
were open and even violent unbelievers from the very
start, others of whom were secret unbelievers or believers only for a time and who were then at last unmasked. But the historical aorist “did become like" is
spoken from the standpoint of the end of the world
when the earthly history of the kingdom will be complete as here portrayed What happened throughout
the whole New Testament era is compressed into this

(an)
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brief story of the King’s Son’s Wedding Feast. The
addition of «ivopo'mg. to ﬂame: is pleonastic and need not
be translated, cf., 21 :33 and other parables; hence “a
certain. king" (our versions) is incorrect. The royal
features must be noted throughout. This king is God,
and his son is Christ.
The unity of the parable is at once expressed: “a
king who made a wedding for his son." We are told
what happened in connection with this wedding, namely
how the king and his son were treated by the various

persons who had been invited to the wedding.

For this

reason nothing is said about the bride of the king’s son.
The moment we perceive the force of the opening statement and note that it governs everything that is introduced into the parable, its grand unity will be apparent.
and we shall not agree with those who speak of two
parables pasted together (v. 3-10, and v. 11-14) or of a
parable consisting of two parts. The perfect unity of
the .whole is again stated at the conclusion in v. 14.

The word ydnos- or its plural may mean either “a wedding” or “a wedding feast”; in v. 2-9 we have the
plural, but in v. 8 and in 10-12 the singular. This wedding and the invitations to attend it picture the grace

of God that provides salvation for the world of sinful
men in connection with Christ. It includes redemption, the means of grace, and the eﬂ‘icacy of the Holy
Spirit, as these apply equally to all men.
3) The rain: KcKA-qpc’vouc are the Jews. They are the
ones who had received advance invitations through the
Old Testament and its many prophets and promises.
When in and through Christ the wedding was ready,
the king sent them his some; “to call them,” to ask that

they should now come. These “slaves” of the king are
not John the Baptist and Jesus, for the wedding was
not as yet ready.

These “slaves” are the apostles and

their gospel call after the death and the gloriﬁcation of
Jesus. This interpretation relieves us of making Jesus
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one of the “slaves,” who is nothing less than the king's
son, and of then laboring to make the fact of his being
one of these slaves plausible. We are also relieved of
bringing in the brief preaching tour of the Twelve
(10:5, 6) and that of the seventy (Luke 10:1, 17),
which may well be combined with the advance invitations of the prophets. These ﬁrst “slaves” were the
apostles and their ringing call on Pentecost and
throughout the years following.
“And they were not willing,” with its negative
“brings out sharply the element of will.” And the imperfect, as so often, leaves in the balance what the out‘
come of this unwillingness will be; this will be stated
presently. “Were not willing” casts its light on all the
preliminary and advance invitations the Jews had re—
ceived. They had meant nothing to the Jews. God’s
wonderful plans of grace had never captivated their
hearts. The king had treated these men as nobles of
his realm, but now we see how they regarded him.
4) Now we learn what the imperfect tense led us
to expect. Yet what the king now does ﬁlls us with
surprise. An ordinary king would resent and punish
the insult offered by such a treatment of his gracious

and grand invitation. But not so this king who pictures the astounding grace and patience of God in
Christ. Again he sent other slaves, saying: Tell
those that have been called, Lo, l have prepared

my breakfast, my steers having been slaughtered
and all things prepared. Come to the wedding.
But those that made light of it went away, the one
to his own farm, the other upon his business; while
the rest, having laid hold on his slaves, maltreated
and killed them. But this king grew angry and,
having sent his armies, destroyed those murderers
and set ﬁre to their city.
So this king actually repeats his invitation after it

has been turned down—a true picture of God’s re-
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peated calls of grace. And the sincerity and the earnest desire of his invitation are brought out by giving
us its actual wording. Note that the invited are again
designated as "they that have been called." Are all
those advance and now these ﬁnal calls to be in vain?
The new delegation of slaves is to tell these men the
great news (“lo") that the king has made everything
ready (perfect tense, insulin!!!) and thus is now waiting
to begin the round of feasting and celebration That
is why we have spin”, “breakfast," the ﬁrst meal of the
day that was eaten about nine o'clocki Common Jewish weddings were celebrated for seven days. This
royal wedding would go far beyond that. The magnitude of the feast is indicated by the information that
the stcers have been slaughtered —so many guests
were to be fed. No speciﬁc interpretation of this detail
has ever been suggested that could be regarded as
acceptable. “All things prepared" adds the thought
that the vast amount of other viands and drink are likewise waiting to be consumed. Nothing further needs
to be provided or prepared.
The call is renewed, "Hither to the wedding!" This
new delegation of slaves is not identical with the ﬁrst
delegation. if the ﬁrst delegation pictures the apostles, this second pictures their successors throughout
Judaism. Again and again the men of Israel were
made to hear the gospel call. Rom. 10 :21.
5) Two classes of these unwilling guests are
named: oi Si chuhiivnl'rﬁ, and o; s: Amn.‘ (v. 6). The ﬁrst
class treated the invitation with disdain; they had far
greater counterattractions than this wedding of their
crown prince. What could these be? Two are mentioned as samples. One man went away to his own
land instead of to the king's palace; the other to his
business aﬂ'airsi Both must be thought of as lords:
one who had landed estates, the other who had his great
merchant enterprises. Each found more satisfaction
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in these possessions than in accepting the king's grace
and favor offered at this son's wedding. This class is
found among the Jews as well as among men of all
ages. They prefer the earthly to the heavenly, the
transient to the eternal. They always treat the divine
call with indifference; they always "go away." Because
they are so numerous Jesus spoke a special parable
about them, Luke 14:16-24.
6) Another class, here called “the rest," is more
vicious. They laid hold of the king's messengers, maltreated and even killed them. These are the Jewish
persecutors, a part of whose vicious acts are preserved
for us in the Acts. These, too, have had successors
beyond the conﬁnes of Judaism.
7) This king's grace and his patience have their
limits. God‘s love will not be insulted forever. The
fact that Japan: is now omitted before gnaw: has no
special signiﬁcance; it would not be in place after the
article. To say he is now altogether "king" and not
"men." is to misunderstand the Greek — he is now just
what he was from the start. The fact that God should
grow angry (ingressive aorist, R. 834) has always mct
objection on the part of rationalist: who cannot appreciate the conception of a holiness and righteousness
that must ﬁnally settle with sin and the obdurate sinner. Yet God's anger is never a human passion. The
Scriptures present a far different picture.
The fact that the king sends out his armies against
the murderers of his ambassadors is regarded as a
departure from the parable and an introduction of the
reality instead, since no king would start war in the
middle of preparations for a wedding. But this seems
strained. A word spoken by the king would set his soldiers in motion. The grandncss of this king grows.
We note the immensity of his wedding preparations,
the many slaves that rush about at his bidding, the
captains and the armies that are ready for war on the
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instant. The picture of God shines through this imagery; we are led to think of “his angels that excel in
strength, that do his commandments, hearkening unto

the voice of his-word,” Ps. 103 :20.
We surely know that his destruction of those murderers and his burning their city was just about literally fulﬁlled in the terrible destruction of Jerusalem,
23 :38. We need not ask where the king had his palace
and prepared the wedding. It was not in the city of

those murderers. They were his high ofﬁcials (the
Sanhedrin), peers of his realm, in charge of the king’s
people and his possessions. They were destroyed in
the bloody ruins. The king dwelt in his glory, for this
king pictures God, his palace is the church, his armies
the angels, his loyal subjects all true believers in Christ
— and these alone can partake of the wedding he prepares. Since so great matters are to be pictured in
one human illustration, let us not expect too much
from the illustration. Those citizens that merely disdained to accept the invitation lost their possessions
when the city went up in ﬂames. The destruction of
Jerusalem is one of the outstanding examples of the
divine judgment which in some way and in due time
overtakes all who obdurately reject the Son and his
wedding.

8)

Then he says to the slaves:

The wedding

is prepared, but they that have been called were not
worthy. Be going, therefore, to the outlets of the
roads, and as many as you shall ﬁnd call to the wed-

ding.

And those slaves, having gone out into the

roads, brought together all, as many as they found,

hath wicked and good; and the wedding was ﬁlled
with those reclining at table. The deplorable fact,
so signiﬁcant for the Jewish hearers of Jesus, is stated
by the king himself: the wedding ready — those called
(here named thus for the last time) not worthy. The
word «1.5m is here used as in Acts 13:46: the unworthi-
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ness lies not in the lack of some merit, but in the wicked
rejection of the king’s gracious invitations.
9) “Be going” is a durative present tense and
implies that the slaves are to keep on going until the
wedding was provided with guests. The 8Lé£o8m 75y 68.7w
are usually thought to be crossroads, yet this leaves the
genitive unexplained. The ﬁrst noun in this combination is used to designate the outcome of a trial and,
when it is applied to roads, refers to their terminals,
where all the trafﬁc that passes along the roads is
bound to arrive. This seems to be the sense of this
noun and its genitive in the present connection.

Yet

these are not the roads that come to an end in the open
country but the roads as they come in from the outlying
districts to the various cities of the king’s great realm.
The greatness of the king and of his domain thus becomes more impressive. At the points thus indicated
all the inhabitants of the king’s realm will be reached.
Thus the outlets or terminals of the roads express the
universality of the gospel call which is also indicated in
the addition: “and as many as you shall ﬁnd call to
the wedding.”
10) The slaves do this very thing. The addition
of c'xcivot is important. The very slaves who were sent
to those who refused to come (the Jews) were now sent
to invite whomever they found (also the Gentiles), as
Paul expresses it in Acts 13:46. Yet the emphatic
“all, as many as they found,” includes Jews and not
only Gentiles. Jerusalem was destroyed, the Jewish
leaders had perished, but Jews were scattered everywhere, and these together with the Gentiles were bidden to come. The fact that many of those called would
not come is omitted from the parable in order not to
overload it. Besides, if any still repeated the rejection
of the call, their fate has already been sufﬁciently indicated by what befell those who were ﬁrst called. The
point now stressed is the fact that the wedding was
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completely "ﬁlled with those reclining at table" in order
to dine in Oriental fashion, by being stretched out on
broad couches. The wedding was celebrated by prolonged feasts (v. 4).
Those actually brought in are described as “both
wicked and good," and by bringing in both indiscriminately the slaves made no mistake. No one class of
men is excluded from the gospel call. As far as “the
wicked" are concerned, we have 21 :31. 32. This helps
us to understand “the good"; for these are such as had
not practiced open sin such as the publicans and harlots
were guilty of. Take the malefactor as a sample of
“the wicked," and Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathaea
as samples of “the good." Before God all men are
equally guilty. and the gospel call ﬁnds them in this
condition. A distinction between wicked and good
before men are called necessarily refers only to the
common judgment of men who call those wicked who
descend to vice and crime and those good who cultivate
the institute civilix, an outwardly decent and respectable
life. The thought is not that the latter accept the gospel call more readily than the former. It is the call
alone with the divine grace that is operative in it that
brings men into the kingdom irrespective of their former condition, whether they were despised or admired
by the world. Parables sometimes turn from the ﬁgure to the reality. for at some point ﬁgures fall short
of the reality. This is scarcely the case here where
“wicked as well as good" helps to bring out the universality of the call for all types of sinners.
11) The story is not completed at this point as
those suppose who think that the rest is a little parable
by itself or only a sort of appendix to the parable
proper. It the parable stopped at verse 10, it would
be incomplete and its climax would be missing. We
should have "wicked and good" at the wedding without
a solution of this duality. We should have men trans-
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planted into the kingdom just as they are in the world.
Nor should we know what a real acceptance of the
gospel call is in distinction from a sham acceptance.
The parable would stop with the entrance of the Gentiles, which occurred in the very middle of the gospel
work, whereas it ought to go on to the very end of the
work, even as it was designed to do this from the very
start. So Jesus takes us to the point where the gospel
call is complete and no further slaves are sent out to
invite guests to the wedding.
And the king. having [one in to view those reel ing at table, saw there I man not having been
garmented with a wedding garment. And he says
to him. Fellow, how didst than come here not having a wedding garment? And he was struck speechless. Then the king said to the mint-trams: Hav-

ing hound his feet and hands, throw him out into the
outer darkness. There shall he the weeping and the
gnashing of the teeth.
The supreme moment when the king steps in to see
the guests ranged on magniﬁcent couches at the endless
tables, is the climax of the entire parable. All else
led up to this moment, and what follows is the result
of this moment. The inﬁnitive aan'auuom, "to view," "to
behold," the sorist to indicate one complete act of viewing. suggests nothing of a judicial nature. He came in,
not as a judge with critical eyes, perhaps to ﬁnd something wrong, but as the glorious king he was to feast
his eyes on the entire scene and on all the guests at the
royal tables of his royal son's wedding.
The fact that when the king thus comes in he is met
by an insulting sight does not alter the sense of ﬁduaaﬁu.
No one would have thought it possible that among these
many, many guests, so graciously invited, one would
have dared to come in with his own old clothes on and
not clad in a wedding garment like all the rest. The
king’s eyes light upon such a man. It is well, when

856

The Interpretation of Matthew

in preaching we apply this parable and say with Luther
and others that this was only one of many such men.
But this is a parable, and this one man is introduced
into the parable as is the one mentioned in 18:24 and
again the one spoken of in v. 28, to make each of us
search himself and ask, “Lord, is it I?"
The perfect participle c'v3c8vpe'vov is passive, R. 485,
“not having been garmented” by the attendants, those
who had garmented all the rest. The perfect participle, of course, has its present force: he was now without the necessary garment. This is the only case
in Matthew’s Gospel where of. instead of mi negates a
participle, and this oi; is used to make the negation the
more clear-cut and decisive (R. 1138) and thereby to
stress the fact. In the very next verse we have #3]
Exam Evsvpa ydpov to express the very same thought,
and there #1; lays stress on the argument expressed in
the king’s question. So this is the outrageous thing
the king saw: a man minus the wedding robe.
There is a diﬁerence of view among the commentators as to what this wedding garment is. Is it the
righteousness of life or that of faith; a garment the
guest provides for himself or one the king provides for
his guests; good works or Christ’s merits? It is surprising to note that so many favor the former. The
parable shuts this out. If this man was unable to furnish a ﬁne garment for himself, he would have had a

sound reply ready when the king asked him why he had
no proper garment; but the man is struck dumb by the
question. In all that precedes those who were invited
from the roads are not represented as ﬁrst going to
their distant homes to get their wedding garments. The
very idea is precluded. How could such people have
garments that were grand enough for a royal wedding?
The king also at once notes this man’s garment which
is a glaring blotch among the garments the others

wore.

The king did not ask whether each man's gar-
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ment was ﬁne enough and then found one that was
below par with the man wearing it saying that it was
the best he had. No; all the rest have wedding garments, this man has no wedding garment; all the rest
had the garments that were provided by the king himself which were grand beyond anything they could
aiford and hence were at once recognized by the king,
but this man had no such garment, he was garbed in his
own clothes.
The evidence that in the Orient and even among the
Greeks garments were provided for honored guests, not
one but several to be worn in turn, thus relieving the
guests of undue expenditure on their part, and adding
to the magniﬁcence of the grand host, is quite sufﬁcient,
and we may point to Gen. 45:22; Judges 14:12, 19; II
Kings 5:22, notably also 10:22 and Esther 6:8; 8:15;
Rev. 19 :8, 9. Moreover, the Analogy of Faith completely excludes the thought that our own works and moral
ﬁtness ever enable us to become acceptable to God.
Works do not admit into the kingdom. When we have
done all we are unproﬁtable servants, “we have done
that which was our duty to do," Luke 17 :10. The wedding garment is the justz'tz'a, Christi, the imputed righteousness which is ours by faith. If faith is the garment (Luther), it is the faith that, like a cup, holds
this free gift of righteousness; no other saving faith
exists. “He hath clothed me with the garments of salvation, he hath covered me with the robes of righteousness,” and these are bridal as Isa. 61:10 shows.
In Rev. 19:8, we have the same bridal scene, the white
bridal linen is provided for the bride by the bridegroom, and this is “the righteousness of saints.”
12) On the king’s address to this man, c'raipe, compare 20 :13. This is not a gentle word such as “friend”;
it is rather like our “fellow,” even etymologically. It
is the opposite of an address the king would use when
speaking to the other guests. It indicates this fellow’s
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fate. When he is asked how he came in without the
wedding garment, the M‘ used with Exm (unlike ml with
the participle in v. 11) indicating that the king is considering this insult to his grace, we already hear the
king’s verdict: this man insults the king, his son, the
wedding, and the guests. How did he dare to reject
the wedding garment offered him and yet force himself
into this wedding? How did he dare to regard his own
garments as being good enough when here everything
was royal? No reasonable answer is possible. Note
that iﬁlyé’v] is passive; it does not mean, “he was
speechless," but, "he was made speechless," i. e., by
the question. In the parables this speechlessness or,
when an answer is attempted. the very answer condemns. The righteousness and the justice of God are
thus made to stand out. Woe to him who rejects Christ
and then faces God speechless or attempting some folly
of speech!
13) This man was not one of the guests, he only
pretended to be one. By rejecting the wedding garment
he excluded himself from the blessed number of the
guests. His pretense endures only for a moment, concerns
only himself and not the king. No man ever deceived
God. Hence the terrible order for his immediate expulsioni He is to share the fate of those mentioned in
v. 7. Like a criminal the man is bound hand and foot
and thrown out. This is still an Oriental ﬁgure. But
at this point the ﬁgurative language of the parable is
frankly abandoned because it is unable to picture the
reality, and the reality itself is brought forward: "into
the outer darkness," etc., see the exposition of the sn
words in 3:12. He is cast into hell. Whatever name
may be given to this outer darkness, its description as
here repeated is more than suﬁicient to identify it and
to make us recoil from its horrors.
14) At the conclusion of the parable Jesus sums
it up in brief: For lllllly ore called ones, but few
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Both mm; and ilAuroi are verbals and

are equel to passive participles, the agent back of the
passive idea being God: “called by God," "elected by
God." Moreover, in both verbals the entire action is
included, that of God’s calling and that of God's electing. This, too, is plain, that here the calling (uahiv)
signiﬁes the invitation of grace which may be accepted
by means of the grace it contains, or which, in spite of
that grace, may be rejected by man's vicious perversity.
Hence "many" are called ones. and far fewer are elected
ones. As so often, the absence of the articles intends
to stress the quality of the nouns. To be sure, the
parable shows us who the elect are, namely those who
accept the call and the garment of Christ’s righteousness; and thus also who the non-elect are, all those who
obdurately reject the call either in violence. or by indifference, or by spurning Christ's righteousness. The
ﬁrst are those who never believed, the last those who
pretended to believe. Among the latter those who
secretly fall from faith, often also called the Zeitgheu—
bigen, are included. Therefore it is unwarranted to
assert that this parable shows us only who the elect are.
In the very word nature: we have the whole divine act
of election, even as we cannot have elect without their
election. The parable reveals this great act of election.
It shows us Iww some are chosen, how the rest could
not be chosen. This is the reason why this parable
constitutes one of the supreme sedes d'pctn'm for the
doctrine of election (Concordia Triglotta 1069, 14) together with Rom. 3:29, etc; and Eph. 1:4, etc, and
why in the statement of what constitutes election (paragraphs 15-22) most of the items are drawn from this
parable, just as Chemnitz also chose this parable as the
text for his notable sermon on election.
The divine act of election occurred in eternity. Since
human minds cannot think in terms of eternity, Jesus
uses the terms of time, but in such a way as to show
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us with entire clearness what God did in eternity. God
is not hampered by time. All that would occur in time
was absolutely present to him before time began: his

whole plan of grace with all its operations and effects,
exactly as these are sketched in the parable.

We thus

see why the elect are so few in number —— so many eliminate themselves in one way (v. 3-7) or in another
(v. 11-13). We see how in eternity there came to be
an Eonyﬁ and an act of ixAt'yeaOat with these ('KAcx'rot as the
result. Jesus enables us to see just what God's election
is. The one great act of God he spreads out in its component parts in the parable. Election is all that this
parable presents from beginning to end, from the redemption of the whole human race to the gloriﬁcation
of those who enter heaven. Because of our limited
understanding we are like children for whom Jesus
must take it all apart when showing it to us, whereas
to God it is all one whole. For God the end is already
in the beginning. That is why the whole is truly God’s
election. It is the sum of God’s eternal grace which
produces and thereby accepts saints that are clothed in

Christ’s righteousness as his own forever in eternal
glory.

The essential point in this comprehensive act is the
one pictured in v. 11: the king’s looking for the wedding garment, Christ’s righteousness embraced by
faith. The whole act culminates in this point. Noting
this culmination, we may also say that the divine election is that speciﬁc part of God's eternal grace which
accepts the saints whom he has succeeded in clothing
in Christ’s righteousness as his own forever in eternal
glory.
The identical grace is present in both views.

The

former looks from the cause of God’s election (the
grace) to its eifect (the elect) ; the latter looks at the
effect (the elect) as produced by the cause (the grace).

Matthew 22:15, 16

861

Neither cause and eﬁect nor effect and cause can be
separated, for the attempt to separate them would lead
to a misunderstanding of both.
15) Sanhedrists, high priests and elders, confronted Jesus in 21 :23, and in 21 :45 we see that these
elders were Pharisees. The Sadducees and Pharisees
from the Sanhedrin had fared ill at the hands of Jesus
(21 :23-22 :14) . From now on the two groups operate
separately (here, and in v. 23, 34, 41). Then the
Pharisees went and took counsel how to ensnare him
in a statement. It is still Tuesday; see 21:12, and
compare 26:1. The Pharisees retire in a separate
group and concoct a cunning scheme to ensnare Jesus
(this verb is found only here in the New Testament)
like a bird in a hidden noose of thread. It is to be done
“in a statemen ” that he is to be led to make, not realizing its fatal consequences for him until it is too late.

16)

Their scheme is carried out.

They send to

him their disciples in company with the Herodians,
saying: Teacher, we know that thou art truthful
and teachest the way of God in truth and carest for
no one, for thou dost not look on men’s countenance.

Tell us, therefore, how does it seem to thee? Is it
lawful to pay poll tax to Caesar or not? Luke 20 :20
calls these emissaries of the Pharisees “spies who
feigned themselves to be righteous,” and adds that their
plot was to deliver Jesus into the hands of the governor.
These disciples were men whom Jesus had not met
before, who thus could pose as honest inquirers. The
Pharisees arranged matters so that their disciples were
accompanied by the Herodians. The latter were to act
as witnesses, and their word would be more effective
with the Roman governor than that of mere disciples
of the Pharisees. The preposition [uni precludes the
idea that these disciples and the Herodians should act
as though they were disputing with each other about
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the tax and were now appealing to Jesus to settle their
dispute. The Herodians, likewise strangers to Jesus,
would not be recognized as Herodians by him.
We meet "Herodians" only incidentally in the Gospels. They appear as a minor political, non-religious
party among the Jews and were supporters of the alien
Herodian dynasty which ruled under Caesar, an arrangement which was far preferable to the Jewish
nation than Cresar‘s direct rule through Roman pro—
curators. The Herodians thus favored the Roman tax
because of the dependence of the house of Herod on
Rome. In all such matters the Pharisees opposed them
and ever demanded complete independence from Rome
and autonomy for the Jews. To them any Roman tax
was thus “unlawful" in the sight of God. Yet as the
Pharisees joined hands with their opponents, the Sadducees, in their attack on Jesus, so here they ally themselves with their other opponents, the Herodians, in
this attempt to destroy Jesus. In a few days Herod
and Pilate became friends in the same manner.
This delegation comes with an astounding aclmowledgment of the teaching and the character of Jesus as
though they themselves were about to become Jesus’
most ardent disciples. With honeyed words of ﬂattery,
a great captain bencvolentiae, they seek to throw Jesus
off his guard. Their masters have coached them well,
for they have put into their disciples' mouth an acknowledgment of Jesus which every Jew should have
most sincerely made. In their lying fashion they ape
the truth quite perfectly. Jesus was indeed awn}.
absolutely "truthful." He taught “the way of God”
(see 21 :32) marked out by God for every Israelite to
follow "in truth," most perfectly. He "cared for no
one" and in anything he said was never swayed by any
man's fear or favor. This elaborate preamble will
certainly lead Jesus to live up to the estimate thus made
of him: he will consider no man, not even Caesar in
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Rome when giving his answer. To men who think
of him so highly he will speak without the least reserve. He is thus assured in advance that, whatever
men like the Sanhedrists would do. these men who
are now speaking to Jesus will accept and prize his
answer and will thank him for it from the bottom of
thEir hearts.
Jesus certainly lived up to this estimate of him:
he saw their hypocrisy (Mark) and craftiness (Luke)
with his eyes of truth (John 2:24. 25). The way in
which they tried to lure him into their snare was rather
silly. Even a lesser mind than that of Jesus could have
detected the false tone in their ﬂattering words.
17) Now their question. Jesus is to tell them just
what he thinks, "Is it lawful to pay personal tax to
Cesar or not?" Mark adds, "Shall we pay it or shall
we not pay it?" Mark 12:15, we who above all want
to walk in “the way of God." The answer was almost
laid upon the tongue of Jesus. He whom no man's
fear or favor could possibly sway would not even stop
to think but would say frankly. “In God‘s eyes it is not
lawful." The new“ is the poll tax which was exacted
from every individual and was thus considered as a special badge of servitude to the Roman power by the
Jews; hence the disputes among the rabbis about paying especially this tax. Compare 17:25 and note that
the 11'», (plural) are levies on goods and wares st harbors, piers, and city gates which were less galling to
the Jews.
18) But having perceived their wickedness,
Jesus said: Why are you tempting rue, hypocrite-7
Show me the poll tax coin. And they brought him
a denarius. And he says to them, Whose this image
and the superseription?_ They say to him, Caesar‘s.
Then he says to them, Duly give. therefore, the
things of Caesar to Caesar and the things of God to
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God. And having heard, they marvelled and, having left him, went away. Matthew calls the motive
behind the ﬂattery and the question downright “wickedness,” mmpla, the active, vicious evil in the hearts of
these disciples of the Pharisees.

That is how their

teachers had trained them. Jesus addresses them as
“hypocrites,” inrd in the word conveying the idea of
show actors Wearing a mask as the ancient actors did
(R. 633). Their fair speech distils only poison. “Why
are you tempting me?” exposes their secret, vicious

intention in a ﬂash. And these liars have no defense.
Yes, Jesus told them the truth, and without fear or favor!
19) Yet, although they are unworthy of an answer, Jesus gives an answer to their question and does
so in his own impressive way. He demands to be shown

the coin with which this poll tax was always paid, and
promptly one of his questioners hands him a denarius,
see 20 :2, in purchasing value the price of a day’s labor
and the wage of a Roman soldier, 17 cents in our

money.

The Roman senate had the right to mint only

copper coins; the right to mint gold and silver coins

was reserved for the emperor. The denarius was a
small silver coin which was usually stamped with the
emperor’s head (occasionally with that of a member

of his household) and invariably with the name and the
title of the reigning emperor.
image and superscription ?”

20)

Jesus asks, “Whose this

“Jesus begins in a childish and foolish way

as though he did not know.the image and the inscrip-

tion and could not read, so that they quickly thought,
surely, here we have him, he is afraid and intends to
dissimulate about the emperor and dares not speak
against him.

But he takes the word right out of their

mouth, making them surrender with their confession.
They dare not be silent,. for just as they bade him
answer, so he now bids them answer.

If they were

silent, he would say. ‘If you will not give answer to my
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question, neither will I answer your question (21:
27) .' " Luther.
21) Besides, the question seems so innocent and
so harmless that they see no reason to pause and thus
reply without hesitation, “Caesar’s.” Digging a pit for
Jesus, they have now tumbled into it themselves. Unwittingly they have answered their own question. All
that Jesus does is to point this out to them.
Trench, Synonyms, 1, 78, points out the exact meaning of duty, “image," which always implies a prototype
which it does not merely resemble but from which it is
drawn. It is the German Abbild, which presupposes a
Vorbild. The emperor’s face is depicted on the coin;
so the sun shines in the water, the statue presents the
man, the child is the image of its parent. But apoiwpa
or «Sputum, “likeness,” means only resemblance and does
not include derivation: two men may look alike; one
egg resembles another.
In dmeon the c'rmi should not be overlooked for it
gives the verb the force “to give what is due,” what our
obligation requires us to give. The admirable nature
of Jesus’ answer was fully recognized already by his
hostile questioners the moment they heard it, and few
have ever found fault with it, although some have
failed to see all that these brief words convey. The
answer is so perfect because it is so complete. The
Jews considered the poll tax by itself; the only way to

consider it properly was to place it among all “the
things of Caesar” and then to look at these in connection
with (and) all “the things of God.” Then all diﬂiculties, those of the poll tax and a thousand others, at once
disappear. The trouble with regard to so many casual
questions is that‘we look at only the one question and
fail to rise to the comprehensive view which takes in
the whole domain of which the one question is only a
trivial part. Jesus always saw the whole, and Paul
rises to the same height, notably in solving the intri-
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cote problems that had arisen in Corinth. The wisdom
that can do this is from above.
Jesus asked for an actual coin that might be taken
out of the wallet of one of his questioners. All of them
carried such money. He makes them say that this is
the emperor’s coinage. They have accepted it, and it
is their money, the money accepted by their entire nation. This implies that their nation belongs to the empire. This coinage was one of the advantages they
enjoyed under the emperor's rule, a sample of other
similar advantages. The emperor was their ruler—
this coin that bore his image, taken from their own
pockets, is the incontestable evidence. In the providence of God the Jews are this emperor's subjects. That
suﬂices. That settled their obligations toward the emperor, the matter of paying him the poll tax now in
force and all other duties toward him. This is the
force of olvv, ”therefore," with which Jesus connects his
reply with the coin and its image. "Duly give, therefore, to Ctesar the things that are Czsar’s" includes all
their obligations to “the higher powers ordained of
God," Rom. 1311-7. ”The things that are Casar’s"
include, not only tribute. but likewise fear and honor.
Whether a government makes this easy or hard for us
makes no difference. Our duty is plain. Let the
rulers look well to theirs and recognize that also they
are answerable to God who likewise rules over them.
This is only a part of the answer. The question,
“Is it lawful or not?" referred to God and implied, “Is
the payment of this tax in harmony or in dissonance
with our obligations to him?" Therefore Jesus answers by adding, “and the things of God to God." This
"and" places the two obligations side by side. There
is to be no clash between them but quite the contrary.
Neither obligation interferes with the other. "The
things of God" are all that our relation to him involvea:
contrition, faith. love, worship, obedience, submission
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to his providential guidance, even to his correction and
ohiding. We misunderstand Jesus when we think that
he says that the obligation to God has nothing to do
with the obligation to our government. The "and" of
Jesus intends to cancel the “or" of his questioners
(v. 17). These are no alternatives, they harmonize,
yea, more; by giving to God what is God’s \ve for his
sake give to the ruler what is his. For our obligation
to God includes everything in our life, its citizenship as
well as our religion. This "and" connects a small ﬁeld
with the whole ﬁeld. And only by seeing both in their
true relation do we see either aright. From Cesar
Jesus rises to God; he does not make them parallel.
The emperor’s image was on the coins that were in
the pockets of the Jews, and Jesus pointed to that
image when he said, “Duly give to C2sar the things
that are Czaar’s.” He connected the obligation with
the image. When he now adds in identical words.
"and the things of God to God," are we not led to think
of a corresponding connection of this obligation with
an image, namely the image of God in which he created
us and which his Son now restores in us'.’ To say the
least, the thought is captivating. And in fact, only as
we truly attain God’s image in us shall we truly render
to him what is his due.
Jesus acknowledges the state as a divine institu
tion that is willed by God. His own conduct before
Pilate exempliﬁes this fact, in particular his word
recorded in John 19:11. His word about Caesar regards the state and our relation to it as a separate
domain. and the doctrine of the separation of church
and state is thus the only legitimate conclusion to be
drawn from what he says. Yet church and state are
not mere parallels and equals. Our obligations to God
are the whole of life, those to the state one part of
this whole. While church and state are separate in
the way indicated. there is no gulf between them. They
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are not like two watertight compartments. The church
will always put conscience, namely as governed by God,
into our relation to the state (Rom. 13:5). This the
church constantly contributes to the state. What the
state normally contributes and always ought to contribute to the church Rom. 13:3, 4 make plain. Thus
each aids the other, but the second aids in the higher
way. When either seeks to control the other, usurps
the functions of the other, havoc results for both as
history bears witness.
22) Well might all who heard the answer of Jesus
“marvel”; the pity is that they did no more. All they
did was to leave him and to go away. No man ever
spoke like this man (John 7:46) ; why then did they
leave him?
23) On that day there came to him Sadducees,
claiming there is no resurrection, and inquired of
him, saying:

Teacher, Moses said, if one shall die,

not having children, his brother shall espouse his
wife and shall raise up seed for his brother. Lest
we put too much into v. 22 and think that the departure
of the Pharisees and the Herodians implies that Jesus
was through for the day, Matthew writes that the new
interrogation took place on the same day (Tuesday).
This time a group of Sadducees (freethinkers, morally
loose, see 2:7) confront Jesus. No outstanding persons among them are named, and thus we may think
of a group of these men who represented the opposition of their entire party to Jesus and had conceived

a way to trip Jesus and at the same time to maintain
their skeptic views against the orthodox Pharisees.
“Claiming there is no resurrection” summarizes their
position on the point at issue, hence no article is needed
with the participle; than is the tense of the direct discourse (ém’v). We still use the present tense in genera! and in doctrinal propositions. “They inquired,”
the verb implying, “with all due dignity.”
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24) Behind their formality they hide their real
purpose, hence they use no ﬂattery such as the
other delegation employed. Feeling their lofty superiority as Sadducees, they were also naturally disinclined to exalt Jesus even in hypocrisy. Josephus comments on their coarse manners, a sample of which appears in John 11:49. While they formally address
Jesus as “Teacher” they really intend to show what a
wretched teacher he is. They summarize the Mosaic
law regarding levirate marriage (Deut. 25:5, etc.).
The verb c'm‘yapﬁpedcw means “to marry as a brother-inlaw” or levir, beschwaegem. The idea behind this law

was, not to let the dead, childless brother’s line die out;
the ﬁrst son of the new marriage (none of the other
children) would be regarded as the dead man’s child.

25)

All this is preamble.

Now comes the real

question. Now there were with us seven brothers;
and the ﬁrst, having married, ended and, not having
seed, left his wife to his brother; likewise also the
second, and the third, until the seven. And last of
all the woman died. In the resurrection, therefore,
whose wife of the seven shall she be; for all had her?
The logic of the case presented is a reductio ad absurdum against the defenders of the resurrection. This
is done by means of a supposed dilemma, either horn
of which offers an impossible, untenable, really ludicrous situation. The fallacy of the logic lies in the
falsity of the assumption that in this Sadducean dilemma tertz'um non datur. These men thought that
they were wielding a two-edged sword, either edge of
which would be fatal to Jesus, and they never dreamed
that he would strike the ﬂat side of their blade and snap
it 03 at the very handle. They are a sample of how
some men study the Scriptures by means of their own
logic.
These deniers of the resurrection still have many
followers. The view that Judaism developed the doc-
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trine of the resurrection at a late date (say at Solomon's time) and that it was little known even after that
period is untenable. Abraham believed that God could
raise his son from the dead (Heb. 11:19). Only the
skeptic Sadducees disbelieved the resurrection. and
their objection shows how extensively this doctrine was
held. Between these two terminals there is extensive
Scriptural evidence, and even Abraham speaks of the
resurrection as something that was long and fully
known.
26) The Sadducees cite the case of the seven
brothers as a. real case, and Jesus does not contradict
them in regard to the reality. It is wrong to call even
Sadducees liars without proper evidence. While they
use this case of seven brothers because they had it, for
the sake of their argument two brothers would sufﬁce,
and such cases were certainly numerous among the
Jews.
2‘7) The death of the woman is necessary for the
argument in order to transfer all the persons concerned
into the other world and thus to show actually, and not
merely hypothetically, how absurd the resurrection appears when it is considered in the light of Deut. 25:5,
etc. The playing of one word of Scripture (one that
seems to suit error) against some great Scripture doctrine and to buttress this by a number of Scripture
passages, was practiced already in the days of the Sadducees.
28) Thus the conundrum is propounded to Jesus.
Supposing for the sake of argument that there is a res«
urrection and that these dead bodies of ours rise again
from their graves, what then about this woman? All
seven brothers were equally her husbands. In the resurrection will all seven be her husbands? The very
idea is monstrous already in this life and how much
more so in the life to come! 0r which one of the seven
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will be her husband, and why the one. and why not
some other one of the seven, she having had a child by
none? With seven holding equal rights, why set six
aside? Again an impossible situation. The Sadducees thus are certain that there is no resurrection, and
that Moses himself proves it in Deuteronomy, and that
no man can overthrow this solid proof. We may well
suppose that they had tried this proof against many a
Pharisee and made a laughingstock of every opponent.
Jesus was to be their next victim.
29) But Jenn answered and said to them: You
are deceiving yourselves, not having known the
Scripture: nor the power of God. For in the resurrection neither do they marry, nor are they given in
mart age, on the contrary. they are an angel. in
heaven. The bubble blown by the folly of the Sadducees is punctured. We must regard "Answer as a
middle, "you are deceiving yourselves," namely by
drawing a false conclusion from the word of Moses, one
that does not lie in his words about the levirate marriage. How the Sadducees come to do this the participial clause explains, “not having known the Scriptures," pi, 11861“, the sorist to express prior action. A
genuine previous knowledge of the Scriptures would
have made it impossible for the Sadducees to misuse
that word of Moses as they did. This is guilty and by
no means unavoidable and thus excusable ignorance on
the part of the Sadducees. Their Old Testament plainly teaches the resurrection of the dead, and in spite of
it, and though they have had these Scriptures constantly before their eyes, they "have not known," what
they teach. In this way they came to abuse Moses’
word. The Sadducees introduce a false premise, one
that is absolutely foreign to Moses. namely that in the
other world the same conditions prevail that obtain in
this world. Where does the Old Testament teach anything of this sort?
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“Nor the power of God” have they known, i. e., from
the Scriptures. This is not God’s power to raise the
dead but his power in regard to the dead bodies as he
raises them, as though the only possible way in which
he could raise them would be to make them exactly as
they were in this earthly life. What a pitiful conception the Sadducees had of the power of God in the world
to come! That conception was the product of their
blindness not of the revelation God had placed into
their hands. But that is the way in which many make
use of the Scriptures to this day, and they do so especially in regard to the revelation concerning the resurrection of the dead. Jesus declares that the Old Testament reveals the resurrection, even the power of God
in the way in which he will raise the dead; but many
modern theologians deny what Jesus asserts regarding
the Old Testament.

30)

The 769 clause points out where the error lies.

With one stroke it sweeps away the seven men that the
Sadducees refer to in their self-deception. The horns
of the dilemma on which Jesus is to impale himself crumple up and fade into nothing. “For in the resurrection
neither do they marry (namely men), nor are they given
in marriage (namely women) ,” R. 392. Luke 20 :35, 36
expands this statement by emphasizing the fact that
Jesus speaks of the resurrection of the blessed and of
their condition in heaven. The entire arrangement of
sex, marriage, reproduction, and childbirth, and all laws
pertaining to these is intended for the earthly life only
and not for the life to come. The Sadducees should have
known this from the Scriptures. But this difference
between our present life and that to come does not imply

that our bodies will be discarded. Jesus expressly says
that the change will take place “in the resurrection,” in
the divine act which will bring forth our bodies from
their graves.

Matthew 22:30, 31
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“But (they shall be) as angels in heaven,” says
Jesus who came from heaven. He does more than
merely to refute his opponents, he instructs them and
us besides. Not “angels" but “as angels” in regard to
sex and marriage. “Just as thetehildren of the resurrection no longer die (in heaven), so also they no longer
need marriage to replenish the race.” Besser. “Where
there is no dying, there is also no succession of children.” Augustine. As the number of the angels is
complete and ﬁxed, so will be that of the children of
God in the resurrection. Already this is enough to
establish the likeness existing between the angels and
the saints. But we may add that our bodies will be
lifted above the narrow limitations of mutter as it is
at present; they will be made perfect instruments of
the spirits and accord in all things with the glorious
conditions obtaining in the world to come.
The idea that the angels, too, possess corporeity is
without a basis in Scripture. This idea assumes that
the angels have an etherial, ﬁrelike body; and when it
is consistently held, attributes a body of some indeﬁnable form also to God. But the Scriptures know the
angels only as marinara, spirits, and in many connections
use this term as the opposite of all that is bodily or
material. See the fuller discussion in Philippi, Glaubenslehre, II, 296, etc. When angels appear to men on
earth they are given a form in order to become visible,
just as Jehovah assumed a form in the theophanies.

31)

But concerning the resurrection of‘ the

dead, did you not read that spoken by God, saying,
I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and
the God of Jacob? He is not the God of dead men
but of living men. The Sadducees had falsely appealed to the Scriptures (as Satan did in 4:6) ; Jesus
crushes this appeal by himself truly appealing to the
Scriptures (as he did in 4:7). The Scriptures are
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the true court of appeal. Jesus unmasks one of the
hidden batteries of Scripture and delivers a volley that
is the more annihilating because it comes from an unexpected quarter. But why does he use Exod. 3:6 or
its parallels instead of obvious passages such as Dan.
12 :2? Some answer, because the Sadducees accepted
only the Pentateuch and rejected the prophetic books:
but the proof for this view seems to be rather slender.
Jesus probably used Exodus because this passage involves a deduction as a proof for the resurrection. The
Sadducees had made a false deduction from Deuteronomy; Jesus shows them how to make a correct deduction from Scripture, one that clearly lies in the words
of Scripture themselves and does not go one inch beyond them.
Once more the point at issue is stressed: "concerning the resurrection of the dead.” And here the genitive 1151' mpr is added in order to shut out every misconception regarding the word “resurrection." “The
dead" are the dead bodies in the graves; these bodies
shall experience the resurrection by being made alive
again and being gloriﬁed at the last day. Modernistic
exegesis says to us. “Positive proof of the resurrection
—or rather of the life after death} “He thought of
the life after death as non-material." But the whole
question at issue is concerned about the dead bodies in
the graves —shall they be raised up and live again or
not? Regarding this question Jesus asks (as he did
in 21:42) with a tone of surprise, “Did you not read
that spoken by God?" Of course they had read this
word—but haw? Just as so many read God's words
today. Jesus cites a word that was uttered by God in
person and was recorded as having been uttered by
him, and not merely a regulation communicated
through Moses for the period of the old covenant only:
the arrangement of levirate marriages.

Matthew 22:32
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32) This word is the covenant name which God
gave to himself, “I am the God of Abraham," etc., and
it is not necessary to say how the Jews gloried in this
name and title. Through the patriarchs it connected
the Jews with God as his children; it placed them into
the covenant through which this connection was made;
and it made that covenant the seal by which all the
promises it contained were divinely guaranteed. Among
those promises was "the resurrection of the dead." And
now the asyndeton lifts the cover and reveals what lies

underneath: "He is not the God of dead men but of
living men," both nape-w and (éwuv are masculine. Moreover, .3 sun’s is the predicate, the article making it identical and interchangeable with the subject which is contained in mi; t'wnv, R. 768. Since @«n’: is used as a proper
name, the sense is the same whether the article is added
or omitted: this is likewise true of terms that denote
persons or objects only one of which exists. Exegetically the textual question whether the article is genuine or not does not alter the interpretation. Our versions make a 916: the subject. This is probably done
on account of the article; the predicate is then to be
implied. But the Greek would naturally connect the
genitives with 5 ed: as their natural governing noun,
which thus must be the predicate in the sentence. And
the emphasis is on these genitives : not the God "of dead
men" but "of living men."
“Dead men” are men whose bodies are lifeless, who
are lying as such in their graves. If there is no resurrection, then the bodies of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob
would remain dead forever, and that would make God
“the God of dead men" — an impossible thought. That
would mean that death was not conquered; that death
was holding its prey and was stronger than God; that
redemption had failed, leaving death still triumphant.
But no ; the resurrection proves that God is “the God
of living men." Death has suffered its deathblow.
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Redemption has not failed. It has changed the death
of God’s saints into a mere sleep. The proof is the
resurrection by which God wakes these dead bodies
from their slumber. The precious dust of God’s saints
may, indeed, appear to our eyes as other dust, dead
dust; in reality God, Christ, heavenly power is over and
in that dust, it is living dust, we shall see it live in
glory forever. Thus the very name and title which
God gave himself in the Old Testament as early as
Exodus proves the resurrection.
The untenable interpretation is offered that the
souls of the patriarchs are in sheol, the fabled “realm
of the dead," and that Christ had in mind a release of
their souls from sheol, and that this would be their resurrection and prove God to be “the God of the living."
But such an interpretation makes Jesus’ refutation of
the Sadducees a farce. They denied the resurrection

of the dead bodies, and the substitution of a statement
regarding only their souls, would be a deception, which,

if detected, would seriously reﬂect on the entire character of Jesus. It is an evasion of the real issue to say
that the patriarchs were “not absolutely dead men,
non-existent men,” but “living” because they were enjoying eternal life in heaven. Then the Sadducees
(ancient and modern) would be right in asserting that
no resurrection of the dead bodies will take place.
Jesus himself would be a Sadducee. He would be pretending to assert something “concerning the resurrection of the dead,” namely its reality, when in fact he
says nothing at all about it and thus by his silence
abolishes its reality.
33) And when the multitudes heard they were
amazed at his teaching. Matthew purposely uses
the plural oi BXAot, for not all these “multitudes” were
present when Jesus answered the Sadducees. Many
could not hear the voice of Jesus. They “heard” the
report spread far and wide among the pilgrims who
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had assembled in vast numbers for the Passover. All
who heard the story continued in a state of amazement
(the verb is the durative imperfect) “at this teaching”
which so thoroughly refuted the Sadducees on the basis
of the Scriptures themselves and ﬁlled the very covenant name of God with the glorious truth of “the resurrection of the dead.” That name now shone in new
splendor for them.
34) Now the Pharisees, when they heard that
he muzzled the Sadducees, where gathered together
at one place; and one of them, learned in law, inquired, Teacher, what kind of commandment is great
in the law? In 21 :23 we see “high priests and
elders” confronting Jesus; these were Sadducees and
Pharisees in their ofﬁcial position, all of them Sanhedrists. In 22:16 only.disciples of the Pharisees are
put forward. Now we have a general assembly of the
Pharisees, a gathering of all their forces in one place
(earl n" afmi is common in this sense). While wvrjxanaav
is passive in form, “were brought together,” i. e., by
being summoned, it may here be used in the middle
sense, “they assembled themselves.” What caused
them to gather was the news that Jesus had muzzled
or silenced the Sadducees after their denial of the resurrection. This pleased the Pharisees exceedinglygbecause they believed in the resurrection (Acts 23:8).
That is what induced them to propound another ques-

tion to Jesus which they hoped would likewise lead
Jesus to utter a pronouncement against the Sadducees.
To make the motive of the Pharisees the desire to entangle Jesus, as had been done in the previous attacks
on him, is rather unsatisfactory. The outcome of the
present questioning is entirely too friendly for that
(Mark 12:34). The one place where all the Pharisees
assembled was in the vicinity of Jesus in the Temple
court; a very few texts read in" at’miv, “unto him,” which
is substantially correct.
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35) One of their number, a must, who was versed
in the law or Torah. whom Mark calls "a scribe," acts
as their spokesman. apparently by general agreement.
Mark tells the story as it pertains to this man alone,
Matthew as it involves the whole crowd of Pharisees,
none of whom, however, opens his mouth. This one
man had heard the Sadducees reasoning together
(Mark 12 :28) after their defeat and had perceived how
well Jesus had answered them. Now he has a question
to ask Jesus. one that is of special interest to all the
Pharisees. They all agreed that he shall proceed to
ask it, and they all go along to see what Jesus will answer. “Tempting him" thus means, "trying Jesus out"
to see how he would solve the new conundrum.
36) We should translate, "What kind of commandment is great in the law 'I" Since often voice has
lost its qualitative sense, we must decide whether it has
lost it here, so that the question might be, “Which speciﬁc commandment must be considered great?" We
at once see that then the word used in the question should
be the superlative: "greatest in the law." But sometimes the positive is used in this way: “grea "—all
other commandments being regarded as less (B. 660).
So this is not decisive, and R. 740 wavers. What is
decisive here is the answer of Jesus which makes two
commandments great and at the same time indicates
what make: them so great. The qualitative "(a in the
question is matched by the qualitative force of the
answer.

To understand both the question and the great answer we must recall that the rabbis had no less than
613 commandments, 243 positive, 365 negative. In
order to obtain so large a number they used gematria, a
cabalistic method of interpretation by which the rabbis
interchanged Hebrew words whose letters have the
same numerical value when they are added. Among so
many commandments some, of course, would be less
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important than others. and in a conﬂict of duties the
more important would have precedence. To what this
casuistry led we see in 15:4-6. Now, how was the
greatness of a commandment to be determined? Of
what kind (1min) must it be'.) One method was to judge
by the severity of the penalty attached. Thus some
magniﬁed the commandments regarding the sacriﬁces.
others the Sabbath laws, and still others the law and
regulations regarding circumcision. What would Jesus
say? But the chief point to these Pharisees was the
fact that the Sadducees rejected all the Pharisaic commandments that were not plainly written in the law, all
those that were only the tradition of the fathers. This
was one form of their skepticism Josephus, Antiquities, 13, 10, 6: 18, l. 4. Would Jesus side with the
Sadducees‘!
37) But Jesus said to him: Thou wilt love the
Lord thy God with thy whole heart and with thy
whole soul and with thy whole mind. This is the
great Ind ﬁrst commandment. And I second, like
it, this, Thou wilt love thy neighbor as thyself. In
these two commandments the whole law hangs Ind
the prophets. This is an answer without a preamble
of rebuke, cf., v. 18 or v. 29. We note also that it is
directed only to the questioner (ml-rug.) and disregards.
as it were, the assembled crowd of Pharisees who are
conspicuous as such because of their phylacteries and
their tasseled robes (23 :5). Jesus offers nothing but a
simple and a direct answer: and Mark adds the remark
that the lawyer who asked the question fully appreciated and even repeated the answer as being one that
truly answered the question, and that thus he received
the commendation of Jesus. The answer ﬁrst quotes
Deuteronomy 6:5, but not exactly according to either
the Hebrew or the LXX: for in the last phrase these
latter have "might," whereas Jesus has "mind." Mark
records the three phrases that Matthew mentions, but
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adds a fourth that has “might” (“strength”) and is like
the third in the Hebrew and the LXX. There is no
difference in substance. Mark, however, adds the introductory statement, “Hear, O Israel," etc.
On dyamiv as expressing the love of intelligence and
purpose, thus ditfereng from was; which is the love of
mere liking or affection, compare 5:44. In this instance it would be impossible to substitute won; for
ayamiv. The latter implies that we know the true God
in all his greatness and grace and that we turn to him
with all our being. It would be impossible to apply to
duhiv the deep phrases, “with all thy heart,” etc.; but
dya'rriv really involves these phrases. The future tense
dyamiom is used in legal phraseology as a substitute for
the imperative (R. 330), and the future is volitive (R.
943) and expresses the lawgiver’s will. The three
phrases are not condensed into “with thy whole heart,
soul, and mind,” but spread out so as to place equal
emphasis on each one. Yet the heart is mentioned
ﬁrst, the soul properly next, and the mind last. To
understand the psychological necessity of this order,
study Delitzsch, Biblische Psychologie, 248, etc. In the
Biblical conception the leb, Kapsc’a, “heart,” is the very

center of our personality; here also dwells the W, “the
life" or “soul”; and here functions the suivom, “the

mind” or power to think.

The nephesh or W is the

life that animates the body, the consciousness of which
is in the “heart”; and" the Sea'vow. is the reason together
with all its functions, namely its thoughts, ideas, convictions, according to which the heart or personality
acts. Since this is God’s own commandment, uttered
by his own mouth, we here have a psychology of man
as it is conceived by man’s own Creator who certainly
knows man better than man can possibly know himself.

The word "whole” in the three phrases receives
great emphasis because of its very repetition. God
will have no mere part, allow no division or subtraction.

Matthew 22:87, 38
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Not even the smallest corner is to be closed against God.
The whole heart, the seatof our personality; the whole
soul, our sentient being itself; and the whole mind, the
entire activity of this our being is to turn to God in
love; Josh. 22:5, “to cleave unto him.” And this is to
be done because he is the covenant God: Yahweh, “I
am that I am,” the unchanging Lord who drew us into
covenant relation with him; and 'Eloheka, the God of
power and might, and, as the possessive shows, he who
employs his power in our behalf. This great name
is the epitome of the gospel. Both titles, and especially when they are combined, denote divine love and
grace toward us. By that name God proclaims the
gospel to us as the supreme motive for us to return his
love. Believing in such a God, how can we help but
love him and render him the obedience of love? Luther
was correct when, in his explanation of the Ten Commandments, he begins the explanation of each commandment with fear and love.
Moreover, this divine name proclaims the oneness
of God. By so doing it in no way conﬂicts with his
trinity, since this is the oneness of being not of person.
This one God has revealed himself in three persons.
As regards other gods, each one of these is, of course,
also one. To call Israel’s God one would thus mean
nothing at all, might even bear the false implication
that he was the one and special god for the Jewish
nation as other nations had this or that god. The oneness expressed in Yahweh ’E’loheka is the fact that he
is the only God who is able to make and to keep a covenant; all other gods are nonentities, dead ﬁgures, nonliving, empty idols. In New Testament phraseology:
as our Father in Christ Jesus loves us with the divine
love of fatherhood, so we are in turn to love him as his
devoted children in Christ Jesus.
38) Because of the quality of this commandment
which reaches up to the covenant of God and extends
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down through all our being, Jesus rightly says, "This
is the great and ﬁrst commandment." by its very quality outranking all others that may be added. Once
this is stated in all simplicity as Jesus states it here,
how could any man even attempt a contradiction? By
this commandment, therefore, all the other commandments and the many regulations given to the Jews
through Moses are to be weighed and gauged. We
have the illustrations given by Jesus himself in v. 21.
and again in v. 32, where twice God's name is made
decisive in regard to legal questions ("Is it lawful,”
v. 17: the law of levirate marriage, v. 24).
39) But where supreme quality is the issue. a
second commandment must be mentioned, namely the
one in which the long list given in Lev. 19 culminates,
the eighteenth verse: "Thou wilt love thy neighbor as
thyself." In quality it is “like" the one regarding God.
Here again we have "love," and here again We have
the full extent of this love which includes every contact
with our neighbor or our fellow-man. Some manuscripts have the dative: "like to this i. e., to the previous commandment. Compare 5:4 , and again note
that ¢Mdv would be out of place here, whereas the love
of understanding and corresponding purpose is exactly
what God does and must demand of us toward our
neighbor even if that neighbor be a stranger to us
(Luke 10:37) or a man who is ﬁlled with enmity toward us. The point in quoting this commandment in
addition to the other is in this instance not the fact that
love to God includes love to our neighbor, which is true
enough: but that the quality and the high character of
both commandments are "alike." This. of course,
leaves them in their natural order. the one concerning
God remains “ﬁrst," and the other concerning man
"second," for God is inﬁnitely above man.
40) Because of their nature and their quality as
indicated "in these two commandments the whole law
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(Torah, Pentateuch) hangs and the prophets" (all the
other books of the Old Testament). These two are the
nail from which all else written in the Old Testament
hangs suspended. Take away this nail, and everything
else would fall in a heap. It would lose its true meaning, signiﬁcance, and purpose. Here again we have
the emphatic 5A“, "the whole law." We cannot reduce
“the law and the prophets" to the legal contents of the
Old Testament books and say that the prophets explain
and elucidate the many laws and regulations of Moses.
This would obscure the gospel contents of the Old Tea.
tament. But the fact that this is included in the First
Commandment we have shown by pointing to the covenant name of God. See how Mark 12:29, 30 makes
this gospel name prominent. No; the gospel, too,
“hangs in these two commandments." Only those who
have and hold the gospel can to any degree fulﬁll these
commandments, even as they are intended peculiarly
for God's own children. And these two commandments, as do no others. show the true need of the gospel; for, however well they may outwardly perform
deeds of the law, by nature men lack the love demanded
by these commandments, are thus altogether guilty
before God, and can be saved and restored only by
means of the gospel.
The answer of Jesus to the lawyer is so complete,
so rich and satisfying, so illuminating in every way,
that the lawyer himself said so in his own way (Mark
12:32, 33). When he said that this twofold love "is
much more than all whole burnt offerings and sacriﬁces," he indicated the kind of commandments he had
hitherto considered of prime rank. But he yielded to
Jesus and thus receives a signiﬁcant commendation.
This incident. however, stopped all further questioning
of Jesus.
41) After submitting to the various questionings
recorded in 21:23-22:40, Jesus. in turn, propounds a
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question in all sincerity in order to lead his hearers to
the truth. Now since the Pharisees had gathered
together, Jesus inquired of them, saying: How does
it seem to you concerning the Christ? Whose son is
he? They say to him, David’s. Jesus has before
him the same assemblage of Pharisees that was mentioned in v. 34. The perfect participle auwrypc'vmv plainly recalls wwixoqaav of that verse, and its form implies
that they were still thus assembled. Together with
them there was present a throng of festival pilgrims,

oz 5XMI, to whom Jesus turns after he has concluded his
address to the Pharisees (23:1). In all dignity, as the
verb implies, Jesus makes his inquiry.
42) A variety of explanations has been oﬂ'ered as
to why Jesus asks this question about the Messiah.
Already the ancient fathers saw that Jesus here renews
the supreme question he had a few weeks ago addressed
to his own band of disciples, 16:13-16. Peter had
given the true answer; the Pharisees refuse to give
that answer. Until Palm Sunday Jesus had avoided
use of the name “Messiah" because of its political and
nationalistic implications. Now the time has arrived
to disregard all such implications. 0n Palm Sunday
Jesus had entered Jerusalem and the Temple as David's
son, Israel’s King, the Messiah. The pilgrim multitudes had shouted his great titles, the boys marching
in the Temple courts had echoed those shouts. As the
Messiah Jesus now asks the Pharisees this question,
and they know that it is not an academic or a theoretical inquiry but the supreme question concerning his
own person. It is put objectively, in the third person:
“What do you think about the Messiah? Whose son
is he?" -It is thereby made easier to answer; but it
pertains to Jesus himself nontheless.
Luther ﬁnds a natural connection between the question concerning what makes a commandment great in

the law (v. 36) and the answer Jesus gave (v. 37-40)
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and this great question which Jesus now asks and
answers from Ps 110. This connection has been
denied, and yet it is only too obvious. Why would the
covenant God of Israel. Yahweh Eloheka, ask his people
to love him as he did if that love could never be realized
in their hearts because of their sin and their doom
under sin? l-lis very covenant name points to the covenant promise of the Messiah in and through whose
grace Israel would, indeed, come to love the Lord their
God with the whole heart, soul, and mind (Jer. 31 :38.
34). “The great and ﬁrst commandment" (v. 33) and
the Messiah, David's son and David's Lord, will ever
belong together.
Jesus has one and only one object in asking this
question: to add to the other revelations of his deity
that Jesus had made this revelation which is quoted
from David’s Psalm, which is so clear and complete
that every Jew who believed the Scriptures must at
once see and accept it. The purpose of Jesus is to win
even these Pharisees to faith — remember the one that
was not far from the kingdom (Mark 12:34)? The
motive that prompts Jesus is the pure and mighty love
of the two great commandments which are repeated by
his own lips.
The Pharisees answer with great readiness, "David’s." In fact, every Jewish child would have at once
given the same answer. That is what all their scribes
taught them on the basis of the Scriptures, Mark 12 :35.
When modernists reduce this to the subjective "normal
belief of his (Jesus') day” and admit only that the
Messiah "might be descended from David," and intimate that he might also have been descended from some
other ancestor, they ignore all that both Testaments
declare about the human ancestry of the promised
Messiah. As far as Jesus is concerned, his legal sonship in David's line is established by Matthew’s genealogical table in chapter one; and his natural sonship
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from David's line is equally established by Luke's table,
3:23, etc. His whole family connection was fully
known (13:65, 56; 12:47). No more deadly weapon
against the Messiahship of Jesus could have been found
than the proof that he was not of David’s line; but his
bitterest enemies never ventured to cast even the least
doubt upon his human descent from David.
43) The answer of the Pharisees was perfectly
correct as far as it went. But it had to go much
farther. For David had a large number of descendants. How was the one to be distinguished who would.
be the Messiah? If God had revealed no more concerning the Messiah than the fact that he would be a
son of David he would have left his people altogether
in the dark. Davidic descent was only one mark.
What was the other, the one that would make one of
David's sons stand out far above all the others, far
above even a Solomon and a Hezekiah, would beyond
a doubt make him the promised Messiah? Surely, the
Scriptures would answer that question. In order to
help these Jews and other bystanders to ﬁnd this answer in the Scriptures, Jesus continues his question.
He nya to them: How. then, does David in Spirit
call him Lord, saying, The hard said to my Lord.
Be sitting at my right until I put thine enemies beneath thy feet? If, therefore, David call- him
Lord, how in he his son?
These questions assume that it is self-evident that
the Messiah would be David's son and, in fact, rest on
this assumption as an unquestionable fact. Moreover,
these questions, together with their plainly implied
answer, would be senseless unless two further things
are true: ﬁrst, that David wrote Psalm 110 and no one
else; and secondly, that Yahweh actually did call this
one son of David nothing less than David's 'Adomu'.
The Jews have consistently interpreted this psalm as a
Messianic psalm in spite of the New Testament and the
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Christian application to Jesus whom the synagogues
reject as the Messiah.
Against the critics who on subjective grounds deny
that this Psalm was composed by David we put the word
of Jesus in this passage; that of Luke and of Peter in
Acts 2:34. 35; that of Paul in I Cor. 15:25, plus
that of Hebrews 1:13; 10 :13. David wrote this Psalm
it 11min" (it q; nmaum 1.; 171..., Mark 12:36), “in connection with the Spirit," under the Holy Spirit's inﬂuence, which, if it means anything, means by divine
inspiration.
If this is denied, the result is more than disastrous.
If David did not write this psalm, if David did not call
this one son of his “my Lord," if the Pharisees and all
Judaism wcre mistaken regarding this point, and if
Jesus. as a child of his times, was equally mistaken:
then we have the sad picture of the great Jesus by a
mistake proving to Jews caught in the same mistake
what the mistakes of both disprove instead of prove.
But if only the Pharisees were mistaken regarding the
authorship of this psalm, if Jesus knew better, then
Jesus used the ignorance of the Pharisees for his purpose and sinks to the level of a tricky modern lawyer
who capitalizes on the ignorance of his opponent at
court. In either case Jesus proves his deity by a false
proof. according to one view ignorantly, according to
the other consciously. In other words, he proves his
deity by really disproving it. A mistaken Jesus. or a
tricky Jesus. is not the model for us which the critics
would make him.
44) But even when the authorship of this psalm is
attributed to David. we are not through. For in this
psalm he most clearly distinguishes between himself
and the far greater person of the Messiah, his future
son and yet his almighty Lord. We are told that in
no other psalm David thus distinguishes the type from
the antitype. The answer is that in this psalm David
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does not operate with type (himself) and antitype (the
Messiah). Even if this were his conception and if here
alone he distinguishes clearly between the two, there is
no law of God or man that a thing must be done. more
than once before it can be done at all. We are born
only once, die only once, and no man denies either
because they cannot point to repetitions. But the thesis that only in this psalm David clearly distinguishes
between himself and the Messiah is untenable; he does
so in II Sam. -23 :1-7; again in Ps. 2:7, 12; and in Ps.
22 he goes so far beyond anything that he experienced
that here, too, the Messiah stands out distinctly from
David.
“The Lord said" is more expressive in the Hebrew:
ne'um Yahweh, “communication of Jehovah,” Eingerauntes, something secretly whispered into the ear, the
communication of a mystery. The expression is at
times placed into the middle of a divine communication,
like the Latin inquit, sometimes at the end, but repeataedly also at the head as is the case in this psalm. At
times the recipient of the communication is added as
here: “to my Lord," ’Adomi. The fact that this is
David’s future son is understood by all concerned, is
placed beyond question by Jesus himself, and is ac—
cepted by both' Jewish and Christian exegesis. Yet
this his own son David, who as the king had only Yahweh above him, calls “my Lord,” and the kind of ’Adon
or “Lord” he has in mind is brought out by the description of him given in this psalm: he is one who sits at

Yahweh’s right hand, one whose enemies are made his
footstool, one who has the rod of strength out of Zion :4

and so on through the psalm. No wonder David called
this son of his “my Lord.” This is the Messiah, the
God-man, and thus even King David’s “Lord.” Notethat Yahweh is here distinct from 'Adon; a clear reve-lation. in the Old Testament of the persons of the Godhead. Here one divine person speaks to the other. All,
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three persons appear clearly in the Old Testament. No
wonder the Baptist could freely mention all three, and
no Jew ever objected when he heard mention of the
Father, the Son of God, and the Spirit of God. The
Jews' sole objection was due to the fact that Jesus, the
lowly man of Nazareth, called himself the Son, and that
men received him as such. David was a prophet who
by the illumination and the inspiration “in Spirit"
wrote as he did.
Here divine exaltation is predicated of David’s son,
the Messiah: “Be sitting (present imperative, durative) at my right (ix, in the Greek idiom the right, the
left, too, are always designated “from” the person,
20 :21).” The Hebrew imperative sheb limini has actually become a Messianic title, “Sheblimini.” Yahweh's right hand is his divine power and majesty,
therefore also it is called “the right hand of power."
Compare the parallel passages on God’s right hand.
To be sitting at God’s right is to exercise this power
and this majesty to the fullest extent. This invitation
to sit is thus the divine exaltation of Christ’s human
nature. For as the Son, begotten from eternity, he is
coequal with the Father and together with the Father
and the Spirit exercises all power and majesty. When
the Son assumed our human nature he communicated
all his divine attributes to that nature. Just as a king
who marries a humble maiden by virtue of that marriage makes her a queen so that she shares in all his
royal prerogatives, so the Son did when he wedded our
human nature. But in order to accomplish his redemptive work it was necessary that the human nature pass
through a state of humiliation while it was here on
earth. So the human nature had the divine attributes
bestowed upon it, but ordinarily, except when working
miracles, did not use these attributes, Phil. 2:6, etc.

Then at last followed the glorious exaltation: Christ in
his human nature sat at his Father's right hand.
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Now comes the astounding clause “until I put thine
enemies beneath thy feet." Yahweh himself declares
that he will put the exalted Messiah’s enemies under
his feet (the variant reading, “put . . . as thy
footstool," follows the LXX and the Hebrew). These
are ixtpui, personal enemies, who, unlike David, will not
have this man to reign over them. Jesus faces some
of these very enemies as he utters these mighty assurances of Yahweh concerning himself. These words
must have burned into the souls of these Pharisees, but

Yahweh's terrible threat as it came from the lips of the
despised Jesus only enraged them.
But the object of Jesus did not lie in this threat but
in the revelation of the divine nature of his person
whom David himself called "my Lord" and exalted as
very God in this psalm. We need scarcely trouble
about the interpretation which makes the Father and
not the Son active. We have known for a long time
that the open: at extra, smut indivisa; all the persons
of the Godhead share in all of them, and the Father
works in and through the Son and the Spirit. In Ps.
2 :9 the Messiah-King smites with a rod of iron, dashes
in pieces like a potter‘s vessel. That shows the Son at
the Father's right. God laughs at the raging of kings
on the earth and at the violent hosts of men and of
devils who assail his Son's kingdom.
These expressions, such as making a footstool of
enemies, Josh. 10:24 are anthropomorphitic. Conquering kings gave evidence of their triumph by placing a foot upon the neck of some conquered king. But
here the ﬁgure is vastly magniﬁed: all the Messiah’s
enemies shall be his footstool. “Footstool" (Hebrew)
matches the ﬁgure of the exalted Messiah’s ”sitting"
on the throne with the Father. “Temporal history
shall end with the triumph of good over evil but not
with the annihilation of evil but with its subjugation.
To this point it will come when absolute omnipotence
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for and through the exalted Christ shows its effectiveness." Delitzsch. 0n ‘ad, 1m, “until,” see the author's
commentary on I Cor. 15 :28.
45) Here follows the question that is so deadly for
these unbelieving Pharisees yet so illuminating and
blessed for all believers: "If. therefore, David calls
him Lord, how is he his son?" With DI'IV Jesus makes
his question a deduction from the statement of the
psalm, just as in v. 43 ol'rv deduces the question there
asked from the answer of the Pharisees. The condition
is one of reality: all must admit that in the psalm
David calls the Messiah “his Lord." The condition of
reality challenges any denial of David's own word
recorded in Holy Writ.
The remarkable fact is that Jesus does not turn
the question around and ask: "Since he is David's
son. as we all know. how can he at the same time be
David’s Lord?" But no, Jesus puts it the other way:
"How is he his son?" Nor dare we generalize: a
man's son is his lord. We must limit ourselves to
David, Israel's mightiest king, who lived and died having no man above him—and yet this great David
makes his own. son his Lord. The question of Jesus.
put in the form he used, throws the Pharisees against
this stone wall: the Messiah is David's son!
The terrible error of the Pharisees is here exposed.
Their conception of the Messiah was that he was
David‘s son and only David's son, a mere human Mess
siah. however great and mighty he might be in his
human glory and power. His deity was a closed hook
to their blind reading of Scripture. They dared not
say that he was not to be David's son; they knew that
he would be. They dared not deny David's inspired
word that the Messiah would at the same time he
David's Lord and thus very God. Yet the Pharisees
would not admit the Messiah’s deity.
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46) And no one was able to answer a word.
Nor did anyone dare from that day on to inquire of
him any further. The Pharisees remain dumb and
silent. They had no answer since they were obdurate
and refused to give the right answer. Although convicted, they will not yield. This was Tuesday. None
of the evangelists reports what Jesus did on Wednesday or during the day on Thursday. It seems that
after he left the Temple courts on Tuesday he never
returned to teach there.

CHAPTER XXlll
1) Then Jesus spoke to the multitude and to
his disciples, saying: 0n the seat of Moses sat down
the scribes and the Pharisees. All things, therefore,
whatever they say to you, do and keep guarding;
but according to their works stop doing, for they say
and do not do. Besides, they tie together loads
heavy and hard to carry and put them upon the

shoulders of men; yet they themselves are not willing even with their ﬁnger to stir them. Since 21 :23
we must imagine the presence of the ('5th or crowds of
festival pilgrims as listening to what went on. The
Pharisees, whose assembling has been mentioned in
both 22:34 and 22:41, are still present. Right before
them Jesus warns the pilgrims against them; and, having done that, he turns and hurls his fearful woes into
their faces (v. 13-39). We write all this quite calmly,
but the scene was charged with a dramatic tenseness
that is hard for us to imagine. Together with the pil~
grims Jesus warns his own disciples.
2) The very ﬁrst words show that Jesus is speaking of the scribes and the Pharisees not to them. The
two articles distinguish two classes (R. 758). The
scribes were, indeed, also Pharisees, but they were the
professional students of the Old Testament and thus
a distinct class; the rest of the Pharisees accepted the
teaching of their scribes and made a strenuous profession of translating it into life, holding the common people to follow their example. In this way “they sat
down on the seat of Moses.” The aorist e‘xdowav is historical; R. 866 makes it gnomic and thus timeless,
seemingly in an effort to justify the English translation
“sit.” With éxdoway Jesus states merely the fact, which
(893)
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does not in any way admit the right of these men to
Moses' seat. They were not called to this seat as Moses
had been. He assumed that seat reluctantly, but these
false followers of his assumed his seat of their own
accord and were determined to have and to hold it.
They were self-appointed usurpers and acted as though
their dicta were as binding as the revelations God made
to Moses, 15:3—9.
3) The oh should not be regarded as admitting the
right of these usurpers to Moses' seat; in John 10:],
etc., Jesus calls them thieves and robbers. “Therefore" means: under the circumstances thus described.
In the Orient teachers ordinarily sit, perhaps on a platform, with their legs folded underneath them. In Constantinople and in Damascus the author saw prominent
Mohammedan teachers sitting thus an platforms while
their hearers sat cross-legged on the ﬂoor of the
mosque. What course are the people now to follow?
They are to recognize the falsity of these self-appointed
successors of Moses and are to avoid their falsity.
“All things whatever they say to you" does not refer
to all their misinterpretations, all the false traditions
they may hand out. Cancoz'dia Tnlylotto, 449, 21.
Seated in Moses' seat, these teachers read the word of
Moses and of the prophets, and these are the words,
whatever they may be, that Jesus bids the people “do
and keep guarding." The ﬁrst verb is an effective
aorist imperative: “"5"". do. perform, so as to ﬁnish
the thing. The second is a durative present imperative: "mm, always keep guarding. so that no one may
mislead you, and you may keep these divine words.
Jesus does not say that the people are to perform
and to cherish what the scribes and the Pharisees
“teach" (16:12, 13) but only what they “say" ("bid"
in our versions is misleading). When these false
teachers my the divine words, the people are not to disregard them because they come from teachers of this
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kind The blessed power of these words is not derived
from those who speak them truly. nor lost when false
men do the speaking; it is due to the words themselves
because they come from God. Concordia Tn'glntta, 4']
(VIII).
The warning, “but according to their works stop
doing,“ has [4;] «min, the present imperative in a prohibition. which so often denotes that an action already
begun is to stop and to remain stopped (It. 851, etc.).
The scribes and the Pharisees were greatly revered by
the common people, and thus their example was constantly followedi Jesus tells the people to stop this.
rap states the chief reason: "for they say and do not."
These present tenses are not gnomic nor timeless but
durative: "they keep saying, and they keep not doing."
They read the Scriptures even in public and yet do not
what the Scriptures say.
This is the ﬁrst speciﬁcation of the hypocrisy of
these religious leaders, and in a moment (v. 13, etc.)
Jesus will call down woe upon them as arrant hypocrites. But this doing should not be restricted to the
legal commandments and regulations of Moses and of
the prophets. The Old Testament is full of the gospel
which requires and works faith in God and in his Messiah (22:41-45). This grand part of the Word the
scribes and the Pharisees never saw. So they failed
altogether “to do" this part, to believe. And this naturally ruined also the other part, the law in the Word.
They missed its supreme purpose: the knowledge of
sin and true contrition; they abused the law by their
rank work-righteousness. How often had Jesus held
up the true sense of the Torah before them, but, even
when they had to admit the validity of this sense, they
barred their hearts against its saving eﬁect.
4) With 8-‘, "besides," Jesus turns to something
else. The “heavy burdens" are often regarded as all
the Pharisaic traditions; but the Pharisees did try to
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carry these. After telling the people to heed the
words of Moses although they may be brought to them
by false teachers and to do and to treasure up these
words by faith in the Messiah and by a new life according to his will, Jesus describes what these false teachers
actually do with Moses’ words. They omitted, not
from the reading indeed, but from their teaching, all
the gospel promises. They turned everything they
read from the Old Testament into law only. They take
those blessed words and “tie them together as loads
heavy and hard to carry," like heavy sheaves or bundles of faggots. These loads “they put upon the shoulders of men,” and make them slaves. Blind to the
gospel in the Scripture, they knew nothing but law,
and this law they perverted for self-righteous purposes.
The Si is plainly adversative: “yet they themselves
are not willing even with their ﬁnger to stir them.”
“The ﬁnger" is placed in opposition to other men's
shoulders, and ,“to stir” the loads with a ﬁnger, an
exceedingly slight action, is put in opposition to piling
these loads on others. The commentary is given in v.
23: while omitting all the weightier matters of the law
such as judgment, mercy, and faith, they were keen
on tithing little things such as mint and cummin. They
piled nothing but law, law upon others, but themselves
did not make the slightest effort even to stir the real
law of God by honest obedience, to say nothing of
assuming its full burden.
5) Moreover, all their works they do in order
to be beheld by men; for they broaden their phylacteries and enlarge the tassels; moreover, they like
the chief reclining place at the dinners and the
chief seats in the synagogues and the salutations in
the markets and to he called by men Rabbi. Whatever works the Pharisees do, they do only to be viewed
by men, for men to see, admire, praise, and honor; they
forget God who seeth in secret (6:1, etc.). This is
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again rank hypocrisy. With yap the speciﬁcations are
introduced. They make their phylacteries real broad,
thus as prominent as possible, so that everybody may

at once see them. The phylacteries, totaphoth or
tephillim, were capsules with bands passed through
them in order to tie them, the one on the forehead, the
other on the left wrist. These capsules contained a
little strip of parchment that had Exod. 13 :3-16; Deut.
6:5-9; 11:13-21 inscribed upon it. Thus in the most
mechanical, superﬁcially literal fashion they made the
law “for a sign upon thine hand, and for a memorial
between thine eyes.” While they were originally to be
worn only during the shcma prayer in the morning (the
words of Deut. 6:4, 5, which are repeated in Mark
12 :29, 30), many Pharisees wore them constantly, even
during the night. Various regulations governed their
construction, the way to tie and to knot the bands, etc.,
all in true Pharisaic fashion.
They likewise “enlarge the tassels,” namely of the
shimla or large square cloth that was worn as an outward robe, at each of the four corners of which a
xpdamSoy, tsitsith, was fastened according to Deut.
22:12. These tassels were attached with blue cords,
and the Pharisees made the tassels long so that especially the two that were at the corners thrown over the

shoulders should be as prominent as possible (9:20).
This show before men was naturally combined with the

desire to impress men and to have these prove it by
greatly honoring such holy men. So they like to occupy “the chief reclining place at the dinners,” Mum,
the evening meal which would be made a feast by the
invitation of guests. Here ¢4A£Zv is suﬂicient, and dyanay
would say much more (5:44).

When they were thus

invited, the scribes and the Pharisees dearly liked to
have the foremost place on each divan or couch. This
was the place at the extreme left of the couch, and was
considered the foremost because the person occupying
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it could overlook the entire table without throwing back
his head or turning around. Each couch had its head
place, and these hypocrites wanted these badly. So
also they loved the prominent seats in the synagogues
beside the rulers of the synagogue, where everybody
could see their prominence; they also counted on being
called upon during the services to alter their wisdom.
7) “The salutations in the markets" are the greetings they liked so well to receive in such public places.
Jesus mentions one of these: “to be called by men Rabbi,” to receive this coveted title, which was like our
D. D., from men. Their hypocrisy was shown by their
liking and their selﬁsh desire for such human honors.

Their falsity lay not only in utterly perverting the
Word of God but in adding thereto the most despicable
religious vanity and pride.
8) At this point Jesus turns especially to his disciples. But you for your part be not called Rabbi!
For one is your Teacher while all you are brethren.
And father of yours do not call anyone on the earth.
For one is your Father, the heavenly One. Nor be
called leaders, for one is your Leader, the Christ.
And the greater of you shall be your ministrant.
Moreover, whoever exalts himself shall be humbled;

and whoever shall humble himself shall be exalted.
All this applies directly to the disciples, hence the emphatic ﬁnch, “you on your part,” which also runs
through most of this section. The words are also
intended for the rest of the hearers; they are to apply

them to themselves.
Two things are to be kept in mind; ﬁrst, what Jesus
has just said concerning the prideful desire for honors
and titles on the part of the scribes and the Pharisees

and, secondly, the conclusion stated in v. 11, 12 as this
explains what precedes in v. 8-10. The use of the
name “Rabbi," “my teacher” is not forbidden by Jesus;
for it is evident that he himself gives his church teach-
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ers and leaders who have various oﬁices which also
have their distinctive titles, Eph. 4:11; I Cor. 12:28.
The subordination of one brother to another which is
expressed by the term “Rabbi” is not contrary to the
Lord’s will, for he himself speaks of “the greater of
you," v. 11. What Jesus forbids is that any disciple
of his should arrogate to himself an authority as the
scribes and the Pharisees did who usurped the seat of
Moses and despised the common people as knowing
nothing and as thus being accursed for following Jesus,
John 7 :49; an authority which would set aside our true
Rabbi or Teacher, Jesus, and would destroy the equality
which puts us all on the same level as “brethren.”
Therefore the prohibition is illuminated by the explanation that One only is our “Teacher” and that
under this One all of us are “brethren." It should be
noted that Jesus does not say, “All of you are disciples
or pupils,” for he does not want to bring out our relation to himself but our relation to each other. We all
are equally God’s children, and his saving truth belongs
equally to all of us, none is thus dependent upon another, all religious autocracy is abolished. Any title
that is contrary to this equality of brethren in Christ
Jesus, even the desire for such a title and honor, is
arrogation as far as the brethren are concerned and
wicked usurpation as far as our one real Teacher is
concerned.

We all sit at his feet, although what one

has learned from him he may teach his brother either
as a brother or as a duly called pastor.
9)

As no one shall lift up himself unduly, so also

no one is to be lifted up unduly. No one is to be called
“father" by us in a religious sense. The Greek can
separate nau’pa and {may and thus lend emphasis to both
words. The title “father” was accorded only to the
most prominent and revered teachers; the question

would thus be one less of wanting to be so honored as of
disciples bestowing such an honor.

Now spiritual
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fathers are rightly called “father”; in I Cor. 4 :15 Paul
calls himself the father of the Corinthians, and in I Tim.
1:1, Timothy's father, compare Gal. 4:19 and John's
Epistles. Here again the explanatory ydp helps us by
pointing to our one and only Father, the heavenly one.
We are to obey no man, however great he may be or may
have been in the church, so as to set aside the one and
only real authority in force for us, that of our heavenly
Father whose children alone we are in the proper sense
of the word. Paul may call Timothy his son and may,
like a mother, travail again till Christ be formed in the
Galatians; we may call the great old teachers “Church
Fathers,” the Reformer, “Father Luther,” the old and
revered men in the church “fathers” — all such loving
terms are bestowed on the basis of our common brotherhood in Christ only, on the basis of our common childhood through faith only. The moment one of these old
teachers errs from our Father’s Word, we would not
accept such an error. No man in the church today has
authority to make us do anything that is out of harmony with the Word of our heavenly Father. In the
last analysis there is only one Father over us all.
We thus challenge the claims of the Roman Catholic
catechism: “Quamobrem omnium ﬁdelium et episcoporum . . . pater ac moderator universalis ecclesiae
ut Petri successor Christique vents et legitimus, vioan'us in tern's pmesz‘det." We reject the false authority of “the holy father," “the vicegerent of Christ.”
And in the same way we reject all others who come

with a similar authority, whether it be in doctrine, in
church practice, or in matters of Christian living.
Even the state has no authority in these matters.

10)

With the word xad-q‘y'qnic, “leader,” Jesus does

not merely repeat “rabbi” and “father," whether the
Hebrew equivalent is rabbon (Mark 10:51) or rabboni,
“my leader,” John 20:16. This Kao'q'yr’rrfs‘ is a leader
who assumes full responsibility for those led and who
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thus commands and is obeyed. No one can claim a
leadership of this kind in the church that is in conﬂict
with our one Leader, the Christ. He, indeed, bears
all responsibility and does that with unquestioned and
unquestionable results. This does not imply that men
may not also lead us, and that great assemblies of the
church may also pass resolutions both as regards doctrine and practice. But all these human leaders must
ever and only follow Christ’s leadership. And all of
us have the fullest right to test out all their decisions
by the standard of Christ’s own decisions and summarily to reject what is contrary to his Word and to
accept only what his Word approves.

No man may

ever curtail this right of ours on the plea that he will
assume the responsibility for keeping in agreement
with Christ. Since the time of the Reformation and
of Luther We know this as the Right of Private Judgment. “One is your Leader, the Christ” means that
he is such forever. His leadership is being exercised
at this very moment, namely by his living Word. Rebels and traitors are all those who leave that Word and
lead God’s people otherwise.

That Word condemns

them from the great Antichrist down to the little antichrists and all other spurious and false teachers, including those who may lead wrong in only one doctrine

or one church practice. “The Christ” is appellative,
“the Messiah”; but while this word is strongly objective, Jesus plainly refers to himself.

11) Once more, clearly and distinctly, Jesus states
what makes great in his kingdom (20:26, 27). So
some shall, indeed, be greater than others; they have
greater faith, knowledge, gifts, and results, such as the
Twelve, such as Paul, such as brethren of lesser note

possessed.

We may designate them as we deem best,

but all of them are greater than others only as “your
ministrant,” suixavoc, one who is eager to render service

for the beneﬁt it brings others.

Over against Christ
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we are all Samar, “slaves,” such as render unquestioning
obedience; but over against each other we are Suixovm,
who gladly minister wherever we can. Such “ministrants” are all true teachers, fathers, and leaders in the
church, and in the spirit of such ministry they bear the
titles accorded them. Their greatness is in proportion
to their ministration, the good they do, and the lowliness with which they do that good.
12) All that has thus far been stated has been
phrased in the second person and is applicatory because
of this form. Now Jesus becomes objective and by use
of the third person announces the great principle upon
which all the peremptory aorist imperatives since v. 8
rest. Self-exaltation is a mortal offense in the Christian Church. It has produced the great pope, a large
number of little popes, and men and women “bosses”
in congregations. But all self-exalted men “shall be

humbled.”

There is no question about it.

The agent

of the passive is Christ. When such humbling occurs
in this life, however bitter it may be, it may lead to
true self-humiliation. The reverse is equally true:
true self-humiliation “shall be exalted” by Christ. Selfexaltation is wholly a product of the ﬂesh; Christian
self-humiliation is wholly a product of the Spirit and
of his grace working in us. “God is above all. Thou
exaltest thyself and dost not reach up to him; thou
humblest thyself, and he stoops down to thee.” Augustine. “Thus Christian brotherhood does not exclude
the thought that because of his ofﬁce and his gifts one
brother may be above another. Not disorderly equality
of all does Christ teach, he rather commands that the
brethren who are greater than others may in heartfelt
humiliation place themselves at the service of the rest
and hold themselves in humility.” John Gerhard.
13) Without the least warning Jesus turns from
the pilgrim crowds and his own disciples and pours
out the most terriﬁc denunciation upon the scribes and
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the Pharisees. These seven Woes are the most awful
words that the lips of Jesus ever uttered. They were
spoken with all the power of Jesus’ divine personality,
without angry passion, without the heat of excitement,
with deadly calmness, with absolute truth, with crushing power. Through every ol’m’ there rings a tone of
sadness, which breaks out in full strength in v. 37 F “I
would, but you would. not." But woe to you, scribes
and Pharisees, hypocrites, because you are locking
the kingdom of the heavens in front of men; for you
yourselves are not going in, neither are you permitting those going in to go in.
Every one of the seven “woes” is an exclamation
like the “blessed" in the Beatitudes. It does not state
a wish but a fact. It is not a curse that calls down
calamity but a calm, true judgment and verdict rendered by the supreme Judge himself. Hence six of
these judgments have the evidence attached by means
of a causal 57:. clause which furnishes the full reason for
the verdict “woe”; and in the remaining judgment (v.
16) the varied form of expression does the same by
means of an apposition. 0n “scribes" see 2:4; on
Pharisees 3:7. The word buoxpwaz has the sense of
show actor, {mi suggesting the mask under which he hid
his true identity on the stage, for the ancient actors

appeared with masks.
The sin because of which the verdict “woe” is pro~
nounced is the fact that by their teaching and their
hypocritical practices these Jewish leaders “are locking
the kingdom of the heavens in front of men," yet this
does not imply that they have the keys of this kingdom
(the true gospel), but that the falsity of their teaching
and their life deceives those who follow them, so that
the kingdom (see on 3:2) with its heavenly rule of
grace is kept from them. They lock it by barring men
out of it by their false teaching. They are guilty of
double sin. They themselves (emphatic {41659) are not
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going in, which already means “woe” for them; nor are
they letting those go in who, if they were not hindered
thus, would go in. R. 892 makes the present participle
cbepxopc'vom inchoative: “on the point of going in"; but
it may be futuristic (R. 891) like the present indicative
that indicates expected action: “I am going to town,”
i. e., I expect to go soon. To bar others out of the kingdom is truly the devil’s work.
14) The slight textual evidence for this verse rules
it out; its substance is found in Mark 12 :40, and in
Luke 20 :47 in the same general connection, but there it
is not one of the woes but a part of the warning against
the Pharisees spoken to the people. Both Mark and
Luke abbreviate. The supposition that Matthew himself compiled the seven woes from various discourses
of Jesus, has the historical situation against it.
15) Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, because you run around on the sea and the
dry land to make one proselyte, and when he became one, you go on making him a son of Gehenna
twice more than yourself. The fateful repetition
of the verdict plus the address sound like the tolling of.
the bells of doom. These men are great missionaries
who try to spread their religion among the pagans.

In

this they are tireless, scouring sea and land to make
one pagan a proselyte. Jesus is not speaking of a
proselyte of the gate, one of a large class of pagan converts to Judaism who accepted the faith in the true
God, worshipped in the synagogues, but were not circumcised and not incorporated into Judaism; their
name is derived from Exod. 20:10. The scribes and
the Pharisees were not content with such proselytes but
sought to make proselytes of righteousness, converts

that accepted all their rules and practices, circumcision,
and the entire Levitical and traditional system, becoming complete Jews in every way. They succeeded in
the case of only a few. But, almost as a rule, these
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converts became more bigoted and fanatic than the
scribes and the Pharisees themselves. To this Jesus
refers when he says that the moment a man became
such a proselyte (yéwpat, the aorist to indicate preceding action) the scribes and the Pharisees start a process (notch-c, durative) which makes that man “a son of

Gehanna” (see 5:22; the genitive indicates quality)
whose whole character and actions mark him as truly
belonging to hell. By adding “twice more than yourselves” Jesus implies that the scribes and the Pharisees
are also “sons of Gehenna.” The comparative speaks
of degrees of hellishness; and opposition to the divine
saving truth has many degrees of both intensity and
of extent.
16) Woe to you, blind guides, who say: Whoever awears by the Sanctuary, it means nothing;

but whoever swears by the gold of the Sanctuary,
he is morally obligated. Pools and blind! For
which is greater, the gold or the Sanctuary which
did sanctity the gold? The blindness (ignorance)
here charged is wilful; hence these men are morally
guilty. Jesus illustrates this by a reference to the casuistic teaching concerning oaths. The Pharisees delighted in taking the binding power out of some oaths.
One could swear such oaths with all solemnity, yet
according to Pharisaic casuistry they meant oiise'v, not
a thing. Those who were not acquainted with this,
when they heard a Pharisee swear “by the Sanctuary,”
that is, the Temple building containing the Holy and

the Holy of Holies, imagined that a binding oath had
certainly been sworn. For what was there that was
more sacred than this “Sanctuary”? But no; unless
the Pharisee swore “by the gold of the Sanctuary” he
was under no moral obligation.
17) These men were not merely blind (ignorant),
they were worse: ”input, plain senseless “fools.”

No

more than the most ordinary common sense is needed
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to see that the gold is not greater than the Sanctuary,
but that the Sanctuary is vastly greater, for it sanctiﬁes the gold used in its ornamentation.
18) Another sample of equally senseless swearing. And whoever swears by the altar, it means
nothing; but whoever swears by the gift upon it. he
is morally obligated. Blind! For which is greater:

the gift, or the altar that sanctiﬁes the gift?

we

must note that the Scriptures maintain a ﬁne distinction when they throughout use Oumacrriptov as a designation for the altar of the true God and never for that of
an idol, and never use the word ﬁmpo’s with reference to
God’s altar but only with reference to the altars of
idols. The guidance which lies back of such marked
distinctions is more than human, it is divine, a part of
what we know as inspiration. Here we have the same
folly that was evident in the preceding case.
19) The altar sanctiﬁes the gift placed on it. Any
child can see that. To disregard the altar and to place
the binding power only in the gift, is to act silly. Another neat distinction is noted in the use of the aorist
participle dytdaas in v. 17, and the present participle

dyuizov in v. 19.

The gold received its sanctiﬁcation

long ago (historical aorist) , having long ago become a
part of the Sanctuary; but when a gift is placed on the
altar, its sanctiﬁcation is brought about by the act of
the priest when he makes the offering.
20)

But more must be said.

He, therefore, that

swears by the altar swears by it and by everything
upon it. And he that swears by the Sanctuary
swears by it and by him that dwells in it. And he
that swears by the heaven swears by the throne of
God and by him that sits upon it. We may follow R. 859 and his authorities and regard the aorist
participles used in these verses as timless: 6 «Wang, “the
~ swearer.” Yet we are not entirely certain in View of the aorists used after 3: iv in v. 16 and in v. 18. It may

Mattheiv 23 :20-28
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after all be possible that 6 61.06011: refers to an oath made
in the past and is deﬁnite and punctiliar for that very
reason; and the main verb, the present 6min, like the
present verbs in v. 16 and 18, refers to the present

enduring effect of that past oath. With oﬁy Jesus draws
the evident conclusion from the Sanctuary's sanctifying its gold and the altar’s sanctifying the sacriﬁce
upon it that, when swearing, no person can separate

gold and Sanctuary, altar and sacriﬁce, as the scribes
and the Pharisees attempted to do. Jesus reverses the
order and speaks ﬁrst of the altar. He also broadens
the statement by referring to the altar and everything
upon it.
21) In the case of the Sanctuary he goes still
farther by omitting the gold and everything in its construction and by making the Sanctuary one with God
who dwells in it. In v. 20 the oneness is outward, here
it is inward. Yet we see that both the altar and its
gift are one because they belong to God. The outward
connection of altar and gift is already enough for any
man who is not blind and a fool, to say nothing of the
inward connection.
22) The same is true with regard to an oath such
as “by the heaven.” The heaven is God’s throne, and
to swear “by heaven" is to swear by the God who sits
on this throne of heaven. It is ridiculous to try to dissociate any sacred object from the God who lends it
sacredness, or by mere indirectness to escape contact
with God.
23) Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, because you go on tithing the mint and the
dill and the cumin and did dismiss the heavier
parts of the law, the judgment and the mercy and

the faith.

Yet these it was necessary to do, and

those not to dismiss.

Blind guides, who ﬁlter out

the gnat yet swallow down the came]! The scribes
and the Pharisees were rigorists when it came to the
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easy features of the Jewish regulations. They demand
that tithes be paid of even the small ﬂavoring herbs
of which a family might grow a few such as mint, dill,
and cumin (obsolete: cummin), the latter being like
anise seed but larger and used to a greater extent. But
they dismiss, as needing no attention at all, the real
moral, spiritual parts of the law; and here Jesus again
mentions three points.

The xpt'ms is the act of judging righteously, a xpt'mv
that ever defends those who are wronged (Prov. 31 :8,
9) and thus is synonymous with Summiy and parallel
with guitar, C.-K. 629. Its companion is thus n‘w am
(Duos, R. 261), the act of showing mercy (Col. 3:12,
13). The trio is completed by 1', m’mg, which is understood, not in the active sense of trusting a person, but
in the passive sense of ourselves being trustworthy,
Treue, Zuverlaessigkeit, C.-K. 885. All three refer to
our relation to our fellow-men. All three are both
virtues of the heart and acts that grow out of these virtues. All three are achieved by our covenant relation
to Yahweh Eloheka (22 :37) who by means of his covenant grace plants the law into our inward parts (Jer.
31 :33). These parts of the law are weightier, essential, even as they are valid for all men and for the
church of all times, compared with the Levitical regula-

tion of tithing which was intended for the Jews alone,
especially the tithing of mere ﬂavoring herbs.
One of the outstanding facts is that the Gospels
mention tithing only three times, in three condemnations of the Pharisees, all three being scathing in their
severity. The three other references are found in
Hebrews 7:5-9, and are‘merely historical. Although
all of the apostles were originally Jews, reared in tithing, with not one word did any one of them even inti-

mate that in the new covenant the Christians might ﬁnd
tithing a helpful method of making their contributions
to the work of the church. This strong‘negative is

Matthew 23 :23, 24
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immensely re-enforced by the totally different method
suggested by Paul when he called on the churches for a
great oifering, I Cor. 16 :1, etc.; II Cor. 8:4, etc. Exegetically and thus dogmatically and ethically the New
Testament is against tithing as a regulation in the new
covenant.

Desire for more money also for more money

in the church and for the church must not blind our
eyes to the ways employed for getting more money.
The present tense droSeKaroﬁ-rc and the aorist d¢ﬁxau (a K

aorist, R. 347) are used to express a contrast: demanding the tenth goes strenuously on (durative), the real
parts of the old Jewish law were dismissed long ago, so
long ago that nobody now thinks of them.
Jesus does not want to be misunderstood. The new
covenant has not yet been inaugurated, he as well as all

his hearers are still under the old covenant, and for
that God himself had appointed tithing (Lev. 27:30,
etc.; Num. 18:21; Deut. 12:6; 12:22-27). If that
tithing be done conscientiously, even in little things,

Jesus would not forbid it to a Jew. Jesus safeguards
against perversions when he adds: “These it was necessary to do (7011717111., effective: do completely) and those
not to dismiss (dioczyul, also the effective aorist) ." Some
texts omit 58¢; which makes the inﬁnitives imperatives
(R. 1092), an idiom that we also have in English:
“these to do" = “these do.” But when is“ is retained,
this is neither like the present nor the ordinary imperfect but denotes past necessity, merely that, although in
fact the necessity may still continue to exist (R. 919).
24)
“Blind guides I" is double-edged: blind men
who yet‘pretend to show others the way; and others

who consent to be guided by blind men.

And their

ridiculous, almost unbelievable blindness is described:

“who ﬁlter out the gnat" by most carefully straining
all drink lest some little insect be swallowed and deﬁle
the drinker (Levitically, not hygienically), “yet swallow down the camel,” the biggest, Levitically unclean
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beast known in Jewish lands (19:29), and this without blinking an eye. Could blindness go any farther?
To fail to pay the full tenth of tiny garden herbs—
a mortal crime! to disregard the heavenly virtues themselves — not a qualm, not even a thought.
25) Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, because you are cleaning the outside of the
cup and the dish, but inside they are ﬁlled with result of robbery and incontinence. Blind Pharisee,
clean ﬁrst the inside of the cup and the dish so that
also the outside of it is clean. The upon/z": was the

dish on which dainties were served.

The verb yc'puv is

followed by the genitive, but here as with its genitive
points, not to what ﬁlls the vessels, but from what they
are ﬁlled: “with results of robbery and incontinence."
Thus cup and dish make the indictment concrete; they
refer as well to clothes, houses, all possessions, in fact,
to the entire life. These hypocrites were keen for
external, physical cleanliness, but moral cleanliness
meant nothing to them. They saw to it that the cup
from which they drank their costly wine was clean
and that the dish from which they had their dainties
served was clean,- but they altogether disregarded the
manner in which they secured the wealth from which
they feasted and the extent to which they carried their
self-indulgence.
“The outside" refers to the surface of the vessels as
vessels, “the inside” to their contents, both as to their
origin (“robbery” and all dishonesty) and as to their
actual use (“‘incontinence,” Schlemmerei, dxpaaiu, absence of moral restraint). These two abstract terms
plainly indicate that Jesus had in mind the whole Pharisaic mode of living as this was deﬁled by these and
their allied immoralities. Here clean does not mean
Levitically, ritually clean, and, of course, does not refer
to our modern sanitary cleanness but to the ordinary
cleanness to which elegant aristocrats and even com-

Matthew 23:26, 27

911

mon, decent people are accustomed. This indictment
of Jesus’ applies to this day to all who Secure their living and their luxury in questionable ways and in their
living practice excess and extravagance.
26) The dramatic singular makes the indictment
personal.

With the peremptory aorist Jesus calls for

the moral cleanness of what is served inside cup and
dish. That is the supreme thing. It will affect also
the outside of the cup (now he uses n3 Ends in the same
sense as the previous 15 egmae’v). For Iva may here be
considered consecutive: “so that also the outside of it
is clean,” namely as a result of this cleanness of the
contents (read R..997-999). Jesus wants a better outward cleanness than mere physical polish. These vessels as mere vessels are to be morally clean not purchased with questionable gain, not used for Schlemmerei. They cannot have such cleanness unless the
drink and the food they serve are morally clean.
27) Woe to -you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, because you resemble tombs that have been
whitewashed, such as outside appear beautiful but
inside are ﬁlled with bones of dead men and with

all uncleanness. Thus you also appear to men as
righteous but inside you are full of hypocrisy and
lawlessness. As a basis for this woe Jesus. uses
a simple but terrible napoqu'a (see the word in John
10:6; 16:26, 29), but here he employs the verb. On
the 16th of Adar, before the Passover, it was a Jewish
custom to whitewash all graves and tombs with lime.

We are told that this was done in order to mark them,
so that no Jew would touch one unawares and become
Levitically deﬁled. Whatever the reason for this may
have been, the point Jesus wishes to make is that the
outside of these tombs was thus made beautiful: they
looked white, pure, clean. The inside was unchanged,
was full of bones of dead men, full of all uncleanness.

rotting ﬂesh and putrid stench.

Here and in v. 28 we
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have two samples of ,rc’v and 86 balancing two contrasting clauses. With abstract nouns «is without an article following need not be stressed to mean “every,”
since in connection with such nouns “all” and “every”
become quite indistinguishable in thought.
28) When bringing out the likeness Jesus says,
.“You appear unto men as righteous,” implying, “Of
course not unto God.” Men judge by appearance, God
never does so. In Simor, “righteous,” the forensic idea
should not be lost sight of: Die in der Furcht Gottes
wandeln, amf ihn hoﬂ’en and seines Heils warten and
als solche vor dem Urteil Gottes bestehen, unter dem
Gesichtspunkt des Urteils Gottes als Sixatot bezeiehnet
werden. C.-K. 309. Jesus says that to men, who
judged only the appearance, the Pharisees, by their
whitewash of legal Observances, appear as people who
surely had the verdict of the heavenly Judge in their
favor. But what was the fact as this divine Judge —
and it is he himself who here speaks — saw it? Inside
they were literally ﬁlled full of hypocrisy (inn; in the
compound, R. 633; see v. 13) and with dvoys'a, “lawlessness,” opposition to the genuine contents of the divine
law. Among all the sins that Jesus found among men
none aroused his ﬁery indignation more than hypocrisy

with its sham of righteousness and holiness.

Against

no class of men did he hurl invectives that were as
severe as those directed against the scribes and the
Pharisees: “hypocrites.”
29) Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, because you build the tombs of the prophets
and decorate the grave memorials of the just and
say, If we had been in_ the days of our fathers we

would not have been their partners in the blood of
the prophets! Wherefore you bear witness to yourselves that you are sons of them that murdered the
prophets.
Even you—go ﬁll up the measure of
your fathers! The ﬁnal woe naturally rings out as

Matthew .23 :29-32
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a crushing climax. The scribes and the Pharisees
were great in building mausoleums over the bones of
the ancient prophets and on decorating these memorials (pvweza, from the verb “to remember”) “of the
righteous” (so designating the dead prophets), the
term is again used in the forensic sense (see v. 28).
They took great pride in and credit for thus treating
the dead prophets.
30) They even carried their hypocrisy so far as
to declare that, if they had lived in the ancient days
when their fathers heard and murdered these prophets,
they would never have been their partners in those
murderous deeds. They were ever so much better
than their fathers, they with their punctilious observance of even the smallest regulations of the law

as compared with their fathers who always inclined
toward idolatry. To be sure, the prophets would have
been pleased with them and Would have had a delightful time in their midst! They never dreamed of taking a warning from their fathers; they were blind to
the fact that they were following the word of the
prophets just as little as their fathers did. The condition at ﬁma obx av ﬁpraa, though it has imperfects, is
one of past (not present) unreality, R. 922.

31)

But their boast is. shattered, “Wherefore.”

By the very declaration they thus continue to make,

by not showing a single evidence of humble repentance but nothing but impenitent pride they keep hearing
witness to themselves and needing no others to testify
that they are sons of those that did murder the prophets.
The verb (payday is the exact word for “to murder,”
and ¢ovais is the noun for murderer. “Kill,” so generally used, is not as correct and may denote far less

guilt.
32) Because ml {mete precedes an imperative it
causes some difﬁculty in translation. Our versions
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translate ml “then”: “Fill ye up then.” A modern
commentator alters the imperative to, “And you will
ﬁll up." A prominent scholar wants to join «at {weft
to v. 31: “you are sons, etc., even you.” This
is the ascensive use of Kai (R. 1181), it is a kind of
climax, the tone rising like the crescendo in music.
All we need in English is to mark the verb as a strong
imperative: “Even you—go ﬁll up the measure of
your fathers!”

The command is one of irony

(R.

948), of high scorn (R. 1198). The thing that these
men are determined to do, from which no moral power
can restrain them, they are told to go and do. We
have this kind of command in John 2:19. It is the
dreadful voice of judgment, “Do it and take the con‘ sequences!”
Judgment is like a measure into which guilt is
poured. One wicked Jewish generation after another
has already poured in all its black guilt, making the
nation’s measure almost full. When these late sons
of those murderous Jews now pour in their bloody
guilt by murdering not only God’s own Son but also
the messengers he will send them after his murder,
the vessel will not contain it all, the guilt will overﬂow, the judgment will descend. Jesus is speaking of
one peculiar guilt, the most fatal of all, the bloody rejection of grace, of the Messiah, and of the gospel,
not of the guilt of incidental sins. Jesus is speaking
of the total and ﬁnal rejection of the Jewish nation in
the judgment of God.
It is in effect to this day and
is a type of the judgment at the last day. The Jewish
people (no longer a nation but an outcast from the
kingdom) still second the deeds of their forefathers
by still rejecting Jesus, the divine Messiah, his gospel,
and his kingdom of grace. Nothing can stay the continuance of their judgment. Only those escape its
doom who turn to Christ in repentance and faith, and
they are not many.

Matthew 28 :33
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33) Serpents, offsprings of vipers, how are you
going to escape from the judgment of Gehenna?
On this account, lo, I myself am sending to you
prophets and wise men and scribes.

Some of them

you will kill and crucify, and some of them you will
scourge in your synagogues and persecute from
city to city, in order that there may come upon you
all righteous blood poured out on the earth from
the blood of Abel, the righteous, to the blood of
Zachariah, son of Barachiah, whom you murdered between the Sanctuary and the altar. Amen,
I say to you, there shall come these things all on this
generation!

The burning intensity rises to its highest pitch.
The ﬂow of thought is uninterrupted to the end. Jesus
tells the scribes and the Pharisees to ﬁll up their
fathers’ measure of guilt— that will seal their doom.
Just how they ﬁll it up is told them with stunning,
literal plainness, and with the same cold plainness the
guilt and the doom that will thus overwhelm them are
stressed. The dramatic intensity of it all is terriﬁc.
Criticism has busied itself with this passage. It points
to the scene that occurred in connection with the meal
in the Pharisee’s house (in Luke 11:37, etc.) in Galilee
at a much earlier time and there ﬁnds some of the same
indictments that were uttered on this last Tuesday in
the Temple court. Criticism then claims that both
denunciations could not have occurred as they are
recorded by the two evangelists — pray, why not? It
contends that a document was in existence from which
both writers drew, each shaping his material accordingly. To bolster up this hypothesis the further hypo-

thesis is added that in this document the Twelve are
not mentioned. But all these indictments spoken by
Jesus would be inexplicable if they had never been
voiced before in all the clashes with the Pharisees and
were hurled against them only here at the very end.
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The Twelve were present in the Pharisee’s house as
they are now with Jesus in the Temple.
0n the characterization “oﬁsprings of vipers” see
the exposition of 3:7 (12:34) and note how the end
harks back to the beginning. The addition “serpents”
is merely more general and recalls more directly than
the other designation did the original ancestor of these
oﬁsprings, the old Serpent, Satan, Rev. 20:2. The
poisonous, deadly hypocrisy thus described must meet
its doom.
Hence the question of deliberation with the
aorist subjunctive, its aorist indicating successful ﬂeeing, namely escape. Jesus naturally uses the second
person, but this deliberative question (R. 934) is one
the Pharisees would themselves ask: “How can we
arrange to escape?” No way is open to them. And
that is what Jesus has in mind. “From the judgment
of Gehenna” has the objective genitive, “from the verdict that consigns to hell,” see Gehenna in 5 :22. Their
doom is sealed.
34) It is “on this account" that Jesus himself
(strong sync) will do the startling thing (“10”) he now
announces, and that they will do the outrageous things
that Jesus foretells regarding them. Jesus will send
his messengers as sheep among wolves (10:16) ; and
they will persecute and slay them. Aui ‘rol'n'o applies
to the entire sentence (v. 34, 35) . An untenable view
is advocated when this phrase is interpreted to mean
that “God must have some valid excuse” for destroying
the Pharisees and that he secures it by the sending of
these messengers concerning whom he knows before-

hand that the Pharisees will kill them. This is thought
to be Old Testament theology. Jesus, however, never
said such a thing. It is introduced from “a work
otherwise unknown, The Wisdom of God.” In Luke
11:49 1’, music 106 (Dan? is not a book but the divine wisdom and foreknowledge. This wisdom has made its
prophetic utterances regarding the fate of all the un-

Matthew 23:34
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godly, most particularly regarding the obdurate Jews

who were called to be the chosen nation.
“On this account” means: because the judgment
of Gehenna is already yours without hope of escape,
therefore Jesus, their Judge, here and now dictates
how it shall descend upon them. He himself will so
arrange the ﬁnal work of grace upon the Jewish nation
that these sons of their murderous fathers will rush
to their great opportunity with all possible speed to

ﬁll the cup of their fathers and to plunge their criminal
heads into judgment. This is part of the real Old
and also the New Testament teaching regarding judgment. Up to a certain time the Lord’s hand restrains
with warnings ever more intense; then the restraint
ceases, the doom has begun, the gates are thrown
open, the sinner is speeded to destruction. The
word goes forth, “That thou doest, do quickly !”
John 13:27.
“I will send or commission,” says the great MessiahKing himself. He ﬁrst of all calls his apostles and ministers “prophe ,” men who are exactly like those men-

tioned in the Old Testament upon whom the bloody
fathers of these sons of Gehenna (v. 15) laid their
hands. Then he calls them “wise men” who are ﬁlled
with “the wisdom of God” (Luke 11:49) and promulgate that wisdom far and wide.

Finally he calls them

'ypappa‘rcis, “scribes,’ but they are the very antithesis of
the Pharisaic scribes, they are writers and expounders
of the new covenant gospel. Each title is full of peculiar signiﬁcance. The Jewish nation shall once more
ring with the calls of grace far beyond anything that

occurred ‘in Old Testament days. The volitive “I will
send” is now followed by a series of similar volitive
future tenses. Over against the ﬁnal will of grace is
set the equally ﬁnal will of wicked unbelief.
Jesus distinguishes two classes, each with partitive
Ex (R. 599), the one will lose their lives: “some you will
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kill or crucify”; the other will nearly lose them: “some
you will scourge in your synagogues and persecute from
city to city." When Jesus says “crucify” he refers to
executions that will be carried out by the Roman authorities but not also to his own cruciﬁxion. Some of
the deaths recorded in Acts 22:4 may have been
brought about by means of cruciﬁxion. That of Peter
in Rome and that of Simeon in Jerusalem in the year
107 (Eusebius 3, 32) may also be mentioned. The
non-mention of more speciﬁc, known cases is due

solely to the lack of records; even of the killings that
were directly inﬂicted by Jewish hands only a few are
known such as that of Stephen who was stoned by
the Jews.
Paul received ﬁve scourgings from the Jews who
always used rods instead of the Roman whips, II Cor.
11:24. Minor Jewish tribunals met in synagogues,
hence scourgings were administered there (10 :17 ; Acts

22:19; 26:11). In the latter passage Paul himself
confesses thatlhe also persecuted many unto strange
cities. The point of all these Jewish crimes is not their
resemblance tothose of their ancient fathers but the
fact that these were the ﬁnal answer of the Jews to the
Lord’s ﬁnal offer of grace.
35) "Cum: with the subjunctive expresses the divine purpose. When all God’s grace is spurned, his
judgment must follow. Moreover, guilt and penalty
are also cumulative. While each individual and also
each generation receives the due reward of its deeds,

when one generation after another duplicates the wick-edness, the pent-up wrath of outraged justice breaks
forth like a volcano. Divine justice is not as super-ﬁcial as ours; it demands more than a reckoning for
individual and separate crimes. Each crime, when it.
is re-enacted, involves a guilt that reaches back to the
beginning. The last acts “allow” or sanction all the

former that were of the same type, and so the last acts.

Matthew 23:35
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involve guiltiness for all. In this way there came upon
the last generation of the Jews “all the righteous blood
poured out on the earth from the blood of Abel, the
righteous, to the blood of Zacharia ,” etc. “Blood,
blood, blood,” three times in one verse, “being poured
out," present tense, as though to make us see one red
stream poured out after another. “Righteous blood,”
“righteous Abel," righteous in the forensic sense with
God’s verdict in their favor, Heb. 11 :4. And this
points to the crime involved in shedding such blood: it
has God’s verdict against it.
The ﬁrst righteous man that had his blood poured
out innocently was Abel. The last notable representative of righteousness who suffered such a fate was
Zachariah who is mentioned in the last book of the
Hebrew Bible, II Chron. 24:20-22.

Between the two,

what red streams of equally righteous blood ﬂow!
Zachariah’s martyrdom is a murder that was so terrible, his blood being shed between the Sanctuary
(Holy and Holy of Holies) and the altar of burnt sacriﬁce, thus in the very presence of God, that even the
Talmud deplores it as one of the most heinous of Jewish
crimes against God’s servants. When Zachariah died
he exclaimed, “The Lord look upon it and require it !”
This dying call for just retribution makes Jesus’ reference to Zachariah the more effective. Historically the
martyrdom of Urijah (Jer. 26:23) occurs 200 years

later, but that of Zachariah stands last on the Old Testament pages and thus is used as a terminal by Jesus.
The apposition “son of Barachia " has proved trou—
blesome to interpreters. Some regard it as a lapse of
memory on the part of Matthew. Others say that Matthew confused two men of the same name, namely the
son of Jehoiada (II Chron. 24:20) and “the son of

Berechiah” (Zech. 1:1). Matthew can scarcely be
charged with lapse of memory, for he adds this appo-
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sition for the express purpose of identifying this Zachariah.
Luther has oﬁ’ered a satisfactory solution: “Jehoiada with the added name Barachiah.” The giving of
new or additional names was a common practice among
the Jews. The son of Joash is called both Jerubbaal
and Gideon (Judges 8 :29, 32; compare 6:32 and 7 :1).
Another solution is that Jehoiada was really the grandfather and Barachiah the father. This is possible
when we remember the great age of Jehoiada, 130
years, and when we recall his great deeds, making it
highly creditable to be called his son. So in Chronicles
Zachariah would be named after his illustrious grandfather but in Matthew after his father, the name of the
father having been preserved by Jewish tradition or
in genealogical records. The Jews also frequently
called a man a son of a mighty grandsire, especially
while the latter was still living. Both explanations
cannot be correct; perhaps someone will discover which
must be dropped. Both, however, keep to the canons
of exegesis.
36) With the seal of verity and of authority (see
5:18) Jesus assures his hearers that “these things”
(man) and “all” (mim) of them shall come “on this
generation.” All these deeds of blood will descend like
an avalanche on “this generation,” the one now living.

Many who were standing before Jesus would see it all.
In only a few years Jerusalem would be in ruins, the
Jewish nation would be destroyed.
37) The entire chapter has been one of stem.
denunciation—calm, measured, irresistible, fortiﬁed.
with absolute proof at every step, ﬁnal. Now at last.
the note of tenderness breaks into that stern judg-ment, and the hope that still continues to the last.
moment sends forth its ray of light to penetrate the.

midnight gloom. Jerusalem, Jerusalem, that art;
killing the prophets and stoning those having been

Matthew 28 :37
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sent to her, how often did I will to gather thy children together the way a bird gathers together her
own young birds under her wings, and you did not
will. Lo, there is left to you your house desert!
For I say to you: in no way shall you see me from
now on until you say, Blessed the One Coming in the
Lord’s name!

These words are ﬁlled with tenderness; they come
from a breaking heart. The Jews are without feeling,
cold and hard as stone; Jesus is surcharged with emotion because of their obduracy and their consequent
inevitable judgment. There is no “reverberating thunder” in the repetition “Jerusalem, Jerusalem !” These
repetitions of address are found elsewhere in the Scriptures, cf. II Sam. 18:33, “0 my son Absalom, my son,
my son Absalom !" and again, “0 Absalom, my son, my
son !” Luke 10:41, “Martha, Martha !” Acts 9:4,
“Saul, Saul !” These repetitions are the voice of tender love. Here, as in II Sam. 18, the deepest pathos of
grief is added. “Jerusalem" stands for the nation
whose capital and religious citadel this city was. The
view that "Jerusalem” refers to the rulers and “thy
children” to the common people is untenable, for the
very ones whom Jesus willed to gather refused to be
gathered: rulers and people alike.
“Jerusalem” means “city of peace"; but what a city
of peace: “killing the prophets and stoning those having been sent (commissioned) to her” by God (the
agent in the passive) to bring her his peace.

Here all

her guilt is summed up. Recall “prophets” used in v.
29-31 and in v.34: “those having been sent" is wider:
the prophets and all other messengers of grace and
peace. The present participles “killing,” “stoning"
mark conduct that is characteristic and constant and
thus include more than aorists would, which would denote only past acts as such. “Unto her" instead of
“unto thee” matches the participles which present the
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subject they modify as the third person. “How often"
—- not just once but with utmost persistence did Jesus
seek to save his nation until it actually stilled his voice
by death. John describes Jesus' ministry in the capital at length, but all of Jesus’ ministry to the Jews
is here included: “thy children,” the nation. One of
the inexplicable features of divine love is the fact that,
in spite of the infallible foreknowledge that all will be
in vain, its call and its effort to save never cease until
the very end. Judas is another example. Such knowledge would either stop us at once or make our efforts a
mere pretense. So far is God above us in this respect
that our minds cannot follow his ways.
The verb 1590mm denotes the gracious, saving will of
Jesus. It is the so-called antecedent will which takes
a into account only our lost condition from which it works
to deliver us and not our reaction to this will. The will
which deals with this reaction is always the subsequent
will, and for the obdurate this will is judgment. Determinism and other confusions result when this distinction is ignored. The gracious antecedent will and its
call to grace is equal for all. To make it serious and
real only in the case of one class of men and only a
pretense in the case of another class, is to attribute
duplicity to God, against which all Scripture cries out,
Rom. 11 :32. The preaching of the Word is no Spiegetfechten (fencing only before a min 3, hence no real
contest), Concordia Tn'glotta, 1072. Who dares to
say that Jesus willed to save even the Sanhedrists less
than he willed to save the Twelve; or Judas less than
Peter?
The ﬁgure of the bird and her brood is not only
beautiful in itself but is especially so for Jews whose
rabbis spoke of the Shekz'mth as the gathering place of
the proselytes. See the expressions in Deut. 32:11’;

Ps. 17:8; 61 :4; Isa. 31:5.
only “hen.”

'Opvt's is any bird and not

The idea of the hen has led to the intro-

Matthew 23 :37
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duction of the swooping hawk. The idea is rather that
the brood, n‘z mania, “the young birds," belongs to the
mother bird and that thus she gathers them together
under her wings ; note éawﬁc, the reﬂexive, which is far
stronger than mimic, the possessive. So this nation belonged to Jesus, and as his very own he willed to gather it
together. This gathering together is itself the essential thing: all these children of Jerusalem are to be
attached to Jesus as his very own, wherefore also we
have the aorist inﬁnitive: to gather thus once for all.
In the simile the present “gathers" is proper, for the
customary action of the bird is used as an illustration
of the one great act of Jesus.
Nothing is more tragic than the outcome of this
gracious will of Jesus: “and you did not will.” As so
often, the adversative idea is added with a telling copulative m’. It brings out all the abnormality, the utter
unnaturalness, the absolute unreasonableness of the
negative. The sentence ought to close: “and you
willed”; but now it closed: “and you willed NOT !”
Only this, nothing more, is said. No qualiﬁcation, no
modiﬁers, no explanations, no additions. The one fatal

thing is: “you did not will.”
Despite its brevity this expression includes many
facts. Grace is not irresistible; every case of resistance proves this, notably this glaring case of the Jews.
Damnation results from man’s own will which becomes
permanent, obdurate, unaccountable resistance against
God’s will of grace. The more God draws the will with
the power of grace, the more this will rejects God until
grace can do no more. To introduce the omnipotence
of God is to confound his attributes and to darken all
saving Scripture. Concordia Tm’glotta, 1077, quoting
Matt. 22:3, etc.
Why do some wills resist thus? This asks for a
reasonable explanation for an unreasonable act—no
such explanation exists. To say that this is due to
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inborn sin is not an explanation, far men who have
the same inborn sin are won, and their wills assent
under grace. Moreover, this obdurate resistance is produced only when grace operates with its power. The
spring is poisonous and throws out a poisonous stream.
The gratia. sufﬁciens is applied to spring and stream
with power sufﬁciens to unpoison both. Behold, now
the spring and the stream are a hundred times more
poisonous than before. Explain that! All we know is
that the mystery of this resistance lies in the will itself
and in no way in God. How could Satan fall? How
could Adam sin? How can man resist grace and salvation? How can a believer whose will is changed
turn to unbelief and be damned? It is all one and the
same question.

“A master of music has put all the power which
his art gave him into this lament of the Messiah, and
he into whose ears has once been sung ‘And ye would
not!’ will never forget this heart-penetrating music.
What? shall the art of music do more than the voice
of eternal love speaking from heaven? No; let it
penetrate our hearts when Jesus calls to us: ‘How often
would I have gathered you even as a hen her nestlings
under her wings — and ye would not!’ Then we shall
will what he wills, our salvation, and shall ﬂee from the
judgment of Jerusalem which scorned the wings of
the hen and fell into the talons of the eagle (24:28)."
Besser.
38)

An exclamation may well introduce the ver-

dict of the subsequent will which Jesus now states:
“Lo, there is left to you your house desert!” Some
think “your house" is the Temple, but the context is
not so speciﬁc and points rather to Jerusalem which

naturally includes the Temple. Today Jerusalem is
not a Jewish city, to say no more. All that Eprmos (the
reading that has this term is textually certain) includes
the history of Jerusalem tells all too plainly, and back

Matthew 23 :38, 39
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of this history lies the answer of God’s will to the obdurate will of this nation. According to Luther, “desert” means without Word and Sacrament. “Their soul
no one cultivates, and no God dwells among them.”
Referring to Isa. 5:5, 6 he adds: “What is this that
the clouds shall not rain upon them but that they shall
not hear the gospel? They are not to be pruned and
digged—what is this but that no one shall rebuke
their error and heal their inﬁrmities? Hence their
vineyard bears only briars and thorns, that is, workholy people who are without faith, bear no fruit of the
Spirit, and grow only to be cast into eternal ﬁre.”
39) “For I say to you” is the voice of divine authority; and 7a'p introduces the reason that the “house”
shall be left “desert”: Christ will leave, and the Jews
shall not see him. Compare John 7 :33, 34; 8:21. “In
no way shall you see me from now on” (referring to

his death) with its strong 01': p1; and the futuristic subjunctive announces Jesus' complete withdrawal from
the Jews. The last clause, “until you say (or: shall
say), Blessed the One Coming in the Lord’s name !"

has 2m iv with the subjunctive and thus the thought
of expectancy. In whose case this expectation will be
fulﬁlled we see from Isa. 65 :8-10: “that I may not
destroy them all”—“a seed,” “an inheritor,” “mine
elec "—“that have sought me.” Read the whole of
Isa. 63 :7-65:10.

Paul answers: “a remnant"; read

Rom. 10:18-11:5.. A remnant of the Jewish nation
that shall be made up of all those Jews who, beginning
with the days of the apostles and continuing through
the many years of history, turn to repentance and faith
and greet Jesus with the Palm Sunday cry of Ps. 118:
26, “Blessed the Coming One,” etc.
Equyypc'vos is the perfect participle with present connotation, “has been and now is blessed”; 6 c'pxo'ytvos, ”the
Coming One,” is a standard designation of the promised Messiah; note also the verb “he comes," used with
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reference to the Messiah. “In the Lord’s (Yahweh’s)
name” means, “in connection with the revelation Jehovah has made"; in all such phrases “name” is the equiv-

alent of revelation (compare 21:9). Both the Psalm
and the acclamation on Palm Sunday exclude the idea
that these words could be applied in a double sense,
namely that would be spoken willingly by believers and
unwillingly by the obdurate (at the second coming of
Christ). Ps. 118 :26 adds as the other half of the
greeting, “We have blessed you out of the house of the

Lord 1”
While the words of Jesus do not directly declare
that any, or many, or all Jews at any particular time or
era of the future will greet him as the Messiah, they
do express the expectation that some will do so. And
Jesus says that whenever any, few or many, do so,
namely by faith, they shall see him, not indeed with
eyes of the ﬂesh—for no Christian sees him in this
manner although he is always with us, and we are
therefore by no means desolate—but in this world
with the eyes of the spirit and in heaven by actual sight.
All chiliasts and a few others refer v. 39 to the ﬁnal
conversion of the Jews as a nation. They also add
their elaboration: the Jewish nation will stand at the
head of all nations, will constitute the cream of Christendom, will have Jerusalem as the center of the millennial kingdom, the metropolis of the whole earth,
and from Jerusalem the heathen living during the millennium U) will be couverted by Jewish missionaries,
etc.
But may, I'M", {will in v. 38, 39, together with the second person plural of the verbs, are addressed to the
Jewish hearers before Jesus: their house is left desert,
and those among them who acclaim Jesus as the blessed
Messiah shall see him. By implication this can naturally be extended to any Jews of future times who
likewise accept Jesus.

CHAPTER XXIV
XVIII
Christ’s Discourse on the Destruction of Jerusalem
and on His Parousia, Chapters 24 and 25

1) It is still Tuesday but near the end of this
momentous day. And in leaving, Jesus was going
from the Temple. And his disciples came to him
to point 'out to him the buildings of the Temple.
But he, answering, said to them: Do you not see
all these things? Amen, I say to you, In no way
shall there be left here stone upon stone which shall
not be thrown down. The imperfect c‘wopaiero describes Jesus in the act of leaving the Temple courts;
the preceding aorist participle 660506»; does not indicate
antecedent action but punctiliar simultaneous ‘action,
R. 1112, etc. Jesus is deﬁnitely leaving (aorist participle) and when so doing is walking through the
courts (imperfect indicative). Why the disciples come
to think of showing or pointing out to Jesus some of
the great structures, on the new and grander erection
of which ﬁfty years had already been spent, we see
from 23:38, “your house desert." The thought of the
disciples is: “Look at all these grand structures -— and

they are all to be completely deserted ?”
2) Read Farrar’s impressive description of the
Temple of this time and then the response of Jesus
that not only shall all these buildings and courts be
deserted but they shall also be turned into absolute
ruin, not one stone shall be left upon another that is

not thrown down, literally “destroyed.” 0n “amen,"
etc., see 5:18; on the force of Kara'. with Mo», R. 828; the

form away; is the aorist passive subjunctive (futuristic)
(927)
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with the strongest form of negation at ya; to express

future action. That is all that Jesus said as he left
the Temple courts for the last time. This word is the
height of tragedy.
3) Now, while sitting on the Mount of Olives,
there came to him the disciples in private, saying:
Tell us when these things shall be and what the
sign of thine own Parousia and of the complete ﬁnish
of the eon. The writer stood on the lower slopes of
Olivet toward evening and looked across the valley to
the Temple hill where now stands the Mohammedan
Dome of the Rock (sometimes called the Mosque of
Omar), its great dome of dull gold magniﬁcently lighted
up by the rays of the sinking sun, the city on Zi0n hill
behind it rising to a higher elevation. So Jesus is now
sitting with Herod’s great Temple and the brilliant

Sanctuary (Holy and Holy of Holies) sparkling with
its golden roof in the dying sun. When Jesus was
leaving the Temple, crowds surrounded him; now he
is alone, Ka'r' £8tav, with the Twelve. Four disciples
(Mark 13:3) speak to Jesus and ask him to tell them
more; all, of course, wanted to know. By rai'rm they
refer to the destruction of the Temple (v. 2) —when
will that be? They ask for “the sign of thine own
Parousia” by which his own Coming and Presence at
the end shall be indicated—they already know about
this Parousia (the possessive adjective is stronger than

the genitive pronoun) —as well as the sign of “the
complete ﬁnish (ouvn'Acta) of the eon,” of the world-age,
azu’w, which does not refer to time only but to the great

era marked by what transpired in it.
The min does not ask for a date, Jesus never gives a.
date (Acts 1:7), and Jesus has no date to give (v. 36;
Mark 13 :32)“, This “when” should be considered together with “the sign" as indicating the nearness of

Jesus’ return to judgment and of the winding up of
all the affairs of the world-age. Those texts which

Matthew 24:8, 4
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have only one article with Parousia and ﬁnish of the
eon combine the two nouns into one concept; yet even
when tWO articles are used, the two nouns are regarded

as belonging together and are thus put together into
this second question.

It is rather fruitless to specu-

late as to just how the Twelve conceived their questions, what wrong or what right ideas they had in
their minds. Far more fruitful is the proper understanding of the long reply of Jesus by which he intended to enlighten the Twelve in regard to all they
had asked; he went even beyond their question. Matthew and the synoptists show us only how Jesus was
prompted to deliver this discourse.
4) And Jesus answered and said to them: See
to it lest anyone deceive you! For many shall come
in my name, saying, I myself am the Christ, and they
shall deceive many.

The way in which Jesus begins

shows that his heart is full of concern for the disciples.
The introduction to the great discourse is a mighty
warning. They are to “see to it," to keep their eyes
open, “lest anyone deceive you” («Am/Ev, trick you into
believing what is not true). There is only too good
reason for the warning: many shall try this deception,
they shall even boldly say, “I myself (emphatic £74,)
am the Christ.” Their statement is, of course, a summary. Their coming “in my name” means that they
will arrogate to themselves this name “Christ.”

Others

may not seek to thrust Jesus aside but to elevate
themselves by means of him.
The procession of such deceivers from Simon Magus
and Barcochba onward, in the great Antichrist and in
the little antichrists, goes on to the end of time. Some
are petty and have some little sect of fanatics following
them, some sit on thrones like the popes in their long
succession; some are out for the hard cash, some are

viciously lascivious. The sad thing is that they shall
actually succeed in deceiving many; for all men have an
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afﬁnity for religious error, and many yield to it with
avidity and develop the strongest fanaticism. They
are limitless in perverting to their own ends what the
Scriptures say about the kingdom.
The introduction to this discourse is misconceived
when it is regarded as a rebuke to the Twelve for thinking of the glory of the end instead of thinking of the
coming passion of Jesus. It is not a rebuke, and the
last discourses of Jesus as recorded by John most certainly comfort the disciples by pointing to his spiritual
and also to his glorious coming.
6) The ﬁrst section of the discourse deals with the
signs of the end of the world (v. 6-14). The fact that
these signs include also those connected with the end
of the Jewish Jerusalem is self-evident although Jesus
will speak of. the latter by themselyes. Now you
shall be about to hear of wars and of rumors of
wars. See to it, be not disturbed! For it must be.
But not yet is the end. For nation shall rise up
against nation, and kingdom against kingdom; and
there shall be famines and earthquakes from place.
to place. But all these things are a beginning of
birthpains.
The circumscribed future, the future of [K'Mw with
the present inﬁnitive, reveals that the disciples are soon
to hear of wars, namely right at hand, and of rumors
of wars in places that are more distant. These, indeed,
are signs of the end, for they signal the rotten condition
of. the world. But the end will not come immediately.
Hence the two imperatives. stated asyndetic‘ally: . “See
to it, be not troubled I" both being durative. These
noises of war are not to upset the equanimity of the
disciples. Why? “For it must be,” 8d, impersonal,
used to express any type of necessity; here it is a necessity that is due to the condition of the world and to
God’s judgmentaupon that condition. The aorist inﬁn-

itive ym’aom is naturally constative; “be” includes all

Matthew 24 :7-9
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these wars and these rumors. “The end is not yet,"
16 n’Aoe, the goal which God has set. These are only a
part of the birthpains.
7) The fact that wars result when nation rises
against nation, a body of people that is held together
by the same customs, and kingdom rises against kingdom, a body of people that is under one king or government, is rather self-evident. But these clashes are
always the height of abnormality. We may translate
c'yepﬂﬁctrac as a passive, “shall be raised up," or as a mid-

dle, “shall raise itself up” and thus “rise.” The passions that cause such uprisings need not be mentioned.
Since famines and earthquakes are mentioned together,
and the latter are not produced by wars, famines are
here likewise independent of wars. The distributive
xara' means, “from place to place." The world of nature
is aﬁected by sin in the same way as the world of men,
and thus these disturbing manifestations are a sign of
the end. But they are not a sign after which the end
is at once due. 0 no; more of these manifestations
will occur, not always consecutively but often concurrently and simultaneously.
8) These are only a prelude, “a beginning of birthpains.” Much severer pains and writhings must be
added before the new heavenly eon comes to full birth.
Jesus adopts the term which was used by the rabbis
to designate the sufferings and woes which

they

thought were to precede the Messiah's coming: cheblé
hammshiach, dolores Messiae. All these tribulations
would bring forth the new era. Jesus shows here that
these “birthpains” pertain only to his second coming
and the judgment.
9)
Then they shall deliver you up to tribulation, and they shall kill you, and you shall go on

being hated by all the nations because of my name.
And then many shall be trapped and shall deliver up
each other and shall hate’each other. And many
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false prophets shall rise up and shall deceive many.

And because of the multiplying of the lawlessness
the love of many shall grow cold. From the conditions which point toward the end in the world of men
generally Jesus turns to sketch the conditions that
shall appear in the church. There the sign is persecution, defection, and deception. The adverb “then,”
used here and in v. 10, is not “thereafter,” but then,
at the time the ﬁrst birthpangs appear. “You,” of
course, is not all of you but those of the believers who
will be affected as here described. “To deliver up”
refers to tribunals, courts, police, but may include
mobs as in Paul’s case. No subject is needed to indi-

cate the enemies of Jesus who will act thus.

The word

own: is highly expressive: Bedrueckung, suffering
that is due to pressure. The climax will be: "they
shall kill you.” This began soon in the cases of
Stephen (Acts 7:60) and of James (Acts 12:2) and
also included Paul and Peter.
In order to make the future durative it is circumscribed: é'o'wac pwoiipcvoLZ “you shall go on being hated

by all the nations,” not one of them will oﬁer you
refuge. This hatred motivates all the persecutions
and causes it to manifest itself in violent action every
now and then.
The reference to “all the nations”
hints at 28:19, and is an implied prophecy of how
far the gospel will penetrate. The interpretation
which would restrict this paragraph to the Twelve is
thus not acceptable. The story of persecution did not
stop with the Twelve. God alone knows when the last
persecution will come.
“Because of my name” reveals the inner cause of
all this hatred. The avopa is really the person of Jesus
himself and all that he stands for but as known, revealed, and made manifest to men, i. e., in his gospel.
When the great body of men among the nations comes
in contact with Christ as he is revealed in the gospel,

Ma-tthew 24:9-12
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they will not have this man to rule over them. Like
Festus and Agrippa they spurn his grace, like the
Jewish rulers they rage against it. Again and again
as we press Christ upon men today this hatred of his
name comes to view and vents itself upon those who
make this name their hope of salvation.
10) In these outbreaks of persecution many “shall
be trapped,” axavsaxiaoﬁaowm, be caught so as to have
their faith killed, like an animal that springs a trap
(see 5:29); not “shall stumble” (our versions), for
one may quickly recover after stumbling. These are
the wormy fruit which falls when the wind blows.
Even when some worldly connection is to be broken,
some sinful and dangerous practice to be given up, how
many fail to prove true!

But let money, goods, posi-

tion, honor, liberty, or blood be the price of faithfulness, how many will then deny the Name!
These perverts who have turned traitor to the
Name will, like Judas, use their knowledge and their
former connection to help to destroy the faithful by
denouncing and by delivering them up. Could there
be a worse spectacle? 10:35, 36.
11) To upset and to try the believers still more
many pseudo-prophets shall arise (the verb is used as
it was in v. 7). These differ from the false Christs
by teaching what is false and drawing believers away
to follow them (sects) and to antagonize the truth of
Christ. We have discussed these prophets in 7:15,
which see. Regarding the damnableness of even a
single false teaching that is held in opposition to
Christ’s word nothing further need be said here. To
state that pseudo-prophets are only such as subvert the
whole teaching of faith is to excuse the lesser errorists
and to make their errors the more innocent.
12) Doctrinal defection and laxity automatically
entail moral defection and laxity. When one plays
fast and loose with a doctrinal statement of the Scrip-
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ture and does not permit it to bind his conscience, how
can he play ﬁrm and fast with a moral requirement
and let that bind his conscience? Thus “the lawlessness" will be multiplied; the hold of the law which
directs the Christian in avoiding sin and in doing good
works will be broken. So all manner of lawlessness
will multiply: the license practiced by the one will infect others; and on this account dyamj, the love that
ﬂows from faith and evidences its presence and
strength, “shall grow cold" as though it had been
struck by an icy blast. Its fervor and its strength
depart. And that means that its root, faith, has
withered and is dying or is dead. One of the pitiful
sights in the life of the church is the effort to galvanize
back into warm activity the love that has been chilled
to death.
Such is Jesus' picture of the sign which marks his
Parousia and the end of the world. It is dark, and the
darkness increases steadily. Does this picture suggest a wonderful golden age that will rise in triumph
in the world prior to the end? No, in his description
of the future Jesus says not one word about a millennium.

13) But he that endured to the end, he shall
be saved. And there shall he preached this gospel
of the kingdom in the whole inhabited world as a
testimony to all the nations; and then shall come the
end.

This is the bright aspect of the prophecy: in

spite of every opposition the church of true believers
will endure. Jesus uses the singular, “he that
endured,” because he wants each disciple to think of
himself. When the verb is intransitive as it is here
it means “to remain under,” to‘ stand one’s ground.
The substantivized participle is naturally an aorist,
for the endurance is complete.
In the phrase dc u’Aoe we have but the simple idea
of endurance to life’s end here on earth, Rev. 2:7.

Matthew 24 :13, 14
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Te'Aos has no article as it has in v. 6 and in v. 14,
which means that this is not “the end,” namely of
the world, although, unfortunately, we must use an

article when we translate (it; n’Aoe into English. The
three Tam used in this chapter cannot refer to the
end of the world and imply that this end is to come
when Jerusalem is destroyed, and that he who holds
out so long shall be saved. Why should one say anything about Jerusalem when the whole world comes to
an end at the same time? Why make Jesus a false
prophet? Why talk as though no Christian would die
before the year 70? To endure means to hear whatever a true confession of Christ brings upon us. Jesus
himself says that in the case of some this will mean

death.

The aorist a {moudvas marks the point where

the future awariacrut shall set in.

Back of the passive

is Christ, the Savior; he will at that moment bestow
the heavenly salvation. The positive “shall be saved”
is a mighty and a glorious promise.
14) Another glorious promise follows. It is combined with the clearest statement found in the Gospels
concerning the time of the end of the world. First,
the gospel “shall be heralded” in the whole oixovpe'vq
(supply 71",) or inhabited world (28:19; Acts 1:8).
Nothing shall stop its spread. It is called cﬁayyc'Mov,
a word that was originally used to designate the reward handed to a messenger of good news, then it
came to mean the good news itself. “The gospel” is
an old English term. “This gospel” refers to it as
Jesus was now proclaiming it. Its contents was “the
kingdom” (see 3 :2), the rule of the Messiah over men’s
hearts and lives which includes both his rule of grace
and of glory as the context indicates. What a promise!
Imagine Jesus sitting with the Twelve on the slopes
of Olivet and speaking of this world-wide penetration
of his gospel! Yet this is exactly what has come
to pass.
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“For a testimony to all the nations," paprﬁplov, one
that is intended, as all testimony naturally is, to arouse
faith and, when in spite of its absolute truth it is rejected, to testify and to witness against those who
refuse to believe. The latter must be included because
of what Jesus has just said in v. 9. “To all the

nations” speciﬁes what “in the whole world” really
means. Every nation will eventually face this gospel
testimony and together with that testimony the question of faith or unbelief.
To reject that testimony
is to stand self-condemned. The truth must be accepted as truth; when it is turned down as being
a lie, the man who turns it down pronounces his own
verdict.
“Then,” meaning, “not until then” “shall come the
end,” subject and predicate are reversed in order to
give each more emphasis. In v. 6 and here 11‘; raw:
evidently has the same meaning: “the goal or end” of
the world. In the face of so many chiliastic dreams
of false prophets it is highly important to grasp exactly what Jesus says: we are to expect the rising
hostility against his true followers; many who at ﬁrst
believe shall again be carried away; the gospel preaching, however, will go on steadily until it penetrates to
all nations—then the end!

No other and different

world era shall intervene. “He which testiﬁeth these
things saith, Yea: I come quickly! Amen: come, Lord
Jesus!” Rev. 22:20.
15) From the events which constitute “the sign"
of the end of the world Jesus turns to directions and
warnings that pertain to the destruction of Jerusalem.
The change in subject is obvious. As far as treating
both with clear distinction in the same discourse is

concerned, who can object when the destruction of
Jerusalem, like the Flood and like the destruction of
Sodom and Gomorrah, is made a type of the end of
the world? When, therefore, you see the abomina-
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tion of desolation, that spoken of through Daniel,
the prophet, standing in the holy place (he that
reads let him understandl), then those in Judea—
let them ﬂee upon the mountains.‘ He upon the
housetop —— let him not go down to remove the
things out of his house; and he in the ﬁeld—let
him not return back to remove his robe.

But woe

to them that are with child and to them suckling in
those days. Pray, however, that your ﬂight may
not occur during winter nor on a Sabbath; for there
shall then be great tribulation such as has not been
from the world’s beginning until now, neither at any
time shall be. The connective aim is most naturally
regarded as presenting, on the basis of the survey of
the world-age until its end, the instructions the Twelve

need in particular regarding the coming destruction
of Jerusalem.
First of all Jesus tells them when to ﬂee out of the
country, namely when they see the abomination of desolation standing in the holy place, the Temple itself.
“Abomination” is the main term, something that is
utterly abominable in God’s sight, and this will occur
right in the Temple that is consecrated to God. The
genitive “of desolation” characterizes the abomination
according to the effect it must produce, namely desolate the desecrated Temple, leave it empty of worshippers. The moment the believers see this (and it
is something unmistakable and easy to see) they are

to ﬂee the country posthaste. This is the same abomination that was “spoken of" (passive, by God)
through Daniel, the prophet, in 11:31 and 12:11

(scarcely in 9 :27) when he prophesied what is recorded
in I Maccabees 1:20-68, note v. 57.

Antiochus Epi-

phanes erected a pagan altar on top of the great altar
of burnt sacriﬁce before the Sanctuary (Holy and
Holy of Holies). Jesus does not say that Daniel
prophesied the event that would usher in the destruc-
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tion of Jerusalem. He says only that the same kind
of an abomination with the same kind of an effect
would appear in the Temple.
Commentators have wrestled with this word of
Jesus, and many interpretations have been offered.
Those are excluded which make “the holy place” the
Jewish land, or which think that the abomination occurred during or after the siege of Jerusalem by the
Romans.

The latter views are shut out by the fact

that it would then be impossible to ﬂee the land. All
those views are likewise shut out which regard the
abomination as a person, Antiochus redivivus, an impersonation of the antichrist, for the abomination to
which Jesus refers is neuter as 75 [mac’u shows.
The abomination of desolation occurred in the
Temple prior to the siege under Titus. It took place
when the Zealots, who held the Temple under arms.
admitted the Idumeans and as a result the Temple
was deluged with the blood of 8,500 victims. Read
Josephus, Wars, 4, 5, 1-2; also 4, 6, 3 the last sentences: “These men, therefore, trampled upon all the
laws of men and laughed at the laws of God; and for
the oracles of the prophets, they ridiculed them as the
tricks of jugglers.

.

.

.

For there was a certain

oracle of those men that the city should then be taken
and the Sanctuary burnt by right of war when a sedition should invade the Jews, and their own hands
should pollute the Temple of God." Whatever may
be said of this “oracle” to which Josephus refers, the
pollution of the Temple which he describes tallies with

the abomination to which Jesus refers.

Because the

Jews themselves, in conjunction with the Idumeans,

made their Temple an abomination, the application of
Daniel’s prophecy calls for special insight, and thus
Jesus adds parenthetically, “he that reads let him understand," namely reads the words of Daniel.
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16) “Those in Judea” are all the Christians, including, of course, those in Jerusalem. They are to
ﬂee “to the mountains,” but not to those of Judea
itself where they would never be safe during the war;
these mountains lay outside of Judea, beyond the Jordan, in Perea. The Christians followed Jesus' bidding. Eusebius, 3, 5, reports that the congregation in
Jerusalem, following a revelation received by reliable
men before the war, migrated to Pella in Perea. As
far as one can judge, this must have been done at the
very time when bloody factions in the city were making an abomination of the Temple.
17) Jesus named the latest moment for ﬂight,
hence the haste that must be employed when one
waits that long. This haste, however, is due not only
to the brief time left, but likewise to the mounting
dangers. A man is to get himself away and is not to
stop to remove things out of his house. He may be
stopped, robbed, turned back, and fail to escape.
18) A man who is out in the ﬁeld, working only in
a tunic, is to speed away and not to go to the city to
get his clothes, not even his large outer robe, «‘1 Quincy.
Life is worth more than many robes.
19) Jesus’ heart melts at the thought of the hardships that such ﬂight from the doomed city and country will bring upon pregnant and suckling women, the
former being burdened with unborn babes, the latter
with babes in arms. “Woe” to them amid all the hurry and the dangers of the road!
20) He thinks of other things: the cold and the
wet of the Palestinian winter and the possibility that
the time of “your ﬂight" may occur at that season. Or
it may occur on “the Sabbath" when the country is
ﬁlled with fanatical Jews, who would become furious
at a supposed desecration of the Sabbath. The view
that at this time the Christians would still be observ-
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ing the Jewish regulations, including those regarding
the Sabbath, is without warrant. Jesus bids the Christians “to keep praying" (present, durative imperative)
that these possibilities may not come to pass; for everything is in God’s hands. He can both speed or delay
the day of judgment upon the Jewish nation. In
"keep praying” there lies the veiled promise that God
will hear.
21) The reason for all these biddings is the terrible state of the nation when the Roman war will
begin. The word of Jesus about the “great tribulation,” macs, Bedraengnis, that will then ensue, the like
of which has not been witnessed since the world’s beginning and will never again occur, is literally true —
read the detailed account of Josephus in his Wars.
No nation had ever piled up a guilt such as that of the
Jews who were chosen of God, inﬁnitely blessed, and
yet cruciﬁed God’s Son and trampled upon all his
further grace. No judgment had ever and can ever
be so severe. In the history of the world no judgment can be compared with this that wiped out the
Jews as a nation.
22) And unless those days had been shortened,
no ﬂesh would have been saved; but because of the
elect those days shall be shortened. The intensity
and severity of the WWII“ will be so great that a prolongation of them would claim the lives of everybody
in the nation. The conditional sentence is one of past
unreality; it is perfectly regular also in using m; as

the negative in the protasis and 01') in the apodosis.
The Greek idiom construes the negative with the verb
and has “all flesh” as the subject; in English we
reverse this so that of: . . . mica becomes “no
ﬂesh.” We see the force of the two passive verbs in
the word onoﬂdc which means “docked.” “Those days”
(v. 19) are the days of the fanatical rebellion which
eventuated in war. It was a period of about four or
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ﬁve years, from 66 to beyond the year 70. And still
these days were “docked,” and the history of this brief
period furnishes the strongest evidence that, if the
Jewish fanatical craze of this time had continued, it
would have ended in Jewish self-annihilation. The
agent back of the two passive verbs is, of course, God
in whose hand is the entire course of every judgment.

Here the verb £06.01, means “saved” from physical death.
This shortening was, of course, not due to the wicked

Jews whose day of reckoning had come. In them God
could see nothing that would cause him to withdraw
his hand before extinction had been accomplished.
He looked at “the elect,” at their interests, and for
their sakes docked those days. This act of God's is
misunderstood when it is restricted to the elect who
were then living. It is then conceived as enabling
them to live through those days without losing their
faith. But the elect did not pass through the horrors
that occurred prior to the siege and during the siege.
Those that were in Jerusalem escaped betimes. Moreover, at that time many elect were scattered about
elsewhere in the Roman empire, far from the horrors
going on in Judea. The very ﬁrst clause states that
the shortening enabled some of the Jews to remain
alive. This shows that “because of the elect” refers
not only to the elect in general but also to their
spiritual interest. By the power of God the Jews were
at that time kept from extinction and they are still
being kept as a strange phenomenon in the world. They
never amalgamated with other nations and races, and
thus they are a sign for the elect of all ages. The
Jews of today are scattered over all the world, without a land, a government, or any other tie such as
other nations have, are outcasts from their own country, and thus are miraculously marked for all time
for all the elect, whose enlightened eyes cannot but
see what God has thus placed before them.
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23) Jesus repeats the warning given in v. 5 and
in v. 11 but now restricts it to the period marked by
the disintegration of the Jewish nation. Then, if
anyone shall - say to you, Lo, here the Christ! or
there! do not believe. For there shall arise (passive
as in v. 11) false Christs and false prophets and shall
furnish signs and wonders so as to deceive, if possible, even the elect. Lo, 1 have told you beforehand. If, therefore, they shall say to you, Lo, he is
in the desert! do not go out; Lo, in the inner rooms!
do not believe.- For even as the lightning comes out
of the eastern parts (see 2:1) and shines to the'
western parts, thus shall be the Parousia of the Son
of man. Wherever the carrion is, there the eagles
shall be gathered together.
“Then" makes it plain that Jesus is speaking of
this particular time when Jerusalem was heading for

destruction; 4&va agrees with this.

The condition of

expectancy, idv with the subjunctive, indicates that
such cries would, indeed, reach the Christians. As
former Jews who are now believers in Jesus as the
Christ they would be especially susceptible to the
deception involved; for had not Jesus promised them
his glorious return, and might he not be returning
at this very time? The old love for their nation would
also have its effect, for it believed that Jesus would
deliver the Jews and make them conquerors of the
world. “Lo here or there 1” reveals an uncertainty.
But the peremptory aorist subjunctive (always the
subjunctive and not the imperative in prohibitions
that have the aorist) stops any trust in these cries
about “the Christ.” When men are in dire need they
often enough long for “the Christ,” for one who ﬁts
their notion of deliverance.
24) The clause introduced by yaip still refers to
“then" used in v. 23, and the supposition that Jesus
is now speaking more generally about the great world
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era is untenable. During this very period of Jewish
calamity false Christs and false prophets shall arise
and shall furnish even signs and prodigies (rc’para,
astounding things) to deceive the people. The assertion is made that the history ‘of the destruction of
Jerusalem furnishes no evidence for the fulﬁllment
of this prophecy. But the accounts of Josephus are
quite to the contrary although even he could scarcely
have collected all the cases that occurred. Read Wars,
2, 13, 4: “These were such men as deceived and
deluded the people under pretense of divine inspire»
tion, . . . and these prevailed with the multitude
to act like madmen and went before them into the
wilderness, pretending that God would there show
the signals (signs) of liberty." The next paragraph
(5) tells of the Egyptian who “pretended to be a
prophet also” and started “from the wilderness” with
30,000 men and ended in miserable defeat on the
Mount of Olives. Wars, 6, 5, 2: “A false prophet
was the occasion of these people’s destruction, who
had made a public proclamation in the city that very
day that ‘God commanded them to get up upon the
Temple, and that there they should receive miraculous
signs for their deliverance.’ Now there was then a

great number of false prophets who had been suborned
by the tyrants to impose on the people, who announced
this to them, that they should wait for deliverance
from God.” It is true, Josephus mentions no false
Christ, but the line of demarcation between a prophet
and a Christ ﬂuctuated in the minds of the Jews, and
at a critical time such as this, if ever, the hope of a
Messiah to deliver them must have ﬂared up in connection with all these prophets.
In «Bar: with the aorist inﬁnitive we here most likely
have only purpose; contemplated result is the view of
B.-D. 391, 3, and R. 990. Then this statement would
mean that these Christa and these prophets intended
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to deceive “even the elect,” which, however, was impossible. The wAavﬁaaz is effective, actually to deceive
so that the elect would really regard these false Christs
and false prophets (some one of the former) as true
Christs and true prophets and thus believe their purported revelations. “If possible" denies the possibility
objectively. However many others the great signs
and prodigies offered (Manual) by these deceivers to
substantiate their claims may deceive, they will fail
in the case of the elect.
We have no intimation that these signs and wonders are actual miracles that were wrought by diabolic
powers; those who think that they were overlook
II Thess. 2:9, where even the great Antichrist is
credited only with “all power and signs and lying
wonders,” false, pseudo, sham miracles. Almighty
God alone works true miracles. Satan’s whole purpose is attained when, by means of a “lying" wonder,
he makes men think that they see a genuine miracle.
There is a tendency to ascribe too much power to
Satan and his demons which is liable to do much harm.
If the elect could be actually and permanently deceived.
they, of course, would not be the elect. Yet what
prevents their fatal deception is not a mysterious
decree of God protecting them alone but the effective
power of his grace, the effectiveness of which in their
case is foreknown by God. This also explains the title
given them in Scripture, oi amend, those whom God
chose as his own from all eternity, those who already
then were present to God as being saved effectively

and forever by his grace which is bestowed in Word and
Sacrament.
25)

We see this grace operating right here; Jesus

even calls especial attention to it by the exclamation
“10." The perfect, “I have told you beforehand,"
views matters from the standpoint of the event when
these deceptions begin to operate. Then the be-
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lievers are to tell themselves, “He has told us in
advance," and already the fact that he truly prophesied
and forewarned them is to keep them undeceived and
safe.

26)

What “10, here!” and “lo, there!" means in

v. 23 is now restated more plainly, “10, in the desert"
(recall Josephus’: “in the wilderness”); “10, in the
inner rooms,” maﬁa. N0 Christian is to pay any attention to such cries and is neither to go out to see for
himself nor to believe without going to see. The
deception is too palpable and gross.
27) The Parousia of the Son of man (see 8:20),
his Return and Presence when he returns as he has
promised, will be absolutely different. He will not be
hidden away in the wilderness nor in some guarded and

secret inner room in a building.

His coming and his

presence will be like a ﬂash of lightning which illuminates the sky from the east or sunrise (see 2:1) to
the west or sunset. The whole world will see him in
the brilliance of his heavenly glory. No man will then
cry: “Lo, come and see l" or, “L0, I know where he is,
believe me!" Sham Christs have always been poor
shams. The glory of the real Christ is beyond imitation. But men's ignorance of the Son of man is still
stupendous.
28)

Christ’s sentence about the carrion drawing

the eagles has perplexed the commentators and has
thus produced even nauseating interpretations:
Christ is the carrion, believers are the vultures;
or believers are the carrion, and Christ is the vul-

tures! “The eagles" are then turned into vultures.
The introduction of a non-textual 76p (A. V.) which
makes this statement an explanation of the Parousia
is misleading. Nor is this a universal statement:
wherever, no matter where, the carrion is to be found,
there the eagles will invariably gather. The statement is, indeed, general, but even in Luke 17:37 it re-
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fers, proverbial as it is, to a speciﬁc case; The view that
it must have the same application in Luke that it has
here is another misleading idea that helps to darken
the present connection. Some compare the judgment
angels with vultures who swoop down on carrion and
point to 13:41. Eagles, as well as vultures, gorge
themselves with carrion. That is here the point of
comparison, and that dispenses with the angels.
In every comparison the tertium comparationis
must be discovered or we may go astray. Who acts
like eagles that pounce on carrion to fatten upon the
reeking ﬂesh? Why these false Christs and these
false prophets. They seek to get an advantage from
the dead and decaying body of their nation. So Jesus
says to his disciples: “When you hear these cries to
come here or there in connection with false Christs
and false prophets, remember that Christ comes in a
glory that is instant and visible to the whole world,
and that you have in those raucous cries only another
case of eagles going to feast on carrion.” With «in-rape
Jesus indicates the hopeless state of the Jewish nation;
carrion is death gone into putrefaction. It is ﬁt only
for vultures. When the Jewish nation is so far gone,
it is ﬁt for nothing but false Christs and false prophets
who are to ﬁnish the horrible job of removing that
nation from existence.
29) We see how exactly Jesus answers the questions addressed to him in v. 3; ﬁrst, about the destruction of the Temple and, then, about the end of the
world and his Parousia. The ﬁrst sketch (v. 4-14)
presents a world survey which brings us to 15 n’Aos,
“the end.” The second sketch (v. 15-28) presents the
overthrow of the Jewish nation and brings us a reference to the true wapowia which will be like a mighty
ﬂash of lightning and will not occur in connection
with the Jewish calamity. Now Jesus tells just what
“the end" and the Parousia will be, for the two will
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occur together. Now immediately after the tribula- _
tion of those days the sun‘shall be made dark, and
the moon shall not give her brightness, and the stars
shall fall from the heaven, and the powers of
the heavens shall be shaken.
And then shall
appear the sign of the Son of man in the heaven;
and then all the tribes of the earth shall beat the
breast and shall see the Son of man coming on
the clouds of the heaven with power and much
glory.
Much eﬁort has been spent on «506:»: (which some
make equivalent to “suddenly") and on the pad phrase.
Why not take into consideration the whole paragraph
v. 29-31 ? This presents the actual Parousia as it shall
occur. Why look only at the own: occurring in Jerusalem, v. 21, and disregard the one mentioned in v. 9;
the former is very limited, but think of the latter.
When seeking to determine what “those days" and
their “tribulation" are, why overlook v. 14, the gospel
extending to all nations (which must take place after
the end of the Jewish nation) , and the end of the world
not occurring until then? The discourse is entirely
plain. When the last day arrives, when the tribulation of all the preceding days is concluded, “imme-

diately" all that is now stated shall. occur.
intervals shall lengthen this

time.

No

All shall hap-

pen at once.

The whole siderial world shall collapse. All these
m’ present what happens at once. This is made plain
by the last, “the powers of the heavens shall be
shaken” or dislocated. All that holds the heavenly
bodies in their orbits and enables sun and moon to
light the earth will give way. Thus the sun’s light
will be extinguished, the moon’s radiance will disappear in the same instant, and the stars will fall from
their places. Let no man try to imagine this cataclysm! It is utterly beyond human conception.
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30) “And then,” here and again in the next sentence, merely denotes succession and one that is instantaneous. “The powers of the heavens” by which God
held the universe of the skies in place are broken and
removed; God’s omnipotent hand reaches down to wind
up the affairs of earth and of man. Some effort is
made to ﬁnd a distinction between “the sign of the Son
of man" and its appearance and “the Son of man himself coming on the clouds,” etc. But why seek for a

distinction?

In v. 3 "the sign of thy Parousia and

. of the complete ﬁnish of the eon,” as the two genitives
indicate, refers to the comprehensive signs that foretell that Parousia and the end. In “the sign of the
Son of man” the genitive is subjective: the sign by
which he shows his presence; not objective: the sign
which points to him as being about to come. The
stress is on the verbs, all of them are placed forward
for this reason: duly-606a: — xo'qpowat -— Wendi. And
the ﬁrst and the last are correlative: “there shall
appear," and, of course, at once all the tribes of earth
“shall see these.” No sign, say a glowing, dazzling
light shall hang over the earth for a shorter or a longer
period after which sign the Son shall arrive. All will
be one grand act: the Son’s manifestation in glory will
be what the tribes see. On “Son of man” see 8:20;
on the second passive future «pay-606a: as being without
passive force of. R. 334, and on the fact that it is

punctiliar and not durative cf. R. 871; yet xénpov-rat and
6¢ovra¢ are durative.
The effect of the appearance is that “all the tribes
of the earth shall beat their breasts," the Oriental expression for grief, fear, or despair that overwhelms
the heart. Luke 21:25, 26 tells us that the consternation of men will begin with the appearance of the

ﬁrst cataclysmic signs.

The ad'. évhai, clans or tribes,

are the different aggregations of men, each group
being marked by its own characteristics and thus
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being bound together by common ties. “Tribes" are
more numerous than nations. The question is asked
whether one of these tribes includes the Christians
who are alive at the end. That would be a strange
name for them. They are called “the elect" in v. 31,

and Jesus has particular instructions for them in order
to remove any fears they might have. The consternation of the tribes is due to the judgment that now
overwhelms them. This Son of man they despised,
his promised Parousia they thought a dream, the
world cataclysm they ruled out by their science
(II Pet. 3:3, 4).
Now they see him “coming on the clouds of the
heaven” (Dan. 7:13) as was promised in Acts 1:9. 11.
The clouds are God’s chariot, Ps. 104:3; Isa. 19 :1, the
symbol of his heavenly majesty. In pic-rd (as also in
v. 29) we have the idea of accompaniment: “in company with power and much glory." This “power" is
Christ’s omnipotence which was manifested in the
heavenly bodies (v. 29) ; and his “glory” is the sum
of all his divine attributes as displayed before men
(Tit. 2:13; I Cor. 1:4, revelation; II Thess. 1:7;
1 Pet. 1:7; 4:13). At one time the Son of man
appeared on earth in lowliness and allowed himself to
be cruciﬁed; but at the end his omnipotence and his
great glory will be fully displayed.
31) And he will send his angels with a great
trumpet, and they shall gather up together his elect
from the four winds, from heavens’ ends to their

ends. Compare 25 :31-33. The trumpet shall sound
with a mighty tone to call the dead back to life
(I Thess. 4:14-17). The angels shall then gather all
the elect, whose souls are now united with their gloriﬁed bodies, together (015v), up to one place (at), namely Christ’s right hand (25:33). Nothing is said in
regard to the rest except what was stated in v. 30
about their beating their breasts. The Biblical concep-
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tion of the earth is that it is made up of four quarters,
the four directions from which the winds blow. This
conception is still common: north, south, east and west.
The apposition “from heavens’ ends to their ends,"
Mark’s (13:27) “from earth’s end to heaven’s end,"
only emphasizes the preceding phrase by pointing to
every remote part under the heavens.

Some call these phrases poetical, and that is due to
the fact that the ideas here expressed remain and must
remain beyond adequate human conception. We prefer the idea of a globe, the one hemisphere being opposite to and hidden from the other hemisphere. And
so we might ask how both hemispheres shall at the
same time see the Son of man in the clouds, hear the
angel trumpet, and yield up the dead. Or with our
ideas of space we might wonder how all the millions

that have lived on earth shall ﬁnd room to stand, and
with our conceptions of time we might ask how long
it will take until the last person has been judged. The
answer to all these questions is that after the events
mentioned in v. 29 none of these present limitations of

ours will exist.
32) Now from the ﬁg tree learn the parable.
When now her branch becomes tender and makes
the leaves grow out, you realize that the summer
is near. So also you, when you see all these things,
realize that it is near, at the doors. Amen, I say
to you: In no wise shall this generation pass away
until all these things shall occur. The heaven and

the earth shall pass away, but my words shall in no
wise pass away. We now enter the admonitory sec—
tion of the Lord’s address. While his prophecy has
unrolled a .picture of dread, it is, nevertheless, bright
with hope for the elect. So Jesus bids the disciples
learn from the ﬁg tree “the” in the sense of “this”
parable': when its branch becomes soft with swelling
sap and starts to grow leaves, the disciples realize that
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951

summer, beautiful summer, is at hand, and that makes
them glad. The aorist yc'nrnu is punctiliar, the softness
is attained; but ('Kiﬁt‘p is durative (present active subjunctive), the branch is in the process of growing

leaves.

The incorrect éx¢uﬁ would be the second aorist

passive subjunctive, R. 232.
33) In the explanation of the parable ml imeis is
emphatic. The budding of the ﬁg tree is observed by
all men, but in order to understand its signiﬁcance as
presented by Jesus even the disciples need to be told,
“Realize” what all these things mean! When the mivra
min is unduly stressed, strange views may be the
result. We may follow mam back to the question of
the disciples in v. 3, and we ﬁnd it with «aim; in v. 8.
Jesus thus speaks of occurrences that, like the beginning of birthpains, presage the end and his own Parousia. Thus also all that pertains to the destruction
of the Jewish nation is included. Yet it is unwarranted to stress “all” so that it implies that the disciples could not come to the realization of what the
signs signify until they had actually seen all of them
occurring repeatedly through the centuries. They
need to see false Christa, false prophets, wars, and
persecutions only once in order to see them “all” and
thus to be impressed by what these things really
signify. It also ought to be plain that v. 29 is not
included, because these events themselVes are the end.
In e'yyiis c'urw e'zri 06pm: the subject is omitted. It
seems best to suppy no subject, at least not “he" (the
Son of man) as is done in the R. V., on the ground
that “at the doors” refers to a person who is about
to enter a building. The general context is sufﬁcient.
The Greek needs to supply nothing, but the English
would need “it” (A. V.) in the general sense of the
end. The meaning of Jesus is that every sign advertises the end as being “near." From the days of the
disciples to our own time these advertisements are to
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the same effect. Just when the end will come no man
knows. We are to be ready at all times for its com.
ing, since all the signs have already occurred again
and again.
34) With profound solemnity, using his wellknown seal for verity and authority (see 5 :18). Jesus
declares that “this generation shall not pass away until
all these things shall occur.” The view that ymé and
especially 7', yma aii-n], refers to the contemporary gene-

ration, those living at the time when Jesus spoke, is
untenable . A look at the use of dor in the Old Testament and at its regular translation by yevea' in the
LXX reveals that a, kind of men is referred to, the
evil kind that reproduces and succeeds itself in many
physical generations. Compare Ps. 12:7: “Thou
shalt preserve them from this generation forever”;
78 :8, the fathers (many physical generations of
them) ; 14:5, “the generation of the righteous”; 24:6;
73:15; 112:2; Deut. 32:5, 20; Prov. 30 :11-14; Isaiah
often; Jer. 7:29; etc. From these passages turn to
the New Testament and in addition to the Gospels
note Acts 2 :40; Phil. 2 :15; Heb. 3 :10. Sometimes the
evil manifested by the kind of men referred to is indicated by modiﬁers, as in Matt. 16 :4; 17 :17 ; Mark 8 :38,
but often the context does this. In the present connection the meaning of “generation” is plain, for
already in v. 14 we were referred to “the end,” and

in v. 29-31 the end itself is described.

The contention

that min-a. mam must have the same meaning that these
words have in v. 33 claims too much because it over-

looks the verbs.

In v. 33 the disciples shall see “all

these things,”\ evidently not all of them throughout
the ages to the very end; but in v. 34 “all these
things shall occur” before this generation passes
away — the succession of signs through the ages
while this kind of men continues and their tribe
has not ceased.
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Accordingly, “this generation” does not mean the
human race, nor does it refer to Christians, nor are
all the wicked included in “this generation.” Why
such a solemn assurance with “amen, I say to you,”
for a thing so obvious as that a race of wicked unbelievers and persecutors shall persist through the ages?
Does Jesus not in v. 30 show them beating their
breasts in dismay at the time of his Parousia?
“This generation” consists of the type of Jews
whom Jesus contended with during this Tuesday,
21 :23-23 :39. He foretells the destruction of their
nation (24 :16-28) ; and one might easily conclude that
this would end the generation of Jews such as these
Sadducees and these Pharisees. But no; solemnly we
are assured (and this assurance is in place) that this
type of Jew will continue to the very Parousia. It
has continued to this very day. The voice of Jewish
rejection of Christ is as loud and as vicious as ever:
he is not the Messiah, not the Son of God! Here,
therefore, is Jesus’ own answer to those who expect a
ﬁnal national conversion of the Jews either with or
without a millennium.
35) The statement that “the heaven and the earth
shall pass away, but my words shall in no wise pass
away” loses much of its force when it is regarded
as an assurance of the fact that the contemporaneous
generation of Jews will not have disappeared before
all things foretold by Jesus shall have reached an end.
The statement gains in force when the prophecy of
v. 34 is properly understood. This verse is only one

of Jesus’ words. Jesus does not restrict his statement
to his present discourse and to the many statements
it includes. He does not say, “These my words,” but
all-inclusively, “my words shall in no wise pass away,”
01'! M: the strongest negation with either the indicative
or a subjunctive as here and in v. 34. Despite their
apparent durability the physical heaven and earth
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“shall pass away." The question as to whether this
means annihilation, reduction to nothingness, or transformation to a different form of existence cannot be

answered by a consideration of «apexcﬁacm in this
passage or the indeterminate wording of many other
passages. The most decisive passage is Rom. 8 :19-23,
together with I Cor. 7 :31 (only the fashion, a'xﬁpa, of
the world shall pass away), and Rev. 21:1-5 (the
divine heaven and the earth shall be united). So the
physical heaven and the physical earth will change
completely; when they are changed at the Parousia,
we shall not recognize them. But the words of Jesus
will never undergo even the slightest change either in
meaning or in form.
36) Now concerning that day and hour no one
knows, neither the angels of the heavens, nor the
Son, save the Father only. And just like the days
of Noah, so shall he the Parousia of the Son of
man. For just like they were in those days before
the deluge, eating and drinking, marrying and
giving in marriage until the day Noah went into the
ark, and they did not realize until the deluge came
and took them all away; thus will be the Parousia
of the Son of man. Then two men shall he in the
ﬁeld—one is taken, and one is left; two women
grinding at the mill — one is taken, and one is left.
Watch, therefore, because you do not know what
day your Lord comes. In a manner Jesus has told
the disciples when the end and his Parousia would
come, namely by pointing them to the signs. But,
after all, this is not speciﬁc. Jesus tells them that
the Father alone knows the precise date. The ﬂlu'pa
is here “the day” in the narrower sense, and the «Tape
in the wider, the general period of time. We must not
refer the latter to the hour of a speciﬁc day.
The fact that the angels, although they are in
heaven, do not know the date does not especially sur-
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prise us, but the fact that “the Son" should not know
the day and hour does cause surprise. The term “the
Son” is here placed alongside of “the Father.” But
while it names this person according to his divine
nature, it predicates something concerning his human
nature. Compare similar expressions in Acts 3:15,
and I Cor. 2:8. In their essential oneness the three
persons lmow all things, but in his state of humiliation the Second Person did not use his divine attributes
save as he needed them in his mediatorial work. So
his divine omniscience was used by Jesus in only this
restricted way. That is why here on Mt. Olivet he
does not know the date of the end. How the incarnate
Son could thus restrict the use of his divine attributes
is. one of the mysteries of his person; the fact is beyond
dispute.
37) The Parousia will be like the days of Noah,
i. e., its coming as far as men’s knowledge is concerned.
38) In the days preceding the deluge men were
wholly unconcerned (ﬁaav with an indeﬁnite subject).
They spent the 120 years which God had ﬁxed as the
limit of his grace “eating (rpéyav, ‘to munch,’ audible
eating, used in John 6:54-58) and drinking, marrying
and giving in marriage” as though no judgment were
impending. These are neutral actions that are not
sinful in themselves; but they obtain a sinister signiﬁcance when the total disregard of God's warnings is
observed which underlies this conduct.
These men
should have repented in sackcloth and in ashes. The

participles are predicates of 5mm.

And this was done

until the very day that Noah, at God’s command,
entered the ark. The relative is drawn into the clause:
a'xpl ﬁe ﬁpe'pas instead of a'xpt 117s ﬁp-t'pas 5, etc., R. 717.
“Ark” is Ktﬂumis. This suggests the word used in
Heb. 9 :4 for the ark of the covenant, and in Rev. 11:19
for the ark of the heavenly sanctuary; the word itself
means a wooden chest.
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39) They never “realized" anything until the
ﬁnal, fatal moment. The fact that ,an ark was being
built on dry land, that Noah told them why he built
it, seemed a great joke to them “until the ﬂood came
(xarqupés, from Karakkﬁtew, to overﬂow with utter
destruction—note the English derivative cataclysm)
andtook away all.” Exactly so shall be the Parousia:
warnings enough and more than enough, but ears deaf,
hearts obdurate, every sign being explained away
S‘naturally,” “reasonably," even “scientiﬁcally” until
the fatal day arrives. It is not the wickedness of immorality that Jesus stresses but this ungodly, guilty,
and damnable blindness.
40, 41) So it will happen that two men will be in
the ﬁeld, working there side by side, and two women
“grinding at the mill,” dhﬁaowau, present feminine
participle, and who: is a handmill for preparing the
meal for the day. One is taken, received, the other
is left, abandoned. The agent hidden in the passives
is the Son of man. Why the one is graciously received
by Christ while the other is left (see v.31) does not
need to be explained. The one was like Noah, the
other like those caught by the deluge.
42) Jesus draws the proper conclusion for his disciples (ox'w) : “Be watching, therefore,” durative, “constantly keep your eyes open,” namely to see the signs
that presage the Parousia, to remember the promised
ﬁnal day, and ever, ever to be ready for it. Returning
to v. 36, Jesus states the great reason: “because you
do not know what day your Lord comes,” wot'q. is nonqualitative, R. 740. For despite all our watching no
one will ever ﬁgure out the day. In fact, when we ourselves think that on this day he will not come, that may
be the very day that he comes.
43) Moreover, that realize, that, if the houselord had known in what watch the thief comes, he
would have watched and would not have permitted

Matthew 24 :48-45
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his house to be broken through. For this reason be
you also ready; because in what hour you do not
think, the Son 'of man comes. The illustration is
drawn from the contrary: a houseowner had failed to
watch because he did not know in which of the four
watches of the night the thief would appear, of whose
coming he had a general warning. The result was
that he slept, and that the thief broke through door or
window and stole what he wanted. Jesus puts this
into a condition of past unreality, “If he had known he
would have watched and would not have left," etc. In
the protasis the second past perfect is. is regularly
used for the imperfect, and this leads some to think
that the condition is mixed, “If he knew (present unreality) he would have watch ," etc. (past unreality) .
But this would be a strange mixture; the imperfect is
also found in conditions of past unreality, and that is
plainly the case where (as in the case of the present
verb) the aorist is not in use. In the Greek the direct
discourse, “in what watch the thief comes,” is retained.
44) “On this account” or “for this reason,” namely because this houselord acted so foolishly, do “you,
too,” not repeat his mistake but “be ready," yivccac,
durative present, “he ever ready E" And the reason
for this only sane and safe course is the fact that in the
very hour (period) when you feel sure that he is not
coming, in that very hour he will come. That is the
astonishing feature about the uncertainty regarding
the time. Even those who are constantly on the watch
will be completely surprised. For they will feel quite
sure that at this or that time he will not come, and one
such time will be chosen for his coming. The present

:pxcm matches the present 8min.
45) Who, then, is the trustworthy and sensible
slave whom the lord did set over his household to
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be giving them the food in due season? Blessed
that slave whom his lord, having come, shall ﬁnd
doing thus! Amen, I say to you, that over all his
possessions he shall set him. But if that base slave
shall say in his heart, My lord delays,,and shall begin to beat his fellow-slaves, moreover shall also eat
and drink with the drunken, the lord of that slave
shall come in a day in which he does not expect and in an hour in which he does not realize and
shall cut him in two, and his portion he shall place
together with the hypocrites; there shall he the
weeping and the gnashing of the teeth.
This is the ﬁrst of three parables in which Jesus
describes and emphasizes the fact that we should be
ready for his coming. The connective dpa. indicates
correspondence with v. 44, “according to” the unexpectedness of the coming of the Son of man. Who is

the slave that is “nerds, faithful, and ¢p6mpoc, sensible
in view of the undated coming of his lord? The predicate has the article and is thus identical with the
subject (R. 768) , and mi carries the force of the article
forward to the second adjective (R. 777). But this
is not an ordinary slave, his lord did set him over

(R. 845, the English prefers the perfect: “has set”)
his or'xe'ru'a, household of other slaves; and he did this
that he might “be giving them (m1 with the present
inﬁnitive expresses purpose; the present, continuous
action) their food in due seasOn" (e'v xatpq'i). Jesus is
speaking of the ministers and pastors of his church
whose obligation is double and includes that of the
household committed to them. It is a great distinction to be taken from the ranks of the common slaves
and to be made the headslave over all the rest.
The trust thus imposed ought to act as a strong
incentive to be «mac, trustworthy, in return, and
¢p6vqto€, sensible-and capable of living up to the trust

received.
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46) Instead of saying anything further about this
slave, Jesus exclaims because of his blessedness:
maps: (see 5:3), a verdict, the blessedness consisting
of the possessions of the kingdom and of the happiness that goes with them (v. 47). “That slave” is
the one Jesus has in mind, whom he describes in the
relative clause, “whom, on having come, his lord shall
ﬁnd doing thus.” The emphasis is on the aorist participle aloa’w. Until his lord comes he faithfully does
exactly what his lord told him, and his lord ﬁnds him
so engaged (msoﬁm on'mn'). He does not sit idly outside of the house looking for his lordand speculating about his return; he is inside, steadily doing his
lord’s bidding.
47) So important is this conduct that Jesus announces with the seal of verity and of authority (see

5 :18) just what this slave's blessedness shall be, “over
all his possession he shall set him"; the phrase is
placed forward for the sake of emphasis. The lord
will make that slave the head steward of his estate
and keep him as such. The reality here pictured is
far greater than the picture but beyond our adequate
conception; compare 25:21, 23; Luke 19:17, 19.
48) With a condition of expectancy Jesus turns
to “that base slave,” «mic, nichtswuerdz'g, whom he has
in mind; this is the force of c'uivoc. “To say in the
heart" is to think without betraying oneself, and this
false slave’s thought is, “Delay doth my lord," the
emphasis being on the verb. He accepted his lord’s
trust, he promised faithful and .competent service, and
now see what his secret thought reveals! He is a base
hypocrite (v. 61).
49) Since his lord is gone he casts off restraint
and reveals the inner baseness of his nature which
has only been hidden hitherto. Instead of attending
to the other slaves, he now lords it over them as the
tyrant that he is. He is a sample of those ministers
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in the church who act like popes.

Instead of doing

the work graciously entrusted to him, he gives rein to
the lower passions which he has had to hide while his
lord was present. He now carouses, eats, and drinks
in company with base fellows like himself. Now he
is a sample of the ministers who are self-seekers, who
also indulge their ﬂesh, even its basest side, when they
think they can do so with safety.
50) What will happen? He will be caught in his
own folly. His lord will come in a day in which he
does not expect; and Jesus emphasizes this by adding
in an hour (wider sense of hour) in which he does
not realize. In the Greek the verbs do not require objects, these being understood. Many have thought
themselves shrewd enough to indulge their wickedness
and have imagined that they could call a halt in time
and thus escape. But every yielding to indulgence
blinds the moral sense and only helps to make a greater
fool. His end will be his execution, he will be cut
in two (II Sam. 12:31; I Chron. 20:3) with a horrible saw and thus receive the just reward of his faithlessness.
51) At this point Jesus breaks off the parabolic
language and speaks literally, “and his portion he shall
place together with the hypocrites” (“unbelievers,”
Luke 12:46). What this pe’po: or lot is the Lord plainly
declares: “There shall be the weeping and gnashing
of the teeth,” namely in hell. On this clause see 8 :12;
13:42, 50; 22:13; 25:30.

This parable was also used on an earlier occasion
when Jesus had occasion to speak of our being ready
for his second coming, Luke 12:35-48; note v. 42-46.
The repetition helps to impress his words the more
deeply.

CHAPTER xxv
The three parables recorded in 24:45-25 :30 belong
together and should be studied together.

The observa-

tion is correct that the ﬁrst deals with both faithfulness
and wisdom, the second with wisdom alone, and the
third with faithfulness alone.

The ﬁrst is intended

especially for the ministers of the church, the second
and the third for all her members: the second dealing
with the spiritual life, the third with spiritual gifts and
good works. In the ﬁrst the hypocrites are exposed;
in the second, the formal Christians; in the third, the

slothful Christians. But this very inner coherence of
the parables and their close connection with the great
discourse that precedes shuts out the hypothesis that

Matthew combined these pieces and made them read
like a collected whole whereas Jesus did not utter them
in the sequence here given. Was Matthew not present
when Jesus spoke this discourse on Mt. Olivet?
1)

Then the kingdom of the heavens shall be

made like to ten virgins who, having taken their
lamps, went out to meet the bridegroom. But ﬁve
of them were foolish, and ﬁve sensible. For the
foolish, having taken their own lamps, did not take
with themselves oil; but the sensible took oil in their
vessels together with their lamps.

“Then” places us

prior to the Lord’s Parousia sketched in 24 :4-44. We
may at once say that the parable applies to all of usduring this entire time. This does not imply that we
shall live to witness the Parousia, for only a few will be
alive at the last day. At the Parousia each of us will
meet the Lord in the very condition in which we were
(961)
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when death removed us from this world.

Foolish or

wise, with or without oil, we shall appear when Jesus
returns. On the kingdom of the heavens see 3:2 ; it is
God’s heavenly rule of grace through Jesus Christ and
in this case God’s rule as it turns from grace to glory.
The imagery employed is that of a grand Jewish
wedding. Groom and bride have been betrothed by the
parents. This has made them man and wife. This
arrangement was unlike our engagements today in
which two persons only promise to enter marriage, to
become man and wife, at some future day. After the
Jewish betrothal a certain time, usually not a very long
time, was allowed to elapse, and then on a certain evening the groom, accompanied by his friends, proceeded
in a festive procession from his own or his father’s
house to the home of his bride to bring her and her
maiden companions to the groom’s home for the consummation of the marriage with its days of wedding
festivities. This homebringing was not connected with
a marriage ceremony. The husband merely took his
wife unto himself. This was the common procedure,
and we have no reason for thinking that another procedure was followed when the wedding feast was held
at the bride’s home. In the Parousia the heavenly
Bridegroom takes his bride, the true church, to his
heavenly home, and the feast is held there although
heaven and earth shall then be united, Rev. 21 :1-5.
This explains the action of the ten virgins who took
their lamps and went forth to meet the bridegroom.
These were friends of the bride who went out from
their homes with the necessary lamps, not to the bride’s
home, but to a place that was conveniently near. When
the groom brought the bride out of her home, these
virgins came forward and joined the procession with
their lighted lamps and had their part in the feasting
and the joy of the wedding in the groom’s house. These
wands“ were vessels that contained oil. There was a
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place for a round wick at one end of the vessel. They
were somewhat like a torch. In the parable the bride
and her special attendants and the companions of the
bridegroom are not mentioned because the tertium
camparationis deals only with the bridegroom and with
the action of these virgins.
The number ten is not accidental but symbolical.
It denotes completeness. Thus we have Ten Commandments, ten talents (25:28), ten pieces of silver (Luke
15 :8), ten servants, ten pounds, ten cities (Luke 19 :1317), an instrument of ten strings (Ps. 33:2), at least
ten families needed to establish a synagogue, and ten
persons for a funeral procession. These ten virgins
represent all the followers of Christ during all the ages.
All of them “shallbe made like to” these ten virgins
when the Parousia of Christ occurs.
In 13 :24 we have the passive aorist “was made like
to” because there is a reference to the past; here it is
the passive future, the agent being God. The effort to
ﬁnd a mystical meaning in wapﬂc’vot, “virgins,” as though
this indicated the purity of the Christians, is fanciful;
we have “virgins” because this parable deals with a
ﬁne Jewish wedding.
2) The tertium comparationis is now summarily
stated: ﬁve virgins were foolish, pmpm’, stupid, and ﬁve
were depovmot', wise or sensible (the same term that was
used in 24 :45). The actions of both groups will prove
it, but the decisive point is stated at the very start.
Some were senseless, and some were sensible before
either did a thing, and already that, or really that,
decided the fate of each group. We have two ﬁves, each
a broken ten. These ﬁgures have no further symbolical signiﬁcance. We have no right to say that as many
Christians will be foolish as will be wise. But this
division of the number ten intimates that quite a host
of Christians will be found without sense at the Lord’s
coming.
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3) It was necessary for the great purpose of the
parable to set out ﬁrst of all and apart from the following action this basic fact: some foolish—others
wise. For this is really what decides all that follows,
and this is the heart of the warning for us. We are
also shown without delay the plain evidence for the
senselessness of the one group and for the sensibleness

of the other. The foolish took their lamps along but
took no oil! Can you imagine anything more foolish?
Of course, no Jewish maidens would do such a thing as
that; but this is a parable. Jesus has to picture such
maidens in order to make us see how silly we are when,
in our preparation for meeting the heavenly Bridegroom, we do exactly this silly thing in a spiritual way.
Lamps, perhaps with a few drops of oil left in them
from a former burning— and no oil!
4) The others took both their- lamps and oil in
separate vessels in order to be fully supplied. Sensible,
indeed! But we must not let our own imagination
spoil the parable: the foolish brought no oil at all—
that was their folly; the wise brought what they needed,
fully enough, but not a bit too much. The interpretation of this, the main, point in the parable is not difﬁcult
when we clearly see what is to be interpreted: on the
one hand, lamps without oil; on the other, lamps with
oil. The fact that the oil is kept in convenient vessels
is a matter of course.
Lamps without oil are the forms of Christian life
that are without the substance of this life; lamps
together with oil are the forms that are vitalized by the
true Christian life. Compare 5:14. We may call this
oil spiritual life, faith with its works, even the Holy
Ghost as some do. We prefer to think of faith and its
works as being the ﬂame of the lamp, the grace and the
power of Christ in his Word as the oil, and the outward
forms of Christianity as the lamps. We have the exposition in II Tim. 3:5: “Having the form of godliness
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but denying the power thereof." We must have both.
Hundreds of people attach themselves to the church but
are never reborn and renewed. They may even do
great deeds in and for the church yet inwardly remain
strangers to Christ, 7:22, 23.

Their folly is revealed

in the end.
5)

Now,

the bridegroom delaying,

they

all

nodded and were sleeping. This is the delay mentioned in 24:48. Jesus clearly intimates that he will
delay his Parousia. He does not, however, indicate
how long he will delay.

The uncertainty regarding the

extent of this delay is the reason that we should never
speak as did the slave in 24 :48, but keep in mind 24:44.
“All nodded and were sleeping” (descriptive imperfect, R. 838) means just what it says: the wise as well
as the foolish virgins nodded. If the wise had kept
awake, they would have been guilty had they not
aroused the foolish. It should be noted that the point
of the parable does not turn on this sleeping.

The fathers interpreted the sleep as death, which is
unavoidable because of the Lord’s delay. This is far
better than the interpretation that even the godly become negligent and careless while looking for the
Lord’s coming. Such an interpretation would allow
Jesus to condone a certain degree of carelessness in
true believers; but this is contrary to all his instructions and warnings which call on us never to be unpre—
pared. The true preparation and the absence of such
preparation lie farther back, in the fact that the one.
group has oil and the other disregards the oil.
This nodding and this sleeping merely match the
bridegroom’s unexpected delay. Both groups of vir-

gins had done all that they considered necessary for
meeting the bridegroom. If he had come at once, or
if he had delayed even longer than he did, the preparation which the two groups had made would have
been the same: some would have had oil and others
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would have been without oil.

Even if all had. kept

wide-awake, they would not have been more ready than
they were when they slept. When the call came, “Lo,
the bridegroom l” the wise virgins were perfectly ready.
So this sleeping pictures the security and the assurance
with which the virgins awaited the bridegroom’s coming; they felt that they were perfectly ready, that they

could add nothing more to their preparation.

In the

case of the wise virgins this security was justiﬁed:
they had lamps and oil; but in the case of the foolish
virgins this security was unjustiﬁed: they had only
lamps and by sleeping securely they allowed the precious time to elapse during which they might have
remedied their mistake. When in v. 13 Jesus says
“watc ” he means: see that you have the oil. All the
waking in the world and not going after oil avails the
foolish no more than their long sleep while they have
no oil.
An unwarranted turn is given the parable when

it is thought that the virgins kept their lamps burning
during the entire time that they were waiting for the
groom, the foolish merely running out of oil at the
critical moment at midnight. No; the lamps were not
lighted until the bridegroom came. If they had burned
from the start, the lamps of some of the foolish would
have gone out quite soon, and their lack of oil would
have been discovered. No, v. 3 settles this point: the
foolish never had oil, that was their folly.
6) Now at midnight a cry has come: Lo, the ,
bridegroom! Be going out to meet him! Then all
those virgins arose and arranged their lamps. But
the foolish said to- the sensible, Give us' some of your
oil, because our lamps are going out. But the
- sensible answered, saying: Nevermore! . In no wise
will it suﬁee for us and for you. Be going rather
to those that sell and buy for yourselves. And while
they were going away to buy, the bridegroom came;
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and those ready went in with him to the wedding,
and the door was shut. IR. 775 calls [A507]: mun-6c the
old partitive construction; it seems to express time
within (genitive) “during the middle of the night."
Jesus uses the dramatical historical present perfect
yéyovey which brings out the suddenness of the cry (R.
897) : “a cry has come” and is now ringing in the ears.
“Lo, the bridegroom l” is the joyful announcement.
This cry is directed to the waiting virgins, “Be going
out to meet him 1”
In the parable the people who see the lights of the
bridegroom’s procession raise the cry. Since the bride- groom’s arrival is the Parousia of Christ, we may say
that the signs mentioned in 24:29, 30 raise this cry.
The whole world will ring with it. The great moment .

for all who are ready. to meet Christ has come.
7) Now all the virgins arise in great haste. All
of them think they are ready. We need not locate them
in the bride’s house or in its courtyard nor along the
open country road (some: in a ditch!) Why could
they not have been in a house close by where the bridegroom could not pass without their seeing him? The
verb éxdapyaav means sie schmueckten, they made beautiful their lamps by lighting them so. that they would
burn with a clear, bright ﬂame. Jesus does not need
to say what trouble the foolish virgins had with their
lamps.

_

8) We hear this from these virgins themselves.
- They are without oil. They beg oil from the wise “because our lamps are going ou ." They earnestly tried
to light them, but the dry wicks caught only for a
moment and then went out, apéwwm, descriptive present tense (R. 879), the form being middle (R. 318).
Too late the foolish maidens see what they lack: oil for
their lamps. Do not ask why they had so completely
disregarded the oil until this critical moment. A foolish action has no sensible explanation.

That is the
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trouble with all folly, spiritual folly, too; it cannot
explain itself.
9) The answer the wise give to the foolish virgins
is parabolic language for the fact that it is now too

late.

We regard Mame as an independent expression,

as the direct answer to the 861: of v. 8:

“Nevermore !”

We regard at In; with its aorist subjunctive apxéay as
the ordinary form of denial of something future, this
double negative being used with either the future indicative or the subjunctive (usually the aorist) . R. wavers
between other possible constructions, see his reference.
“In no wise will it sufﬁce for us and for you” is the
exact truth. Every believer has no more of spiritual
grace and power than he needs for himself. It is
impossible to divide this grace. Romanists interpret
the oil as being good works but then get into difﬁculty
because of this passage, for it declares that no person
has enough good works to turn some of them over to
others as works of supererogation. Thus the foolish
virgins are caught by this impossibility. When it is
too Late, we resort to impossible appeals in vain.
The wise virgins have only the suggestion that the
foolish go and buy the oil. The implication is that the
wise bought their oil thus though they did it betimes.
This has been called irony, but irony is improper for
the wise virgins; nor do the foolish treat the suggestion
as irony, for they act on it. The only way to get oil is
to buy it (Rev. 3:18; Isa. 55:1). Those that sell are
Moses and the prophets in the Scriptures, the only
source of saving grace and power (Luke 16:29). This
advice to go and to buy is sound and good, but it is too
late to act on it now when the bridegroom is actually

coming.

This is the point of the parable" and what it

portrays regarding Christians who let their days of
grace pass without securing grace for faith and a new
life.
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10) The parable shows how true this is. The
foolish virgins make a frantic effort to buy after it is
too late. We are not told even by intimation that at
midnight they still found a bazaar open and bought oil;
the implication is the opposite. While they are gone,
the bridegroom came, and the other virgins were ready
and went with him to the wedding. Here we have
We; the plural (the singular and the plural are used
in the same sense in 22 :1-14) .
Some think that the wedding was held at the bride’s

home because of the correspondence -of ﬁAdev and daﬁwov.
But this would make the wedding exceptional, and the
parable has no reason for picturing such an exceptional
feature and to do that by an implication that lies in two
verbs. “With him to the wedding” is the main point;
the verb in the middle of the sentence is without emphasis. The coming of the groom has only the one
purpose, namely to take his bride “to the wedding"
which has been prepared by him in his own home.
. After the wedding procession had entered the house,
“the door was shut.” Subject and predicate are reversed in order to make both emphatic, “shut was the
door” (Luke 13:25). This situation is the reverse of
Rev. 3 :20. The day is past for 7 :7. Grace is vast in
its extent but it has its limits. “Was shut” means
never again to be opened. “No one’s penitence, no
one’s prayer, no one’s groaning shall anymore be ad—
mitted. That door is shut which received Aaron after
his idolatry; which admitted David after his adultery,
after his homicide; which not only did not repel Peter

after his threefold denial but delivered its keys to be
guarded by him (16 :19).” Trench.
11) Now, afterward the rest of the virgins
come, saying, Lord, lord, open for us! But he, answering, said, Amen, I say to you, I do not know you!

In these two verses parable and reality meet.

It is
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still parable when the foolish virgins, after vainly
seeking oil, come and try to enter the marriage feast.
They simply carry their original folly to its ultimate
limit. Their cry xﬁpu, mipu, recalls 7 :21, 23, and the
duplication is as poignant as in 24:37. These foolish
virgins disregard the ‘oil to the last. They are the
people who have despised grace and have thought that
they could enter glory without grace. Even when they
ran after grace too late they had no appreciation of
grace. “Open to us i” to us who come without the
grace that admitted the others! They add even the
folly of an impossible demand. The wise who came by
grace did not shout and demand. That was due to the
fact that they came by grace.
12) Here the reality begins. Jesus speaks as the
great Bridegroom, “Amen, I say to you,” verity and
authority, see 5:18. He has again pictured his Parousia. It will take place as here described. Many carelessly let the day of grace pass by until it is too late.
In M» and 1'in: the parabolic language is still retained.
But while these pronouns refer to the foolish virgins
they are now quite transparent because Jesus introduces himself into the parable. “I do not know you,”
like, “I never knew you” in 7 :23, completely disowns.
Here the verb is olsa, in 7:23 it was two, but the sense
is the same, but the former says more; not only, “I have
no relation to you,” but, “You have no relation to me.”
C.-K. 388.
‘
13) The ﬁnal word is not a summary of the
parable, it is a repetition of 24:42. Be watching,
therefore, because you do not know the day or the
hour. The admonition to be constantly watching
should not mislead us to lay the ﬁnal stress on v. 5 and
to make that nodding and sleeping the fatal thing
againSt which Jesus warns. The pivotal words of the
parable are “foolish” and “sensible,” and these two center in the “oil” (grace). This verse is really an epilog. ‘
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It emphasizes our utter ignorance of the day and of the
hour of Christ’s ﬁnal coming (24:36). This is why
we must constantly be watching. Our watching means
that we must constantly look to ourselves, to be ever
ready, to be ever rich in grace so that, when the day

and the hour arrive, there may be no question as to'our
being received.
14) To the wisdom which relies on grace over
against the folly which disregards grace Jesus adds
another parable regarding the faithfulness which
makes full use of this grace by producing good works.
The connective ya’p makes this parable an exposition of
v. 13. It indicates the scope of the parable: our watching for our Lord’s coming by faithfully using his talents in his service. Thus grace which kindles faith
and a new life that entitle us to enter the heavenly marriage is for this very reason to be followed by the fruits
of grace and faith and a new life ingood works. , The
order of the two parables cannot be changed. _ “Espe-

cially in these last times it is no less needful to admonish men to Christian discipline and good works and
remind them how necessary it is that they exercise
themselves in good works as a declaration of their faith
and gratitude to God, than that the works he not mingled in the article of justiﬁcation; because men may be
damned by an Epicurean delusion concerning faith, as
well as by papistic and Pharisaic conﬁdence in their
own works and merits.’.’ Concordia Triglotta, 801, 18.
This parable and that recorded in Luke 19:11-27
are not the same parable. Gerhard ansWered the efforts of Moldonatus and others to make one parable
out of the two. Some take out of Luke's parable what
pertains to the rebellious citizens, make this a parable
by itself, and then combine what remains with Mat-

thew's parable.

But the scope and the persons ad-

dressed .are different in the parable of the Pounds and

that of the Talents.

The parable of the Pounds was
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spoken when Jesus drew nigh to Jerusalem, that of the
Talents on Mt. Olivet on Tuesday evening after Palm
Sunday. The parable of the Pounds includes Christ’s
enemies and was spoken to the disciples and to the multitude; that of the Talents deals only with the disciples.
That is why the second parable is simpler than the ﬁrst.
In the parable of the Pounds the lord gives the same
amount to each servant (the gift of Word and Sacrament) ; in that of the Talents he bestows greater and
lesser gifts (different measures of spiritual gifts, abilities, opportunities, and the like). The parable of the
Pounds shows that, as we differ in ﬁdelity to the Word,
so shall our eventual rewards of grace be; that of the
Talents shows that, according as we have been favored,
so shall it be required of us.
For just as a man going abroad called his own
slaves and gave over to them his possession. And
to one he gave ﬁve talents, to one two, and to one

one, to each according to his own ability, and he
went abroad. The ﬁrst sentence is abbreviated (R.
1203) ; dimep has no oﬁrm following.

The sense is quite

plain. Jesus is still speaking of “the kingdom of the
heavens” (v. 1) and is adding another resemblance.
This is one concerning a man who goes away from

home into another country, d1ro§mu5v, and remains away
for a considerable time. Unlike the man mentioned in
Luke 19, he is not a nobleman or a ruler. He is a
wealthy man who has {mépxowa and these consist chieﬂy
of money. This wape'Schv, “he duly gives,” to his own
slaves. The implication is not that they are entitled
to such a gift, but that his plans necessitate this procedure. This man and his going abroad are a picture
of Jesus who is about to leave his disciples to enter the
glory of heaven, to be gone a long while, and then at
last to return. The aorists in this and in the next
verse state the facts.
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He called his own slaves (serum) who belonged to
him and whose personal interests were identical with
his own. He called them in order to inform them of
his plans and of the great and honorable way in which
he intended to employ them during his stay abroad.
To turn all this wealth over to men who were nothing
but his slaves implied that he was honoring them with
a great trust. This appealed to the noblest motive in
their hearts to show themselves worthy of such a trust.
It involved a corresponding responsibility on their part
and a resolve that they would measure up to this responsibility.
15) But the money is entrusted to them with all
due wisdom on the man’s part: to one slave ﬁve talents,
to another two, to a third only one. Why the difference? To each according to his particular personal
(ism) ability. Only three slaves are mentioned. For
the purpose of the parable that is enough to show diversity. In the parable of the Pounds we have ten slaves
and ten pounds, to each slave one pound. The one
pound given to each slave is the Word and the Sacra-

ments which belong alike to each of us and can never be
divided. In the present parable the number of the
slaves is not important. The point stressed here is the
diversity, one getting more, another fewer talents.
This very diversity helps us to explain the talents.
They are our abilities and gifts, of which each of us

has his personal and different share. We may think
of the spiritual gifts, but we must include the natural
(sanctiﬁed as they ought to be by grace) faculties of
mind and of body, position, inﬂuence, money, education, and every earthly advantage and blessing. They
come to us from the same Lord as a sacred trust to be
employed in his service.
We at once see that the parable of the Pounds was
properly spoken ﬁrst, that of the Talents a few days
later. It is most remarkable, however, that when the
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Lord pictures his priceless Word and Sacraments he
makes these a pound, in Hebrew silver amounting to
only about $32 (heavy standard), or half that sum
(light standard); but when he pictures our personal
gifts, he makes these talents, each amounting to nearly
$1,940 in silver (heavy), or half that amount (light).
Thus the ﬁrst slave received about $9,700, or half of
this; and even theslave that received one talent had a
tidy sum. This parabolic use of the pound or mina
and of the talent or hundredweight appears to he a bit
of sacred irony. That is the way in which men might
evaluate the Word and their personal gifts. Yet, however valuable our gifts may seem to' us, they aid the
Lord’s work in only a very subordinate way.
The inequality: ﬁve, three, one, shows the height of

wisdom and of love.

We are not alike even by nature.

Both in the world and in the church there is endless
variety. In both life is complex and calls for a variety
of service and of corresponding gifts. Read Paul’s

presentation of this in I Cor. 12:12, etc.

So the Lord

apportions the gifts. He alone has the wisdom, the
complete view, and the corresponding power. Each
has his place to ﬁll, his ability (86mm) for that place,
and receives his talent or his talents accordingly. What
a calamity it is when a man who has ability to handle
only one talent is burdened with ﬁve and makes a wreck
of matters! Why give only one talent to him who can
well handle two? Men do this to the detriment of their
business, but the Lord does not. After all his business
funds have been duly entrusted to his own slaves, this
man goes abroad.
16) Proceeding immediately, he that received
ﬁve talents worked with them and made another ﬁve
talents.
Likewise he (that received) the two

(worked) with them and acquired another two.
But he that received the one, having gone, dug up
the earth and hid away the silver of his lord. Here

Matthew 25 :1 6-18
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is a picture of Christ's followers as they deal with his
gifts to the present day. Some are faithful, and the
results are according; some unfaithful, with the result
corresponding. Already the fact that the ﬁrst slave
went immediately is a sign of his faithfulness. He
does not put his work off and think that there is no
need for hurry. The two aorists “he worked and made
another ﬁve talents" are constative and sum up all that
he did. He succeeded in doubling the amount, he made
a hundred per cent proﬁt.
17 ) The second slave did the same thing, dwati'rwc.
The Greek is able to abbreviate, but the English cannot
do so. He, too, “acquired” or gained a hundred per
cent. In regard to the percentage of the gain these
two are alike, the one is as faithful as the other. The
gains represent what the Lord requires of us, namely
that we shall return unto the Lord according to what
we have received. The talents gained are the graces
and the gifts found in others whom we win for the
church and whom we help forward in their Christian
life. There is a constant extension and multiplication
of gifts in the church, talent producing talent. But the
point of the parable is the faithfulness of the slaves.
One has a higher ofﬁce in the church, wider opportunities for service, and a greater measure of knowledge,
etc. Equal faithfulness will thus produce unequal
results; ﬁve or only tw0 talents. The question of degrees of faithfulness is not treated in this parable; it
belongs to that of the Pounds. Of course, we may
think of it here, too. A man who has received ﬁve
talents may waste time, be careless, and end with only
one or two additional talents. But the Lord omitted
this variation; he limits himself to one point only.
18) Over against the faithful slaves Jesus places
one who is unfaithful; only one, like the one mentioned
in 22:11, and in 19:20, intending that each of us shall
, ask, “Lord, is it I?" To illustrate unfaithfulness Jesus
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uses the slave who had received only one talent. This,
of course, is not to teach that only those who have the
fewest gifts prove unfaithful. Jesus takes the one
whose responsibilities were the lightest; he had no more
than he could easily handle. If he had been burdened
with more talents he would have had an excuse ; but as
it is he has none. Nor could he claim that, if he had
received ﬁve talents, he would have proved faithful; his
unfaithfulness would have been only greater. Since
only three slaves are used in the parable, each stands
for a complete type that includes lesser variations. So
this slave who was burdened with only one talent since
his ability was no greater, had no more required of him
than was required of any of the others, no more than
he could and should easily have done.
In Oriental fashion (13 :44) this slave dug a secret
hole in the earth and “hid away the silver of his lord.”
Since it was dpyﬁpcov, we think of silver and not of gold
talents. The wrong feature of his action is indicated
by the genitive: this is how he treated the gift “of his
lord.” But Jesus sketches the lightest type of guilt;
the money was only buried and left to lie idle and unproductive, whereas it is the very nature of our gifts
that they should be productive. The man might have
squandered the money, and that would have been worse.
By revealing the grave guilt of the less glaring forms of
unfaithfulness the still graver guilt of all other forms
is established. This slave regarded the gift as something he did not desire; it aroused no response in his

heart. Since he had it he kept it, indeed, but only
because he could not avoid this. He kept it in a manner which revealed his real attitude toward the gift
and the Giver: be buried it. He thus was like one who
had no gift at all; but it was he himself who made
himself thus. In this he is a picture of all those in
the church who for any reason refuse to use the gifts
of Christ in his service. By such non-use the gifts are
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buried, and those who have them put themselves into
the same state with those who are without them. Moreover, this slave’s complete unfaithfulness includes all
degrees of partial unfaithfulness. D0es anyone among
us want to be like this slave? To do in part what he
did seconds his act at least to that extent.
19) Now after a long time the lord of those
slaves comes and settles accounts with them. And
he that received the ﬁve talents, having come forth,
brought forth another ﬁve talents, saying, Lord, ﬁve”
talents thou didst give me; see, another five talents I
acquired! His lord said to him: Well! slave good
and faithful! Over few things wast thou faithful,
over many will 1 station thee. Enter into the joy
of thy lord! Now he also having come forth who
(received) the two talents, said, Lord, two talents

thou didst give me; see, another two talents I
acquired! His lord said to him: Well! slave good
and faithful! Over few things wast thou faithful,
over many will I station thee. Enter into the joy of
thy lord!
The great moment has come, hence the vivid touch
in the present tenses “comes and settles accoun ."
“After a long time” seems almost like a hint to the
Twelve that the Parousia would not come as soon as
they might expect. Yet the parable deals only with the
lives of the men it presents, and the phrase is after all
indeﬁnite. But this long time surely implies two
things: the delay thoroughly tests out the faithful, and
at the same time it gives the unfaithful a long period
to repent and to amend. Many start well but do not
hold out; some begin ill but come to better thoughts.
Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East, 118, etc.,
reports that Moulton found amm’pw Aéyov in two papyri'

in the sense, “I make a reckoning, I compare accounts.”
The point is this reckoning at the end. It comes eventually. It is the judgment that accompanies the Parousia.
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20) The French painter Burnand has the two
faithful servants standing side by side when reporting
to their lord. We see how Jesus pictures them as being
exactly alike save for the difference in the number of
the talents. See how they show “boldness in the day
of j udgment,” as does Paul: “What is our hope, or joy,
or crown of rejoicing? Are not even ye in the presence
of our Lord Jesus Christ at his coming?” I Thess.
2:19. But behind all such joy in faithful accomplishment for Christ there appears the sure conﬁdence of
faith in Christ’s accomplishment for us; this also motivates our faithfulness. First, the clear and signiﬁcant
and we may add grateful acknowledgment: “Lord,
ﬁve talents thou didst give me.” The credit is his;
without this gift the slave could have accomplished
nothing. In the Greek, “See, another ﬁve talents I
acquired," we have no e'yo') but only the inﬂection of the
verb. This is not a boast of what I, I have done. The
stress is on the great amount acquired, “See, ﬁve talents!” as though it were spoken in surprise. Jesus
purposely varies his parables. In Luke 19 :16, 18 it is:

“Thy pound produced ten (ﬁve) pounds,” wpoaecpya’aan
and {moi-gas, Word and Sacrament produce.
But here
he twice has exc’pb‘qn, both effective aorists (R. 835), “I
acquired” or gained. Our gifts are ours in a different
sense than the Word is, and Jesus gladly accords us the
feeling that our efforts have not been in vain, I Cor.
15:58.
21)

The slave is rewarded beyond all deserts.

Being his master’s slave, he and all his labor and skill
belonged to that master, thus also all the proﬁts the
slave might acquire. But this master is to be a picture of Christ with all his heavenly generosity. The
single adverb, “Well!” i. e., “it is well,” is complete in
itself, a judgment or a verdict. We might translate,

“Fine!" or, “Excellent !”

The same is true in regard

to 8mm dyaoé ml marc', which is an exclamation that is

Matthew

complete in itself.
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The adverb J: is a verdict 0n the

work, the vocative a verdict on the worker, “Slave

excellent and reliable !” and thus furnishing his master
great satisfaction. N0 higher commendation can come'
to any believer from the lips of Jesus. This signiﬁcant
praise outranks all the ﬂattery and the honor the world
may bestow. Jesus holds up this commendation to us
in advance in order that we may ever keep it before our
eyes and allow it to make us always faithful.

This slave’s master might have stopped with this
praise, many masters would; or he might have added
something tangible, a small sum taken from the proﬁt
gained by the ﬁve talents.

Not so this master who is

to be a picture of Jesus: “Over few things wast thou
faithful, over many will I station thee.” So all these
talents are only “few things,” just enough to try us out
to see what kind of slaves we are. What, then, will
the “many things” be? They are here veiled by their
multitude and their richness, partly because the imagery of the parable is so restricted, and partly also
because our poor earthly minds cannot reach up to
these coming heavenly glories. But here all the Lord’s
goodness and his grace appear: his one thought is our
elevation and our joy. He places us ﬁrst over few
things, then over many things, and both of these
phrases are placed forward for the sake of emphasis.
Note an: in the sense of “over” (R. 604). The future,
“I will station thee,” is volitive; it voices the power

and the authority of this master. Think of what these
words that are addressed to us by Christ imply!
If we have reached the limit of the imagery in the
preceding word, we are now taken beyond that limit:
“Enter into the joy of thy lord !” It is not strange that
in several parables the imagery is too weak to present
the full reality that Jesus wishes to convey. So here
"the joy of thy lord” is the reality itself, the heavenly
joy of Christ himself. “It is but little we can receive
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here, some drops of joy that enter into us; but there we
shall enter into joy as vessels put into a sea of happi-

ness.” Leighton. Gerhard had the same thought:
Homo intrat in illud incomprehensibile gaudium.
22)

The report of the second servant is exactly

like that of the ﬁrst.

He has been equally faithful with

his two talents.
23) He hears exactly the same commendation and
receives the very same reward of grace. Thus not the
measure of the gifts we have in this life decides our
station above but the measure of our faithfulness in
using whatever gifts we have. Some who have had but
few gifts but were altogether faithful in the use of
those few will outshine others who were favored with
many gifts, but were not fully faithful in administering
the many gifts.
24) Now he also having come forth that received the one talent said: Lord, I knew thee, that
thou art a hard man, reaping where thou didst not
sow and gathering from where thou didst not
scatter; and afraid, having gone, I hid thy talent in
the earth. See, thou hast thine own! Yes, he alSo
came. He was compelled to come. Every unfaithful
servant will be compelled to come. The Kai has a peculiar shading of thought: “Now he also," etc.; it adds
him to the rest with whom he ought to belong but with

whom he in reality does not belong. 'In a parable the
characters are made to act and to speak frankly. We
see exactly who and what they are. This will be especially true at the time of the judgment when every
secret motive will be bared. So this slave says brazenly, “Lord, I knew,” etc. The whole parable ﬂatly
contradicts this slave’s alleged knowledge of his lord.
This fellow imagines his great and generous lord to
he as envious and as self-seeking as he himself is. He

calls his lord “a hard man,” axhnpés, one who is like a
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dried stick that will no longer bend, he is hard in a
moral sense, is set absolutely on obtaining his own
advantage. As proof of the hardness he mentions the
fact that this lord is “reaping where thou didst not sow,
and gathering from where thou didst not scatter.” The
two present participles express usual and thus characteristic actions. The sense is: “Thou makest thy
slaves sow in order that thou mayest get a ﬁne harvest
through their labor; and thou makest thy slaves thresh
in order that thou mayest ﬁll thy barns with the grain

they have cleaned.” “To scatter” refers not to sowing
grain but to letting the wind scatter the chaff after the
grain is threshed.
What this slave says is true in a manner: we do all
the work for the Lord. Did not the ﬁrst two slaves
bring their entire gain to the master?

The trouble is

that half a truth may be the very worst kind of a lie;
so it is here. We are the slaves of Jesus Christ, and
that may sound as though he proﬁted by our labor; but
think what it cost him to elevate us to the position of
being his slaves: the price of his own blood! If we
labored for him a million years we could never repay
him. Secondly, all our gifts are his, freely, gener- ously bestowed upon us; and these were given us in
order that with joy we may serve and honor our rightful Master — or shall we serve the tyrant Satan? , Finally, this blind slave saw only the gain that was turned
over to the lord; he never saw what that lord had in

mind concerning these talents and his beloved slaves.
The thing is, indeed, one-sided, but not in the Lord’s

favor; it is all in our favor.

The perfect participle

cuyqsdm is used in the description of this base slave

whereas the simple aorist M3151! is used in the case of the
faithful servant mentioned in v. 20. This perfect participle preserves this idea of this tense (R. 909).
Whereas Aupév simply notes the reception of the talents,
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cichﬁu'ac adds the thought that this base slave had had his
talent during this long time. "can is only a compact
way of saying c'xcidcv am, or at, R. 718, 548.
25) This slave now claims that he' was impelled
by dread of such an evil master (an/31704:) when he went
and buried the talent in a secret safe place until he
could return it intact on the day of reckoning. He
feared that he might lose his talent or a part of it if
he tried to trade with it. Alas, he points his fears in
the wrong direction. He is not afraid to call his good
master hard names and to bring back the talent without
having put forth the least effort to make it produce at
least something. No; he did not fear to insult his kind
and generous master. “See, thou hast thine own !”
Z8: is probably just an interjection as it is in v. 20 and
in v. 22. Hitherto Matthewhas used the middle ism:
(1 :23, etc.) with the accent of an interjection.
Here at last, perhaps unconsciously, this slave
speaks a true word, “thine .own” —- the talent had never
been his own in any true sense of the word. It is asked
how any unfaithful slave of Christ can return to him
the gift he has received. That, however, is not the
point of the picture. The point is what such a man
thinks. And remember, he is one of the better class who has not spent and squandered his talent in riotous
living as the prodigal son did, he had simply done nothing, and thus expected to escape blame. He was not
guilty of the world’s abuse of God’s gifts; he remains
in the outward church but remains idle as a drone. He
has his faculties, his life, his health, his abilities and
his inﬂuence, but that is all.

No fruit gained by these

was returned to the Lord. Faith without wbrks is
dead. And thus shall be his judgment.
26)

But

his

lord

:“NJwering,

said

to

him:

Wicked slave and alothfui, thou knewest that I reap
where I did not sow and garner whence I did not
scatter! Therefore it was necessary for thee to

Matthew 25:26, 27
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deposit my silver with the bankers, and, having
come, I would have received back my own with in-

terest. The very way in which he is addressed is
a judgment and a verdict upon this slave. The chief

emphasis is on «ompé which even precedes the noun.
“Wicked,” namely in the active, vicious sense, is this
slave. And that “wicked” attitude prompted his action
in seeing to it that this lord should obtain no gain;
«impds is timid, hesitant, but in this context it has the
evil turn “slothful.”
Instead of defending himself against this treacherous slave’s slanders his master turns the tables on him
and convicts him out of his own mouth and shows him
that he is basely lying and is pronouncing his own condemnation. In 22:12 the man is dumb and by his inability to furnish a real answer damns himself. The
parables use both: dumbness and self-condemnatory
answers. In either way the guilty reveal their own
guilt, and sentence is pronounced accordingly. So this
slave was afraid of losing the talent and knew what a
harsh man his master was? These are the premises.
But see the lying conclusion: he buries the talent! That
is exactly what does not follow froin those premises.
Wickedness always argues like a fool when it dares to
open its mouth. The open falseness here displays the
slave’s whole inner character and attitude. It com-

pletely blighted his soul.

-

' 27) With 05v his master draws the correct conclusion from this liar’s premises. And the master states
what is the very least that truly follows from the premises. More activity on the slave’s part might have followed if he really thought his master hard and grasping

and was afraid of losing the talent; but at least this
should have followed: the slave should have felt compelled to deposit the silver talent with the bankers and
should have allowed it to earn a bit of interest for the
master. This would have involved no risk whatever
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but even less labor than digging and hiding it in a
secret place. But (and this is the main point) the
talent given this slave in order to produce something
for his master would have produced it, a small sum at
least. The A. V. has “usury.” The older English
version employed the word in the good sense like our
“interest.” The least we can do with Christ's gifts is to
let others, who do business for the Lord on an extensive
scale such as bankers do, use us and our small gifts in the
Lord's work. Our gifts will then earn at least something.

The imperfect 38a is a simple statement regarding
the past. It may speak only of the past as it does here,
but it may also reach into the present, R. 919. “Verbs
of propriety, possibility, obligation, or necessity are
also used in the imperfect when the obligation, etc.,
has not been lived up to, has not been met. The Greeks
(and the Latins) start from the past and state the real
possibility or obligation, and the reader, by comparing
that with facts, notes that the obligation was not met.
The English and the Germans start from the present
and ﬁnd trouble with this past statement of a present
duty (an unfulﬁlled duty) .” R. 886. We are compelled
to think a little in the Greek idiom — that is all. Thus
the clause with is“ is not the protasis of a conditional
sentence but an independent statement; and Exomadpnv 5v
is. an apodosis of past unreality without a protasis
except by implication, “if thou wouldst have done that,
I would have received,” etc.
28) With this as the truth of the matter the
slave’s sentence is pronounced.

Take away, there-

fore, the talent from him and give it to him having
the ten talents. For to him that has shall be given,
and he shall be made to superabound; but from him
that has not, even what he has shall be taken away
from him. And the useless slave proceed to throw
out into the outer darkness; there shall he the weeping and the gnashing of the teeth. The slave had
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never made the talent his own in any true sense of the
word. We feel the justice of his now being deprived
of its nominal possession. But the command to give
this talent to the man who already has ten comes as a
surprise. Yet which one of the three slaves was best
able to take on an additional burden? Evidently, the
ﬁrst. Also this fact is made plain: none of the Lord’s
gifts shall be lost. He takes care of them, for they are
valuable to him both here below and in the higher
world. He who neglects his gifts only enriches others
and doubly defeats himself.
29) But the Lord himself explains (ydp). The
divine law of the kingdom is that he who has (by using
his gifts aright and thus getting more and more) shall
be given, namely by hisLord’s hand of grace; and the
effect shall be that this man shall be made to superabound (passive, by his Lord’s grace). And exactly
the reverse is true according to this divine law: from
him that has not (by his wicked refusal to employ the
gifts bestowed upon him), from him shall be taken
away even what he hath (namely, in an outward and
a merely nominal way).
While this is the law of the kingdom it appears also
in the ordinary affairs of men. The wealthy miser
who keeps his money locked up is really a poor man.
The mentally gifted man who neglects his gifts is like
a man that does not have such gifts. And thus a nominal Christian who knows the gospel and confesses it
but never appropriates it inwardly and makes it a
part of his life is like a non-Christian. The very opportunity which one neglects to his loss is given to
another for his gain; the crown which one lets go

bedecks another's brow. Here in time we may recover
a loss, it will be too late to escape the operation of this
law when the long day of grace ends.
30) The negative part of the verdict is followed
by the positive. Note how the object is placed forward
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for the sake of emphasis, “the useless (or unproﬁtable)
slave,” and the imperative is the descriptive present,
“proceed to throw out,” etc. Here we learn that none
who are dxpcios, useless to the Lord, can remain in his
kingdom. That is why he takes us into his trust, ﬁts
us out with great gifts, and tries us out to see whether
we really have faith in him and love for him. To whom
is this command addressed? The Analogy of Scripture
prevents us from answering, “To the other two slaves”;
for the Lord’s assistants in the ﬁnal judgment are the
angels. Moreover, the imagery of the parable is here
dropped for the sake of the reality, exactly as was done
in 22 :13; and in 24 :50. On the reason for this as well
as on the outer darkness, etc., see 8 :32.
31) Jesus sketched the entire course.of the world
until the end (24 :4~14) ; he followed this with a sketch

of the destruction of Jerusalem and of the Jewish
nation (24:15-28) ; and to this he added the account
of his actual Parousia (24:29-31). Then came the
admonitory sections that were marked especially by
three parables (24:32-25:30). Jesus needed yet to
add the description of the ﬁnal judgment itself (25 :3146). Beyond question this entire series forms one
of the grandest and the most important of Jesus’ discourses.

When, however, the Son of man shall come in his
glory, and all the angels with him, then shall he sit
on his throne of glory‘; and there shall he brought
before him all the nations,- and he shall divide them
from each other just as a shepherd divides the sheep
from the goats; and he shall stand the sheep on his

right, but the goats on the left. On “the Son of
man” see 8:20. Of his coming in the Parousia for
the judgment Jesus has already spoken most deﬁnitely
in 24:30, 31, where also “his glory" is mentioned and
the activity of his angels. It ought to be clear that
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Jesus is connecting this scene with 24:30, 31, and is
now bringing the whole subject to completion.
“The Son of man” who is more than man, the incarnate Second Person of the Godhead, shall come as such;
but not in his humiliation as he once‘ came for our
redemption but “in his glory,” in the sum of the divine
attributes (saga), in their unrestricted exercise, use,
and display also by his human nature. In 24:31 “his
angels" are introduced only incidentally, and we hear
of them only as they receive his order. Now we learn
that “all the angels” shall be “with him,” accompanying
him (pa-d) at his coming. What a grandiose coming
that will be! Here we see who this “Son of man”
really is.
32) The formalities of a court are fully observed.
After the Judge, decked with all his authority, arrives
he “shall sit on his glory throne,” m’noﬁ making the
throne deﬁnite, the absence of the articles emphasizing
both “throne” .and “glory,” but almost as though the
two were a ,compound, “glory-throne.” The word
“throne” conveys the thought that this is a King come
to judgment (18:23), and like every other feature in
this prophecy reveals the inﬁnite greatness of the scene.
In the passive “there shall be brought before him” the
angels are undoubtedly the agents as is clear already
from 24 :31. Always the angels are the heavenly ministrants of the Judge.

Strange ideas have been associated with miwa 74‘: ion»,
and with the separation of “all the nations” into two
groups, sheep on the right hand, goats on the left hand.
It is stated (without warrant, however) that 1-“: 30w,
always refers to Gentiles, pagan people, and that Jesus
here makes two groups of these, and besides these there
is a third group, his elect. A part of the Gentiles, nonChristians, unwittingly (v. 87) showed kindness to the
elect or Christ’s brethren and are. thus sent into heaven;
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while the other non-Christians who offered no such
kindness are sent into hell. This would, indeed, be a
new way of salvation, and one that would contradict
everything else that is said in the Bible in regard to it.

IIdura «rt; 50w; denotes universality as does miv 59m
avopusm in Acts 17 :26. Jesus chose this expression in
order to match 24 :14, (is yaprﬁpcov 76m 701: Eamaw (“to all
nations”) . The Parousia will not come until the gospel has been proclaimed as a testimony to all nations;
see miwa 7:. son, in 28:19. The whole human race will

be assembled for the ﬁnal judgment.

Through the

agency of the angels the whole human race will be
divided into two groups, one being placed on the right
and the other on the left of the heavenly Judge. This
division and this placing are already a judgment and a
verdict. What follows only justiﬁes this act. No
human court can thus determine pardon or guilt in
advance. During all these centuries sheep and goats
(wheat and tares) have been intermingled, and no man
could really separate them ; but now at last the separation is made and shall stand forever.
The Greek idiom uses the neuter plural to indicate
the right and the left hand (omitting “hand”). It
thinks 'of these two places as being composed of parts,
while to us each is a unit. 0n the idiom ix; “on the
right (left) ” see 20:21. The 65ers]: clause is only a
comparison, “just as a shepherd,” etc. In Palestine
the sheep and the goats are often pastured together and
then divided into separate folds at night.
33) Jesus places more into “sheep” and “goats”
for he uses these terms ﬁguratively as designations 'of
the elect and the non-elect (24:31 ; 22:14). We note
this regarding the sheep in John 10:2, etc.; especially
in v. 14-16; also in John 21 :15, etc. It is thus by contrast easy to determine who is referred to by the goats,
and we may well refer to Ezek. 3427-24, in particular

v. 18, 19.

The sheep are here those who do the works

Matthew 25:83, 34
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of faith which Jesus will recognize as having been done"
unto him; the goats are those who fail to produce the
works of faith, whose works, whatever they are, Jesus
cannot recognize as having been done unto him. Needless diﬂiculties are encountered by playing one set of
passages such as John 3:18; 5:24, which exempt the
believers from judgment, against another set ‘of passages such as John 5:29; Rom. 14:10; I Cor. 3:13;
II .Cor. 5 :10, which declare that the believers, too, shall
be judged. Jesus makes the whole matter plain: not a
single sin of the believers is mentioned in the judgment, examined, probed, and judged, only the good
works of believers are named; so they are, indeed, not
brought into judgment, and yet they are judged. All
the sins of the unbelievers are brought forward, and on
the basis of these sins they are damned forever.
34) Then shall the King say to those on his
right: Hither, you that have been blessed by my
Father, inherit the kingdom that has been made
ready for you from the world’s foundation. What
the term “throne” in v. 32 led us to expect is clearly
stated by “the King” in the present verse. Here is
judgment, indeed, but the royal judgment of our heavenly King, which is, on the one hand, a dispensing of
royal grace and favor, and on the other hand, a dispensing of justice. The adverb 8651': which is used with
plurals must be combined with the imperative xA-qpovoMean and has no independent meaning. The comment
that, as the King turns toward those on his right, they
shrink back from him and must be encouraged to come
forward again, is based on a misconception of the adverb. The address, “you that have been blessed by my
Father," is highly signiﬁcant. We regard the genitive
705 «MP6: you as stating the agent who blessed them;
their blessed state is due, not to themselves, but to the
Father. The King names the ultimate source of their
blessing, “my Father.”, and the possessive “my” im-

990

The Interpretation of Matthew

plies that the Father has blessed them through the Son.
We know, too, that the Father used also the Holy Spirit.
All the opera ad extra involve the Three Persons of the
Godhead.
The substantivized perfect participle oi zﬁxqupg’m
has its usual meaning, an act of blessing that occurred
in the past, whose effects continue to the present. When
God blesses he does more than to pronounce words
of blessing and praise, as we poor creatures do when
we bless him; he bestows his grace with all its gifts
upon us and thus makes us persons that were and still
are blessed. This perfect participle refers to all that
God’s grace wrought upon these people during their
earthly lives. They died in this grace, and thus after

they have been raised from the dead (or suddenly
transformed), they are “those that have been blessed.”

The aorist imperative KMpovoMam-c bids them forthwith to enter upon their inheritance. They have thus
far been, as it were, minor heirs, the inheritance was
held for them, but they did not assume its possession
and its enjoyment. And their inheritance is “the kingdom.” They have thus far been crown princes, they
are now to be actual, reigning kings. “The kingdom”
is evidently what we call the kingdom of glory, namely
heaven and its rule of glory and blessedness as distinguished from the kingdom of grace here on earth, .
by which we are ﬁrst made heirs through grace. This
word is sometimes thought to mean that the blessed are
to be subjects of Christ, the King, in heaven. But none
of us shall be subjects in heaven, all of us shall be
actual, reigning kings, reigning conjointly with Christ
in heaven. Heaven will be a kingdom that is composed entirely of kings, a kingdom raised to the nth
degree. And thus Christ shall be the King of kings
(us) and' the Lord of lords (us). Compare our heavenly rule and kingship, Luke 19:17, 19; and passages

Matthew 25:34, 85
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like Rev. 20:4; Rev. 3:21; Paul awaiting his crown,
II Tim. 4:8 (only kings have crowns) ; James 1:12.
The King adds the statement that this kingdom
“has been made ready for you from the world’s foundation." In his eternal and infallible foreknowledge God
beheld all of us before we were born, and beheld us
as all that his grace would succeed in making of us.
Far, far in advance he prepared the kingdom in which
we should rule as the coheirs of Christ (Rom. 8:17).
The perfect participle “has been prepared” has the
same force as the preceding perfect participle. So
this heavenly rule and kingdom is already awaiting us;
it is not something that is yet to be prepared. . Sometimes, as here, we have “from the world’s foundation,"
whereas in Eph. 1 :4 we have “before the world’s foundation.” This is only a formal difference. All God’s
saving plans go back into the timelessness of eternity.
35) The King’s judgment and his astounding
award are now fully established as being just. For
I did hunger, and you did give me to eat; I did thirst,
and you did give me drink; a stranger l was, and
you did take me in; naked, and you clothed me: I
was sick, and you did look in upon me; in prison was
I, and you did come to me. The dispute as to

whether ydp is illative or merely elucidative is really
unnecessary.

Some of the fathers were afraid that, if

711'}: offered the actual ground for the award, works
would be meritorious as the Catholics claim. This ydp
is illative, it states the grounds on which the judgment
and the award rest, and these grounds are beyond question our good works. Moreover, this is the universal
teaching of Scripture, Rom. 2:6, etc.; II Cor. 5:10;
Matt. 16 :27. But these works are decisive in the ﬁnal
judgment, not because of an inherent meritorious quality, but because of their evidential quality. As in any
proper court of law the evidence and the evidence
alone decides in harmony with the law, so in this most

992

The Interpretation of Matthew

supreme court at the end of the world this same procedure is followed.
This King’s judgment is one that is rendered in public, before the whole universe of angels and of men.
This is different from the secret judgment that is pronounced upon each man at the moment of death. Hence
in the public judgment faith cannot be used as a criterion of judgment, for this the King alone is able to
see directly and without fail. The evidence of faith
is used, namely the works which faith alone is able to
produce.

These all angels and all men are able to see

when they are brought to perfect view in the light of
the last day, when every sham and every deception
fall away forever. Sometimes these works are called
works of love, and their love is stressed without regard
to faith, but that view perverts and Romanizes. They
are, indeed, works of love but of that love which is
the product only of faith. So love, properly understood, brings us back to the ultimate source of these
works which is faith.
The signiﬁcant point in the six works here named
is that all six refer to the King himself: “I did hunger,” “I did thirst,” etc. Each work is thus made personal as having been done to and for the King. That
makes plain most clearly the inner motive that
prompted these works, love for this King, the love that
springs from faith in this King. Having received his
saving grace by faith, our gratitude responds by works

that are intended for him.
The next signiﬁcant point is the fact that all the
works mentioned are of the humblest and the lowliest
kind. Not one grand work is listed; this is in glaring
contrast with the claims made in 7:22. All these are
works which even the smallest faith can easily produce.
For even the smallest faith saves. In connection with
giving drink note Mark 9 :41. In avmya'ycrc the miy con-
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veys the idea of taking the stranger into the family and
there giving him lodging.
36) The verb wepLBdMav is used to designate the
putting 0n of any kind of clothing, and YUIAW‘S‘ refers to
insufﬁcient covering, it does not necessarily mean absolute nakedness. The verb iwwke'm’opar, “to look upon,”
has the sense of “to visit with help.” The last work,
going to those in prison, helps to cast a light on all
these works. They recall what Jesus said about the
persecutions his believers would have to suffer. Any
comfort and any help, ever so slight, offered to believers
in these circumstances would really be a confession of
Christ and thus in the highest sense a work of faith.
What is commonly called “charity,” namely works done
from humanitarian impulses, are thus ruled out. The
works of faith are far more than such charity, they are

confessional.
37-39) Then the righteous shall answer him,
saying: Lord, when did we see thee hungering and
did feed thee (aorist from rpe’dmv) ? or thirsting and
did give thee drink? And when did we see thee a
. stranger and did take thee in? or naked and did
clothe thee? And when did we see thee sick and
in prison and did come to thee? Here we are told
who these people are: oi Sixawt, “the righteous.” This
adjective and all its cognate terms are always used in a

forensic sense as a study of C.-K. will show in a most
convincing manner. The righteous are those who have
God’s verdict in their favor. The great Judge pronounces them free "from guilt and righteous; and as a
righteous Judge he must do so, namely on the strength
of the righteousness of Christ which all the righteous

have as their own by faith. The entire doctrine of
justiﬁcation by faith through the atoning merits of
Christ is contained in at Strum. We now see that the
six works (some have counted seven) are merely three

double works, the sacred number three, which refers
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to Christ, being emphasized by each work being doubled
by means of another that is quite similar to it.
The astonished questions of the righteous are the
best evidence as to how far their thoughts are from
any idea of merit on their part. They have, indeed,
learned from the gospel to serve Christ, their King, in
even' the lowliest of his brethren. But when they now
note inﬁnite glory as their inheritance in the heavenly
Kingdom, the award of this inheritance on the ground
of such little works seems impossible to them. They
kept no record of their works, they trusted solely in
grace and forgot all their works. This is the truth
that Christ brings out by means of these questions.
It is further evidence to show how just and righteous
' the award he makes is.
40) And the King, answering, shall say to
them: Amen, I say to you (on this formula see
5:18), In so far as you did it to one of these the

least of my brethren, to me you did it. This declaration is worthy of the seal of verity and of authority
'which the King adds to it. These least of works,
doubly, least because they are often done tothe least of
Christ’s brethren, the humblest of his followers who
had nothing whatever to distinguish them save that
they were believers in Christ, are great in the King’s
eyes. Since they were done for his sake, he rightly
regards them as having been done to him. Here we
see what the verbs of‘ the ﬁrst person in v. 35, 36, “I

did'hunger," etc., really mean.

And not only does

this King, seated on his glorious judgment throne, call
these humblest believers “my brethren,” he practically
identiﬁes himself with these brethren. So close is the
union between true believers and Christ, but its glorious
nature will not appear until the King declares this his
identiﬁcation with his brethren before the whole universe.

Matthew 25:40, 41

995

The least of the brethren (the addition of the adjective by means of a separate "article making "least"
emphatic, R. 776) 'are mentioned merely because kindness done to them would not be highly rated among
men. Of course, all the good done to the greatest of
his brethren such as the apostles, the great confessors,
and the martyrs, the King will also regard as having
been done unto him. But if he had mentioned these
great brethren, we might have thought their greatness
made our deeds precious. By naming the least of the
brethren the King really includes all brethren. Usually
the greatest is regarded as including the less, but here
we have a clear case where the very least include even
the very greatest.-

The view that these least of the brethren cannot be
a part of “the righteous" is untenable. How about the
brethren that are not the least; are such brethren not
included? Are they, too, not addressed by Jesus? This
view in regard to the least is akin to the other that
was discussed above by Jesus, namely that all these
righteous are pagans who unwittingly treated these
least of the brethren with kindness and for that kindness are now to inherit the kingdom. The righteous
are all the believers, and as such they are all the
brethren of Christ, the King, from the least to the
greatest (5:19; 11:11; 18:4) ; and what the King says
is that what they have done to each other for his sake
he regards as having been done unto him; 349 500V is
scarcely causal (R. 963) but denotes degree, "in so far."

41)

Then shall he say to those on the left:

Be

going from me, such as have been cursed, into the
ﬁre, the eternal, the one that has been made ready
for the devil and his angels! Verses 41-45 are the
direct opposite of v. 34-40. Is it accidental that aﬁmi is
twice added in v. 32:33: “on his righ ”'; but is omitted
in both v. 32 and v. 41: “an the left”? We now see
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who those on the left are: xarqpape’voi (from xampaiopm),
“having become the subjects of a curse,” R. 1096. Note
that this is a perfect participle like ﬂ’Moy’qp-(IVOC. in v. 34,
but does not have the article. We have, “the ones that
have been blessed,” but only, “such as have been
cursed.” The righteous and elect are one body that
has been ﬁxed in the counsel of God from all eternity;
the damned are only a conglomerate mass made up of
all types and kinds. The perfect participle is passive,
these people have incurred God’s curse, B.-P. 652. In
v. 34 the imperative is the strong aorist but here it is
the descriptive present, “be going,” as though it were
marking the brief delay granted them until the ﬁnal
words that justify this terrible verdict have been
spoken.

The best commentary regarding “the ﬁre” is found
in the previous references, 3 :10, 12; 5:22; 7 :19; 13 :40,
42, 50; 18 :8, 9. Some ask about the nature of this ﬁre.
One answer is that it is here described as one that has
long ago been prepared for the devil and his angels. It
is a ﬁre that tortures both spirits and men that have
bodies. We need to know nothing more than its terrible nature. Note that each modiﬁer of “the ﬁre” is
added by a separate article: “the‘ ﬁre, the eternal, the
one made ready,” etc. These articles make each modiﬁer a kind of apposition and thus form a climax, R. 776.
The effect of this should be carefully noted when we
think about this ﬁre. "The ﬁre" is terrible, indeed.
but "the eternal one” increases its terribleness, and
“the one made ready for the devil,” etc., raises its terrible nature to the ultimate degree.
Regarding aiulvws as meaning “eternal" little needs

to be said. Those who would reduce the ﬁre of hell to
a shorter or a longer period of time must then similarly
reduce the joys of heaven. But aia'imo: was spoken by
the King after time has already ceased, and after all
angels and men have entered on their ﬁnal ﬁxed and
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unchanged fate and, therefore, cannot be understood in
this limited sense. And if this Greek adjective does
not mean “eternal,” which Greek adjective does have
that meaning? Or did the Greek world, including the
Jewish (Jesus spoke Aramaic), world have no words
for eternity or eternal?
The remarkable thing is that hell ﬁre was originally
prepared for the devil and his angels as the ﬁt punishment for their irremediable apostasy from God; and not
for men. It is a fair deduction that men are consigned
to this devil's ﬁre for the simple reason that they have
turned from God to the devil and have become incurably apostate even as he is. The devil and his angels
whose promptings these men followed on earth will be
their constant companions in the eternal ﬁre. Bengel
brings out the following parallelism:
Hie: venite:
benedicti patn’s mei:
hereditate regnum:
paratum vobis:
a fundamenti mundz’.
Illic: abite a me:
maledicti:
in ignem:
paratum diabolo, etc.
aeternum.

42, 43) The proof for the absolute justice and
righteousness of this damning verdict is couched in
exactly the same words that were used to establish the
blessed verdict (v. 35, 36), so that we need not translate
v. 42, 43, but add only the negatives: "did not give me
to eat — did not give me drink — did not take me in”;

etc. All these out, piled up one on the other, produce a
terrible indictment, indeed. Not in one instance did
these accursed people do even the slightest little deed
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for Christ, the King. Not in a single case was there
a motive that the King could recognize as an intention
really to trust and to accept him.
The sins charged against them are negative, they
are omissions not commissions. And this is another
case where the lesser and the least include everything
up to the greatest. The comment that sins of omission
are here named because we are to be warned especially
against these sins, is unacceptable. Jesus is speaking
as a prophet and is prophetically revealing how the
verdict pronounced on the damned will be established
as a righteous verdict in the sight of the whole universe. It will be done by means of these simple but
unanswerable negatives. Each one of them and all of
them deﬁnitely, positively, unalterably thrust Christ,

the King, away.

Why mention positive sins, crimes,

outrages, horrors? This no -— no -- no with which
Jesus was met tells the tale so that we really understand the King’s verdict. In the last analysis it is not
sins as such that damn, whether they be great or small,
many or few, commissions or omissions. For all sins
can be pardoned and wiped out forever by grace. In
the ﬁnal analysis it is unbelief that damns, the unbelief
that ever says “no? to grace, continues to say this “no”

even in hell (Luke 16:30), and thus retains also the
guilt and the damnation of all its other sins. This
“no” was ﬁrst spoken by Satan in Eden, Gen. 3:4, and
by means of his man-murdering lies he instills it into
all his children, John 8:44.

44) Then shall answer also they saying: Lord,
when did we see thee hungering, or thirsting, or a
stranger, or naked, or sick, or in prison, and did not
minister unto thee? This question only continues
the “no” of these people, for its sense is, “We never
saw thee in a condition in which we might have been
able to minister unto thee.” The contrast with the
reply of the righteous in v. 37-39 is also signiﬁcant.

Matthew 25:44, 45
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The righteous repeat the words of Jesus in full, the
accursed abbreviate them. It has been said that this
is only a formal difference in order not to tire the
reader by a complete repetition. But why, then, not
abbreviation in v. 37-39, and why the complete repetition, even for the third time, by the King himself in
v. 42, 43? Even in the ﬁnal judgment the accursed
care so little for the King’s words that they abbreviate
them. To be sure, in the King's glorious presence they
dare not falsify them. All they can do is to raise their
false denial. But this very ﬁnal “no” seals their everlasting doom. They, too, address the King as Kip“.
What else would they dare to call him in the majesty
of his glory?
45) Then shall he answerthem, saying: Amen,l
say to you, in so far as you did it not to one of these
the least, neither to me did you do it. Here. we have
another repetition, but one that has two fatal negatives
and omits “my brethren.” This omission is certainly
not intended to reduce their guilt. The signiﬁcance
of the omission lies in the fact that the accursed are
addressed. The righteous aided each other for Christ’s
sake, asbrethren of Christ; the damned denied both
Christ and his brethren and acknowledged neither.
While they were in this life here on earth they saw in the
righteous only a set of people whom they despised,
“these least,” whom they either ignored or antagonized.
The King takes the damned at their own word.
They declare that they never saw Jesus hungry, etc.
They challenge Jesus to point out to them One time
when they saw him thus and did not minister unto him.
They imply that, if they had seen him under such cir-

cumstances, they would have ministered unto him. That
claim falls to pieces before the facts. The gospel was
heralded over the entire inhabited world, it was a testimony to all the nations, 24:14. The accursed met
preachers and teachers of the gospel and came into
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contact with the believers in this gospel. They regarded them as fools. They never saw Christ, the
eternal King himself, in them; they did not realize
that their treatment of all these believers and confessors was really the treatment they were according the
eternal King himself. This was not ordinary ignor.
ance but the obdurate and vincible blindness of unbelief. Even now they cling to their blind unbelief with
damnable persisltence (v. 44; Luke 16:30). Thus they
never ministered unto “these least,” and by that very
fact never did a thing for Christ; Ego: is the emphatic
form of the pronoun as in v. 40. They disowned Christ,
they repudiated his grace and his salvation. The evidence for this are these negative acts of theirs which
even they themselves admit as facts though for a false
and a lying purpose. The long day of grace is past,
now the hour of judgment has struck. The evidence
is clear to the universe, the sentence of hell-ﬁre is the
only sentence the eternal Judge can pronounce if he
himself is to remain absolutely righteous and just.
46) There is no indication that even a slight
interval occurred between the pronouncement of the
verdicts thus substantiated by the universally admitted
evidence and the execution of these verdicts. And
these shall go away into punishment eternal, but
the righteous into life eternal. So brief the words,
so tremendous the realities they state. Some think
that the righteous stand by while the damned leave and
then also depart. But the words make the impression
that both the righteous and the damned (let us say'
under the guidance of the angels) go to their eternal
abodes. Here we have a plain commentary on “the
ﬁre, the eternal” of v.41, namely “punishment eterna .”
Who would want either? The opposite is {an‘y aiu'mos,
“life eternal.” The punishment is the absence of this
(mi, the removal from the enjoyment of God and of the
saints and the angels in the new heavenly world. In-
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stead of God, the devil; instead of the saints and the
angels, the company of the other damned and of the
devil's angels. Instead of heavenly joy, hellish torture
that will exactly match the moral condition of the
damned. Here ain’mo: plainly refers to both punishment
and life, so that it is impossible to give the word two
different meanings. This settles the question: hell is
as eternal as is heaven; heaven no more so than hell.
The question is sometimes asked: “Can God damn
to hell forever ?” Those who argue away the existence
of hell and of the devil are not “the righteous” but
those who contradict the King and are in danger of
arriving in hell. God seeks to keep all of us out of hell;
but many nullify all his grace. They contradict God
and Christ even on the judgment day. They have
reached a devilish state which God himself cannot
change. They exclude themselves and also must be
excluded from God and all holiness, and that means
hell. 0n the day of judgment no arguments will avail
but only the facts, whether we accept them or rebel
against them. All that the writer desires is that he
may be among the righteous on that last day when
they go away into life eternal.

CHAPTER XXVI
XIX
Christ’s Passion, Chapters 26 and 27

1) And it came about, when Jesus ended all
these words, he said to his disciples, You know that
‘after two days comes the Passover, and the Son of
man is handed over to be cruciﬁed. The unnecessary
c'yc'vc‘ro that introduces the sentence is due simply to the
strong Greek tendency to begin a sentence with a verb
rather than with a modiﬁer of time (here the (in

clause) and generally this :‘ye’vero does not inﬂuence the
construction, B.-D. 442, 5; 472, 3. Here dare follows
as though no ﬁnite verb preceded. Matthew has repeatedly used this formula about Jesus ﬁnishing his
words (7 :28; 11 :1; 13 :53; 19:1), but this time he adds

“all these words,” as though he intended to imply that
no further “words" or discourses such as these would
be reported in the remainder of his Gospel.
2) The statement that Jesus himself makes ﬁxes
its time, “after two days comes the Passover.” So it
was still that great Tuesday that was ﬁlled so full of
conﬂict and instruction (Matthew’s account of this day
extends from 21 :23 to our present chapter, 26:5).

For

there is no question that here «re miaxa does not ”refer to
the entire Passover week but to the actual Passover
Feast, the eating of the Passover lamb on the four-

teenth of Nisan (Thursday). Two days before would
be the twelfth of Nisan (Tuesday).
With a simple mi Jesus adds what shall then happen, “the Son of man (see 8 :20) shall be handed over
(delivered up, betrayed) to be cruciﬁed.” The present
(1002)
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tense rapaSt'SoraL is not merely a prophetic present but
also expresses the certainty of what is about to occur,
R. 870. As the Passover “comes,” so Jesus “is delivered up to cruciﬁxion" (c2; 76 to indicate purpOSe that
shall be effected) . This is not an announcement of the
Passion; Jesus has already attended to that. It is an
announcement of the exact time of the Passion, which,
indeed, began with the betrayal of Judas in Gethsemane
on Thursday night. It is Jesus who here two days in
advance ﬁxes the time. The point is not that Jesus
merely indicates that he knows the time—this is not
an impressive display of supernatural knowledge. By
an infallible prophecy Jesus authoritatively ﬁxes the
time: it shall be Thursday night, then, and at no other
time.
3) We see what Matthew has in mind when he re.ports that on Tuesday evening Jesus so exactly ﬁxed the
time of his Passion. Then were assembled the high
priests and the elders of the people in the hall of the
high priest who is called Caiaphas, and they resolved
to arrest Jesus with craft and to kill him. But they
went on to say, Not at the festival, lest there be an
uproar among the people. The point is the last
statement: arrest and kill but not at the festival, not
until the seven days of the celebration are over, and the
festival pilgrims have gone, not until we say so, when
we think it safe.

0n the very same evening (-ro're),

'perhaps at the very same hour and moment, Jesus says,
“It will start Thursday night"; and the Sanhedrin says,
“It shall start a week later." God rules even in the
midst of his enemies. That Jesus should die, how,
where, and just when, is entirely God’s decision and
not at all the decision of Christ’s deadly foes. When,
where, and how God opens the gates, the ﬂood of their
damnable hate shall rush in and never otherwise,
against God’s will. The thought is tremendous in
every .way. It is Matthew alone who brings these two
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decisions into vital connection; Mark 14: 1, 2 and Luke
22:1, 2 refer only in a general way to the decision of
the Sanhedrin.
“The high priests and the elders of the people” is
a designation of the Sanhedrin which uses only two of
the three terms that are often employed; see 2 :4, “high
priests," and 16 :21, “elders,” and in both passages note
the designation by naming only two groups. The at)“;
is either the palace of the high priest or the hall in the
palace. This was a secret meeting and thus was not
held in the usual place, namely in the Chanujoth (tabernae, mansiones), on the south side of the great
Temple court. Any public meeting would have drawn
attention to itself, and its object would have provoked

inquiry.

Some think that the aim; was the unroofed

inner court of the quadrangle of the palace, but this
would be exposed to the passing of servants and attendants, and thus also too public for taking secret steps to
kill a man. The high priest, m" Aqolu'vou introducing
his name as Caiaphas, was the head of the Sanhedrin
and presided at its meetings. Josephus calls him
Joseph, but this name is never used in the New Testament. His character stands out clearly in the Gospels.
He is domineering, unscrupulous, criminal.
4) The aorist aux/epouadaam, followed by subﬁnal
in, means that the assembly passed a joint resolution,
Iva stating what the resolution was. The resolution
.passed is “to arrest Jesus with craft and to kill him,”
hence the subjunctives are properly aorists. That a
body such as this could pass such a resolution casts a
ﬂood of light on the moral and the spiritual condition of
the nation and of these its leaders. “With craft” may
refer to the offer Judas had made to betray Jesus at an
opportune moment.

-5) With the descriptive imperfect Matthew paints
the scene: one after another went on to say, “Not at
the festival,” not during the seven days when Jera-

Matthew 26' :5, 6
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salem would be ﬁlled with pilgrims from far and near.
Matthew wants us to dwell on this word because it
clashes so directly with Jesus’ word in v. 2. The reason for this delay is obvious enough. Because the
people had been so enthusiastic in their welcome of
Jesus, the Sanhedrin had every reason to fear an uproar among them if they should arrest and kill Jesus
during the feast. This was human calculation. Jesus
was killed on Friday, and no uproar of any kind arose.
6) The two companion pieces, v. 1-2 and v. 3-5,
connected with rare, are now followed by two more
that are likewise joined with 767:, v. 6-13 and v. 14-16.
Now when Jesus was in Bethany in Simon’s, the
leper’s, house, there came to him a woman having an
alabaster vial of perfume, very costly, and she
poured it out upon his head while reclining at table.
The ﬁrst part of Matthew’s account is greatly con-

densed; the same is true of Mark's. We are thankful
to John 12:1, etc., for having added so much to those
two brief records. Neither Matthew’s genitive absolute, “when Jesus was in Bethany,” nor Mark’s similar
phrase (14:3) give the date of the anointing, and all
efforts to ﬁnd a date in these expressions lead to unsatisfactory conclusions. John gives us the exact date.
Jesus arrived in Bethany “six days before the Passover,” on the eighth of Nisan, the Friday before Palm
Sunday. It was too late to make a supper at that time,
for the Sabbath began at dusk. Jesus rested during
the Sabbath, and then, when at dusk of this day the
Sabbath was over, the feast in honor of Jesus was
served; see the complete details in the author’s com-

mentary on John.
We know nothing further in regard to “Simon, the
leper”; but it is fair to conclude that he offered his
house, was himself present, and was called “the leper"
as a result of the great miracle by which Jesus had
healed him;
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7) Matthew does not devote space to a description of the occasion when this woman came to anoint
Jesus, namely a grand supper that was served in honor

of Jesus, Lazarus being present among the guests
(some 15 in all), and Martha and Mary helping to
serve. But his omission of the woman’s name, especially when we consider v. 13, can scarcely be due to
mere brevity of writing. Matthew saw her perform
her great deed with his own eyes and must here withhold her name because, when Matthew wrote, she was
still alive, and to publish her name might entail evil
consequences for her on the part of the Jewish haters
of Jesus.

Matthew mentions the container, mew-may; “a
thing of alabaster,” i. e., a vessel or a vial that was
made of this semitransparent stone, which was so constructed and sealed that the neck of the vial had to be
broken in order to get at thecontents, and the entire
contents (a pound, John 12 :8) had to be used after the

‘vessel had been broken. The contents Matthew calls
only ,nfpov, a general term for this volatile “perfume."
The translation “ointment” conveys a wrong impres-

sion, and “oil" does likewise. This pﬁpov left no oily
stain but evaporated rapidly like our ﬁnest perfumes;
John states that the whole house was ﬁlled with the
delightful odor.
‘
All the three evangelists remark about the great
value of the perfume; Matthew calls it papﬁrrpov, “very
costly.” Matthew and Mark mention only the fact that
the head of Jesus was anointed; John supplements this
by stating that Mary, the sister of Martha and of Lazarus, anointed Jesus’ feet and dried them with her hair.
Matthew’s only reference to.the fact that this occurred
at a feast is the participle dvaxupc'vou, “while reclining at
table"; it is John who tells us about this feast.
8). Now when the disciples saw it they were indignant, saying: To what purpose this waste? For
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this could be sold for much and be given to poor people. John aids in making the scene clear. Judas,
who carried the funds and stole from them, inaugurated
this indignation and carried some of the other disciples
with him, these not taking time to think. Judas uncorks the vial of his poison, and the vile odor' begins
to spread. ' In the basest of moves a man may often
have supportersand abettors, especially if he is able to
hide his motive and his intent under some plausible plea.
Judas might have found various objections to
Mary’svact and to Jesus’ acceptance of it: it ill became
a man of simple manners; anointing the feet as well as
the head was a piece of extravagance and of effeminacy
that was offensive to Jewish custom ; such luxury did not
comport with the life of a prophet; had not Jesus him-

self said that they that wear soft clothing are in kings'
houses? they might use costly perfumes but not a .
man who was practically without a home. It is characteristic of him that Judas attacks the ﬁnancial side
of this transaction; he sees only the dméhcu, the terrible
waste, all this valuable perfume now gone. At the
same time Judas takes credit for speaking out as he
does right here in public, right before Jesus himself in
whose honor this feast had been made, at once and not
long after. What a brave, high-principled man 'he
was! No wonder some followed his lead!
9) The imperfect £815vaa'o, like the E8“ in 25:27, is
difﬁcult for the English and the German mind. In
verbs of propriety, obligation, possibility, or necessity
the Greek starts from the past and states the real possibility or obligation, and the reader, by comparing
that with the facts, notes that the possibility (this ,is
the type of verb here used) is not met, R. 886. Once
the possibility of selling “this’-' was in existence (imperfect tense), now it no longer exists. Matthew writes
only woMoﬁ, “for much,” the genitive of price; John lets
Judas state the exact amount: 300 denarii, $48.
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“And given to the poor” hides the thieving motive
of Judas behind the assumed motive of charity toward
the poor. Think of it, Judas speaks up for the poor!
But note that he condemns. not only Mary but Jesus
himself. Judas implies that Jesus is robbing the poor;
that he is lavishing upon himself what rightfully belongs to charity; that for his own gloriﬁcation he allows
a waste that is utterly wrong; that his example is
harmful to others; and that Judas is the man who
knows what is right, proper, charitable, and is not
afraid to mention it! This is the traitorous touch in
the action of Judas. Those of the other disciples who
supported him most likely wanted to criticize only
Mary and thought how good helping the poor would be.
10) But when Jesus perceived it he said to
them: Why are you distressing the woman? For
an excellent work she did work on me. For always
you have the poor with you, me, however, me you

have not always. For this one, in casting this per.
fume upon my body, did it for my entomhment.
Amen, I say to you, Wherever this gospel shall be
proclaimed in the whole world, there shall he
uttered also what this one did as a memorial of
her.
We need not stress 'yvods unduly; Mark has “some
expressing indignation toward themselves,” starting
to object at the place where Judas reclined, and where
Jesus did not at once perceive what was going on.

Soon he realized it and interfered. It is remarkable
that Jesus completely ignores the covert attacks made
against himself for allowing such waste in his own
honor. He ﬁrst defends Mary. He rebukes her critics, “Why are you distressing the woman?” furnishing
burdens (deous napéxcw) for her? The -u’ suggests
that these critics can in no respect justify themselves.
As proof the positive fact and the verdict of Jesus are
adduced: “an excellent workshe did work on me," xaMy.

Matthew 26:10-12
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excellent in every way. The idea of work lies in both
the verb and the object. Jesus thoroughly understood
that it took a mighty resolution on Mary’s part to do
a deed such as this, which, as a mere anointing, might
meet the sharpest objection, but which, as an anointing
of Jesus’ body for his burial, would be utterly beyond
the minds of these men and would invite the more
intense criticism. With Epyov xaMy Jesus accepts her
whole work, and any attack on it must reckon with him
and not with the woman.
11) Matthew abbreviates the word regarding the
poor and writes only that the disciples always have the
poor with them. His readers may note what is added
in Mark, namely, that they can do them good at any
time, whenever they feel like doing so. But the real
point Matthew brings out clear and sharp: “always the
poor — me not always” (chiasm) . The latter is really
an understatement, especially when it is considered in
connection with Mary’s act. The disciples would have
Jesus with them only for a few more days, during
which time they might honor him; but this very evening was the only possible time to show him the honor

Mary had in mind.
12) Jesus states directly and in so many plain
words just why c.5717, “this one” (i. e., woman) lavished
(BaAofm) all this perfume upon Jesus. He says, “upon
my body," for Mary had in mind the entire sacred body
when she anointed its head and its feet so lavishly.

“For my entombment she did it" ; «p3: 76 with the inﬁnitive denotes aim, intent, purpose: “she did it that I be
entombed" (aorist: laid away in a tomb). The words
mean exactly what they say. Nor does c'wadncifcw mean
“to prepare for burial” (R. V.) but simply “to entomb."
But did Mary actually and consciously anoint Jesus for

his burial?
Some think of only a general providence and say
that Mary unconsciously fulﬁlled God’s purpose. Others
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say that Jesus “lent” this signiﬁcance to‘Mary’s act.
Still others think of a foreboding and an indistinct
premonition on which Mary acted by a sort of instinct.
But the three texts say, “she did it for my entombmeat”; Mark, “she did anoint my body aforehand
(apoe’aapc with the inﬁnitive Fupia‘at) for the entombmen ”; John, “she kept it for the day of my entombment.” Again and again Jesus had spoken of his death
by violence, by cruciﬁxion at the hand of the Gentiles.
What if the disciples failed to grasp what this implied?
Why should not one heart realize that Jesus meant
exactly what he said? The character of this woman is
such that it ought not to surprise us so much to note
that, whereas dull-witted men failed, she saw that Jesus
was now going straight to his death by cruciﬁxion as
he had said. Thus her mind leaped to the conclusion
that, when the tragedy became reality, it would be
utterly impossible to reach Jesus and to anoint his
dead body for its burial. That is why she acted now
and unhesitatingly embraced the opportunity which she
had hoped would come and for which she was prepared.
We may add that only on the supposition that Mary
knew that she was now anointing the body of Jesus for
its burial is the tremendous praise accorded her act by
Jesus himself justiﬁed.
13) To this praise is aﬂixed the seal of verity and
of authority (see 5:18). It refers to the world-wide
spread of the gospel proclamation (24:14), and the
prophetic future passive Myoﬁa’tfat most positively
assures us, “There shall be uttered also what this one
(aim, namely, woman) did,” and this utterance, this
telling of what she did this night at Bethany, shall be
“for her memorial,” shall ever keep her memory alive,
atwﬁc being the objective genitive.

This prophecy of

Jesus has been literally fulﬁlled.
14) Then one of the Twelve, called Judas.
lacnriot, having gone to the high priests, said, What

Matthew 26:14, 15
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are you willing to give, and I myself will deliver him
to you? But they weighed to him thirty silver pieces.
And from then on he was seeking an opportunity to deliver him. As in v. 3 the wire in point of
time connects the two incidents related in v. 1-5, so
now 76:: connects the anointing in Bethany and the dastardly act of Judas in point of time. “Then,” after
the rebuke in connection with the anointing; “then,"
when already his attack on Mary and on Jesus showed
how traitorous was his heart, Judas went ahead with
his damnable deed.
Whenever he is introduced as such (Mark 14:10;
Luke 6:16; John 6:71), the naming of the traitor is
always tragic, “one of the Twelve," one of this sacred
number, one who was raised so high by Christ, one who
was destined for one of the twelve apostolic thrones
in heaven, and one who now not only lost this grace
and this glory but transformed it into the absolute
opposite: a tool of Satan (Luke 22:3), one who was
sold for thirty pieces of silver to the whole world’s
execration, the one traitor beyond whom none in the
whole world can go. His full name is also added:
“Judas Iscariot” = Ish—Kerioth, “man of Kerioth,” a
town in Judea (Josh. 15:25). He is thus distinguished
from the other Judas among the Twelve as well as from
all the others of the Twelve, he alone hailing from
Judea while the rest hailed from Galilee. But the
place of his origin has nothing to do with his crime.
No one can say precisely when he went to the high
priests. Did he slink away late on that Saturday
night? It would be possible. To no less known persons does he go than to the “high priests” themselves.
to Caiaphas and to his relatives in the Sanhedrin.
15) Matthew does not state that these leaders of
the Sanhedrin were overjoyed. Whereas they feared
that the whole nation was being carried away by Jesus,
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one of his most intimate followers is ready to sell him
for a price. Here was an opportunity that was almost
too good to be true, one no man would have dared to
predict. Matthew presents only the essentials. After
having been admitted to the great men’s presence,
Judas is almost brutally direct, “What are you willing
to give me, and I myself (emphatic 674.) will deliver
him to you ?" That is all: “How much? If the price
is right, I myself, one of his own Twelve, will do the
job for you."

Matthew alone reports these words of

Judas. We ﬁnd no trace of haggling about the price.
The bargain is very promptly struck. And again it is
Matthew alone who states that the price was thirty
pieces of silver (compare Zech. 11:12, 13), 30 shekels,
or 60 drachmas or denarii, about $10.
It is Matthew who informs us that the pieces of silver were weighed out to Judas right then and there. For
Zea-quay a619, just as the Hebrew of Zech. 11:12, means,
“they weighed” the money, literally “stood it" on the
scales, by this common test giving him 30 pieces of full
weight and not worn pieces that had depreciated in

value.

See the up-to-date dictionaries on 1017”“ when

it is used in connection with coins, also the R. V., which
corrects the “covenanted” of the A. V. Mark’s “promised” leaves the payment in doubt. The promise and
the agreement were carried out then and there. Judas
would do nothing unless he had the money paid down.
“What are you willing to give me?” means give me
right here and now. Judas intended to run no risk in
regard to getting his money later on.

The priests ran

no risks, because they had the power to arrest this man
at any time. So Judas left with the blood money
weighing heavily in his bag. He carried the funds of
Jesus and of his band, and during this season the little
treasury must have been ﬂushed. After Jesus was in
the hands of the high priests, Judas would retain also
this money for himself.

Matthew 26:15-17
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The amount has been called too small a sum, being
only the price paid as a penalty for accidentally killing
a slave (Exod. 21 :32), and hence the amount has been
questioned. But amounts of money are always relative in men’s mind; to some men a small sum takes on

great proportions. The fact that our criminals demand large sums is no reason for questioning the
amount Judas took. But think of these high priests
and of what this criminality implied in regard to their
moral character! Yet often, the higher and the holier
a man has been regarded, the baser was his real moral
character. Too many authorities have paid Judas’
money as these high priests did.
16)

Judas went back to Jesus with the price for

his Lord and Master already in his greedy hands.

But

from then on he had only one thing in mind: the cam;-

piav, the favorable time or opportunity to carry out his
part of the bargain, “to deliver him,” the nu clause

being subﬁnal and in apposition with cl'matpi'av. So the
divine and the human plans for Christ's death are laid.
17) There is no record of anything that Jesus
said or did on Wednesday. It is certain that he did
not go to the city; the probability (we have no more)

is that he remained in Bethany. From Tuesday (v. 1,
2) Matthew now takes us to Thursday. Now on the
ﬁrst day of the Festival of the Unleavened Bread
the disciples came to Jesus, saying, Where wilt thou
that we make ready for thee to eat the Passover.
And he said: Go into the city to so and so and
say to him, The Teacher says, My special time

is near.

With thee I am keeping the Passover

in company with my disciples. And the disciples
did as Jesus ordered them and made ready the
Passover.

Matthew purposely abbreviates his account, for he
leaves out all that Mark and Luke report about ﬁnding

this unknown host.

But Matthew records independent
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details of an intimate nature in the message addressed
to the unnamed host.
There is noneed of an elaborate discussion of 1’?»

wicxb. and 1} «pom nay dCIipon.

The former originally- des-

ignated the celebration that occurred on the afternoon
and the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan (the eating
of the Paschal lamb) and naturally led to the inclusion
of the entire seven-day week of the unleavened bread;
similarly “the days of the unleavened bread” soon included also the day on which the Paschal lamb was
slain, the fourteenth of Nisan, thus making eight days
of unleavened bread. “The ﬁrst day of the unleavened bread” is thus beyond question the fourteenth of Nisan. At this time it was a Thursday.
Matthew, like Mark, makes it plain that all of the
disciples were concerned about the place where Jesus
would celebrate the Passbver that night. Note the
force of col, “we make ready for thee"; they do. not say,
“for us."' The disciples have no suggestions of their
own, they simply inquire in regard to Jesus' will. “The
Passover" means all that belongs to the Passover meal
(diayeiv).
'
18) Matthew’s account is quite lucid although it
is brief. All the arrangements were made, apparently
in Bethany, early on Thursday in the presence of the
Twelve. Any reader of Jewish origin would under- ‘
stand that twelve men were not needed for this task.
Mark tells us that Jesus delegated two, and Luke names
these as Peter and John, and Jewish sources tell us that
no more than two were allowed in the Temple court

when the lamb was killed in the afternoon.

So tardy":

(is rip «am is quite clear.
In all three synoptic accounts Jesus withholds the
name of the man in whose house he intends to celebrate
the Passover, and, of course, this means that Peter and
John alone will know who the man is and where his
house is located, and that they will know this only after

Matthew 26 :18
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they have found the man’s house in accordance with the
directions given by Jesus (Mark and Luke). In all
probability Peter and John did not return to Bethany
where Jesus and the ten remained until toward evening
when Jesus took them to the place which he alone in
addition to Peter and John knew. We have Only one
answer to the question as to why Jesus (it is not Matthew) kept the man’s name and thus the location of his
house secret: the traitor is not to know, is not even'to
be able to ﬁnd out. Jesus keeps the traitor hopelessly
guessing as to where this place may be found.

Jesus

will celebrate this Passover in perfect security, right in
the city itself, and that at night, whereas ever since
his entry into the city on Sunday he had left the city
every night.

There is no warrant for thinking that Jesus had
talked matters over with this unnamed man of Jerusalem; that Jesus quietly told Peter and John the man's
name; that the Twelve knew who was being referred to
without needing to be told; that the reason for calling
him 6 Sciva was only to keep his name secret at the time
of the writing of this Gospel, just as Matthew had not
mentioned Mary’s name in v. 6-13, lest Jewish haters

single out this man for persecution. Incidentally, the
grammarians state that this is the only place in the
New Testament where 5 Sam, “Mr. So and So,” R. 744,
is found. It is Quite fruitless to speculate regarding
his identity and to refer to Joseph of Arimathaea, Nicodemus, or Mark’s own home in the city.

The message that Peter and John are to deliver

indicates not only that this unnamed man is a disciple
of Jesus but also that he is one who has advanced in

his faith. He will at once know who a simian»: is when
Peter and John speak to him. And the mysterious expression, “My special time ('xmpés) is near," will be
intelligible to him and will at once move him to action.
Note the possessive “my xatpéc” and the fact that this.
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noun always designates a short time that is in a‘
decided way marked by what occurs within its narrow limits.

“My special time is near” must refer to

the special time that is marked by Jesus’ passion. And
here is a disciple in Jerusalem who knows that this is
what Jesus has in mind when he sends this message.
Never again will Jesus celebrate the Passover; his end
is close at hand. No wonder that Jesus kept this man’s
name and his residence a secret; he would not this night
have it raided by the Jewish authorities who would follow the traitor’s directions.
All the synoptists presentJesus as taking it for
granted that he will celebrate the Passover at this
friend’s house. Matthew reports the message as follows: “With thee (emphatically forward) am I keeping
the Passover together with my disciples.” Mark and
Luke agree with this when they word the message of
Jesus so that it asks where the room is which is to be
reserved for Jesus. Jesus is certain of all this in
advance, as he was in ‘21 :2, etc. But now everything
has a sinister background, for 26:14-16 has occurred.

The expression mm? 16 miaxa is common in the LXX as a
translation of “to celebrate the Passover.”
19) Matthew states that the directions of Jesus
were duly carried out and the Passover made ready.
20) Now when evening was come, he was reclining at table together with the twelve disciples.
And while they are eating he said, Amen, I say to
you (see 5:18), that one of you shall betray me.
And being exceedingly grieved, they began to say
to him each one, Surely it is not I, Lord? But he,
answering, said:
He that dipped his hand with me
in the bowl, he shall betray me. The Son of
man (see 8:20) goes away even as it has been

written concerning him; but woe unto that man
through whom the Son of man is being betrayed.

Matthew 26:20, 21
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Excellent were it for him if that man had never been
born.

It is Thursday evening. But this is the beginning
of the Jewish Friday, for with the appearance of the
ﬁrst star in the sky the new day began. Matthew at
once transfers us to the beautiful and secluded upper
room where the Passover is now in full progress with
Jesus and the Twelve participating.
21) Matthew records none of the conversation, he
intends to relate only how the traitor exposed himself.
“While they are eating” refers to a special part of the
Passover. This followed a ﬁxed order: 1) the ﬁrst
cup with its blessing; 2) the bitter herbs to recall the
bitter life in Egypt; 3) the unleavened bread, the
chasoret, the roasted lamb, and the chagiga (other sacriﬁcial meat) ; 4) the housefather dips the bitter herbs
into the chasoret with a benediction, then eats, and the
others follow; 5) the second cup is mixed (wine with

water), a son asks, and the father explains the feast;
6) the ﬁrst part of the hallel is sung, Ps. 113 and 114,
and with a prayer of praise the second cup is drunk;
7) the father washes his hands, takes two cakes of
bread, breaks one and lays it on the unbroken one,
blesses the bread out of the earth, wraps a broken piece
with herbs, dips it into the chasoret, eats it and a piece
of the chagiga, and a piece of the lamb; 8) then all
join in the eating, and it is to this point of the feast
that Matthew refers with “while they are eating." At
no previous point could the exposure of Judas have
been made without spoiling the ceremonial. 9) The
close came when the father ate the last morsel of the
lamb, after which no one ate. Then came the third
cup; 10) the second part of the hallel, Ps. 115-118 ; the
fourth cup, sometimes a ﬁfth; the conclusion of the .
hallel, Ps. 120-137. This is the rabbinical description.
The emotion of this scene Matthew allows us to feel

from the dialog; but note John 13 :21.

The entire pro-
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seeding of Jesus is marvelous: he does not expose Judas
but reveals the act of Judas and its effect upon Judas'
himself, so as to bring the most powerful pressure to

bear upon Judas in'order to lead him to repudiate his
act even now, to fall at Jesus’ feet in repentance and to
receive pardon. In fact, Jesus proceeds in this way
until the last scene in Gethsemane. Under the pressure of such treatment Judas proceeds boldly to expose
himself. So all that Jesus at ﬁrst does is to assert most
solemnly, “One of you shall betray me I" This statement must have exploded like a bombshell among the
disciples. It merely asserted a fact, but with the indeﬁnite “one of you” (££,'partitive) it put every man
present in the shadow of guilt. And this was the intention of Jesus.
.
.
22) The word was intended to shock the guilty
soul of Judasout of its guilt, and Jesus thus used the
effect produced upon the eleven guiltless disciples by that
word as an added force to reach the will of Judas. Ju-

das had tottell himself that Jesus must know all about
his traitorous act. Judas had to feel that, when all the
others asked, “Is it I?” they were sure that Jesus knew
which one it was. Judas heard the voice of innocence,
ﬁlled with dismay, ask, “Is it I?" and that must have
struck his heart that was black with guilt, for he could
not ask thus in honesty and in innocence.
“Being grieved exceedingly” is the ﬁrst reaction
and, prompted by it, the question of d: Ema-m, “each

one,” in quick succession, M1511. éya': zip, Kip“;

The inter-

rogative particle pﬁn implies a negative answer on the
part of the questioner, which we are able to reproduce
only in a cumbersome way: “Surely, it is not I, Lord ‘1”
A degree of uncertainty is nevertheless mixed with
_ each man’s assurance. Each man knows of no act so
terrible in himself; but each man knows that what
Jesus says must be fact; and each man knoWs how
weak he is and how, ignorantly or in some other way,

Matthew 26:28

he might do something to hurt Jesus.
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Note that the,

eleven say, Kip“, which at this advanced stage meant to
them, “divine Lord"; Judas says only, “rabbi.”
23) Jesus does not answer these anxious and excited questions. Judas had not joined in the chorus.
His attention had certainly been aroused. He was
thinking rapidly. What did Jesus really know? . Was
he working only on suspicion ? What was Jesus after?
So Jesus not only continues, he increases, the tension by
answering with a signiﬁcant description of the traitor:
“He that dipped his hand with me into the bowl, he
(oi'rros, emphatic) shall betray me." This, of course,
does not furnish a mark of identiﬁcation. Both 6

zppdwac in Matthew’s account, and 6 inﬂandpevos in’
Mark’s, the one an aorist participle, the other a present,

are timeless.

Nor should we think that Matthew is

here reproducing John 13:23-26. The verses recorded
by John follow what Matthew relates: John supplements by telling how he and Peter were shown that the
traitor was Judas.
The real point of the designation “he that dipped
his hand together with me in the bowl!" is the Same
one as that made in John 13 :18, and as that noted in the
mode chosen to inform thn and Peter (John 13:26) :
it characterizes Judas as a second Ahitophel, the man
who turned traitor to David and ended by hanging
himself. He is the prototype of the traitor Judas; and
it ought to be noted that this is the only reference in the
Old Testament regarding Judas; we lack even a single
prophecy. II Sam. 16 :15-17, 23; Ps. 41 :9 (John
13:18) ; Ps. 55:12-14. Jesus says, “in the bowl,'.’ and
,uf 5,106, “in company with me”; we put too little into
these expressions when we fail to see that this was the
Passover of Jesus (cot in v. 17), that the deve were
here at his invitation, not he at theirs, that this was
Jesus’ bowl, and that to be allowed to dip into it with
Jesus supreme honor, indeed. Thus Jesus makes plain
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how despicable, how utterly low-down Judas’ act is.
All this, spoken before the whole company, had to strike
the conscience of Judas with double force. He who
could resist impacts such as this was beyond hope.
24) But let no man think that Jesus is at the
mercy of some vile wretch; no, “the Son of man (i. e.,
the incarnate Son of God, God’s great Messiah) goes
away even as it has been written concerning him.” His
course, even to this tragic end, was recorded in Scripture and is now on record there; (this is the force of
the perfect). It has been divinely planned and will
surely be carried out just as Jesus now declares (“shall
betray me"). Jesus is not appealing for sympathy
with himself, the sympathy and the commiseration
should go to the traitor. Jesus is indicating to the
Twelve, including Judas, why he does not interfere and

make this dastardly betrayal impossible. Jesus is in
absolute harmony with what “has been written.” In
order to have all that perfectly fulﬁlled he became “the
Son of man.”
He turns the thought from himself in whose case
all is going as it has been written to the awful condition and fate of the traitor. He cries “woe” upon
“that man” and designates him as one who is distant
from himself. This is not a woe of indignation such
as the woes uttered in 23:13, etc., but a woe of deepest
grief and pain. And yet this woe, like all others, and
like its opposite “blessed,” is the verdict upon the
traitor. All that causes wretchedness and agony in
time and in eternity is his portion.

When Jesus says,

“is being betrayed,” he lets Judas know that he knows
just how far Judas has already gone.
Although no yip is written, we must say that we now
have an explanation of the “woe” if not the actual
reason for it, “excellent were it for him if that man
had not been born.” The thought is: “If he had had
no life at all rather than a life that is marked by such a

Matthew 26' :24, 25
deed.”
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It thus really makes no difference whether we

translate or" iycvinq, “not to have been conceived,” or,

“not to have been born" after having been conceived.
The sense remains: non-existence is preferable to this

betrayal. R. 886 regards xaaav 17v ding-3 as another Greek
idiom that indicates that the past is not met by the
present (like 23:23; 25 :27 ; 26:9).

But here we prob-

ably have a mixed condition of unreality: the protasis
is one of past unreality: “if he had not been born,” and

the apodosis one of present unreality: “it would have
been excellent.” The fact that the negative 01': appears
in such a protasis is quite exceptional, and neither R.
1161 nor B.-D. 428, 2, have more to say. The fact that
5v is missing is of no moment (R. 1014), yet its absence
would harmonize with the decisive force of ob. At this
point insert John 13 :23-26.
25) Now Judas betrays the full devilishness of
his character. And Judas, who was betraying him,
answering, said, Surely, it is not I, rabbi? And he
said to him, Thou didst say it. Here Judas betrays
what effect the treatment of Jesus has had on him.
Although he was .at ﬁrst startled, he has recovered and
come to the conclusion that this rabbi is only guessing,
only groping around to see whether he may discover
something. He thus meets the situation with the brazen face of hypocrisy. Prompted instantly by personal
distress, voice after voice had promptly asked, “Surely,
it is not I?” No such distress was evident in Judas,
and hence no such prompt inquiry came from him. But
the thought comes to him that Jesus or some of the
others may have noticed that he did not join in the

questioning. Moreover, he notes that Jesus had really
said neither “yes” nor “no” to all these questions but
had just prolonged the uncertainty. So this hypocrite
puts on a bold front with his lying question, "Surely,
it is not I, rabbi?” He challenges Jesus to divulge
whatever information he may have.

And the address.
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“rabbi,” whereas the rest used, “Lord," inadvertently
betrays his real estimate of Jesus. Judas is resolved
to carry his betrayal through.
Straight as a shot the answer of Jesus smites
through Judas’ lying pretense. Him Jesus gives an
immediate and direct answer, “Thou thyself didst say
it!" This is the common Jewish way of aﬂirming
something by using the very statement made by the
questioner himself. Hence the emphatic m1, “thou thyself,” and then either the present aéyue, “art in the
act of saying it,” or the aorist, “didst already say it."
Some think that this interchange of words was
, not heard by any of the eleven, but this view is untenable. Since these thirteen persons were reclining on
couches, it is difﬁcult to see how Judas could ask and
be answered in secret unless he arose from his place
and spoke to Jesus at close range. We must not forget
that this occurred “while they were eating," v. 21,
during the eighth part of the ceremonial. Nor would
anything be gained by secrecy, for, according to John
13 :23-26, John and Peter already knew, and that implied that the rest would be told quietly by these two.
Besides, Jesus is through with Judas. As soon as the
traitor has compelled Jesus to expose him, Jesus orders
him to go and to do quickly what he is engaged in
doing, John 13:27-30. Matthew does not say that
Judas left.
He certainly does not need to; for after
Judas had been exposed as a traitor he would no longer
remain in the company of the “rabbi” he was betraying and in the company of his loyal disciples. Thus
the question as to whether Judas received the Lord’s
Supper or not is answered in the negative.
26) Matthew at once adds the account of the
Lord’s Supper. And while they Were eating, Jesus,
having taken bread and having blessed it, broke
it; and, having given it to the disciples, said, Take,
eat! This is my body. And having taken a cup

Matthew 26:26
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and having given thanks, he gave it to them, saying:
Drink of it, all! For this is my blood, that of the
covenant, that in the act of being poured out for
many unto remission of sins. First note the repetition éuauivmv aﬁru‘w, “while they were engaged in eating,"
cf. v. 21. Both genitive absolutes refer to the same
eighth part of the ceremonial which was described in
detail in connection with v. 21. We see that this must
have been the case, for the ninth part took but a
moment, it merely stopped further eating; and the
tenth part was the singing and the drinking of the
last cup. We shall be safein assuming that the institution of the Lord’s Supper came at the close 'of the
somewhat ample period of freely eating the Passover
food. 'No one was to be stinted. So about the time
the housefather would have gone over to number nine,

the eating of the last morsel of the lamb, thus stopping
all further eating, Jesus proceeded to do something
that was entirely new‘. The new act is also an eating
and a drinking, but ,one that consisted of bread and

wine and was engaged'iin only by the disciples.

It

has its thanksgivings, but these and the added words
refer directly to Christ’s sacriﬁcial body and his blood
and to their saving eﬁ'ect. From the ﬁrst word onward the disciples understood.
First, Jesus “took bread." The participle indicates that this is only a preliminary act. Note that
this participle is an aorist, and that throughout all
participles (except Myow) and all main verbs that refer
to the acts of Jesus are aorists, all being historical and
stating so many facts. The entire account is so simple
and so lucid in its wording that eVen a grammar the
size of Robertson's ﬁnds only one very minor point to
be noted. The'ap-roe was not a “loaf.” , No. “loaves”
in our sense of the word could be baked of unleavened

dough.

This apros was a thin sheet of unleavened

bread, pieces of which were broken off for the pur-
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pose of eating. The author saw these thin sheets of
bread baked on a hot plate in Syria; the woman stacked
these up and gave us one that was still hot, which we
broke and ate in the ancient way. How else could we
have eaten it properly?
The second act is still preliminary, hence we again
[have an aorist participle, (May-pious, “having blessed.”
Luke and Paul have (ﬁxapm-niaas, “having given thanks.”
But we at once see that the two words have the same
sense, for Matthew and Mark use the second when they
come to speak of the cup. None of the four accounts
of the Supper has preserved for us the words of blessing and thanksgiving that were spoken over the bread
and the wine by Jesus. We shall not go astray when
we say that these words referred to the bread (and
then to the wine) that were in Jesus’ hands and to

the heavenly gift which the respective element was to
convey. Thus this blessing enlightened the disciples
and prepared them for the proper reception of the
bread and of what it conveyed (of the wine likewise) ;
for they were to receive both intelligently and were
not to wonder what Jesus was trying to convey to
them. All we can say about these words is that, after
they were once spoken by Jesus, they remain efﬁcacious

for all time wherever the sacrament is really celebrated. Because of their very nature they could not
again be eﬁicaciously repeated, and that seems the
reason that the power that guided the holy writers led
them to omit these words from their records.

The acts of breaking and of giving go together in
the sense of distributing. No symbolism is involved
in the breaking, for “a bone of him shall not be
broken,” John 19:36. The bread was broken merely
so that it could be more readily eaten. “Bread is an
inanimate thing: how can breaking it be like the putting of a human being to death? Breaking bread is
,the very symbol of quietness and peace, who would

Matthew 26 :26
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dream of it as an appropriate symbol of the most 'cruel
and ignominious death? Bread is the representative
food, and, used in metaphor, is the symbol of spiritual
and supernatural food. The breaking of bread is the
means of giving it as food and as a symbol, the symbol
of giving and taking a higher food. No one would
dream of the breaking of bread as the symbol of killing a human body; and if so extraordinary and symbolic use of it were made, it would require the most
explicit statement on the part of the person so using
it, that such was his intent; and when he had made it,
the world would be amazed at so lame a ﬁgure.”
Krauth, Conservative Reformation, p. 723. In regard
to the wine we have no counterpart to the breaking of
the bread, which shows that the breaking was only
incidental to the distribution.
Just how Jesus “gave to them" no man can say.
Nor is the point vital. When we now adopt a mode
of distribution we cannot say that any mode will
do; for various modes that are used at present indicate wrong views of the nature of the Sacrament. Our
mode must in every way harmonize with the essentials
of the sacrament and also with the spirit of its original
institution. As Jesus gave he said, Adpm, ¢dy¢r¢, two
aorist imperatives to indicate two brief actions. And
now the disciples hear what Jesus really gives them,
70516 am 73 MM you, “this is my body.” Luke adds
to body the modiﬁer, “being given for you,” i. e., in
sacriﬁce on the cross; and Paul adds to body the modiﬁer, “which is for you," i. e., in sacriﬁce.
We must note that 10510 is neuter and hence cannot, grammatically or in thought, refer to apro: which
is masculine. The English “this” and “bread" obscures this distinction in gender, yet we dare not
ignore it. “This” means, “This bread which I have
now consecrated by blessing and thanksgiving”; or
more tersely, “This that I now give to you” ; hoc quad
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vos sumere jubeo. “It is no longer mere bread of
the oven but bread of ﬂesh, or bread of body, that is,
bread which is sacramentally one with Christ’s body.”
Luther.
Much has been written on e'cm’ which is merely the
copula connecting the subject and the predicate. Jesus
spoke in Aramaic and used no copula in that language,
for none was needed; but this does not remove or in
the least alter the inspired Ear! found in the Greek
records. It cannot mean “represents” as Zwingli contended. The characters $1,000, written on a piece of
paper, “represent” one thousand dollars, but no man
can say that this “is" a thousand dollars.
“My body” means exactly what the words say, “in
truth and reality my body." The modiﬁers added by
Luke and by Paul strongly substantiate this view.
Luke’s inrép {may 8186ml' must refer to the real body,
for no symbol of the body, no bread, was this day being
given for our redemption on the cross. It is only
the rationalizing question, “How could the Lord give
his disciples his true and real body by means of bread ?”
that has caused the trouble in regard to these exceedingly simple words. Some think of a transubstantiation of the bread into the body, so that Jesus does not
give bread but only body. Others deny that he gives
his body. They say that this is impossible and that,
therefore, he gives only bread as the symbol of his
body.
We refuse to answer the question in regard to the
how because the Lord has withheld the answer. We
probably could not understand the answer because the
giving of Christ’s body in the sacrament is a divine
act of omnipotence and of grace that is beyond all
mortal comprehension. The Lord declares the fact:
“This is my body," and we take him at his word. He
knows the mystery of this giving; we do not. The
rationalizing objection that this involves a gross, car-

Matthew 26:26, 27
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nal, Capernaitic eating of the raw ﬂesh, is unwarranted. The ﬁrst disciples, who had the body of Christ
before their very eyes when Christ’s bodily hand in
a supernatural way gave them the gift of his sacriﬁcial
body, never dreamed of such an eating. “My body"
does not mean “a piece of my body."
Matthew and Mark are quite brief in their reports
of the institution. Both omit what Luke and Paul add,
namely, that the sacrament is to be repeated again and
again by the disciples. But it would be unwarranted
to play the other accounts against Matthew and Mark
on this point or to assume that these two evangelists
intended to cancel this command of Christ’s. The four
records are four historical testimonies, and any point
in any record that is not found in the rest is only so
much valuable addition. Matthew and Mark sense
that permanency is indicated by the very nature of
the sacrament; for not the Twelve alone but all disciples were to be partakers of Christ’s body and blood
for the assurance of their salvation.
27) Matthew and Mark relate the consecration
of the cup exactly as they related the consecration of
the bread while Luke and Paul abbreviate by writing
“likewise." We prefer the reading wronﬁpcov without
the article which a number of good texts and also Luke
and Paul have. Whether a different cup was used for
each of the four or ﬁve times of drinking in connection with the Passover, or whether only one cup was
used and this was reﬁlled as needed is not certain and
quite immaterial. The point is that Jesus instituted
the sacrament with the use of one cup and that he
bade all the disciples to drink out of this one cup.
Any change in what Jesus here did, which has back
of it the idea that he would not for sanitary or similar
reasons do the same today, casts a rather serious reﬂection upon Jesus.
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“Cup” may refer to the empty vessel, the ﬁlled
vessel, or only to the contents of the vessel as the con-

text decides. “Having taken the cup” means the
vessel with its contents; “having given thanks” refers
only to the contents of the vessel. “He gave it to
them" means the vessel with its contents. The
order to drink it (15705 means to drink the contents of
the vessel. But roam refers to the consecrated contents
alone.
The cup contained wine mingled with water, on
which all are agreed save those who for special reasons
believe that wine was not used. When Matthew 26:29
writes, “of this fruit of the vine,” i. e., that which the
Passover cup contained, he shuts out any and all other
products of the vine save actual wine and thwarts all
modern efforts that speak of unfermented grape juice,
raisin tea, or diluted grape syrup. The expression
"fruit of the vine” is derived from the Hebrew phert
hagiphen, a choice liturgical formula. for wine. The
matter is of utmost importance and lies beyond our
powers to alter. To alter a testament is to invalidate
that document. Hence the use of any other liquid than
actual wine that is made from grapes —- this alone was

“wine” in Christ’s day, this alone was used in the
Passover—renders the sacrament invalid so that it
ceases to be the sacrament. Christ’s testament is valid
only in the form in which he made it and not as men today
may alter it.
We note that Jesus adds mime to the command to
drink, “all” of the eleven are to drink; and Mark adds
that “all” did drink. This “all” indicates the necessity
that all who ate must also drink in order properly to
receive the sacrament. The contents of the cup are
thus to be drunk so that all will receive a portion and
none be left without such a portion. The fact that
the mime in Matthew and in Mark plainly contradicts
the Roman Catholic practice is obvious.
But Rome

Matthew 26 :‘27’, 28
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makes an asset of this «aims: it claims that this word
is not used in connection with the bread because this
bread is intended for all Christians; but “all” is added
to the cup, and this has reference only to all those
present, the apostles and then their successors in the

priestly ofﬁce, “all the clergy alone.” In other words,
"all” means “not all but only some” —the opposite of
what Jesus actually says.
28) Here the explanatory ya’p is inserted; in substance it is present also in the statement regarding the
bread. We have roﬁro exactly as in v. 26: “this," the
consecrated wine; “this,” that I bid you drink. So
also am’ is the copula and nothing more. And n‘a nip;
p-nv matches exactly 1'3 aﬁpxi you, and all that indicates
the reality of the latter likewise indicates the reality
of the former. “Body” and “blood” are given separately, for in the sacriﬁce the blood ﬂows out and is
separated from the body.
By means of a separate article, and thus as a kind
of emphatic apposition, Jesus adds: n" 17']: Suarfme, and
then also 1’?) mpi woMu'Sv c'vaWo'pZevov Kr)“

On the force

of these articulated additions see R. 776; and on the
force of the article with the predicate 75 (755,111,. 11.01! and
:3 aha; p.01}, cf. R. 768. These grammatical points are
valuable exegetically in order to perceive just what
Jesus says.

Monographs have been written on the

term 8ta0ﬁxn, “testament,” in connection with the
Hebrew bm‘th, “covenant.” We see how the translators of our versions waver, the A. V. using “testament” in our passage, the R. V. “covenant" with “testainent” in the margin. Compare on the subject C.-K.
1062. We offer the sum of the matter. The Old
Testament dealt with the promises God gave to his
chosen people. God placed himself in “covenant” relation to Israel. The heart of this relation, like the
promises and the gifts of God to Israel, is wholly one-

sided.

In is always God’s covenant not Israel’s; and
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it is never a mutual agreement. This covenant, indeed,
obligates Israel, and Israel assumes these obligations, but the covenant itself emanates wholly from God.
The LXX translated berith, “covenant,” Swain],
“testament,” since this term has the strongest onesided connotation. A will and testament emanates
only from the testator. Christ, however, brought the
fulﬁllment of the Old Testament promises. The result
of this was that now God’s people have the inheritance
and are God’s heirs, joint-heirs of Christ, Rom. 8:17.
It is thus that in the New Testament b‘rith becomes
auaaﬁm, “will and testament,” by which God bequeathes
to us the blessings Christ has brought.

Both the old barith or covenant and the testa4
ment of Christ’s fulﬁllment were connected with
blood. The former could be sealed with the blood of
animal sacriﬁce: “Behold the blood of the covenant,
which the Lord hath made with you concerning all
these words,” Exod. 24 :4-8. This blood typiﬁed and
promised the blood of Christ, God's own Son, to seal
“the new testament” by which we inherit all that
this blood has purchased and won for us. The old
covenant could be written in animal blood because it
consisted of promise; the new testament could be written only in the blood of the Son of God because it conveys the complete fulﬁllment of the promise, the actual
purchase of our redemption.

The word “blood” is not merely a reference to
“death," because a speciﬁc death, namely a sacriﬁcial
death, is involved. No other type of death could
establish the “testament." Hence the crowning modiﬁer with another 76, “that in the act of being poured
out for many.” Jesus means that now this pouring
out of his sacriﬁcial blood has begun. And, indeed,
he has truly entered upon his sacriﬁce. So “body” and
“blood” appear separately in the sacrament; nevertheless, the two always appear together. No sacriﬁcial

Matthew 26:28, 29
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body without sacriﬁcial blood and vice versa. The
Scriptures never speak of the gloriﬁed body or the
gloriﬁed blood. The miracle of the sacrament is not
that Christ makes us partakers of his gloriﬁed body
and blood but of the body given and of the blood shed
for us on the cross. The sacrament draws on Calvary
not on heaven.
The phrase repi woMév means, “concerning or in re-

gard to many,” and conveys the general idea that the
pouring out of the blood took place for their beneﬁt;
and the next phrase completes the thought, “unto remis-

sion of sins."

Thus up! indicates the persons involved

and (is the purpose or contemplated effect upon these
persons. The absence of the articles stresses the nouns:
“remission," sending away and complete removal, “of
sins,” whereby we miss the mark. These roMoi are all
men, for all of whom the blood was shed “for remission
of sins,” and not merely the believers in whom this
remission was realized. They are “many,” and thus
extend far, far beyond the eleven. Mark combines this
by using {nip “may, “in behalf of many” in the sense of
“in place of many,” {m3 having the idea of substitution.
See Robertson, The Minister and his Greek New
Testament, the entire chapter on bare’p. Matthew’s
wording conveys the same idea.
29) Moreover, i say to you, that in no wise will
i drink from now on of this fruit of the vine until

that day when I shall be drinking it with you new
in the kingdom of my Father. The sacrament has
been instituted. The sacrament was also made the
conclusion of the Passover, save for the singing of
the hymn (v. 30), the second part, of the hallel. The
importance of the statement is evidenced by the
formula, "I say to you," and Mark shows that Jesus
even used “amen” as the ﬁrst word. With verity and
with authority Jesus declares that he will die that very
day (Friday), for he will not taste another cup of
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wine. But to this sad announcement he adds one that
is most glorious, that the day is coming when he will
be drinking wine that is wonderful and new with his
disciples in the kingdom. The negative 01': p.75 is the
strongest form of negating a subjunctive or a future
indicative; and m’m is the aorist subjunctive, punctiliar
to express a single act: not once will Jesus drink.

He

had offered the cup of the blood of his testament to
the disciples; but for Jesus there remained only the
cup of his suffering. But the following «in, is the
durative present subjunctive; in the kingdom the
drinking will be repeated.
Because oiyoe does not appear in this account, the use
of wine is at least gravely questioned, which means

practically denied. The fact that Matthew writes not
merely “fruit of the vine,” phem' hagiphm, the lovely
liturgical term for wine used in the Passover ritual,
but most deﬁnitely “this fruit of the vine,” the one
regularly used in the Passover and thus used by the
Lord also for his Supper, is not appreciated by those
who will not use wine in the celebration of the Lord’s
Supper, for they think that grape juice ﬁts this phrase
better than wine although in April such a thing as
grape juice was an impossibility in the Holy Land of
Christ's time. It could be had only when grapes
were freshly pressed out, before the juice started to
ferment.

Jesus not only dies on- this day, but by his dying
all the Jewish Passovers have served their purpose
and have really come to an end. That is why Jesus
instituted the sacrament of the New Testament; this
is to be used by his disciples “until that day” when
Jesus will drink the fruit of the vine “new" in the
heavenly, glorious kingdom of his Father. On this
heavenly feast compare 8:11; Luke 22:30; Rev. 19:9.

Note the present subjunctive m’vw, “be drinking,” for
that feast shall never end; also xuwér, “new,” as com-

Matthew 26:29-31
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pared with what is old, not vc'ov, “new,” as never having
existed before. All descriptions of heaven are necessarily ﬁgurative, so also this one regarding the drink,ing of wine at the heavenly feast. Yet from Luke
22:16 we gather that the heavenly feast will be a
heavenly fulﬁllment of the Passover plus the Lord’s
Supper. All that is promised in the latter regarding
our union and communion with Christ will then be
brought to its eternal climax.
“In the kingdom” has been used to ﬁnd chiliasm
in this statement of Jesus', and this affords opportunity to revive the chiliastic dream of Papias concerning “this fruit of the vine” in heaven which grows
endlessly in enormous clusters on the most astounding
vine that ever was imagined. When the ﬂoodgates of
imagination are opened, the strangest romances
appear.
30) And having sung the hymn, the second
part of the hallel, Ps. 115-118, perhaps also the last
part, Ps. 120-137, with which the Passover was usually
concluded, they went out to the Mount of Olives,
namely to the Garden of Gethsemane.
31) Then Jesus says to them: All you shall be
trapped in connection with me in this night. For
it has been written, I will smite the shepherd, and
scattered wide shall be the sheep of the ﬂock.

But

after! am raised up I will go before you into Galilee.
On the way to Gethsemane, Jesus makes this disclosure.

We see that all he needs to know concerning

the details of his passion is most clearly known to
him. All of the eleven, not one excepted, axavﬁaxmaﬁowae,
shall be caught as in a trap, z'v c'pot', in connection with
Jesus. The idea of the verb is that of a crooked stick
to which the bait is afﬁxed and by which the trap is
sprung. So this night the trap will catch all the disciples. They will be trapped by what will happen to
Jesus; it will completely upset them. On retaining
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the natiVe meaning of the verb see M.-M. 576. The
translations, “ye shall be offended because of me,”
and, “in me,” are both incorrect and misleading. The
disciples took no offense because of Jesus, of anything
that he was or did this night. They took no offense
at all. They were simply caught (trapped) and overwhelmed by what happened to Jesus, namely his sudden arrest and trial. And this that caught them was
('1' ipof, "in connection with Jesus,” and not “in (within) me” or “because of me.”
“For” intends to explain by pointing to what
“has been written” and thus is still on record, the
prophecy of Zech. 13:7. Jesus uses only two statements of the prophecy and himself translates these
from the Hebrew. Whatever other fulﬁllment Zechariah’s prophecy may have, Jesus here uses it with reference to his own death and its effect upon the disciples.
“I will smite the shepherd,” etc., means that Yahweh
will give Jesus into death.

And this ordeal the dis-

ciples cannot be spared. We now see what being
caught in a trap means: the disciples will be so upset
that they will leave Jesus and like a shepherdless ﬂock
will ﬂee in all directions. But though this sad and
terrible thing is now about to happen, it means much
that Jesus himself informs the disciples of it in advance. This advance warning contemplates bringing
these scattered sheep together again.
32) And that is exactly what Jesus promises.
The accusative with the inﬁnitive iypoﬁmi ,u is converted into a substantive by means of the article 16

and is then made the object of yard. Jesus will be
raised from the dead by Yahweh who gave him over
to death. Repeatedly Jesus had announced his resurrection to his disciples and had stated deﬁnitely that
it would occur on the third day after his death.

Now

in consolation and blessed assurance Jesus adds that,
after he has risen from the dead and is gloriﬁed, he

Matthew 26:32-84
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will precede the disciples into Galilee. In other words,
as the great Shepherd that leads his ﬂock he will appear
to them in Galilee where he had gathered most of
that ﬂock. That this was to be a signal and an exceptional meeting we see from the constant references to
this gathering in Galilee, 28 :7, 10, 16. The only direct
mention we have of it is found in I Cor. 15 :6, to which
must be added Matt. 28 :16, etc.
33) And Peter, answering, said to him, If all
shall be trapped in connection with thee, I at least
will never be trapped. Jesus warned Peter twice:
ﬁrst, in the upper room, John 13:36, etc., and Luke
22:31, etc.; secondly, on the way to Gethsemane, Matthew and Mark. On this question see the author’s
commentary on John 13:36. Peter is not checked by
the warning received in the upper room. 0n the contrary, he is more sure of himself than ever. Openly
he contradicts Jesus: not all will be trapped, Peter
will be the exception. Openly Peter compares himself
with the other disciples to his own great advantage;
note the emphatic c'qu, “I at least.” Instead of the
simple negative of, he also uses the universal aware“,
“never.”

He will now get a second positive warning,

but he will disregard this as he did the ﬁrst.
34) Jesus said to him, Amen, I say to you, that
in this night, before a cock crows, three times wilt
thou deny me. This time Jesus adds the seal of
verity and of authority (see 5:18). He no longer combines Peter with the others but singles out Peter and
tells him the outrageous acts he alone will perform.

Peter will give his own grand words the lie by doing
exactly the opposite of what he says. He will even
deny Jesus, utterly disown him, and that no less than

on three separate occasions this very night. He will
do this, not by implication, but with the same loud voice
he is now using and in public before even more witnesses than hear him now. The verb drupvc'opai means,
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“to say no,” and thus to deny and to disown. The
aorist subjunctive is volitive, “wilt (not shalt) deny
me."
The crowing of a cock is not some casual crowing
of some individual cock. Two crowings were distinguished: one, sometime after midnight; the other, just

before daWn. They divided the night into the midnight or the silent period, the period before dawn,
and the period after dawn. Pliny calls the fourth
watch sewndum gallicinium.

The second warning

to Peter (Mark 14:30) refers to both crowings, “before the cock crow twice,” i. e., before the day dawns.
Luke and John refer to the crowing that took place be.
fore dawn. The phrase is not a mere expression of
time but refers to the actual crowing of the cocks on
that night.

This word is spoken with a special purpose. It
does more than merely to foretell how soon Peter will
sin, it prepares the help to raise Peter from his fall
into sin. Peter will actually hear the crowing when
it begins; that will bring Jesus’ word to his mind;
and this, together with a look from Jesus’ eyes (Luke
22:61), will cause the tears of repentance to ﬂow.
The effort to discredit the reliability of the evangelists
by stating that in a city such as Jerusalem no chickens

were kept, and that thus no cocks crowed within range
of Peter’s ears, has been met by ample evidence to the
contrary.

35) Peter says to him, Even if I must die with
thee, in no wise will I deny thee. Likewise also all
the disciples said. In the upper room Peter had
already declared his willingness to die with Jesus. Of
course, he can now do no less. He now uses the condition of expectancy which pictures the situation vivid-

ly and combines Jesus’ death and Peter’s dying with
him (aniv, accompaniment, R. 628) . And now he again
ﬂatly contradicts Jesus’ “three times wilt thou deny

Matthew 26:85, 86
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me" by stating, “In no wise will I deny thee” (the future is volitive, R. 875). Carried away by Peter’s
mighty assertions and promises, the rest of the disciples spoke in the same way. Jesus is silent, for his
object is already attained; he had_ paved the way for
Peter’s repentance.
36) Then Jesus comes with them to a place
called Gethsemane, and he says to his disciples. Sit

here until, having gone yonder, I pray. And having
taken Peter and the two sons of Zebedee, he began
to be sad and worried. Then he says to them : Exceedingly sad is my soul unto death. Remain here
and be watching with

me.

There

are various

opinionsin regard to Gethsemane, the Hebrew words
most likely meaning “Oilpress.” Some call it a
Meierei, a regular farm, and think that there were
buildings on the place. They base this view on xupiov
and on the strange young man mentioned in Mark
14:51, but this is rather slender evidence. The statements made in the Gospels lead us to believe only that
it was a large grove of olive trees, a secluded place
that had nothing further on it than what was needed
to take care of the olives, which were probably a building for tools and an oilpress. Jesus used this place
because it was so quiet and secluded.
The place now shown to tourists lies too near the
road and is too close to the bottom of Olivet. Titus
cut down all the trees, and although olive trees become

very old, the present trees shown to tourists are of later
growth and are located on the wrong site. A stone
wall most likely encircled Gethsemane. The whole
country is full of stone.
A short distance inside the entrance Jesus tells his
disciples to sit down while he proceeds “yonder” (he
probably pointed to the place) to pray, rpoa'aiéwpat,
aorist subjunctive, “to make a deﬁnite prayer and to
complete it," not merely “to engage in prayer.”
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37) But Jesus does a strange thing; he takes three
of his disciples that on other occasions had served as
special witnesses again to serve as such, “Peter and
the two sons of Zebedee,” James and John (Mark 5 :37;
Matt. 17:1). As he walks with them beyond earshot
of the others, his agitation becomes visible to them even
before he speaks. It was so great that Matthew, like
Mark, uses two strong verbs, “he began to be sad and

worried."

The ﬁpearo indicates that this condition sets

in, and the two present inﬁnitives picture its duration.
Instead of Amrdaaat, “to be sad, grieved, distressed with
sorrow," Mark has ixaayﬂdom, “to be completely upset
by distress.” As the second verb both Matthew and

Mark have dsypovdv, “to be away from one’s 817m: or
home,” mir ist unheimlich, to be ﬁlled with uneasiness
and dread. In this pitiful condition these three disciples see Jesus as they walk on with him. All his
power seems to be gone; he is crushed and beaten down
and has only one recourse: prayer to his Father.
38) Now the Lord utters his distress in words.
The predicate mpc’amroc, “exceedingly sad," is placed
forward, mpf intensifying the preceding verb Amrda’aac.
Jesus tells how sad he is, “until death,” and we shall
soon see that this phrase conveyed the actuality: Jesus
was now on the very verge of death. It is his t/ruxvi
which animates his body that is in such deep distress;
just as distress takes hold also of our “soul.” But
the rapid approach of phyical suffering and death did
not bring about this agony in Jesus' soul.
Jesus now orders the three disciples to stay where
they are (pu'ya're, aorist, punctiliar) and to keep watching (yp'q'yopdrc, present, durative) with him. Their
nearness and their watching are to be a slight comfort
to Jesus in his distress of soul. Alas, this comfort was
denied him, for the three disciples slept. But the battle that Jesus ﬁghts in this hour he must necessarily

ﬁght alone.

He alone must now ‘will “to lay down his

Matthew 26:88, 39
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life” (John 10 :17, 18), “to give his life as a ransom for
many" (Matt. 20:28), to be made sin and a curse for
us (II Cor. 5:21; Gal. 3:13). The imagination faints
before the images thus rising up before it. Who can
imagine all this abominable sin, all this damnable
curse! And the holy Son, of God is now to plunge into
it — the great and awful moment is almost here. Shall
Jesus go on, or since his pure and holy nature recoils

from the unspeakable ordeal, is there yet a way out?
39) And having gone forward a little, he fell
on his countenance, praying and saying: My Father,

if it is possible, let this cup pass away from me!
Nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou. And he
comes to the disciples and ﬁnds them sleeping and
says to Peter: So—you had not the strength to
ﬁnish watching one hour with me? Be watching and
praying lest you come into temptation. The spirit
is eager, but the ﬂesh weak.
The agony of Jesus is revealed by his attitude.
Having gone forward “a little,” he kneeled down, but
Matthew and Mark say that he fell on his countenance,
that he lay on the ground like a worm (Ps. 22:6).
From the kneeling position he must have sunk prone
upon the ground. Never had these three disciples seen
him thus. Otherwise, when Jesus prayed, he said
merely, “Father,” but under the pressure of his soul he.
cries, “my Father,” reaching up as closely as possible

to his Father’s heart. From Heb. 5:7 we learn that
these words of prayer in Gethsemane were uttered with
“strong crying (Kpauyﬁs iaxvpa's) and tears” and were

certainly heard by the three disciples.
We must note that from the ﬁrst word of the prayer
to the last JeSUs submits to his Father’s will. Even a
mere supposition of not doing so is foreign to his soul.
The true humanity of Jesus is revealed by these pray—
ers; it had to be thus revealed because his entire passion was undergone by way of his human nature.

The
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word “cup” is here used ﬁguratively and does not refer
only to contents but to bitter, burning, deadly contents.
“If it is possible” leaves the decision in regard to that
to the Father. The condition is one of reality and assumes that, if such a possibility existed, the Father
would avail himself of it. Back of the brief condition
lies the thought, “if it is possible to redeem the world
without drinking this horrible cup of death and wrath”
then relieve me of this cup. “Let it pass from me”
means, “Do not put it to my lips.”

With «My, “nevertheless,” Jesus implies, “whatever
may be involved in this possibility.” Although in his
agony Jesus has mentioned the possibility, he really
intends to yield everything to his Father’s will and to
put aside his own will. It is the human will of Jesus
that speaks here.

The agony suffered in Gethsemane

will always hear an element of mystery for us because
of the mystery involved in the union of Christ’s two
natures. For one thing, we have no conception of
what sin, curse, wrath, death meant for the holy human
nature of Jesus. Because he was sinless, he should not
die; and yet, because he was sinless and holy, he willed
to die for our sin. The death of Jesus was far different from that of the courageous martyrs; they died
after Jesus’ death had removed their sin and guilt,
the sting had been removed from their death through

Christ’s death, but Jesus died under sin and its curse,
the sting of death tortured-him with all its damnable
power. The world’s sin had, indeed, been assumed by

Jesus during his whole life, but here in Gethsemane the
ﬁnal moment of that assumption had come: with the

coming of Judas and his band Jesus now actually
stepped into the death that would expiate the world’s sin.
40) Intense were the prayer and the agony, but
the words were few. Jesus returns to the three dis-

ciples whom he had bidden to keep awake with him.
Any comfort he might derive from a word or two with

Matthew 26:40, M
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them is denied him. Their nearness is no support
whatever, for they are nodding in sleep. Jesus addresses Peter, but the words apply to all three disciples.
This brave, mighty Peter had promised to die with
Jesus and now he cannot even stay awake at his Master’s bidding! The word plainly shows the disappointment of Jesus: “So—you had not the strength to
ﬁnish watching one hour with me ?” The aorist inﬁnitive ypnyopﬁoal. means, “to ﬁnish watching,” and “one
hour” in the sense of “only one hour” indicates how
long Jesus wanted the three disciples to watch with him.
41) Jesus rouses them out of sleep with a renewed
call to watch, to be awake, to be ready, to be on their
guard, and to pray. And now he does not say, “watch
with me," but he combines watching and praying both
of which are to be for themselves, “lest you come into
temptation,” i. e., come into it in an unready state and
be caught accordingly. To watch is to be ready in
advance, and to pray is to receive from God the help
needed in the critical hour. The remarkable thing is
that the rebuke of Jesus is so gentle, and that even in
his agony and distress Jesus can think of the needs of
these sleepers. The ampaapés is a trial or test and a
“temptation” in that sense. With 1.16! and 8c' the two
members of the next sentence are neatly balanced, but
the English cannot reproduce this delicate balance.
“The spirit is eager, but the ﬂesh is weak," reveals the
situation exactly. All true disciples are no longer simple but altogether complex personalities. Regeneration has produced “the spirit” in them, the new divine
life, we may call it faith. This spirit is open to God
and to Christ and thus ready to respond to their promises and their directions. Every Christian constantly
has this experience.
On the other hand, he still has in himself 7‘, wipe,
“the ﬂesh,” which, when it is thus placed in opposition
to 7% mcﬁpa, refers not to the body or calla, or to the
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substance of which it is composed, but the old sinful
nature that still clings to our being after conversion.

This ﬂesh opposes the spirit (Gal. 5:17), in fact, would
like again to get complete control of the personality.
When Jesus says the ﬂesh is tia‘Gw-rjc, “weak," “sick,” he
speaks of it from the standpoint of the spirit. The
spirit is eager enough to endure and to overcome the
temptation, but the ﬂesh in us is “weak,” utterly help-

less in temptation, a drag and a terrible handicap to
the spirit in us. By calling on the disciples to watch
and to pray Jesus seeks to rouse their spirit into full
activity. By sleeping and giving way to sleep-producing sorrow of heart they were yielding to the ﬂesh. So
the word of Jesus warns them in regard to this ﬂesh;
and the test of their trial is almost at hand.
The idea that this statement regarding spirit and
ﬂesh applies also to Jesus himself in his agony, is unwarranted. No duality such as spirit and ﬂesh ever
existed in Jesus; no trace of sin ever appeared in him.
His agony was not due to sinful ﬂesh as were the sleeping and the lack of prayer in the disciples. It was the
pure and holy sinless human nature that shrank from

the ordeal, not of death as death, but of death as a
curse for the world’s sin. Jesus stood on a higher level
than Peter and his companions.
42) Again, having gone away a second time, he
did pray, saying, My Father, if this cannot pass away
unless I drink it, let thy will be done. And having
gone back, he found them sleeping, for their eyes
had been made heavy.

A second time Jesus turns

to his Father as the only source of help. The secénd
prayer is identical with the ﬁrst save in the wording.
It has the same reference to possibility, “if it is
possible.” The Greek is more obvious, at smurév, “if it
can”; d oi: 86mm, “if it cannot.” A positive thought is

changed only in form by being expressed negatively.
Here again is the same absolute submission to the

Matthew 26:42, 43
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Father’s will, “let thy will be done," i. e., the will of the
Father regarding the redemption of the world, that will
which Jesus had come into the world to do, that will
which is now attaining its climax in the redemptive
passion and death of the incarnate Son. To match “let
this cup pass away from me,” we have in the second
prayer the corresponding positive though , “unless I
drink it,” rim, aorist subjunctive to indicate the one act
of emptying the bitter cup.
It is unwarranted to say that “if it can be” in v. 39
means that Jesus thinks that it actually can be and that
he prays accordingly; and that now in v. 42, “if it cannot be,” indicates a change to the conviction that after
all it cannot be and that he now prays differently. This
overlooks the two equally strong expressions of absolute submission to the Father’s will. Both conditions,
the positive as well as the negative, are realizations
that the escape from drinking the cup and yet redeeming the world are impossible. Note the strong nega.
tive of: in the condition of reality with d, R. 1160; B.-D.
428, 1; it is not found often in the classics but is more
frequent in the Koine.
43) Torn hither and thither in his agony, Jesus
comes back to his three disciples. He ﬁnds that his
admonition has produced no result whatever. The
disciples are asleep, in fact, their eyes are weighed
down with heavy sleep, they cannot keep them open

even now when Jesus returns to them. He is compelled
to ﬁght his dreadful battle without even a word of
comfort from his own dearest friends.

It has been claimed that under these circumstances
this sleeping is a psychological impossibility. But this
view cannot be sustained on psychological grounds; for
great and continued sorrow of soul brings on an inner
dulness of mind and thus the physical reaction of profound sleep when the soul yields to its burden and no
longer rails against it as Jesus urged the disciples to do
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by watching and by prayer. From Mark we learn that
Jesus spoke to the disciples, but that they did not know
what they answered him, their replies were unintelligent; and so he again left them.
44) And having left them, again having gone
away, he prayed for the third time, saying the same
words again. Then he comes to the disciples and
says to them: Go on sleeping for the rest and take
your ease! Lo, the hour has arrived, and the Son of
man is being betrayed into sinners’ hands. Be rising, let us be going, lo, he has arrived that is betraying me! The three prayers are throughout
couched in the same words, i. e., the same in substance

(15:: aimiv Aéyov) certainly not also the same verbatim.
As a rule, the commentators do not discuss the question
as to how Luke 22 :43, 44 are to be combined with Matthew and with Mark. In connection with which of the
three prayers did Jesus sweat blood and have an angel
strengthen his body that was already so near to dissolution? We are satisﬁed with John Bugenhagen's
Passion History which places the supreme agony and
the angel’s strengthening last. Then the agony ceased,
and Jesus now speaks to his disciples in a different tone.
45) He now tells these sleepers to go sleep and
take their rest. In rs Amway we have an adverb (R.

487), which, like others when the adjectival idea em
croaches, retains the article (R. 294) . On account of
this adverb we cannot regard the words as an exclamatian, “You are still (11‘) Aourév does not mean still) sleeping!” or as a question, “Are you still sleeping?" Both
imperatives are permissive (R. 948) and, of course,
durative (R. 890), “Go ahead and sleep for the rest of

the time and take your ease l” Sentimental reasons
deny a touch of irony to these words. We are told that
the solemnity of the occasion forbids the use of irony.
But the deepest sorrow of heart, when it is coupled
with full mental clearness, is not averse to the use of

Matthew 26:45, 46
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irony. The view that irony is not proper for Jesus
misunderstands him. Here the situation is such that
all interpreters almost automatically feel the touch of
irony, and then some seek to remove it in some fashion.
0 these dreadful sleepers! They slept throughout
their Lord’s agony! Well, let them go ahead and sleep
on for the few moments that are left!
The idea is not that Jesus now leaves them undisturbed so they may sleep some more. No; he makes
two mighty announcements that ought to drive every
trace of sleep from any disciple’s eyes. First: “Lo, the
hour has come" and thus is now here, perfect tense,

inn/my.

After we have previously been told that his

hour has not yet come, namely the hour to endure suffering and death at his enemies’ hands; now the cry
suddenly rings from the Savior’s lips: “Lo, the hour is
here !” (“your hour and the power of darkness,” Luke
22:53). Secondly, the hour that is referred to is
placed beyond question, “and the Son of man (see
8:20) is being betrayed into sinners’ hands” (the absence of the articles stressing the quality of the nouns) ,
into the power (hands) of sinners who have their wills
set against God. What this traitorous act means to
the Son of man need not be said.
46) It is not necessary to think that an interval
occurred between the call to sleep on and the announcement of the hour. So there was not an interval between the announcement of the betrayal and the call to
go to meet the traitor. We need think only of suﬂ‘i.
cient time to permit the disciples to awake from their
sleep and to utter some words to the strong, courageous, victorious Jesus now standing before them. Here
are bold commands without a connective, “Be rising
(present imperative), let us be going" (present subj unctive, hortative) ; it is like our, “Up, let us be off i”
When R. 430 says that this combination of verbs is
paratactic in origin and hypotactic in logical sequence
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and thus lends life and movement (R. 428) to the language he intends to say that from the start verbs such
as this Were used side by side, and yet the ﬁrst verb is
only subordinate to the second, a'ywluv, “let us be going i”
expressing the main thought. These two verbs and
the following “lo" reveal the excitement of the tragic
moment. Even these heavy-lidded sleepers could‘now
begin to see the distant lights and hear the noise and
surmise that something fearful was about to happen.
“Has arrived,” perfect tense, has the same connotation it had in v. 45, “and is now here,” namely, “he that
is engaged in betraying me,” substantivized present
participle.
47) And while he was still speaking, lo, Judas.
one of the Twelve, came, and with him a great multitude with swords and clubs from the high priests
and elders of the people. The eleven must have
stared in wide-eyed fashion at the crowd that was
assembled before the entrance of Gethsemane. The
multitude was indeed great. The only hint Matthew
gives as to its composition is the mention of the weap-

ons, pa’xatpot, “short-swords" that were carried only by
the Roman legionaries, and EM, “clubs,”‘the regular
weapons of the I‘ﬂrqpc’rat, “underlings,” or Temple police.
John adds the detail that they carried also torches and
lanterns. He also adds the details concerning the
heavy detachment sent out with Judas. The Levitical
police were under their arparqyéc or “general,” the R0-

man cohort, not the entire 600 stationed at Antonia
but about 200, were under their chiliarch or chief commander. The Sanhedrin had sent this entire force.
Their own men had failed them on a previous occasion
(John 7 :45, etc.), and so they now took no chances.
Because of the danger (Jerusalem being full of pilgrims) the Sanhedrists had no trouble in persuading
the chiliarch to accompany the expedition and to take
with him a force of legionaries that would be able to

Matthew 26:47-49

1047

cope with any eventualities that might arise when Jesus
was brought to the city as a prisoner. Yet we nowhere
have an intimation that Pilate's cooperation was

sought.

See the author’s comments on John 18:1, etc.

All four evangelists make Judas the guide of this
multitude, and the synoptists call him “one of the
Twelve” in this connection. The fact that this intends
to agree with the information given in v. 14 is obvious.
There is no canon in literature which would forbid a
writer to express hishorror more than once. If “one
of the Twelve” is tragic in v. 14, it has a right to be
even more so in v. 47, for now the traitor’s act is actually being carried out. “The high priests and the
elders of the people” is a designation for the Sanhedrin ;‘
see 2:4 and 16 :21.
48) Now the one betraying him gave them a
sign, saying: Whomever I shall kiss, he it is. Arrest
him. And immediately, having gone to Jesus, he
said, Greetings, rabbi! and he kissed him thoroughly.

About 200 Roman soldiers and certainly at least as
many Temple police and besides that a nondescript rabble that ran along to see the excitement block the entrance to Gethsemane. Jesus meets this crowd, his
disciples are ranged behind him. He is perfect master
of the situation, and all that occurs does so only with
his consent. Things seem to be playing into Judas'
hands, but this only seems so. The traitor gave the
men a sign by which they could without fail know
whom to seize and to arrest. “Whom I shall kiss (duAciv
is used in this intensive sense), he it is." Judas is the
inventor of this "sign.” A devilish reﬁnement distinguishes it. The symbol of most intimate affection and
love, the kiss, is made the signal for marking this traitor’s victim for the army of his captors.
49)

sign.

Judas at once steps forward and gives this

The verb xaipuy is used to indicate all kinds of

friendly greeting and always expresses the wish of
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happiness and well-being. So Judas acts overjoyed
when he meets Jesus and exclaims so that all the soldiers and the police may hear, “Greetings, rabbi l”
Without waiting for a response, xarctﬁikqoev aimiv, he
threw his arms about Jesus and kissed him not once, as
the simplex of the verb denotes (v. 48), but showered
him with kisses, the addition of mm: thus intensifying
the verb: er kuesste thn ab. This intensive act was
evidently for the sake of the captors, it was prolonged
in order not to leave anyone in doubt. “This,” Judas
intended to say, “see, this is the man you want 1” With
his excessive kissing Judas at the same time acts the
black hypocrite toward Jesus, he pretends that his
heart is breaking because of what is now to happen to
Jesus. He acts like one that is overcome, even now
he thinks that he is still deceiving Jesus. Another
motive for all this kissing is suggested; he intended to
close the mouth of Jesus as long as possible and thus to
disarm him at this critical moment. Jesus is not to
display his strange power before this mob and thus to
prevent his arrest.
Jesus does not hurl the traitor from him not use
his omnipotent power to blast him. Jesus submits to
this traitorous kissing; it is his Father’s and his own
will to accept all the indignities, shame, suﬁering, agonies men will heap upon him even unto death. Again
Judas (see v. 25) addresses Jesus only as “rabbi,” and
perhaps unconsciously reveals his real estimate of
Jesus. Here, too, is a hint as to how the traitor’s mind
must have worked when he thought that he was really
deceiving Jesus until this moment. This is possible in
the case of evil minds, for their very hypocrisy and
falseness lead them to reason fallaciously, especially
when it comes to judging the character and the actions
of the holy Jesus.
50) But Jesus said to him, Fellow, for this thou.
art here?! Then, having come forward, they laid

Matthew 26' :50
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the hands on Jesus and arrested him. For the last
time Jesus strikes at Judas’ conscience. It is just one
brief, penetrating word. The conscience was seared;

no repentance followed.
20:13, and 22:12.

On the address éfaipe see

It is anything but our mild, gentle

“friend,” the Greek 4):)“.

In all three places in which

it occurs it is like our “fellow,” and this word thrusts
a man away. No other disciple of his did Jesus ever

address as ifaIpe.
There is uncertainty in regard to the brief, striking

word of Jesus: éﬁ' 5 wa’ptt.

R. 725 admits that a direct

question may be possible; on the other hand (696), he
ﬁnds that 5 may be demonstrative. The old grammatical dictum is that 6:.- can never appear in questions, but
this is not so certain in the usage of the Koine. We
pass by the surmises of B.-D. 300, 2. Also the idea of
an ellipsis such as that of the R. V., “Friend, do that
for which thou hast come i" and other ellipses. Judas
had done that for which he has come (the betrayal),
why should Jesus tell him to do it? The word is half a
question, half an exclamation: “for this thou art
here?!”—think of it, “for this”! “’0 is simply demonstrative. And wa’pec is derived from wapeivat, “thou art
here.” It is interesting to note that Deissmann defends the question (A. V.) , “wherefore art thou come ?"
I/icht vom Osten, 100, etc.; E T XXXIH, 1922, p. 941945, on the basis of an inscription found on a Syrian

cup that dates from the time of the Gospels. The
grammars will have to reckon with that.
Before a move is made to arrest Jesus what John
18 :4-9 records takes place: Jesus delivers himself into
the hands of this multitude. The betrayal of Judas
was worth nothing. Jesus points himself out, prevents
any molestation of the eleven, and actually gives himself up. His passion was wholly voluntary. It is thus
that the chiliarch and possibly also the strategos order
men to step forward in order to take Jesus prisoner.
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John says they bound him. Yet they never touched a
more willing prisoner.
51) Now comes Peter’s rashness that, but for
Jesus’ immediate intervention, might have caused a
calamity. And lo, one of those with Jesus, having
stretched out his hand, drew his short sword and,
having struck the slave of the high priest, slashed
off his ear. Luke 22:38 tells us that there were
two pdxalpat, Roman short-swords in the upper room at
the celebration of the Passover, and we are not surprised to learn that Peter has one of them. The moment a move is made to take Jesus captive, out ﬂashes
Peter's sword. Luke 22:49 tells us that about the
same moment the other disciples asked whether they
should smite with a sword. Peter delivers his blow at
the ﬁrst man that is near him, the slave of the high
priest, intending to split his head open; but the man
evidently sought to avoid the blow, and the sword
sheared of his right ear, being stopped by the heavy
armor on the shoulder. We must reckon with the excitement of the moment. The falling back of the entire
armed force at the one word of Jesus may have led
the disciples and Peter to feel that, although they were
armed with only one sword, they might rout this opposing army. Had not Peter protested his readiness to
lay down his life for Jesus? Had not the others, stimulsted by Peter, done the same? 80 Peter here redeems his word. Jesus is to see that he was in earnest.
But the disciples and Peter act as though Jesus were
not laying down his life by a deliberate act and at the
same time commanding his captors to let the disciples
go free. Was this not a command also to them to go
their way and to let Jesus submit to arrest? Peter acts
as though Jesus meant none of the things he said. His
love does not listen and obey, it assumes to dictate and
to rule.

Matthew 26‘ :51 , 52
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The remarkable fact that none of the synoptists mentions Peter’s name in connection with this incident might
be due to consideration for Peter, the Sanhedrin being
still in power when the synoptists wrote; but this is
doubtful. A similar case is that of Mary, v. 7. The article
15v 801':on puts this man in a class by himself. He is not one
of the “underlings,” 61.17961“, or police force ; he belougs to
the high priest himself personally. He must have been a
trusted and an important member of the high priest’s
own household who had been sent with this expedition
as the high priest’s personal representative. That explains why he is out in front within reach of Peter’s
sword. That, too, is why John, who was so well
acquainted in the high priest’s family, mentions his
name (Malchus) and refers even to his relative.
52) Then says Jesus to him: Return thy sword
into its place! For all that take a sword by a sword
perish. Or dost thou think that l am not able to
appeal to my Father, and he shall present no on the
instant more than twelve legions of angels? How,
then, shall the Scriptures be fulﬁlled that thus it
must be? Jesus takes instant control of the situation
and we hear about no untoward results of Peter’s rashness. Peremptorily he orders Peter to return his
sword to its place and by this order completely disavows Peter’s act, and he does that before all concerned.
John 18:11 likewise reports that Peter was summarily
rebuked. This is a threefold rebuke. In “all that take
the sword,” Aspéym is timeless, “take it” at any time
(R. 859) ; and the aorist participle is effective, “all who
resort to the sword as their ﬁnal effort." This statement does not include those to whom God delegates the
sword (government and legal authorities) but those
who, like Peter, arrogate the sword to themselves, i. e.,
the sword that represents violence and bloodshed.
This sword shall strike back at them with just retri-
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bution. It is the old law of Gen. 9:6, the basis of all
Jewish criminology, which is reiterated in Rev. 13:10.
Jesus holds it up to Peter in warning, and it is futile
to quote him and the Scriptures against capital punishment. Peter had started on a wrong course; Jesus
points out what its end would be. The use of iv is
equivalent to the instrumental case, R. 534.
53) Does Peter think that Jesus is dependent on
him for help, if he, indeed, sought help at this late
moment? Peter interferes with God who forbids us
to resort to the sword and at the same time with Jesus
who knows what help he could most surely get. One
word of appeal (“beseech” is misleading as a translation of wrapamae’am) and for every apostle (including
Judas) the Father of Jesus “shall present,” have ready
right there, apn, “now,” this moment, “on the instant"
(the idea of verb and the adverb being, without a second's delay), not only twelve legions of angels but more
than that number. A legion had 6,000 foot soldiers
and a body of horsemen. This is the consciousness
with which Jesus goes into his death: at any moment,
at his simple word, the sky could blaze forth with a tremendous host of mighty angels, whose swords could

annihilate all these or any other enemies of his. That
is the real help Jesus can call. How silly for Peter to
ﬂash his little human sword!

We must note apn, “now," at this moment.

It

points back to the prayers in Gethsemane, to the sub-

jection of Jesus' will to that of his Father, to the perfect voluntariness of his suffering and his death. But
here the true nature of this submission and this volun-

tariness comes clearly to view: it is combined with the
ability (slimmer) at any moment (5pm) to avoid this suffering and this death and to do this with absolute moral
perfection. As in the Father, so in the incarnate Son,
the will to redeem us by that Son’s blood and death was
his and his alone with absolutely nothing outside to

Matthew 26:54
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coiérce that will. From the beginning to the end of the
passion this was true. It is again evident in John 19 :11.
54) Since these tremendous possibilities are ever
open to him in his passion, Jesus rejects the blind, pitiful
help Peter here tries to offer him. But all these things
have long been decided by the divine will, hence this aim
which bases the statement regarding the Scriptures on
the one regarding the possibility of receiving instant
help from heaven. The subjunctive is an effective
aorist (R. 851) in a question of deliberation, which is
here rhetorical (R. 934) and does not expect or need
an answer. Does Peter intend to thwart the fulﬁllment of the Scriptures, at ypa4m’, plural, in their divine
statements “that thus it must be,” 8:: in the divine
redemptive will of incomprehensible love? This ad
or necessity lies in God alone, that is, in the eternal,
free volition he has exercised to save us through his
Son. And as such it is recorded in the Scriptures.
The basic assumption is that it is absolutely certain
that the Scriptures are to be fulﬁlled. But how shall
they be fulﬁlled if Peter follows his idea of smiting
with the sword? There is no answer to such an assumption; the only answer would be that Peter would

instantly be brushed aside.
This answer is given only to Peter, but it reveals
the divine background of the voluntariness of Jesus’
passion. We catch a brief glimpse of the depths that
lie beneath what Jesus here does by giving himself up
without a struggle. Only Luke informs us that Jesus
healed the severed ear of Malchus; that he performs a
miracle of healing for the beneﬁt of one of his own captors. In that healed ear this man to his dying day bore
the mark of Jesus’ omnipotence and grace. This is one
of those plain miracles which show that faith on the
part of the person healed is not necessary. Did Malchus have faith?
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55) In that hour Jesus said to the multitudes:
As against a robber did you come out with shortswords and clubs to capture me? Day by day l was
sitting in the Temple teaching, and you did not
arrest me. But this all has come to pass in order
that the Scriptures of the prophets should be fulﬁlled. Then the disciples all, having left him, ﬂed.
All the synoptists record the protest of Jesus against
his arrest and against the manner in which it was
made. Mark writes that he “answered” his captors,
Matthew that he spoke to them “in that hour,” right
there at the time and not later on. Luke adds that high
priests, commanders of the Temple, and elders were
present. The priests and the elders followed, we may
assume, because they were too excited to stay in the
city, too anxious to ﬁnd out whether the effort would

succeed. The words of the captive, whose hands are
bound with a rope, who is apparently helpless, are calm
and measured without a trace of excitement; but they
are keen and cutting to these leaders who now gloat
over their capture.
Jesus asks them just what they have done. They
have come as though they were going out to meet a
robber from whom the most violent resistance might
be expected; they went out with a great expedition that

was armed “with short-swords and clubs” as though
they expected a regular battle—and all this, Jesus
asks, “to capture me?”

The whole thing is actually

ridiculous. Why, “from day to day (Kari is distributive) I made a practice of sitting (iterative imperfect,
R. 884) in the Temple engaged in teaching (durative
participle), and you did not arrest me." And now all
this violent demonstration, this army of legionaries

and Temple police! Jesus, the harmless teacher, is not
responsible for this arrest and such an arrest; they,
these blind, fear-ﬁlled leaders, have perpetrated this.
If there were any cause for arresting Jesus, why had

Matthew 26:55-57
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they failed to act day after day in the Temple? Jesus
had not hidden from them. He had no cause to hide.
He had none now, nor had he hidden; on the contrary,
he had handed himself over to them when they said
they wanted him. A man, whom they permitted to
sit and to teach publicly and frequently in the Temple,
they now come to arrest with an army? Of course, the
protest is useless; and yet no proper protest is useless

although men disregard it, for it registers the truth,
and truth stands forever.
56) Nor are these men to think that with their
superior cunning in hiring a traitor and with their
crush of arms they have really captured Jesus. Not a
bit of it. They could and would have captured nothing.
This whole thing (new 5).») has occurred for one reason and for one alone: “in order that the Scriptures
of the prophets (subjective genitive: written by the
prophets) should be fulﬁlled." Here are the real forces
at work in what is taking place this night: God is carrying out his prophetic plans, Jesus is thus voluntarily
putting himself into his captors’ hands. That and that
alone is why this army is scoring such a huge victory
against a single humble man! But let these victors
think of the part they are playing in God’splan as
recorded in the Scriptures.
Now v. 36 was fulﬁlled. As Jesus is led away, all
the disciples ﬂed, Matthew, too, and Peter, the hero.
But Matthew uses the participle d¢émc which expresses
an action that is subordinate to that of Murray and yet
conveys a sadder touch. They all had “to leave him,”
think of it, “leave him" in order to ﬂee! So entirely
alone he was led away to his death.

57)

Now they that arrested Jesus led him away

to Caiaphas, the high priest, where the scribes and
the elders were gathered together. Matthew omits
an account of the preliminary judicial examination
before Annas, John 18 :19, and at once takes us to the
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Sanhedrin and the main trial.

On Caiaphas see v. 3.

When news came that they were really bringing Jesus

as a prisoner, the leaders knew that delay was not
advisable. Messengers hastened through the dark
streets of the city to summon at least a legal quorum

for a session of the Sanhedrin. This body was ready
for action after Annas had detained Jesus for awhile.
The session must have been held in the same hall that
was mentioned in v. 3; and by comparing v. 69 we see
that this could not have been the open inner court of
the palace but was a hall in the building proper. Since
the high priest has been mentioned, Matthew is content
to name only the scribes and the elders; in v. 59 we
have the term “Sanhedrin.”
The legal restrictions that forbade trials at night
were summarily set aside in the case of Jesus. Modern
Jews make every possible effort to discredit the evidence of the evangelists regarding this vital point and
declare outright that this night trial never took place.
Aside from the motive back of these efforts, the evidence of the four Gospels is a bulwark that modern
Jewish tactics and bold assertion cannot overthrow.
The leaders who deliberately plotted the murder of
Jesus were not men to balk at a technicality of legal
procedure when they ﬁnally had their victim' in their
grasp.
58) But Peter was following him from afar up
to the court of the high priest and, having gone inside, he was sitting with the underlings to see the
outcome.

This is really a parenthetical statement

that is inserted here in preparation for v. 69-75. All
the disciples ﬂed when Jesus was made a prisoner in
Gethsemane. But two, Peter and John, recovered sufﬁciently to follow Jesus from a distance by keeping
themselves out of sight. Love drew them, fear held

them at a distance.

The imperfects ﬁKvoﬁOa and atom

are descriptive of the actions.

To the very court of the

Matthew 26:58, 59
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high priest's palace Peter manages to follow. The entrance, it seems, was a passageway that had a doorkeeper at the street end. This passageway led to the
open inner court. Jesus was led in. The Roman

soldiers marched off to their fortress barracks.

A suf-

ﬁcient number of the Temple police went into the court.
John, too, had no trouble in entering. But at ﬁrst
Peter got only “up to the court,” i. e., its entrance, and
feared to go farther.
'
“Having gone inside" simply states the fact that
Peter got inside; John 18 :16 shows how this was managed, how John himself abetted Peter’s disobedience to
Jesus and thus helped Peter on to his denials. So on
the inside Peter was sitting together with the underlings, the I'm‘llpc'fal, the Temple police, hypocritically pretending to be one of their number. The other evangelists mention the ﬁre around which the men warmed
themselves. The reason Peter gave himself for venturing in here was that he wished to see «3 u’Aoc, “the
end” or “outcome” of the affair, as though Jesus had
not told him exactly what this would be. We always
invent good reasons for doing what we ought not to do.
The two imperfect verbs, however, intimate that something ﬁnal is to follow
59)

Now Matthew reports the essentials of the

night trial of Jesus before the Sanhedrin.

Now the

high priests and the whole Sanhedrin were seeking
false witness against Jesus in order to put him to
death; and they did not ﬁnd it although many false
witnesses came forward. “The high priests” are the
leaders of this supreme Jewish court: Caiaphas as its
president, Annas, and others of his family; and 13 0-vaspmv (from 28”, “seat”) are the rest of the members of
this court. As they were seated on a raised platform
in a semicircle, the prisoner, under guard, faced them
from the floor. Matthew presents the center of the
whole illegal action of this court when he pictures it
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as “seeking false witness against Jesus in order to put
him to death." The Jewish law required an indictment
ﬁrst of all and then on the strength of that indictment
the arrest. The trial would begin with that indictment
and with the testimony on which it had originally been
issued. But here was a prisoner against whom no
indictment had been found and no witnesses had been
heard in order to arrive at an indictment. In an illegal and a most high-handed way he had been arrested,
and no crime had as yet been charged against him.
Thus, unindicted, illegally arrested he stands before
the Sanhedrin at this illegal hour.
The situation was legally frightful. A large number of the judges should have risen up and protested
against such outrageous proceedings. It casts a black
moral pail on all Judaism of this time that such a session of the Sanhedrin should have been possible. But
remember v. 3-5. The Sanhedrin had drawn far more
than an indictment, it had already without witness,
indictment, or anything else decreed its victim's
death. That death is to be secured, no matter how.
Those who could decree that death would certainly
now not be squeamish about the means to be employed
to attain their end. It is an old observation that the
most villanous judges still cling to a show of legal formalities. So here this Sanhedrin seeks for some accusation, however irregularly it may be obtained, on

which they can with at least some show of right pass
the verdict of death. Only one way is open to them to
stage this legal farce: they must seek false witness
against Jesus, lying, perjured testimony, to bring him
to death.
60) This they proceed to do. But to their dismay
they do not ﬁnd what they thought would be so easy.
A whole array of witnesses offers itself, man after man
is brought in and testiﬁes falsely, but no two witnesses
agree, to say nothing of three or more, so as to charge

Matthew 26 :60, 61
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something fatal against Jesus. He lived and taught
openly, thousands saw and heard him, and now nothing
of a criminal nature can be proved against him even
by lying witnesses. Many of the tmlpérac probably volunteered testimony in order to curry favor with these
leaders or on promise of good pay—remember the
money given to Judas. But it is all in vain.
61) And ﬁnally two, having come forward,
said: This fellow said, I am able to destroy the
Sanctuary of God and after three days to build it.
We may well imagine a collusion between these two.
They, of course, testiﬁed singly, one stepping into the

hall after the other.

Matthew gives us their testi-

mony; Mark’s version of it is more detailed. They
claim to quote what Jesus had .said about three years
ago when he cleansed the Temple the ﬁrst time, John
2 :19. A glance shows that Jesus never said what these
witnesses allege, that they garbled his words and put
a malicious meaning into them. He never said, “I am
able to destroy the Sanctuary of God,” or, “I will destroy this Sanctuary.” He spoke of the Jews destroying their own Sanctuary; see the author on John 2 :19.
Matthew does not need to say that also this malicious
effort failed; but Mark reports that even then their testimony was not {an}, “equal,” the version of the one witness failed to agree with that of the other. In what
respect they disagreed we are not told. When two
testify that they heard the accused say a certain thing
they dare not differ on any vital point in regard to what
they claim to have heard. Even after a collusion it
was a difﬁcult matter to get two witnesses such as this
to testify in such a way that their witness would be
acceptable.
The wads. is the central building of the Temple area
which contains the Holy of Holies and the Holy; the
zepév is the entire Temple complex with its courts as
well as its structures. The phrase with 8d denotes an
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interval of time: “through three days,” i. e., there being
that many days between. So we must translate, “after
three days” although Sui does not mean “after,” R. 581.
Of course, 0570: is derogatory, “this fellow,” R. 697.
62) Here was the great Sanhedrin that ﬁnally had
Jesus in its power, and all its efforts to fasten something of a criminal nature upon him had proved
abortive. The situation had grown desperate. Resolved that Jesus must die and die quickly, it now
appeared as though, for lack of indictment and testimony, the case would have to be adjourned. It is
Caiaphas who then saves the situation. And the
high priest, having risen, said to him: Dost thou
answer nothing?

What are these witnessing against

thee? And Jesus remained silent. Sitting gravely
on the platform, the Sanhedrists watched the futile
proceedings.

Caiaphas, as chairman, now arises, as

Mark adds, "in their midst,” thus confronting Jesus,
and puts on his actor’s stunt. He is so outraged and
indignant because of what the two witnesses have just
testiﬁed that he cannot wait for a ﬁnding on the competency of this testimony. He acts as though it were a
closed matter. Regular legal procedure has led to
nothing, he will try something else.
He turns on Jesus, and his display of passion is of
such a nature that the grammarians are undecided as
to whether 11’ introduces a direct and thus separate
question or an indirect question that is still a part of
the ﬁrst question (R. 738). “Dost thou answer nothing? What are these witnessing against thee ?” Such
incriminating testimony, and not a word in reply from
thee? The object of Caiaphas is transparent: He aims
to hasten Jesus into some explanation that may be distorted into a corroboration of the perverted testimony
of the last two witnesses. He thus snatches the right
to pass on the legitimacy of that testimony from the
Sanhedrin. His dramatics direct all eyes toward Jesus.

Matthew 26:63

1061

63) Calmly undisturbed, Jesus looks at Caiaphas
with unﬂinching eyes. The silence grows more and more
intense. Jesus utters never a word. 'an'nra, “he continued silent," a dramatic, descriptive imperfect. And
gradually it dawns on the Sanhedrin that this signiﬁcant silence is the actual answer to the hollow questions
of the excited high priest, an answer that is more
meaningful and more crushing than any words could
have been. That answer went home. Even Caiaphas
dares not regard it as a silent admission of guilt on the
part of Jesus. He would lose out completely before the
Sanhedrists if he did.
What did this silence say? Opinions differ as men
visualize this scene. These points are certain: The
Sanhedrin had not yet admitted the false and conﬂicting testimony as competent. Until that time a reply
on the part of Jesus would have been as disorderly
as was the show-acting of Caiaphas himself. To testi~
mony of this kind, however Caiaphas might try to play
it up, the only competent reply of Jesus was — absolute
silence. Innocence and dignity could make no other
reply. Then this was a loud silence that literally spoke
volumes. As it grew and grew in the ears of all present it fairly shouted that the whole proceeding, plus
this last act of Caiaphas’, was absolutely illegal, and no
more upsetting conviction of this travesty of a just
court could be borne in upon the minds of this court.
We need add no more.
That this was, indeed, the signiﬁcance of Jesus'
silence is shown by the sudden abandonment of the
testimony of the last two witnesses and by the new
turn of Caiaphas. And the high priest said to him,
I adjure thee by the living God that than tell
us, whether thou art the Christ, the Son of God!
Caiaphas, feeling the full force of Jesus’ silence, intends
to counteract that silence. And he acts with instant
quickness. The one and real matter on account of
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which the Sanhedrists wanted Jesus out of the way
was not some individual act of his or some one word
that caused oﬂ’ense but his great claim that he was the
promised Messiah, the Son of God. Caiaphas sees how
ﬂimsy the testimony of the many witnesses was, how

futile even the last two bits of testimony. So he boldly
and in the most dramatic way presents the main issue
fully and squarely.
We do not agree with.those who think that Caiaphas still tries to retain the testimony of the last two
witnesses and makes the deduction that, if Jesus claims
that he will replace the Sanctuary, he must claim to be
the Messiah and God’s omnipotent Son. But Caiaphas
does not propound his oath and his question because
he reasoned in such a roundabout way. Unscrupplous
type of man that he is, he leaps directly to the main
issue. He acted in the very same manner in John
11:49, 50. The testimony of the two witnesses, Caiaphas saw, could at best lead only to a charge of blasphemy —— and what would that avail before Pilate? So
Caiaphas makes the bold strike to obtain more.
As the head of the court he puts Jesus under oath:
iéopm’tm (7:, “I put thee under oat ,” “I adjure thee.”
This was the regular Jewish way of placing a man
under oath and implied that anything he would say
would be regarded as a sworn statement. On whom or
what the oath was made Kafa’. indicated, here, “by the
living God.” The idea of this preposition “down” is
that of swearing by placing the hand down on the thing
by which the oath is taken, R. 607. The participle “the
living One,” refers to the God who, as living, hears

what is sworn by him and will without fail punish any
falsehood that is uttered in his name. The Iva clause
is subﬁnal (R. 993) and states the substance of the
oath: “that thou tell us (the legal authority of Israel)
whether (d in indirect questions, R. 1045) thou art the
Christ, the Son of God.” Regarding this supreme
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point Jesus is to make a sworn statement: yea or nay.
Jesus is to say under oath who he is ofﬁcially and
essentially.
We at once see what Caiaphas has in mind: the

Baptist’s word, “This is the Son of God,” John 1:34:
Nathanael’s word, “Thou art the Son of God,” John
1:49; the Jewish realization that Jesus said. “God was
his Father, making himself equal with God,” John
5:18; “I and my Father are one," and the effort to
stone Jesus “because that thou, being a man, makest
thyself God," John 10:30, 33. Throughout his teaching Jesus had spoken of his Father and his Sender in
the most unmistakable way, cf., John 5 :19-47; 8:16-19,
53, 58. The supreme objection to Jesus on the part of
all the Jewish leaders was the claim of Jesus to be “the
Son of God.” With this was combined his claim that
he was the Messiah. But the two were a unit in the
case of Jesus; he, the Son of God, was the Messiah.
No less a person could be the Messiah. All his miracles
(John 10:37-39) attested his Sonship and his Messiahship.
The claim that the question of Caiaphas did not
imply that Jesus was “the Son of God” metaphysically
in the sense of deity is refuted by the story of the Gospels, in which this is the very point on which the issue
between Jesus and the Jewish leaders turns (John
5:18; 10 :30, 33; and other passages). If Jesus had
claimed a sonship in any other sense, this would not
have been regarded as a criminal claim by the Jews,
for they all claimed such sonship. Nor can we agree
to the thesis that “the Son of God” was equivalent to
“Messiah" in the Jewish mind.
Modernism claims
that “the Son of God” was but a current “Jewish category of thought" for “the Messiah.” The term did
not involve deity. This was a sense that was later
given to it. In this way modernists would eliminate
the deity of Jesus from the sacred pages. But the sim-
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ple Gospel facts are a decisive answer to it. Caiaphas
himself calls Jesus’ claim blasphemy when Jesus declares himself to be the Messiah in the sense of the Son
of God. If Son of God had been equivalent to Messiah,
blasphemy would have been out of the question; Caiaphas could have called Jesus only a fanatic or a lying
pretender.
64) Jesus says to him: Thou didat say. Nevertheless, I say to you, from now on you shall see the
Son of man sitting at the right hand of the power and
coming on the clouds of the heaven. Jesus breaks
his silence. Since the truth is demanded of him Je—
garding his ofﬁce and his person, silence would be a
wrong answer, and so Jesus speaks. By his afﬁrmation Jesus SWears that he is, indeed, just what the
adjuration asks, “the Messiah, the Son of God.” The
reply of Caiaphas puts the sense of the answer of Jesus
beyond question. The assertion is sometimes made
that Jesus never called himself “the Son of God." Here
he swears that he is no less.'
As regards «My, R. 1187; B.-D. 449, I settle the
point that, when it is used as a conjunction, the sense
is always adversative, it is like “nevertheless.” Here
the statement thus introduced is not adverse to the one
just made (“Thou hast said”) but to this statement
as it was received by Caiaphas and the Sanhedrin.
They consider it blasphemy when Jesus says, m‘: dam;
“nevertheless” they themselves shall see with their own
eyes that what Jesus here swears to is true. Some
think that Jesus here speaks of his Parousia, and that
then, at the end of the world, these Sanhedrists, too,
shall see him enthroned in glory. But if Jpn, “from
now on,” obviates that view. The phrase must modify
sumac; it would be rather meaningless as a modiﬁer of
Aéyw. "From now on," namely from the time of the
death of Jesus onward, which death the Sanhedrin is
bound to effect and which will usher Jesus into glory,
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they, too, shall see his gloriﬁcation. In the miracles
occurring at the time of his death they shall begin to
see, in his resurrection likev'vise, and thus onward in
every manifestation of his power, including especially
the destruction of Jerusalem and of the Jewish nation.
But awe; does not refer to physical or spiritual seeing
but to experimental perception. It is like the seeing
mentioned in John 1:51, but is without the faith there
indicated.
Jesus calls himself “the Son of man” (see 8:20)
because his glorious enthronement refers to his human
nature joined to the divine. This is, indeed, his great
self-chosen Messianic title which always points to both
of his natures. “The right hand of the power” names
the power instead of the omnipotent God himself; yet
the genitive is not possessive, “the right hand that
belongs to the power”; but appositional, “the right
hand that is the power.” To sit at the right hand of
God is to exercise the power of this hand; and this
invariably refers to the human nature of Jesus. This
is the nature that was gloriﬁed at the time of the resurrection and ascended visibly to heaven. In deepest
humiliation that nature appeared before the Sanhedrin,
and this body of men could not conceive the thought
that in a little while all this lowliness would give way
to divine glory. Without indicating it, Jesus is using
Ps. 110, the very psalm with which he had silenced the
Pharisees on Tuesday, 22:41, etc. Some displays of
divine power the humble Jesus had made during his
ministry (the last, John 18 :4-6; Luke 22 :51) ; but these
would be as nothing compared to the everlasting operation of his power through his human nature in glory.
“And coming on the clouds of heaven," together
with “the Son of man,” is a reference to Dan. 7:13,
whence also this title is derived by Jesus. “The clouds”
cannot here refer only to the majesty and the greatness
of Jesus; as in the original passage in Daniel, and then
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also in Matt. 24 :30 and in Rev. 1:7, the clouds symbolize the divine judgment. These Sanhedrists shall soon
have their obdurate shell pierced, they shall see Jesus
ruling in divine majesty and power and coming to j udgment in divine glory. Event after event shall drive
this conviction home to their wicked hearts, no matter
how they may resist it.
This helps to answer the question that is often asked
as to why Jesus added this word regarding his rule
and his judgment. He is not threatening these human
judges of his with his divine judgment (I Pet. 2:23).
On the other hand, this is not a declaration of grace
and forgiveness. Jesus adds this statement in order
to bring his judges to a realization of just whom they
are about to condemn to death. He is deﬁning for
them who “the Messiah, the Son of God” is: he whom
they themselves will see in his divine power, rule, and
majesty. At this supreme moment and before this
supreme court of his nation Jesus, put under oath, must
make a full and a complete and not merely an abbreviated statement of the full realities concerning his
ofﬁce and his person.
Incidentally we see that Jesus unhesitatingly swears
an oath before the constituted governmental authority
of his nation. This settles the interpretation of 5:34,
and at the same time bars out all oaths that are demanded by self-constituted authorities, whoever these
may be. Jesus swears to his own harm. Truth must

be uttered though it be turned to our own damage by
wicked men.
65) , Then the high priest rent his robes, saying:
He blasphemedl What further need have we of
witnesses? See, now you heard the blasphemy!
What do you think? And they, answering, said,
Guilty is he of death! Caiaphas has exactly what
he wants and he makes the most of it. His dramatics
are hypocritical and histrionical and are intended to

Matthew 26 :65

1067

sweep the whole Sanhedrin along with him over all
legal requirements to the one goal on which he
knows all are set: the condemning of Jesus to death.
Some think that Caiaphas was sincere or at least partly
sincere when he seemed shocked by what he regarded
as blasphemy. But this Sadducee who deliberately
plotted the judicial murder of Jesus was past shock in
regard to God or the manner in which men spoke of
God. So, instead of submitting the sworn statement of
Jesus to the court for its judicial decision as the law
required, Caiaphas himself makes that decision. In
great excitement he shouts as one who can scarcely
believe his own ears, “He blasphemed!” the aorist
whereas we prefer the perfect to indicate what has just
happened, R. 842. Suiting the action to the word, “he

rent his ipdm," Mark says, “his xvra'wac," in the Jewish
fashion to symbolize his outraged feeling.

The inner

or the outer garments, sometimes both, as seems to

have been the case here, were gripped at the neck by
both hands and with a jerk a rent about the width of a
man’s palm was torn down the front and exposed the
chest, so that all could see that something terrible had
happened.
The assertion that the high priest dared not reud
his garment is untenable; Lev. 10:6 and 21 :10 forbid

this only in connection with the dead; in I Macc. 11:71
we see a high priest rending his clothes. This custom
was followed by Greeks, Romans, and barbarians, as
well as by Jews. And all Jews were expected to rend
their garments upon hearing blasphemy, all except the
witnesses. We should not think that the high priest
wore his ofﬁcial robes and rent these; these robes the
Romans kept locked up and passed out only at the time
of the three great festivals, and the high priest wore
these robes only on those three occasions. Painters
have disregarded this when depicting the passion
scenes. To Caiaphas the blasphemy is beyond ques-
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tion, and it is just the thing he wants for his purpose,
for the penalty of death had been decreed for this
crime, Lev. 24:16, and death was what Caiaphas
wanted for Jesus, summary death.
With one sweep he brushes aside the long proceed-

ings that tried to secure false witness:
have we of witnesses?
phemy!”

"‘What need

See, now you heard the blas-

With this quick turn Caiaphas gets rid of

all the ineffectual testimony and inadvertently reveals
the hollowness of his previous demand that Jesus make
a reply to these witnesses. As far as Caiaphas was
concerned, the case is settled right here and now.
66) So he demands a verdict from the Sanhedrin
on the instant: “What do you think ?” Now according' to Jewish legal procedure in capital cases the verdict could be passed only at a second session of the
court that was to be held on another day and never on
the same day. And this verdict was arrived at in a
ﬁxed, formal way: two scribes‘recorded the votes which
had to be written, the one scribe tabulating the votes
for acquittal, the other those reading guilty. All these legal safeguards that had been established in the interest
of justice are here summarily overthrown. Yet not a
single voice is raised in question, to say nothing of protest. The hatred of Jesus that was focused in the passionate demand of Caiaphas animates every judge
present. To Matthew’s “they, answering, said,” Mark
adds “all”; the viva. voce vote was unanimous. No re-

ﬂection, no careful consideration was needed.

All of

that had been attended to when the plot for the judicial
murder of Jesus had been deﬁnitely planned.

Matthew

records the verdict itself: “Guilty is he of death 1"
Mark describes: “They all condemned him to be guilty
of death." The criminal deed had been put across.
67) What follows is an outrage that is so beastly and brutal as to seem almost incredible. Then
they did spit into his countenance and they hit him
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with ﬁsts. Some slapped him, saying, Prophesy to
us, Christ, who is it that slapped thee? The Sanhedrists, the supreme judges of the nation, in whom all
the dignity and the grandness of the nation should be
vested, here show their real inner nature: they are
rowdies of the lowest kind. The proud Sadducees, the
aristocrats of the Sanhedrin and the nation, here reveal what they really are: low-down rabble of the coarsest type. Once they have shouted their illegal verdict,
deﬁnitely repudiating all reverence for God and for his
laws, they lose even common human decency. They
leap to their feet and crowd around the lone, bound
prisoner. We now get to see what is in the hearts of
these men who pretended to try Jesus.
Matthew reports only their main acts. “They spat
into his countenance,” any number of them. This is
the climax of personal insult. By this they show what
they think of “the Son of God” about to sit at the right
hand of power and to come on the clouds of heaven.
They cannot act vile enough toward him. And now
comes the most cowardly brutality: “they strike him
with their ﬁsts.” A man who is wholly unable to defend himself—upon him they vent this viciousness
just to hurt him as much as possible. They act like
savages. Here we combine Mark and Luke with Matthew: somebody conceived the idea of mocking the
prophetic claims of Jesus. He threw a cloth over
Jesus’ face so that Jesus could not see; and then slap
after slap rained upon Jesus’ face, blows of the ﬁst,
too, according to Mark.
68) Then they cried derisively, “Prophesy to us,
Christ, who is it that did slap thee?” Ribald laughter,
no doubt, accompanied this supposed joke regarding
this Christ and regarding the idea of his being a prophet. But this was not all. The Sanhedrists tired of
their abuse of Jesus, and the high priest turned him
over to the im-qpe'rm, “the underlings,” or police guard,
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and Mark reports that they received him with ﬁsticuﬁ‘s,
following the noble pattern of their superiors. How
long this went on who will say? The condition of Jesus
at the end of this experience can more easily be imag.
ined than described. Here Isa. 50:6, and Jesus' own
prophecy, Mark 10:34 and Luke 18:32, in regard to
being spitted upon, were fulﬁlled literally.
69) Now Peter was sitting outside in‘the courtyard. And there came to him a certain maid, saying, Thou, too, wast with Jesus of Galilee!

This

carries forward the story of Peter begun in v. 58,
where Peter was sitting in the courtyard, among the
inrqpc'rai or Temple police. He imagined that he could
succeed in carrying out his plan, and that no one would
pay attention to him. But he was sadly mistaken.
From John we learn that it was the very maid who had
admitted Peter that exposed him. From the synoptists
we supply the details that she left her post at the entry,
came over to Peter, ﬁxed her eyes upon him, and then
made her startling assertion. This must have happened some time after she had admitted Peter.
But what made her do this? Was she afraid that
she had let the wrong man in and did she take this
means of making herself safe? If so, then what about
John whom she knew much better? The mi in the
assertion shows that this maid arrived at the conclusion that Peter must have been a disciple of Jesus
(“with Jesus” means this) from the way in which
John intervened to have Peter admitted. Yet she
makes no issue of John. Was she merely teasing
Peter, trying to make him uncomfortable when she saw
that he was trying to hide his identity?

Her words do

not sound like banter. She most likely wanted to
make herself important. She wanted these men to
know that she knew something they did not know. Here
they were talking about Jesus and about what had just

taken place and yet did not know that right in their
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own midst sat one of Jesus’ own disciples. No doubt,
all cocked their ears when she made her assertion.
70) But he denied in front of them all, saying,
I do not know what thou art saying. The suddenness of his exposure, its publicity before the crowd
about the ﬁre, the feeling that he was in danger at'
once upset Peter and ﬁlled him with panic. He saw
no way out except to lie out. The devil loves to pounce
upon the foolhardy and to sweep boasters off their feet.
The words of the denial were scarcely as brief as any
one of the four evangelists records them. Matthew
writes, “I do not know what thou art saying i” to which
Mark adds a second verb; but Luke has, “I know him
not,” for which John writes simply, “I am not,” i. e.,
one of his disciples.
It took only a menial maid to fell the chief of the
Twelve. Gone were all his high and heroic protestations to Jesus; gone was the spurious courage from his
heart and from the hand that had snatched out the
sword in Gethsemane. Here stands the arrant coward,
unable to confess his heavenly Lord, cringing with
lying denial. Some think that Peter was frightened
without real cause, that he misjudged the situation and
really should have confessed. But whether it is with
or without cause, fright operates, nevertheless. Peter
was undoubtedly in danger. Surely he would have
been arrested forthwith, taken before Annas, and held
at least for a time; and if his slashing off the ear of
Malchus should have become known, serious punishment might have been the result.
71)

Now another maid saw him after he went

into the entryway and says to those there, This fellow also was with Jesus of Nazareth! Peter waited
long enough to have attention safely withdrawn from
him and then quietly approached the “My, the long
entryway that led out from the courtyard to the street
through the front side of the building. Mark calls it
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the npoazfatov, “the vestibule” (M.-M. 537) ; it was not
another courtyard in front of the palace. It is his evident intention to get away unobserved.

The second m'miu is the object, to which the accusative participle and another aﬁro'v are added. But this
very move precipitates the second and severer denial.
Matthew says that “another” (feminine, hence “maid”)
saw him. Mark says, “The maid, having seen him,
began again to say," etc., which must refer to the maid
4 who exposed Peter in the ﬁrst place. Luke writes that
after a little Eupoe, masculine, “another man," saw him.

This appears to be a contradiction, but it harmonizes
most naturally when we keep the situation in mind.
Peter had been exposed, and the matter was being

talked about.

On a night like this more than one maid

would be on duty at the entry. Peter meets two maids
and' a man, all three of whom are certain that he is a

disciple of Jesus. There are also others in the entrance since a large crowd is present. So Peter is
again recognized, and that by three persons, and his
case now seems more desperate than it was before.
While these were one after the other addressing, not
Peter, but each other and the others that Were there,
and were‘saying that “this fellow” (derogatory 0570:)
had been “with Jesus of Nazareth” (the most ordinary
way of naming Jesus), Mark says the cock crowed.

That marks the time of night as being beyond midnight; for Mark notes this crowing as being a fulﬁllment of the prophecy of Jesus, Mark 14 :30, “before the
cock crow twice." This was the ﬁrst crowing. In his
excitement Peter never heard it. This ﬁrst crowing,
too, is not as loud and as continuous as the second.
72)
And again he denied with an oath, I do not
know the man!
Matthew alone mentions the oath
with which Peter tried to secure credence for this

denial. He recognized that he would have to offer
something stronger than he had offered at the time of
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the ﬁrst denial. He swears that he does not even know
Jesus and acts as though he really does not know Jesus'
name. Yet these lips had uttered 16 :16; John 6 :68, 69!
73) Peter promptly gave up the idea of trying to
get out through the entryway. Twice he had been
positively recognized, and we can imagine the uneasiness and the fear with which he now tried to eﬁ'ace
himself in the crowded courtyard. Now after a
little those standing by came forward and said to
Peter:

Of a truth, thou, too, art one of them!

For

even thy dialect makes thee evident. Luke makes
the interval “about an hour.” The most decisive effort
is now made to identify Peter as a disciple of Jesus.
Matthew and Mark mention only the fact that some of
the men who were standing by and had evidently been
discussing Peter came up and again confronted him.
Luke makes one of the men the spokesman, and John
is able to supply the detail that this was a relative of
the Malchus whose ear Peter had cut off. Here, then,
was danger indeed.
With great positiveness they say, “Of a truth,” i. e.,
in spite of thy previous denials, “thou art one of them l”
So Peter had not succeeded in allaying suspicion regarding himself, he had only strengthened it. And
this time the Ma, “utterance," namely the Galilean
brogue with which Peter spoke was brought forward as
evidence (ydp) that Peter was “one of them,” for all of
them save Judas hailed from Galilee. But John tells
us that the relative of Malchus was able to add more
to this personal connection and this circumstantial evidence: he is almost certain that he saw Peter in Gethsemane.
74) Then he began to curse and to swear, I do
not know the man. And immediately a cock crowed.
He called down all manner of evil on himself and with
oaths called God to witness that he did not know him.
In fact, we see that he is ready to resort to anything

1074

The Interpretation of Matthew

to save himself from discovery.

Peter was no longer a

man of even ordinary manhood; he was a groveling
coward who was too pitiful to look upon. Somehow
even now Peter was not arrested on suspicion and held
for judicial investigation. But immediately after his
curses and his oaths “a cock crowed.” He began his
crowing just before the dense morning dark began to
lighten (see v. 34).
75) Nobody paid attention to this . crowing
of the cock save one man. And Peter remembered
the word of Jesus who had said, Before a cock
crows, thrice shalt thou deny me. And having gone
out, he aohbed bitterly. Jesus had spoken that word
about the cook’s crowing because he foresaw Peter's
situation and intended that Peter should recall that
word to his great beneﬁt. That cock’s crowing thus
released the tension of fear, recalled Jesus’ love and
warning, and thus opened the door to genuine repentance. Luke adds the detail that at this very moment
Jesus turned and looked at Peter, and that this led to
his repentance. But the cock’s crowing and the Lord’s
look move Peter to the same end. In divine providence
all this had been timed so as to eﬁect this gracious
result. There is some discussion as to how Jesus could

look upon Peter at this moment.

The best answer is

that the Temple police were leading him from the hall
of trial to a place for safekeeping until he should again
he wanted. With his face all contused and black and
blue from the blows he had received, with spittle' still
deﬁling his countenance. Jesus looked upon poor Peter
as he passed through the courtyard. No wonder that
look went home.
It seems that Peter encountered no diﬁculty in getting out of the courtyard. Some therefore conclude
that he would have had no diﬂiculty at any time. But
the maids kept the door locked, and Peter did not risk
it to make a demand to be permitted to leave. But- the
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transfer of Jesus changed this situation. The crowd
of the ampc'm, Temple police, that had been kept waiting in the courtyard until this time were ordered out,
and so Peter could leave without difﬁculty.
His repentance is stated in two words: Zanwe wupo‘n,
the verb denoting loud, audible weeping, “he sobbed
bitterly." The adverb does not refer to the physical
sobbing but to the bitterness of the contrition that was
back of it. Contrition includes the realization that we
have sinned and the consequent genuine sorrow for our
sin. The story of Peter has two important features:
ﬁrst, Jesus’ prophecies and their fulﬁllment, which were
at ﬁrst frantically denied; secondly, the foremost of the
apostles sins most terribly and is yet restored by true
repentance. For all time this calls sinners to the par-

don which Jesus has ready for them.

CHAPTER XXVI]
1) Now, when it was morning, all the high
priests and the elders of the people passed a resolution against Jesus to put him to death. And having
hound him, they led him away and delivered him up
to Pilate, the governor. We have already stated the
Jewish law regarding capital crimes. It required that
the verdict of death should be rendered at a second session of the Sanhedrin which was to be held after an
interval of at least a day; moreover, night sessions
were illegal. Now the Sanhedrin was determined to
rush Jesus to death, for it feared an uprising of the
people in case of a delay. So the illegality of the night
session was simply disregarded. But the formality of
holding a second session was found feasible even
though in this case it was illegal because it would conﬁrm an illegal night session; yet it lent a show of legality to the procedure by being a second session. Mark
makes it plain that this second, early morning session
was attended by the three groups that made up the Sanhedrin and even adds, “the whole Sanhedrin.” This
was a plenary session although the entire number of
seventy-one judges was not required to be present and
some probably were absent.
The expression wppoﬁmy EMBov does not mean “took
counsel” in order to put Jesus to death. It was entirely
plain how they must proceed to secure that death:
Pilate had to be asked to conﬁrm the death verdict they
had pronounced upon Jesus. This case would be similar to others in which the Sanhedrin had decreed
death. The Roman government had reserved the right
of inﬂicting the death penalty; the Sanhedrin had lost
(1076)
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that right. It could decree but had to ask the Roman
governor to carry out the execution of the death penalty. The expression means, "to pass a resolution,"
and the resolution that had to be passed in this case
was the conﬁrmation of the death verdict that had been
pronounced at the night session; and Burton (R. 1089)
is right: the «501': clause states the contents of that resolution, “to put him to deat .” So in all due formality
the ﬁnal vote on the death penalty was taken. The
next step followed as a matter of course: the Sanhedrin
had to apply to Pilate. B.-P. 1248 deﬁnes appoﬁmu
Aaaﬁdmv as comilz‘um copere, einen Beschluss fassen;

R. 109. Luke 22:66-71 gives us some of the details; it
relates how Jesus was re-examined, how he reafﬁrmed
that he was the Son of God, and how this was declared
to be sufficient to condemn him.
2) After these formalities had been settled, the
Sanhedrists, with Caiaphas, of course, in the lead, led
Jesus away and in due form delivered him up to Pilate,
the Roman governor.
3) At this point Matthew introduces the account
regarding the end of Judas. Then Judas who betrayed him, having seen that he was condemned, hay.

ing repented, returned the thirty pieces of silver to
the high priests and elders, saying, I did sin by hetraying innocent blood! But they said: What is
that to us? Thou wilt see to it! And having hurled
the silver into the Sanctuary, he left the place and,
having gone, hanged himself- On returning from
Gethsemane, Judas must have remained near the high
priest’s palace in order to see what would happen.
Matthew’s “then” takes us to the moment when the procession formed that was to take Jesus to Pilate. “Then"
Judas saw, saw with his OWn eyes what had happened,
“that he was condemned," and that they were taking

him to his death.

This explains the participle para»:-

Aqoa’e, “having repented.”

Judas repented of the conse-
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quences not of the sin itself. Already that shows the
spurious nature of his repentance. Many a criminal is
exceedingly sorry when the consequences of his sin
catch up with him, but the sin itself does not frighten

him.

Matthew calls Judas 6 wapaStSoiJs at'miv and uses the

timeless qualitative present participle. The betrayer
saw what his betrayal had brought about.
After his conscience had been thus awakened by
remorse, the blood money burns in Judas’ hands, and
he attempts to return it. It is not necessary to think.
that this scene took place in the Temple, and that some
of the high priests and elders were busy with duties
there. No; this scene took place before Caiaphas’
palace. Here Judas confronts the Sanhedrin itself
and not only one or two of its representatives; for
according to Matthew’s usage “the high priests and
elders" indicates the body as. such. In his state of desperation Judas offered the thirty pieces of silver to
them in public, and his remorse becomes evident in
the confession, “I did sin, having betrayed innocent
blood 1” His true sin Judas did not realize or confess.
To him Jesus is no more than “innocent blood,” a guiltless man who is now being regarded as guilty of death.
Because Judas’ betrayal was leading to this result, he is
sorry, he makes confession, and he wants as much
as possible to free himself from these bloody consequences by returning the money to the Sanhedrin.
Note that pcrapdyodg is the ingressive, “having begun
to repent” (R. 868) ; and masonic is constative (R. 859)
and expresses action that is simultaneous with that of
ﬁpaprov (R. 860) and is causal (R. 1128): “because I
betrayed,” etc.
There is no evidence to assume that Judas wanted
to reverse his bargain and that he wanted to repurchase
Jesus from the Sanhedrin. His return of the silver
was due to psychological reasons. Since Jesus is being

led to his death, this silver becomes blood money and
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thus burns his hands with blood guilt. The money that
Was at one time greedily grasped becomes intolerable
to him. His conscience will not let him keep it; it
seeks at least the easement that riddance of this money
will bring. From start to ﬁnish these were the same
thirty pieces of silver, and in themselves underwent
no change whatever; and yet they were completely
changed: once so attractive, they are now so utterly
abhorrent.
4) The Sanhedrists have no desire to waste much
time on Judas; besides, they were through with him
the moment he had performed his part of the bargain
for which he had been paid even in advance (26:16).
Their brief answer does not refer to this pitiful sum of
money, which they refuse to accept, but to the remorseful confession when they Say: “What is that to us?
Thou wilt see to it !” Cold, hard as stone are these

spiritual leaders of the Jews.

A soul in travail means

absolutely nothing to them, in fact, not even a soul they
themselves have helped to get into this desperate travail. They are busy even now in taking the victim of
Judas' sin to be murdered on the cross.
What a fool Judas was to expect relief from such
men! But the one who could have helped him he did
not ﬁnd. 0h, he was only a few paces away and could
have been found easily enough. But Judas saw in him
only a “rabbi” (26:25, 49) and even now only “innocent blood” and not the Messiah and Son of God; and
his heart was stirred only by remorse (revulsion because of the consequences of his act) and not by repentance (grief over his sin itself). The expression n’
no: indie; has classical support, R. 626; and the future
5.1m (also written 6501;) is volitive and thus equal to an
imperative: “see thou to it,” B. 874.
5) Remorse now drives Judas to his last desperate

acts.

He hurls the silver “into the m5: or Sanctuary.”

Some think that this was the place (they call it the
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room) in the Temple where the receptacles-forthe
receipt of money stood in the court of the women. But
then much would have been the proper word. The term
mi: refers to the Sanctuary which included the Holy
and the Holy of Holies. Judas went up to the top of
the priestly court, took the sack of silver, and ﬂung it
into the open entrance of the Holy Place. Then he
turned and “went away,” to what place is not stated;
and, “having gone away,” he committed suicide by

hanging himself. .Acts 1 :18 adds the further terrible
details. Remorse '— suicide: they often go together.
6) The priests saw what Judas had done and
promptly picked up the money. -Matthew concludes
the account at this place, his readers will understand
that this happened after Jesus’ death. But the high
priests, having taken the pieces of silver, said, It is
not lawful to throw them into the treasury since it
is blood price. And after passing a. resolution they
bought with them the field of the potter for burial
for strangers.

Wherefore that ﬁeld was called Field

of Blood until this day. The high priests alone act
in this case. The silver was, no doubt, brought to
them with the request that they state what should be
done with it. Perhaps they made a deduction from
Deut. 23:18 and declared it to be unlawful (aim 55am)

to deposit this silver in the Kopﬂavis' (related to KopBaV,
Mark 7:11, “gift”), the Temple treasury or treasure
which was made up of all the taxes and the votive gifts
of the people. The reason .stated is that this silver is
“blood price.” So they, indeed, recognize this silver
as what it really is but not as themselves having made
it “blood price” by paying it, perhaps-out of this very
treasury, but as Judas having earned it as a “blood
price" by selling Jesus’ blood for this sum. Here, indeed, are the ﬁne casuists: it would be a crime to put
such money back into the Temple treasure, but it was
no crime to pay it to Judas.

Matthew 27:7, 8
7)
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AS in V. 1, aw-ﬁmﬂcov Aaﬁdvns does not mean “to

take counse ” but “to resolve” or “to pass a resolution,”
which resolution was, of course, carried out. This was
to devote the money to a long-felt need, namely to provide a burial place “for strangers,” certainly not for
Gentiles (whom the Jews hated to see in Jerusalem)
but for poor Jews who visited the festivals, etc., and
happened to die while in the city, or for such as wanted
to spend their latter days in the Holy City and thus
wanted to die there. It may be true that the authorities had neglected this matter, and that now a way was
found to meet this long-delayed need. One thing is
certain in regard to the location of this ﬁeld: it was
Levitically pure ground otherwise it would never have
been accepted for use as a cemetery. Thus it could
not have been located in Tophet, the valley of Hinnom
or at some similar place. The site cannot be determined at this date.
The two things that were certain are indicated by
the two articles: “the (well-known) ﬁeld of the (wellknown) potter.” Perhaps both became so well known
after this piece of ground had been bought.
8) The purchase of this ﬁeld by means of this
money gave the place the name “Field of Blood," and
Matthew says that the name continued “until today,”
i. e., when he wrote his Gospel. This is one of the
assured indications in the Gospel itself that it was not
written after the destruction of Jerusalem when the
long siege had destroyed the identity of a large number
of sites in the city itself. How long before the destruction Matthew wrote is, of course, not indicated by this
phrase. In Acts 1:14 a different reason is assigned
for calling this ﬁeld Chaqual Dm’, “The Field of
Blood,” namely the horrible end of Judas. It is diﬂ‘icult to understand why this should be regarded as a
discrepancy since both names center in Judas, a man
who was guilty of blood and who had a bloody end. It
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was the bloody feature that drew and held public attention. The English would use a perfect tense instead
of the aorist won because of the reference to the
present in the phrase “until today,” R. 848.
9) Then was fulﬁlled what was spoken through
Jeremiah, the prophet, saying: And they took the
thirty pieces of silver, the price of the one that has
been priced, whom they of the sons of Israel priced,
and they gave them for the ﬁeld of the potter just

as the Lord did appoint to me. Matthew uses the
regular formula to indicate the fulﬁllment of a pro-

phecy. The fact that 73 {may Sui involves all the essential points of verbal inspiration has been shown in
connection with 1:22; and Matthew uses this expression constantly. The fact that Matthew wrote “through
Jeremiah, the prophet,” has caused a great deal of discussion since not Jeremiah but Zechariah 11:12, 13,
records this prophecy. The reading “Jeremiah” is
textually conﬁrmed. The exegetes are divided in their

interpretations: some think that Matthew was guilty
of a lapse of memory, others that this is impossible,
but that a solution or explanation must be found. Some
ﬁnd an excuse for Matthew’s faulty memory by referring to Jer. 18 :2-12; 19:1-15 which speak about a
potter; they think that this confused Matthew. But
this view destroys the inspiration and the infallibility
of the Scripture.
If “Jeremiah” cannot be explained by any information that is available to us today, the exegete should be
entirely ready to confess his ignorance and to wait until
the explanation has been found. But in this case it has
been found by Lightfoot. One of the older ways of
dividing the Scriptures was to begin with the law and
to call this part “The Law." Next the section commencing with the Psalms was called “The Psalms"
although it contained other writings. The third part
began with Jeremiah and included all the other pro-

Matthew 27 :9
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phets, and yet the whole was called “Jeremiah.” Lightfoot cites the Baba Bathra and Rabbi David Kimchi’s
Preface to the prophet Jeremiah as his authorities.
Horn, Introduction, 7th ed. H, 290. Thus any passage
taken from this third section of the Old Testament
would be quoted as coming from “Jeremiah.” We
honor the efforts of those who have sought to ﬁnd the
prophecy in Jeremiah’s own book; but after all is said
and done, neither Jer. 18 :2-12, nor 19:1-15, nor both
combined, will answer; we must go to Zech. 11: 12, 13.
We cannot in this case expect an exact quotation,
because the prophecy of Zechariah is a symbolic action,
and the fulﬁllment is ordinary history. So it becomes
Matthew’s aim to present the striking correspondence
between the two as this appears in the main points.
Some have the idea that every prophecy must be a

statement that this and that will happen, and that the
fulﬁllment must then be recorded word for word:
and just exactly so it did happen. That is why we ﬁnd
so much discussion regarding Matthew’s deviation from
the wording of Zechariah. But a verbatim quotation
would not convey what had to be conveyed when this
prophecy is combined with its remarkable fulﬁllment.
The two points of the symbolic prophecy and its
fulﬁllment pertain to the thirty pieces of silver as the
price paid for Jesus and to the payment of this sum to
the potter. Delitzsch writes: “The moment we carry
the form of the prophecy back to the idea, the difference is dissolved into harmony." In Zechariah the
payment of thirty pieces of silver was made in order to
get rid of Israel’s Shepherd. That same price was
paid to get rid of Jesus who is Israel’s Shepherd. At
such a miserable price the Jews valued Jesus and gladly
paid it to get rid of him. All that Zechariah thus
states in regard to this price Matthew restates interpretatively in order to impress upon us this shameful
point: “the thirty pieces of silver the price of the one
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that has been priced, whom they of the sons of Israel
priced." The emphasis is on this miserable price,
and the (11:6 phrase states the subject in the sense of

at «11.56, “they from the sons of Israel,” i. e., the Jewish
leaders. Here Matthew gives us the substance of what
Zechariah states regarding the price, but he combines
it with the fulﬁllment which occurred with the payment
of this sum to Judas.
10) The second point is that eventually this sum
was paid over to the potter. In the prophecy God
does this, in the fulﬁllment the high priests do it. But
this is not a difference, for God so guided the action of
the high priests that they made this astonishing disposition of the silver. Even this feature is added that
the thing was done “in the house of the Lord.” There
the money was found, and there the high priests decided
to pay it for the potter’s ﬁeld. This Matthew states by
again combining prophecy with fulﬁllment, each interpreting the other: “And they took . . . and gave
them for the ﬁeld of the potter." This money did not
lose its identity by being mixed with other money that
was in the Temple fund. A special purchase was made
with it, and by that purchase it was made to stand out
forever by lending its name to the ﬁeld purchased as
“the Field of blood.” The ﬁnal clause, “even as the
Lord did appoint unto me,” repeats Zech. 11:13: “And
the Lord said unto me," which states the order of the
Lord regarding what was to be done with the money.
It was the Lord's will that directed this disposition of
the money, and that will was carried out: by being
invested in that ﬁeld of the potter the money was forever to stand out and apart as the blood money the leaders of Israel paid to get rid of their Messiah forever.

Kaoai = mo’ 3, “just as,” “according as."
11) Now Jesus stood before the governor. And
the governor asked him, saying, Thou, art thou the
King of the Jews? And Jesus said to him, Thou

Matthew 27:11. 12

1085

sayest it. With exceeding brevity Matthew mentions this incident from Pilate’s examination of the
prisoner that had been turned over to him for the execution of the death penalty. We must add John 18 :2037, and especially John’s fuller version of Matthew's
account in v. 37. In order to understand how Pilate
came to ask about Jesus’ being a king, we must add
Luke 23 :2, the series of charges against Jesus, the last
of which was that he pretended to be “Christ, a King.”
After hearing these charges, Pilate took Jesus into the
Praetorium and- examined him privately by taking up
the central charge in which all the rest were involved.
John shows how the direct question was reached:
“Thou, art thou the King of the Jews ?” This question
shows how little like a king Jesus appeared to Pilate:
of course, he was thinking of a political king. Yet
Jesus aﬂirms that he is a king: “Thou sayest it.” The
difference between at Myers and m" (Isms, “thou art saying
it,” and, “thou didst say it” (English, “hast just said
it"), is rather slight, R. 915. It is the regular way of
aﬁirming the contents of a question; compare 26 :26, 64.

From John we learn that Jesus told Pilate what kind of
a king he was, namely a spiritual and not a political
king, and that Pilate was fully convinced of the latter.
12) A second incident is brieﬂy sketched. And
in being accused by the high priests and elders he
answered nothing. Then Pilate says to him, Dost
thou not hear how many things they are witnessing
against thee? And he did not answer him on not
even a single utterance so that the governor won-

dered greatly. This is the second great silence of
Jesus; the ﬁrst is recorded in 26:63, the third in John
19:9. It must be placed where Matthew and Mark
have it, after Pilate’s examination of Jesus and his
declaration to the Sanhedrin that he was guiltless. Then
a ﬂood of vicious accusations of all kinds bursts from
the Sanhedrin, “the high priests and elders," one Greek
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article; this is the regular title for this body. After
Jesus had again been brought out of the Pratorium to
face his accusers, he “answered nothing.” When the
shouting of angry accusations subsided, when all eyes
turned on Jesus, he simply looked at the governor who
was seated on the judicial seat on the platform before
the Praetorium, and since every ear was straining to
hear, the silence became only the more intense. Not a
word came from Jesus’ lips.
13) Pilate breaks the strange silence with the
astonished question, “Dost thou not hear how many
things they are witnessing against thee?” Yet the
situation should not confuse us. It may appear to be
fair and strict justice when the accused is permitted to
face his accusers and to speak freely in his own defense.
But Pilate has himself just pronounced Jesus guiltless
after due investigation of the charges that were ﬁrst

preferred.

Does that verdict not stand?

If Pilate is

uncertain after hearing all this added testimony, it is

Pilate’s business to examine farther into the case just
as he made an examination at the beginning of the trial.
The silence of Jesus speaks eloquently against Pilate.
Why does Pilate by means of his question shift the
responsibility upon Jesus? It is the duty of this Roman judge either to silence all these angry accusations
or, if he cares to do so, to examine into one or more

of them. It is because of his cowardice that lie does
not forthwith enforce his verdict of innocence by using
his legionaries, if necessary, to disperse this Sanhedrin
and its following but allows that verdict still to be
questioned and turns the task of upholding it over to
the prisoner Jesus. Secondly, the silence of Josus‘ is
directed against the Jews and expresses his contempt
for their accusations; they are not worthy of a word
on his part.
14) Even after Pilate’s urgent question had been
asked the lips of Jesus remained sealed. Matthew

Matthew 27:14-16
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makes it strong by adding “on not even a single utterance," fiﬁpa, spoken word that came from Jesus' accusers. At least as far as Pilate was concerned, that silence went home. This, indeed, was no ordinary prisoner. Not for one moment did Pilate deem Jesus
guilty because he remained silent. He felt the very
opposite. The astounding patience of Jesus, his willingness to suffer unjustly, and the majesty of his person by following the course he did had made a deep
impression on Pilate. It has been well said that Pilate
was touched by something akin to what we feel when
we see in him the Lamb that opened not his mouth.
15) The vacillation of Pilate which ﬁnally brought
Jesus to the cross culminated in Pilate’s scheme to
induce the Jews to choose Jesus in place of Barabbas.
Now festival by festival the governor was accustomed
to release to the multitude one prisoner whom they
wanted. And they had then a notorious prisoner
called Barabbas. Accordingly, having been brought
together, Pilate said to them: Whom do you want
that I release to you? Barabbas? or Jesus, who is
called Christ? For he knew that because of envy
they delivered him up.
Kara'. is distributive (R. 608), hence topniv needs no
article; yet “festival by festival” refers only to the
annual Passover festival (John 18:39). The pluperfect dawn is regularly used in the imperfect sense (R.
888) and is iterative in this case (R. 884) . How far
back this custom of setting one prisoner free at the
Passover dates no one knows; yet it seems certain that

it was followed before the Romans came into power
and was continued by them as being so well established
as to be considered a necessity (Luke 23 :17)". The
people of the Jews were permitted to select the prisoner
they wanted freed (3v 1',0a\ov, iterative imperfect).
16) At this time an especially notorious prisoner
was being held whose name was Barabbas. The dxor
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refers to the Jews. This was their prisoner, not in the
sense that they conﬁned him in prison, but that he was
one of their race, a Jew. Matthew indicates his evil
character by the use of only the neutral adjective artmums, 158. mark (a-ﬁaa) placed on him." The fact that
this was a most vicious mark we learn from the other
evangelists: Barabbas was a robber who had been
caught in an insurrection in which he had committed
murder. The name “Barabbas” is recorded only for
the purpose of identifying the man whom the Jews
preferred to Jesus. The evangelists do not play with
its composition: “son of Abba,” with “Abba” denoting
some prominent rabbi and thus forming a sort of parallel to Jesus’ title “Son of God." The textual evidence
for the view that this man was called “Jesus Barabbas”
is so inferior as to require no discussion. Yet some
would retain “Jesus” on the plea that no scribe would
have inserted “Jesus” and that, therefore, it must be
original. But the reverse seems to be true. Those
who desire to allegorize and to play with names and
with words seem to have inserted “Jesus” in order to

obtain: “Jesus, the Son of God,” and “Jesus Barabbas
(the son of Abba) .” We discard these fancies and the
poor evidence adduced in support of them.
17) From Mark we learn that the people were the
ﬁrst to think of this custom and perhaps sent a delegation to Pilate to ask that he observe it. They did
this probably because Pilate was available to them at
this time.

They certainly selected a favorable moment.

According to Luke 23 :16, Pilate had just made the offer
to the Sanhedrin to chastise Jesus and to let him go.
The request of the people opened a new way to Pilate
to release Jesus with Jewish consent, and he embraced
it with avidity. He calls the Sanhedrists together and
submits his proposition. The nomination of the prisoners, one of whom would be pardoned, seems to have
rested with the governor. Whether more than twa

Matthew 27:17-19

1089

were ever nominated seems to be unknown. On this
occasion at least Pilate nominates only two in order to
make the selection certain in advance. He takes the
worst criminal he has in prison at this time, this Bar-

abbas, and as the only alternative he offers “Jews, who
is called Christ,” or, as Mark and John write, “the
King of the Jews.” He is fully certain in his mind
that the Jews cannot possibly unite on the selection of
Barabbas.
The proposition is announced to the Sanhedrin, but

we see that not this body as such but the Sanhedrin
together with the people have the right to make the

choice. So Jesus is placed beside a murderer, the man
whom Pilate declared innocent beside the man whose
bloody guilt was beyond doubt. The ﬂagrant injustice
to Jesus is glaring: he is treated as a condemned criminal, is placed beside another of the same kind, and
the people are to make a choice between the two.
Strange to say, Pilate who is guilty of this injustice
expects the Sanhedrin and the Jews to make a just
choice. Although he is himself fearfully remiss, he
expects others to be true to higher ideals.
18) Matthew, like Mark, openly states the reason

that moved Pilate to resort to this method to free Jesus.
He knew all along (138“, second past perfect, always used
as an imperfect) that the motive of the Sanhedrists in
delivering Jesus to him was nothing but pure “envy."
The people were ﬂocking to Jesus, and this made the
Sanhedrists envious. But we see that Pilate rested his
reliance on the people and trusted that these would vote
in favor of Jesus in spite of the Sanhedrin. In this as
in many other things that occurred in connection.with

'this trial Pilate was sadly mistaken.
19) Matthew alone reports the next incident.
And while he was sitting on the judgment sent, his
wife sent to him, saying:
Nothing to thee and to

that just one!

For I did suffer many things today
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along in a dream because of him. At this critical
moment when Pilate was about to observe the old custom and had laid the fate of Jesus into the hands of the
Jews themselves; while he was sitting on the Brim, the
judge’s chair on the raised platform in front of the
Praetorium, about to hear the choice of the Jews and
to make decree accordingly, a strange interruption
occurs. The governor's wife herself is in such distress
of mind that she feels constrained to send a messenger
to Pilate in the midst of his judicial affairs, yea, on
account of these very affairs, because they deal with
Jesus. Since the days of Augustus, Roman magistrates were permitted to take their wives along with
them to their posts in the provinces.
The message consists of a most fervent warning:

Mrﬁév col xai 7g"; sanity indulge, “nothing to thee and to that
just one l” i. e., nothing common to you two, nothing
by which you interfere with him. She calls him “that
just one” because she knows that her husband is compelled to deal with Jesus as a judge, and she warns him
by calling Jesus “just.” The designation “that just
one” thus explains itself and is the right term in the
right place. This designation is evidently based on her
dream. Whether the messenger reported the dream,
or whether Pilate took time to ask why his wife was
sending this message, we are unable to say. But the
main point was impressed upon him: his wife had suffered (Envoy, aorist, whereas we should prefer the perfect) all kinds of agonies (10AM) this very day, most
likely before arising from sleep, “along in a dream”
(mud to denote extent as in 1 :20) because of him. The
language is transparent: she suffered on her husband’s
account. She most likely dreamed of him as having
Jesus, “that just one,” before his judgment seat. In
her dream Jesus appeared wholly guiltless, and the
dream probably suggested that Pilate was on the verge
of condemning this just man. She suffered agony be-

Matthew 27:19, 20

1091

cause she feared that Pilate might do this. Either in
her dream or immediately after awakening, when the
dream was still very vivid in her mind, the terrible consequences of such an act on her husband's part overwhelmed her. She felt that she must at all hazard stop
him from an act such as that.
Tradition names the wife of Pilate, Procla or Claudia Procla, but this tradition has little to support it.
Imagination has busied itself with this woman and her
dream; but all we have are the facts that Matthew reports. We are safe in adding only so much, that Pilate
and his wife knew not a little about Jesus (note v. 18)
and discussed him and his position among the Jews,
perhaps they had done so the day before or that very
night. Tradition makes the wife favorably inclined
toward Jesus, if not a kind of proselyte to Judaism;
and the Greek Church canonized her. But this is again
altogether uncertain. To deduce from her dream that
Pilate had sent the Roman cohort to help in the arrest
of Jesus is unwarranted; for under those circumstances
Jesus would not have been turned over to the Jews but
would have been held in the custody of Pilate himself.
The dream has been studied psychologically, but its
psychological possibility under the known circumstances cannot be assailed. We may well believe that
the dream and the wife’s reaction to it were providential. It then becomes a part of the hindrances that
God put in Pilate’s way in order to deter him from the
crime of judicial murder. Judas had been warned,
Peter likewise, and Jesus himself warned Pilate in unmistakable language (John 18 :36, etc.; 19:8, etc.)
20) But the high priests and the elders persuaded the multitudes that they ask for Barabbas
and destroy Jesus. And the governor, answering,
said to them, Whom of the two is your will that I release to you? And they said Barahbas! Because
the high priests and the elders acted separately, each
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circulating among the crowds, we have two articles
with “high priests” and “elders.” The eﬁective aorist
Emmy (R. 835) states that the Sanhedrists actually
did persuade the multitudes. In the case of their own

{empires or following this. was easily done. But they
seem to have had no difﬁculty with regard to the many
who had come to swell the crowd before the Praetorium.
Matthew says, they “persuaded,” but Mark uses a
stronger term, “they stirred up" or incited the crowd.
Just how this was done is not stated. It has been
suggested that the Sanhedrists pointed out that Pilate
was trying to protect Jesus, and the Jewish Opposition
to Pilate was thus associated with Jesus. These and
similar arguments may have been used. The one thing
that was decisive was the fact that “the high priests”
and “the elders” wanted Barabbas. The crowd yielded
to their authority and thus became stirred up suﬂ‘iciv
ently to make this strange choice. The In clause is
subﬁnal (R. 993) and states what the crowds were per.
suaded to do. The middle of ain’t, is used in business
transactions and hence is in place, R. 805.
21) A sufﬁcient interval must have been allowed
the people to permit the assembled crowd to determine
upon its choice. The participle dwaxptoct's‘ is frequently
added when one speaks in response to a situation. The
time had come to ask what choice the Jews would make.
In amt may 8130 the preposition is partitive. R. 577. In
all conﬁdence Pilate asks for the choice, for he thinks
that he had certainly made sure the election of Jesus
by associating him with Barabbas. With a shock of
disillusionment he heard the unanimous shout, "Barabbas!” His scheme to free Jesus in this way had
failed completely. He had underestimated the inﬂuence and the power of the Sanhedrin; he had counted

on others acting with some moral consideration when
he himself could not rise to even simple justice.

Matthew 27:22
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22) The whole pitiableness of Pilate comes to
view. Throughout he had not acted the judge, determined the case, rendered the verdict, and enforced it
through his legionaries, if necessary. No; he wants
the accusers to offer him a verdict, the very verdict
that nothing in the world could move them to pronounce. All they did was to hold out against him
ﬁrmly to the end. All that Pilate‘did was to yield to
them more and more until he surrendered completely.
Pilate says to them, What, then, shall I do with Jesus
who is called Christ? They all say, Let him be cruciﬁed!

But he said, Why, what evil did he do?

And they kept yelling exceedingly, Let him be cruciﬁed! Now when Pilate saw that he gained nothing, but rather that a tumult was arising, having
taken water, he washed his hands before the multi-

tudes, saying:
just one!

Innocent am I of the blood of this

You yourselves shall see to it!

And, ans-

wering, all the people said, His blood on us and on
our children!

Then he released to them Barabbas;

but having scourged Jesus, he delivered him to be
cruciﬁed.

The complete helplessness of Pilate is revealed by
his question to the Jews and to their leaders. ofm
refers to the request for Barabbas’ release. This will
leave Jesus on Pilate’s hands. When he calls Jesus
“Christ” he certainly does not intend to cast a reproach
on Jesus but to arouse a favorable sentiment toward
Jesus among the Jews. Here, too, Mark has “the King
of the Jews," so that we must conclude that both titles
were used. But instead of arousing a favorable feeling Pilate aroused the very opposite. He the governor,
the ruler of the whole country, asks these Jews what he

should do with Jesus! .80 he did not know what to do?
So he was not in the least sure of himself? Did he
want the Jews to say that he should release Jesus also?
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But these Jews who obediently followed their high
priests and their elders in demanding Barabbas instead
of Jesus were the last to be moved by “Christ” and
“King of the Jews.”
Pilate had asked what he should do. He certainly
got his answer, and Matthew says it came from "all”:
“Let him be cruciﬁed l” Probably the Sanhedrists

were the ﬁrst to shout, (naupmaﬁ'rm, and the whole crowd
of the Jews then joined in this cry. If Pilate did not
know what to do, the Jews knew and told him. The
question has been asked as to how these Jews, whose
death penalty was stoning, came to demand cruciﬁxion
in the case of Jesus. The fact that Barabbas was to
have been cruciﬁed, and that Jesus was now to take his
place, seems a doubtful answer. Theone satisfactory
answer is that the Jews had turned Jesus over to
Pilate to be executed by him. The Romans had deprived them of the right of inﬂicting the death penalty,
so they held Pilate to its execution, and he could do
this only by means of cruciﬁxion.
23) The ydp in Pilate’s next question is little more
than an intensive particle, R. 1149; it is like the German demt in questions, B.-D. 452, 1. Here we have
the spectacle of the supreme judge trying to convince
the accusers by means of the argument of the innocence
of the accused! For Pilate’s question, “Why, what evil
did he do?” intends to tell the Sanhedrists that Jesus
has done no xaxo'v, "good-for-nothingness,” and that they

are unable to prove anything of that kind against him.
But when the judge lowers himself to such a degree, not
he but the accusers will dictate the verdict.
Pilate received the answer he deserved: no more
shouting of accusations (v. 12) but the most frantic
yelling, Expagov, imperfect, continuous: “Let him be
cruciﬁed l” The mob spirit was beginning to rise, and
it is a terrible thing in the East. The more they yelled,
the more agitated and wild the scene became. Even
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now one word on the part of Pilate could have gained
control: a sharp military order to the cohort of 600
legionaries to clear the place of Jews in short order and
to protect Jesus from molestation.

But such a courag-

eous and just act was beyond Pilate’s ability. His very
vacillation encouraged the Jewish insistence that he
bow to their will. In that loud yelling and the threatening tone it began to assume we see where the mastery really lies.
24) The complete surrender follows. Pilate ﬁnally
saw that he had gained nothing, but rather that a
tumult was arising ; in other words, he saw that he had
lost out completely. Both we)“: and ya'ymu are present

tenses that are retained from the original thought in
the Greek: “He sees that he gains nothing,” etc. After
the past verb “saw" the English requires a past tense.
Even now Pilate is not honest; he tries to shift the guilt
of his condemning an innocent man to the most horrible
death from his own soul to that of the Jews.
The symbolical act of washing the hands in water
in order to make the impression that they are clean of
blood, is scarcely of pagan origin although there are
points of contact in the few examples adduced. Among
pagans such washings were performed after the murder and would not be followed by a judge. We may go
back to Deut. 21 :6 for the beginning of this act; and
then we may add Ps. 26:6; 73:13; II Sam. 3:28; the
apocryphal Susanna v. 46; also Acts 20 :26. When
Pilate 'became supreme judge of the Jews be also became acquainted with this Jewish symbolical act; and
this their own custom he now uses with great impressiveness before these Jews. The middle anwapcm means,
“he himself washed his hands,” R. 810, and «irre'vam
means “right in the presence of” the multitude so that
all might see and understand.
The word docfm (see v. 4) means “without penalty,"
“innocent.” Here Pilate ﬁnally pronounces a judg-
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ment, but alas, it is not a just judgment on Jesus but a
judgment on himself, and even then it is unjust, a verdict that cannot stand when it is compared with the evidence. No man can pronounce a verdict on himself,
for then every criminal would be acquitted on the

instant. Pilate is a judge, indeed, but he cannot pronounce judgment on himself; he is under a higher
judge, under God himself who will render the verdict
regarding his guilt.
Here Jesus is again called “this just one" (the more
assured reading over against “this one”), and the designation used by Pilate’s wife in v. 19 is repeated. If
Jesus is, indeed, “just,” Simos, one who has God’s verdict in his favor, how can Pilate or any other man
remand him to death as being unjust, yea as being a
wicked criminal, and yet hope to be regarded innocent

in the court of God?

‘

Now Pilate refers the guilt to the Jews:

“You

yourselves shall see to it i” It is the same word the
Sanhedrists had hurled at Judas (v. 4) ; it now comes
back to them. The future 5¢¢09e is again volitive with
an imperative tone. This time Pilate spoke the truth.
Since that day the Jews have seen to it as their present
condition very plainly shows.
25) Something demoniacal possesses these Jews.
As far as the blood with which Pilate dreads to stain
his hands is concerned —these Jews make light of it.
They offer to take it completely off the governor’s hands
and to load it upon themselves. That implies that they
assume all the guilt, that they make themselves liable
for any punishment that may follow, that they will face
God’s justice and will suﬁer his wrath. And to this
sacrilegious declaration they add even their children,
all future generations of Jews. Why did these Jews
have to challenge God's justice in so horrible a way?
Why did they not keep still and let Pilate indulge in his
little performance with the water? Was the devil rid-
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ing them so completely that they cared not what damnation they called down on themselves?
This prophetic word has been conﬁrmed. The curse
the Jews so gayly and so unanimously (note Iris 3 Amie)
took upon themselves that morning has turned out to be
a curse indeed. They are now a separate people, are
scattered over the whole earth, they have no country.
no government, no entity and are a disturbing element
among the nations. Even this fact shows that Jesus'
blood is still upon them. Die Selbstverwuenachung
trot mit dem Rotschlusse der guettliehen Vergeltung
zusammen und ward zur unwillkuerlichen Prophetic.
Meyer. God is not mocked. The idea that the blood
of Christ brings only pardon is true indeed, but this
pardon is intended only for the penitcnt and not for
those who trample on that blood, Heb. 10:29. If the
blood of Abel cursed impenitent Cain, the blood of
Christ must far more curse those who shed it and their
children who still consent to that shedding by spurning

Christ.
26) All the synoptists report that Pilate released Barabbas to the Jews but delivered Jesus to be
cruciﬁed. Matthew and Mark insert the detail that
Pilate scourged Jesus. But this compactness of writing merely summarizes, and we must remember that
these statements are merely three facts which occurred
in that order. We see this in connection with v. 27—31.
which Matthew and Mark narrate by itself ; but the
mockery did not occur after Jesus had been ordered
to be cruciﬁed. It would have been senseless at that
time. The scourging and the mockery belong together, and it is John who furnishes the key to both.
The proof that has been adduced to show that scourging preceded cruciﬁxion is, therefore, beside the mark.
Pilate's object in scourging (and in mocking) Jesus
was the very opposite, he wanted to free Jesus from

the ems.
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When Pilate’s scheme with regard to Barabbas
failed, he did not give up. From Luke 23 :16 we learn

that at the beginning of the trial he had offered the
compromise to scourge Jesus and to let him go. He
now reverts to this idea and has Jesus scourged. Mat-

thew and Mark use only the one word dopayan'was, “having scourged” Jesus, the Latin ﬂagellare; John has the
regular Greek term lulu-nyoiv. Stripped of clothes, the
body was bent forward across a low pillar and the back
was stretched and exposed to the blows. In order to
hold the body in position the victim’s hands must have
been tied to rings in the ﬂoor or in front at the base
of the pillar and his feet to rings behind. We cannot
agree that the hands were tied behind the back, for this
would place them across the small of the back where
some of the blows we to fall and would shield the
ribs where the whipen s were to lacerate the ﬂesh.
The Romans did not use rods as the JeWs did, each
rod making only one stripe and cutting only the back;
they used short-handled whips, each provided with
several leather lashes and ugly, acorn-shaped pieces of
lead or lumps of bone that were fastened to the end of
each short lash. The strokes were laid on with full
force, the ofﬁcer often shouting, Adda virgas! (Livy,
26, 16), or .Fime! (Suetonius, Caligula, 26), in order
to get more vigor into the action. Two whips were
applied, one from each side. The effect was horrible.
The skin and the ﬂesh were gashed to the very bone
in every direction, and where the armed ends of the
lashes struck, deep bloody holes were torn. See Josepus, Wars, 6, 6, 3; Eusebius 4, 15.
The scourging of Jesus must have taken place outside of the Praetorium, before the eyes of Pilate and of
the assembled Jews; for both Matthew and Mark report
that for the purpose of mockery, which, according to
John, at once followed the scourging and really formed
its completion, the soldiers took Jesus into the Pretor-
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ium, into the mm or courtyard where the whole cohort
found room. To the scourging we may attribute the
fact that Jesus broke down under the weight of the
cross and died long before the usual time when those
who had been cruciﬁed passed out of life. The object
Pilate had in mind in scourging (and also in mocking)
Jesus was to show these Jews what this insigniﬁcant
man really was about whom they were making such a
violent demonstration: a joke of a king; let them look
for themselves. Crucify him? act as though this harmless, helpless dreamer amounted to so much? The very
idea was ridiculous. But this attempt on the part of
Pilate to have the Jews content themselves with less
than the actual death of Jesus also failed, and Matthew
and Mark thus at once add that Pilate ordered Jesus
to be cruciﬁed.
27) Matthew and Mark narrate the mockery as a
separate event. John 19:1-16 gives us the details in
order, and shows how the scourging and the mockery
occurred simultaneously in order to make a pitiful and
a ridiculous ﬁgure of Jesus. This was Pilate's last
effort to save Jesus’ life. When that failed, John tells
us, then and not until then, did Pilate order the cruciﬁxion. Then the soldiers of the governor, having
taken Jesus into the Praetorium, gathered together
to him the entire cohort.

And having stripped him,

they threw around him a scarlet cloak. And having plaited a crown of thorns, they put it upon his
head and a reed in his right hand.

T67: indicates

only the general time and not the sequence after the
delivery to cruciﬁxion. This is clear from John's account. This mockery followed and completed the
scourging. This answers the question as to how an
act such as this mockery of Jesus could be staged.
This mockery did not customarily accompany the
scourging. The mockery of Jesus was so exceptional
that nothing resembling it has ever been found. Those
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who suppose that Jesus was scourged as one who had
already been condemned to the cross think that the
mockery was staged merely to ﬁll in the time until the
cross and the other paraphernalia needed for the execution had been made ready. But even then, why ﬁll
in the time with this peculiar type of mockery? If
Jesus was scourged only in preparation for cruciﬁxion,
this mockery remains unexplained. Those who note
that Jesus had not as yet been condemned to the cross
regard the mockery as an inspiration that came to the
soldiers who guarded Jesus. It is then supposed that
Pilate gave his silent consent and paid no attention to
the noise going on in the Praetorium. These are unsatisfactory explanations.
“The soldiers of the governor,” who were guarding
Jesus under the governor’s orders, “having taken Jesus
into the Praetorium” implies that they took Jesus there
on an order from Pilate. They could not and did not
move this prisoner about on their own initiative. John
19:4 shows that Pilate himself was in the Praetorium
while Jesus was being mocked, for it is he who comes
out after the mockery with Jesus, who had been dressed
as a mock king. This was a stage play that Pilate engaged in with regard to Jesus in order, if possible, to
save his life from the cross. He argued: “Who would
insist on crucifying such a pitiful travesty of a king ?”
On Pilate’s order the whole cohort was assembled
in the courtyard. A onetpa, manimdus, is the tenth part
of a legion, 600 men, with auxiliary troops running up

to 1,000, so that the commander was called a chiliarch.
Such a cohort was the force that Pilate had with him
at Jerusalem, it was the garrison of Antonia. The idea
is not that the entire cohort was present to a man, but
that as many as were not detained otherwise could and
did come.

aries.

The court was thus thronged with legion-

Pilate’s orders were to show the Jews what sort

of a king their Jesus was.
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1101

28) Either reading, c’xsuiaamc, or c‘vsﬁaamc, leaves us
with a problem, and the textual authority for either is
almost equal. “They, having stripped him," reads as
though Jesus was stripped in the Praetorium. Had
he been clothed while he was outside, and were his
clothes again taken off him when he was led into the
Praetorium after the scourging? “Having stripped
him” may refer to the stripping that took place in the
court.
The other reading would seem to indicate that in
the Praetorium the soldiers clothed Jesus with his own
clothes, some say with only the tunic, leaving off his
outer robe. But what soldier would have carried Jesus’
clothes into the Praetorium? or had Jesus been ordered
to carry them' himself?
In order to dress Jesus as a king they bring out an

old, worn soldier’s cloak and throw that around Jesus'
shoulders. Imagine how the rough, soiled cloth made
the bloody wounds on Jesus’ back shoot with pain. John
calls the anp69 or “soldier’s cloa " a ipa’rwv, an outer
garment. Matthew says that its color was scarlet,
John says that it was purple; but the color could not
have been very distinct, for the sagum or paludamew
tum was old, worn, soiled, and faded with age. This
scarlet cloak was to take the place of the royal purple
mantel that was worn by kings and thus was intended
to enrobe Jesus as a king.
29) But other means are at hand to lend a royal
touch to the proceedings. They plait a crown of «harem,
twigs that were full of thorns, and set that, bristling
with thorns, on Jesus' head. A crOWn suggested itself
naturally for a king. On some coins emperors were
pictured, with a laurel wreath. The problem as to how
to improvise the right kind of a mock crown for Jesus

was probably solved by the thorny bush that grew in
the courtyard. What plant this was no one knows.
The purpose was fully met. It made this king ridicu-
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ions and did it in a cruel way. Everybody would recognize the circlet as a crown. And what a bloody
crown it was! Trickles of blood disﬁgured the con-

tused face of Jesus.

He did not appear in the artistic

elegance of so many of our great painters but in the
stark hideousness of brutal reality.
To the royal robe and the crown a royal scepter
lends the ﬁnal touch. This was a reed that had been
found somewhere and had been thrust into Jesus’ right
hand. The king is dressed for his part, now follows
the mock adoration with its further brutalities. And
having kneeled before him, they continued to mock
him, saying, Hail, the King of the Jews! The soldiers thus acclaimed Jesus as the King of the Jews.
0n xaipcw as used in greetings see the word spoken by
Judas in 26:48; and note the imperfect (durative)
('vc'mutov. The article is frequently used with the vocative, which then sometimes has the nominative form.
The cutting sarcasm of this adoration was intended to
humiliate the soul of Jesus as much as possible. Jesus
was in reality not only the King of his nation but the
very King of kings, God’s own Son! The mind staggers before the scene here depicted.
30) And having spit on him, they took the reed
and kept beating on his head. And when they
ﬁnished mocking him they took 06 him the cloak
and put on him his clothes and led him away to crucify him. This spitting upon Jesus (see 26:67) is
the most disgusting insult human beings can offer anyone. It intends to show what these pagan soldiers
really thought of Jesus; he was a icing ﬁt only to be
spit upon. So with the scepter of his kingly authority
they showered blows upon the thorn-crowned head of
Jesus. The fact that the thorns were driven more
deeply into the head and that the blows themselves
inﬂicted torturing pain was only incidental. The real
point of this continuous striking of the king’s head with
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the king’s own scepter was to demonstrate to this king
that his authority was less than nothing. Any man
could take this scepter and knock this king in the head
with it, and what could he do? John 19:3 adds the
detail that they also gave him blows with their hands,
slapped him soundly right and left. How long this
went on none of the evangelists intimates. Pilate
ﬁnally intervened with an order and, as John reports in
full, took Jesus out with him and presented him to the
Jewish crowd outside the Praetorium, and we know
with what result.
31) It was after this vain spectacular effort on the
part of Pilate to save Jesus from death, that he was at
last remanded to the cross. Matthew has stated this
fact already in v. 26. So he adds that, after the soldiers were through with their mockery, Jesus was led
away to be cruciﬁed. The aorist Evc'watéav stresses the
completion, “when they ﬁnished mocking him”; R. 840
shows that we should use the past perfect in such a
connection. The fact that Jesus was naked during the
mockery, save for the red cloak, appears from what is
now said: that robe was removed in front of the Praetorium, and the Ludm (note the plural), the clothes of
Jesus which had been leftelying there since their removal for the scourging were again put upon Jesus for
the journey to the cross. Verbs of clothing have two
accusatives, one of the person and the other of the
clothes, R. 483.
32)

Now, while going out, they found a man, a

Cyrenean, by name Simon. Him they impressed to
bear the cross. Immediately after the .sentence had
been pronounced Jesus was led to the place of execution. There was no law that required a delay. In the
provinces no such law existed. The imperial 'laws on
this point applied only to Roman citizens. Matthew
summarizes a good deal with the one present participle
éeszépam: the procession is formed, Jesus bears his
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cross and is passing through one of the gates of the
walled city. All this lies in the “they going out.” This
must be “going out of the city," for the procession
(think of the Jews in it) never went out of the Praetorium.
Executions always took place outside of the city,
this was true with regard to the Jews (Num. 15:25;
Acts 7:58; Heb. 13:12) as well as the Romans. The
prisoners were generally led through the most populous streets; and the place of execution would be near
a highway where many people would congregate. The
traditional m'a dolorosa, which is now shown in Jerusalem as the street over which Jesus paSSed is of late
construction; the city was completely destroyed several
times, and even many of its levels were greatly

changed; in some places the declivities were ﬁlled with
debris so that some of the present streets are sixty to
eighty feet above the original levels.
Matthew only implies that Jesus bore his cross and

that for some reason another man had to be provided
to relieve him of this burden. Mark and Luke write in
the same way. We are certainly right in thinking
that Jesus broke down under the load, broke down so

completely that even his executioners saw that no blows
and cursings of theirs could make him stagger on. The
effect of all the abuse heaped on Jesus since his arrest
became apparent. The cross was not a light load.
Much has been written regarding its shape, as to
whether it was an X or a T or had a crossbeam, 1', and

whether the beams were fastened together before the
procession started. All the evidence points to that
form of the cross which the church everywhere accepts,

but it is often pictured as being entirely too high. Jesus
bore this cross and not merely the crosspiece or patibulum, John 19:17. By literally bearing his cross
Jesus lends a powerful effect to his ﬁgurative words
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about our taking up our cross and hearing it after him,
10:38; 16:24.
The evangelists offer little to describe Simon. He
hailed from Cyrene but was now a resident of Jerusalem, was one of the many Cyrenians dwelling there
(Acts 2:10). Mark names his sons who, it is agreed,
later on held prominent positions in the church. From
these data the conclusion is drawn that this strange
contact with Jesus led to Simon’s conversion and thus
to the prominence of his sons in the church. Mark and
Luke know that he had been out in the country that
morning and was just coming into the city at this hour.
No Jew would, of course, work in the ﬁeld on this festival day and to assume this in the case of Simon is
unwarranted. The executioners of Jesus seized this
Jew and forced him to carry Jesus’ cross. They pounced
on the ﬁrst man that came along, perhaps caught Simon
right at the city gate, where he could not ﬂee. No
Jew would willingly touch a cross because he regarded
it as accursed. No Roman soldier would disgrace himself by carrying a cross for a criminal. So the soldiers
caught a Jew and probably thought it a good joke on
this unsuspecting Jew that he had to carry another
Jew's cross.

On the interesting Persian word dwa-

paiw see 5:41; and {Va is merely a substitute for the
inﬁnitive, R. 993.
33) And having come to a place called Golgotha, which is to say, Skull’s Place, they gave him
to drink wine having been mixed with gall. And
having tasted it, he was not willing to drink. By
means of the participle swam; Matthew places us on
Golgotha, which Aramaic name he translates into
Greek: Kpam’ov, or Kpaw’ou 7671):, in English, Cranium
or Cranium Place.

It was evidently so called because

the hill had the shape of a cranium, the round top
of a skull.
There is some dispute in regard to the

1106

The Interpretation of Matthew

site, but it has been certain for a long time that the
site now shown in Jerusalem in the Church of the Holy
Sepulcher is spurious. Far more acceptable is the
skull like hill outside the walls which is now a Mohammedan cemetery, a hill rising above the recently discovered “Garden Tomb” (also called “Gorden’s Tomb"
after its discoverer). This place bears many marks
of being the place of both the cruciﬁxion and the
entombment in the garden which is beneath and away

from the hill.

'

34) Regarding the actual cruciﬁxion Matthew
and Mark report only the offer of daped wine which
Jesus refused. Matthew calls it wine mixed with on15.
This was not actual gall, but the drink was so called
because of its bitter taste. Mark reports that the
drink was wine mixed with myrrh, and this tells us
what the bitter substance was. Myrrh was added to
the wine in order to give it a stupefying effect. This
was not an evidense of mercy on the part of the executioners; it was quite the opposite, for it was intended
to make their labor of crucifying easier. A man who
had been heavily doped with this drink could be easily
handled. After one taste of this Jesus refused to
drink more of this stupefying drink, and the imperfect
779w reads as though he was repeatedly urged to drink
and as repeatedly refused. He intended to go through
the ﬁnal ordeal with a perfectly clear mind; he intended
to endure all without avoiding a single agony. After
a generous drink of this wine Jesus could not have

spoken as he did and made his death what it was.
35)

And having cruciﬁed him, they apportioned

his garments by casting lot.

Among the astounding

features of the Scripture are the records of the
supreme events: one word to describe the scourging
of God's Son, one word to state his cruciﬁxion, one
word to record his resurrection. Events so tremendous, words so restrained! Who guided these
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writers to write in such an astonishing manner? This
is one of the plain marks of divine inspiration. Matthew uses only a participle, oraupu’mams, “having cruciﬁed him,” as though this were the minor action and
the dividing of the clothes the major action. It is the
evident intention of all the evangelists not to describe
the awful act of cruciﬁxion. The fact, not the details,
is to occupy the reader’s mind.

From the mass of evidence that has been collected
we gather that, ﬁrst of all, the cross was ﬁrmly planted
in the ground. Only by way of exception were the
crosses high. That on which Jesus was cruciﬁed
raised his feet no more than a yard above the ground,
for the short stalk of hyssop was able to reach Jesus’
mouth. A block or a heavy peg was fastened to the
beam, and on this the victim sat straddle. The victim
either climbed up himself, assisted, perhaps, by the
executioners, or he was lifted to the seat, and his body,
arms, and legs were tied with ropes. Then the great
nails (of which the ancient writers speak especially)
were driven through the hands and the feet.
A hundred years ago nearly everybody was certain that the feet of Jesus were not nailed to the cross
in spite of Luke 24:39, “Behold my hands and my
feet!"

Exhaustive investigation has convinced all

who have seen the evidence that also the feet were
nailed, and each foot with a separate nail. The central seat or peg kept the body from settling to one

side after the ropes had been removed. None of the
older writers mentions a loincloth. The agony of cruciﬁxion need not be' described; we mention only the
hot sun, the raging thirst, the delay of death which
sometimes did not occur until after four days of lingering torture. It was a great relief for the malefactor
to learn that he was to die on that very day.

John gives a detailed account of the division of
Jesus’ garments (19:23, 24). Matthew states only
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that this customary division was made, and that in
this case it was done “by casting lot." How this was
done is not indicated. A common way was to place
lots in a helmet and to shake them until one was
thrown out; another way was to reach into the helmet
and to draw a lot. If the former way was used, one
man would be designated, and the ﬁrst lot that was
throwu out would be his, the lot being marked for a

certain portion of the four divisions that had been
arranged; John tells us that there were four divisions.

For the valuable tunic of Jesus three lots would be
blank, and the other would be marked to win. The
clothes of the victim were the perquisites of the executioners, the victim being regarded as one who was
already dead. The soldiers were great gamblers. The
fact that they gambled for the clothes of Jesus was
nothing exceptional. The soldiers who cruciﬁed the
two malefactors probably did the same.
The textual evidence is strongly against the addition of the reference to the fulﬁllment of Ps. 22:19 to
Matthew’s account. This seems to have been introduced from John 19 :24, where it is genuine.
36) And sitting down, they continued to guard
him there. This implies that the bloody work had
been completed. All that remained to be done was to
guard the cross against interference. In addition to
the four executioners this guard included a detachment
of Roman soldiers under a centurion that would be
strong enough to cope with any situation that might

arise.
37) And they put above his head his indictment, having been written, This is Jesus, the King
of the Jews. Then they crucify with him two robbers, one on the right, and one on the left. Verse 36
shows that the work had been completed and that the
soldiers were sitting and guarding Jesus. But Matthew narrates two other events that had occurred be-
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fore the soldiers rested: the placing of the superscription and the cruciﬁxion of the malefactors. John
tells us the full story of the superscription: that Pilate

wrote this title, placed it on the cross, and refused to
alter it at the bidding of the Jews. Matthew writes
that here on Golgotha the inscription was put above
the head of Jesus. This answers the view that it was
fastened to the cross when the procession left the Pratorium. “Having been written" means, of course, at
the Praetorium and by Pilate's order. It is possible
that the inscription was an afterthought of Pilate’s
and that it was delivered to the centurion on Golgotha by a messenger; but it is more probable that
the inscription was at once delivered to the centurion,
not for the purpose of display on the way out to Calvary, but to be afﬁxed to the cross at the time of the
execution.
Matthew reports only that such a superscription
was attached to the cross, but he calls it the atria, the
charge or “indictment" against Jesus. The crime committed by Jesus, then, was the fact that he was “the
King of the Jews.” From the start Pilate picked out
this charge as being the central one among all that
the Jews preferred. But throughout the trial before
Pilate, Jesus appears as “the King of the Jews” whom
the Jews most violently disown. They ﬁnally declare
that they have no king save Caesar. And thus they
forced Pilate to condemn Jesus as “the King of the
Jews.” To the very last the Jews had hurled at Pilate:
“King, King!" which he knew was false and which he
knew they knew was false. So Pilate has his revenge
on these Jews. They shall have Jesus on the cross,
but only as a king, only as their king. Let all the
World read: “The King of the Jews”! By adding
nothing further Pilate really proclaims the innocence
of Jesus even here on the cross. Pilate sets it down
as a simple fact that Jesus is, indeed, the King of
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the Jews. Jesus had fully explained what kind of a
king he was. So this accusation was at the same time
a vindication.
38) The second act that Matthew narrates is the
cruciﬁxion of two robbers, one on Jesus’ right, and the
other on his left. The present tense cravpoﬁwat, “they
do crucify,” draws our attention to this unexpected
spectacle, for Matthew has hitherto said nothing about
these robbers. Matthew lets us draw .our own conclusions, yet he aids us when he writes, “with him,"
and especially when he notes, “one on the right, and
one on the left.” The Greek idiom or views the two
sides, right and left, as projecting “out from" Jesus.
Being cruciﬁed between robbers, he was certainly
numbered with the transgressors, Isa. 53 :12. This is
Pilate’s estimate of this King of the Jews. Why these
two robbers were ordered to be cruciﬁed with Jesus
we do not know. But we surmise that it was done
in order to insult the Jews and to degrade their king
even in his cruciﬁxion. The two robbers were to cast
shame on Jesus and thus on the Jews. It is not necessary to discuss the placing of one robber on each sideof Jesus; this was done automatically. Since there
was one important victim who was even distinguished
by a superscription, the two unimportant victims
would be so placed that the main criminal would
occupy the central place.
39) And those passing by kept hlaspheming
him, shaking their heads and saying: Thou that
destroyest the Sanctuary and buildest it in three days,
save thyself!
If thou art God’s Son, come down
from the cross! In the same way also the high
priests, mocking together with the scribes and elders,
kept saying: Others he saved, himself he cannot
save.
He is King of Israel—let him come down
now from the cross, and we will believe in him.

He

has trusted in God — let him now rescue him if‘

Matthew 27:39, 40
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he wants him. For he said, I am God’s Son. We
see who “those passing by” were when we listen to
what they say. These are Jews of the city, for they
repeat the very things that were said during the night
session of the Sanhedrin. What was brought as
evidence against Jesus by the last two witnesses was
this very matter of destroying and building the Sanctuary (26:61) ; and what was used to condemn Jesus
was his oWn declaration that he was the Son of God
(26 :63—66). People who came from a distance could
not have used these words when blaspheming Jesus;
this could be done only by people of the city who had
heard of the whys and the wherefores of Jesus’ trial
and condemnation.
Matthew and Mark call the words these people
spoke to Jesus blasphemy, which means to speak
against God or anything pertaining to God in anger
or in derision. Here God was being mocked in the
person of his own Son. The shaking of their heads
has been regarded as a gesture of indignation, of
malignant joy, of derision, and of mockery, or of these
together. But this is putting a good deal into this
simple gesture. To shake the head means “no.” Each
situation modiﬁes this no, but the negation remains
in the gesture. So these people shake their heads in
order to express their negation and complete disapproval of the statements they attribute to Jesus, that

about destroying and building the Sanctuary, and that
about his being the Son of God.
40) Note the deductions implied in the two mocking statements.

If Jesus can do so tremendous a

thing as to replace the great Sanctuary (Holy and
Holy of Holies) in three days, then he ought to be
able to save himself from his present predicament.
But it is evident that he cannot do this. So he was
the one that talked so big andis now able to do nothing for himself!
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This mockery was the worse because of the grave
misunderstanding of the words of Jesus on which it
rested (John 2:19). What Jesus had said was that,
if the Jews continued their course of rejecting the Messiah, God’s true Sanctuary among his people, they
would thus destroy their own Sanctuary, this symbol
of the Messiah, which, of course, could not remain
after the Messiah had been rejected. Then, Jesus
said, he would raise up the Sanctuary, the true one,
himself, from the death in the tomb, that death by
which the Jews destroyed their own Sanctuary, yea,
their own nation. That time was at hand now. And
these mockers attended to it that what Jesus had three
years ago prophesied concerning the Sanctuary should
now not be forgotten at the start of its fulﬁllment:
Articulated participles are often used in address (R.
1107) and in the Greek need no added mi. They are
almost like nouns: “the destroyer,” “the builder,” for
the tense is quite timeless.
The same deduction is repeated: it should be as
nothing for the Son of God to come down from the
cross right there before everybody, not in the least
hurt or harmed by what had been done to him. But,
of course, Jesus could not do this. Fine Son of God
he was! Those who deny the deity of Jesus point to
the absence of the article before ”as: and state that this
expression means no more than ein Liebling Gottes.
But this is unwarranted. For it is the intention of
these people to repeat 26:63, 64, where the article is
absolutely deﬁnite. Besides, the article is not needed
where only one object or person of a class exists; and
the Jews knew about only one Father and consequently
only one Son and, we may add, only one Spirit. The
Jews of Jesus’ day were not Unitarians as the Jews
of today are. In their opposition to Jesus they never
denied that God has a Son who is equal with himself

but denied only that Jesus could be that Son.

Matthew 27:41
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41) In this third great mockery to which Jesus
was subjected also the Sanhedrin as such took part;
and opoc'wc indicates that they descended to the same
low level. Matthew puts this fact beyond doubt when
he departs from his usual way of naming only two
groups and here names all three: “the high priests,together with the scribes (so far not named in the
passion history) and elders.” The implication is not
that only a few of the Sanhedrists persisted to the
end and that the rest were detained by duties at the
Temple, and the like. No; so fascinated were they
that as many as possible remained, the bulk of their
body at least.
Even here in public these men throw
their dignity to the winds, forget who they are, and,
like the common herd, give way to their basest passions. What they are capable of in this respect 26 :67,
68 has fully shown. They cannot now spit on him
and strike him but they can certainly wound him with
their cowardly and insulting tongues. The chief contribution of these men to the mockery is, “Others he
saved, himself he cannot save!”

Again a deduction

is involved. This is not a frank admission that Jesus
“did save others”; it is a denial that he actually saved
others. And this denial is based on Jesus’ being unable to save himself. All his miracles in helping others
are here derided. They must be spurious since he cannot now help himself.
The evidence that this interpretation is correct we
have in the second slander. Here again we have the
direct statement: “King of Israel is he!” But again
it is said only in mockery. The opposite is intended.
This denial rests on Jesus’ inability to do what his
mockers demand, namely to come down from the cross.
So they tell this pseudo-King:

“Let him come down

now from the cross, and we will believe' him I” This
faith would be worthless because it would be based
on sight alone. It would also in an instant turn and
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doubt what it had seen.

This whole mockery reveals

the mind of these Sanhedrists, their conceptions of
what their Messiah-King should be, and of what is due
him on their part.
All the derisionsbeneath the cross turn on the
power of Jesus: his power to replace the Sanctuary,
and his power as the Son of God to step down from the
cross; again, his power to save others, and his power
as Israel’s King to leave the cross. That power is
mocked as being nothing but sham and pretense because Jesus does not use it in his own behalf. But
the mockery is silly on the basis of its own deduction.
If Jesus would care to use this power of his, why should
he have waited until this time to exercise it? Would
he not have saved himself from the very start? These
mockers think only of power that is, ﬁrst of all, used
in self-interest. Of grace and mercy that care only
for others at the complete expense of self they know
nothing. And so their mockery exposes only themselves.
43) Another deduction the Sanhedrists make from
the Sonship of Jesus. If he is God’s Son he naturally
trusts God with a Son’s trust. "Very well," the Sanhedrists shout aloud, “he has trusted on God — let
him rescue him now if he wants him I” The fact
that this is a reference to his Sonship is explained
by the ydp clause: “For he said, I am God’s Son.” So
Jesus is told that God himself disowns him, God will
not have him. The proof is again ocular: God does
not intervene with a miracle to rescue this Son from
death by cruciﬁxion.

44)

To the Jewish mockery another is added.

Moreover, the robbers that were cruciﬁed reproached him with the same thing. The hearing
about saving others and the coming down from the
cross deeply affected these robbers in their excruciating pain. So they, too, shouted to Jesus to save himself and also them; and when he made no response,

Matthew 27:44, 45
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they, too, mocked his inability. oz Anna: plainly refers
to both robbers, R. 409, and a grammatical explanation
that regards this as a plural of the category is without warrant. While at ﬁrst both reproached Jesu’s,
before so very long one of these robbers came torepentance, cf., Luke’s account. Luke also informs us
that the Roman soldiers joined in reviling Jesus. The
chorus was thus rather unanimous. There is no discrepancy between Luke’s account and that of the rest.
Considering all that had transpired here on Golgotha,
even psychologically a complete turn to repentance
is perfectly in line. But aside from any .explanations
one may venture to give the facts as recorded by the
evangelists remain certain.
45)

Now from the sixth hour a darkness came

on all the earth until the ninth hour. And about
the ninth hour Jesus shouted with a great voice,
saying, Eli, Eli, lama sahachthani? that is: My God,
my God, for what purpose didst thou forsake me?
But some of those standing there, when they heard,
were saying, This fellow calls Elijah! And immediately one of them, having run and having taken
and ﬁlled a sponge with sour wine and having put
it around a reed, was giving him a drink. But the
rest were saying, Let us see whether Elijah comes to
save him!
The ﬁrst great sign in connection with the crucio
ﬁxion of Jesus is this strange darkness that éye'vgro,
“occurred,” from the sixth Jewish hour, our noon,
until the ninth, our three o’clock. This darkness
occurred when the sun was at its zenith, shining with
strongest light, and continued for three hours into the
afternoon. All astronomical learning points to the
fact that this could not have been a natural eclipse
of the sun. This cannot take place when the moon
is about full. A search through ancient records also
produces no satisfactory results. We can arrive at

1116

The Interpretation of Matthew

only one conclusion: this “darkness" was wholly miraculous exactly as were the following signs. God
darkened the sun’s light by means of his own just as he
shook the earth and split the rocks.
The fact that this darkness covered exactly what
Matthew says, “all the earth,” (77; cannot here mean
country) ought to be accepted. When the light of the
sun is shut 01?, the day half of the globe becomes dark.
Yet some contend that in: micav rip! yﬁv means only “over
all the Jewish land,” or even over only Jerusalem and
the vicinity. P77 is taken in the sense of “landhregion,
country.” But then it seems strange that “all" should
be added. Those who translate “all the eart " sometimes weaken their correct translation by saying that
this is only “a popular way” of writing, and that, since
the darkness was rather extensive, the evangelists wrote,

“over all the eart ,” although they did not mean that.
Luke writes «roa ﬁalou exaclnomc, “the sun failing,"
thus indicating that the cause of this strange darkness
lay in the sun itself and not in clouds or vapor that
interfered with the rays of the sun. When the sun
itself “fails," the entire day-side of the earth will be
in darkness. Some think that the darkness set in
gradually and then grew greater up to a certain point
and receded after that. The evangelists offer no support for this intensiﬁcation. Why the darkness continued for just three hours, from high noon until three
o’clock, we are not told.
Various reasons for the darkness have been oifered.
One is that nature suﬁ‘ered together with Jesus; another that is frequently offered is that the sun could
not endure to look upon Jesus’ sufferings, yet it looked
upon the ﬁrst three hours of those sufferings; and the
sun cannot be personiﬁed in the way that is here at-

tempted. Nearer to reality is the explanation that this
darkening of the sun was a moral reaction against the
killing of Jesus. It was more. This darkness signi-

Matthew 27:45, 46‘
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ﬁed judgment. It was not a mere reaction of the
natural sun but a sign wrought in the sun by God.
Darkness and judgment go together, Joel 2:31; 3:14,

15; Isa. 5:30; 13:9, etc.; and other passages dealing
with the judgment, including Matt. 24:29; Mark 13 :24,
etc.; Luke 21 :25.
46) The judgment thus symbolized by the miraculous darkness was not one that was to be executed
at some future time, perhaps at the end of the world,
but one that took place during the very darkness itself,
on the cross itself, in the person of the dying Savior

himself. The darkness and the agonized cry of Jesus
go together. Ae’ is continuative, “now,” or “and,” indicating that what follows belongs to what precedes
although it is somewhat different. “About the ninth
hour” is just before the darkness ended. At the time
of this climax of the sign of judgment “Jesus shouted
with a great voice.” It is the agony he is now enduring, has endured for these three hours, that makes his
cry so loud and strong. He is very near to death;
these last three hours with their darkness complete
his expiatory suffering. Matthew, like Mark, has preserved the words of the cry in the original: “Eli.
Eli (Hebrew), lcmw sabachthani?" (Aramaic). Mark
has “Eloi,” the Aramaic instead of the Hebrew; he disregards the Hebrew form used by Jesus. The Hebrew
“Eli” or “Elei” (a variation in writing) was fully
understood by the Jews although they at this time
spoke Aramaic.
The words of this cry are found also in Ps. 22:1,
although neither Matthew nor Mark mention the fact.
The evidence that this is a prophetic psalm is stated
in the author’s The Old Testament Eisemzch Selections,
428, etc.

David is not speaking of himself as a type,

so that Jesus would be the antitype; David is prophetically describing the suffering Messiah. Even the
skeptic David Strauss saw that Ps. 22 furnished “com-
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plate in advance” (prophetically) what occurred on
Golgotha. The omniscient Spirit of prophecy alone
could have placed at the head of this psalm that
supreme cry of agony on the cross. For it is not due
to the fact that David wrote this line that Christ made
it his cry on the cross, but because Christ would thus
cry out on the cross David wrote it as a prophet. The
ideas that Christ spoke aloud the entire psalm, perhaps
also the following psalms, or that he spoke aloud only
the ﬁrst line and silently went through the rest, are

without support and destroy the force of Christ’s cry.
The idea that either the physical agonies or the
inner mental distress of Jesus led to this cry is unsatisfactory, since men have often suffered both and
yet have felt deep inner comfort in the fact that God
was with them. Nor can the forsaking of which Jesus
complains be only an abandonment to the wicked
power of his enemies; for this would imply that Jesus
had so low an idea of God and of fellowship with him
that he felt his nearness only in fortunate days and
lost that feeling when his enemies seemed to triumph
over him. Again, this cry was not uttered only by his
human nature, as though his human nature had been
unclothed of the divine and left to stand alone in these
three hours of agony in the darkness. Such Nestorianism misunderstands the agony suffered on the cross.
Jesus does not lament that the divine nature or its
divine powers have forsaken him but that another person (“thou”) has left him.

Some have supposed that, when Jesus uttered this
cry, he virtually tasted of death, and that this is what
he had in mind when he spoke of being forsaken of

God. But Jesus died, actually died later and in his
actual death was not forsaken of God, for he commended his soul into his Father’s hands. And no
virtual dying can exceed the actual dying in intensity.
Again, it is true enough that the death of the sinless

Matthew 27:46
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Son of man must have been inﬁnitely more bitter than
the death of any sinful man can possibly be. But
again we must reply that this does not explain the forsaking; for if God does not forsake the repentant sinner in‘ the hour of death, how could he forsake his sinless Son when death came to him?
We must note the difference between Jesus’ expe-

rience in Gethsemane and that on Golgotha. In the
garden Jesus has a God who hears and strengthens
him; on the cross this God has turned wholly away
from him. During those three black hours Jesus was
made sin for us (II Cor. 5:21), was made a curse for
us (Gal. 3:13), and thus God turned completely away
from him. In the garden Jesus wrestled with himself
and brought himself to do the Father’s will; on the
cross he wrestles with God and simply endures. With
his dying powers he cries to God and now no longer
sees in him the Father, for a wall of separation has

risen between the Father and the Son, namely the
world’s sin and its curse as they now lie upon the Son.
Jesus thirsts for God, but God has removed himself.
It is not the Son that has left the Father, but the
Father the Son. The Son cries for God, and God
makes no reply to him.
What is involved in the fact that God forsook or
abandoned Jesus during those three awful hours no
man can really know. The nearest we can hope to come
toward penetrating this mystery is to think of Jesus as
being covered with the world’s sin and curse and that,
when God saw Jesus thus, he turned away from him.

The Son of God bore our sin and its curse in his human
nature, this nature supported by the divine. That is
why Jesus cried, “my God," and not, ”my Father.”
But the possessive is important. Even though God
turned from him and left him, he cries to him and
clings to him as his God. Here the divine perfection
of Jesus appears. He is the Lamb without blemish
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although he was made sin and a curse in the hour of
his sacriﬁce.

The vocative, (966' you, appears only here in the New
Testament; Mark has 6 @eo’s, the nominative form with
the article used as the vocative. R. 705 states that
roar’ am explains only the vocative whereas it introduces the Greek translation of the entire cry. The
inn: is distinct from Sum’ (Sui n’). We are compelled
to translate both with “why,” but the former means,
“for what purpose?” while the latter asks for the
ground or the reason. So Jesus cries, “For what purpose didst thou forsake me ‘2” The matter that is hidden from Jesus in this fearful ordeal is the object God
has in forsaking Jesus. What purpose did this forsaking and this so dreadful suffering of Jesus serve as
regards the redemption that was now almost completely accomplished? We need not be surprised to hear
from Jesus himself that this purpose was hidden from
him; for in his humiliation other things, too, were kept
from him (24:36). All that we are able to say is that
only thus, by actually forsaking Jesus, could the full
price of our redemption be paid.
To be forsaken of God is undoubtedly to taste his
wrath. Jesus endured the full penalty for our sins
when God turned from him for three hours while Jesus
hung on the cross. During those hours the penalty was
paid to the uttermost farthing; and after that had
been done. God again turned to Jesus. The forsaking
is often combined with the death, yet the two are
quite distinct. The forsaking had been completed before the death set in. When Jesus died he placed his
soul into the hands of his Father and thus was certainly not forsaken. But while they are distinct, the
forsaking and the death are closely connected. The
death was the penalty for the sins of the world, and
thus in connection with it this forsaking of the dying
Savior was necessary. After this had been endured,

Matthew 27:47, 48
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Jesus could cry, “It is ﬁnished 1" and then yield his soul
into his Father’s hands.
47) The loud, agonizing cry of Jesus was heard
for some distance. “Some of those standing there"
answered it. Their answer is bald mockery. These
must have been the Jews who had mocked Jesus before he spoke this word. The soldiers cannot be referred to; for what did they know about Elijah? The
darkness had lasted for so long a time that its im.
pression had gradually faded away. These wicked
mockers pervert the ﬁrst two words of Jesus and disregard the rest. They well knew that "Eli, Eli" meant
“my God, my God,” for the Hebrew for Elijah is
Elijahu or Elijah, LXX, 'Hszi or ’HMac. Yet the malicious minds of these Jews made a joke of this cry of
Jesus’ and went on to say, “This fellow is calling
Elijah !” The point of this silly joke was the Jewish
belief that Elijah would not only precede the Messiah
and introduce him to the Jews but would also live at
the side of the Messiah and attest him as the Messiah.
So the mockery amounted to this
“Now that this
fellow is about at his end, he is frantically calling for
Elijah to rescue him and to proclaim and to conﬁrm
him as the Messiah'" This was the reply men made
to the Savior in that terrible hour when he drank
the bitter cup of agony for the sin and the guilt of the
world.

48) At this point Matthew abbreviates We must
insert John 19:28, 29, the word of Jesus, “I thirst."
It was the untold agony that lent such great force to
the cry. “My God,” etc But now the darkness gave
way to the full light of the sun, and the agony of being
forsaken of God had subsided. Jesus feels himself
sinking and knows that his death is at hand. He does
not intend slowly to sink into unconsciousness but to
die with a loud shout of triumph. For this reason
Jesus asks for a drink to moisten his parched lips so
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as to enable him to speak his last words with a loud
and a triumphant voice. Matthew reports only the
fact that Jesus received the drink he asked for. The
“one" that ran to answer Jesus’ request must have
been a soldier, for the soldiers alone had sour wine
(55m) for the very purpose of moistening the throats
of the cruciﬁed whose tortures included the most raging thirst. We need not trouble about the question
as to whether this wine helped to prolong life; for, if
it did, the very object of cruciﬁxion was such prolonged torture. The centurion very likely gave a
sign of assent, and thus one of the soldiers ran for
the wine.
The soldier took a reed, ﬁxed a sponge to one end
of it, dipped this into the wine, and held it up to Jesus’
lips, who drank the wine from the sponge. John tells
us that the reed was a stalk of the hyssop plant which
has stems that are approximately eighteen inches long.
This indicates the height of the cross. So short a
reed was able to reach the mouth of Jesus. Like bayou
in v. 47, imﬁnzev is imperfect, picturing the action in
progress; all the auxiliary actions are indicated as
such by the participles. The present instance is interesting, since there are no less than four-such participles, for all or most of which the English would

employ ﬁnite verbs.
49) While this was in progress, the rest kept up
their mockery regarding Elijah. These must have
been the Jews.

Carried away by their shouting, the

soldier who gave Jesus the drink joined in the same
cry, Mark 15:36. 'Adus (like the plural dqu in Mark
15 :36) is to be construed with the volitive subjunctive
(swan; it is much like a particle. Hence we do not
translate, “Let be; let us see," etc. (our versions), as
though these Jews wanted to keep the'soldier from
giving Jesus the drink. We translate, “Let us see,"
or, “We shall see," R. 430; B.-D. 864, 2; B.-P. 199.

Matthew 27:49, 50
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The fact that 54m is singular while [Sumtl' is plural
makes no difference. The mockery of this word of
the Jews lies in the intimation that, perhaps, Elijah
will actually come. Thus these Jews make sport of
the cry of Jesus. The future participle is rare in the
New Testament, but here we have an example in au'mw.

It is used to express purpose, “in order to save him."
Every time these Jews speak of Jesus being saved they
gloat over the fact that they now have him beyond
all saving, at a point where he must certainly die.
With such mockery ringing in his ears, Jesus goes
to his end.
50) John alone reports the next cry, “It is ﬁnished l”
and Luke alone the last, “Father, into thy hands,” etc.
Matthew and Mark abbreviate by at once reporting the
death. And Jesus, having cried again with a great
voice, let go the spirit. All the synoptists speak of
the mighty shout of Jesus with which he died. He
rallied all his powers for these last two words and
spoke them as a victor whose triumph is won. Matthew indicates that he is acquainted with these ﬁnal
words, for he mentions “the great voice.”
All the evangelists use choice words when reporting
Jesus’ death.
None is content to say only that “he
died.” They also refer to the spirit or mtﬁua, none
of them only to the Illux-ri although dying is also expressed by use-of the latter. As a true man Jesus
has both a Illuxﬁ and a waﬁpa. These two are one.
namely the immaterial part of a human being. When
they are used in their distinctive sense, Illuxﬁ is the im-

material part as it animates the body while m'n'ma is
that same part as it contains the £76 and is open to a
higher world and is able to receive impressions from
the Spirit of God. This distinction conveyed by the
Greek terms is largely lost in the English where “soul"
and “spirit” are more nearly alike. We at once see
this when we note that the Greek derives its adjective
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Illuxurds‘ from .puxﬁ. We have no corresponding English
derivative from “soul” to express the fact that the
immaterial part of our being is moved by the lower
inﬂuences of the body.
While it is true that, when Jesus died, his ipvxﬁ
ceased to animate his body which now hung lifeless
on the cross, yet it was eminently proper that the
evangelists did not describe his dying by a reference
to the n/mxﬁ but only by a reference to his wet-ma; for
the upuxﬁ of Jesus did not rule his person, it was
always his wvcipa or “spirit” that exercised complete
control. So it is true enough that, when Jesus died,

he breathed out his Ilwxri, and his body became inani.
mate ; but much more is implied when it is stated that
his rvcﬁpa and all its spiritual powers left his body.
Yet the exalted expressions used by the evangelists
should not lead us to think that Jesus’ death differed
from our own. The separation of soul and spirit
from the body occurred in him just as it occurs in us.
Nor was the Logos separated from the human nature
of Jesus when he died. Body, soul, and spirit constitute the human nature of Jesus just as they do ours.
but in him the c‘yu’; or personality was the Logos. The
death of Jesus in no way affected the union of the
Logos with his human nature. This death affected
only the human nature, for it alone is able to die.
God’s Son died according to his human nature, and
according to that alone. Compare Delitzsch, Biblische
Psychologie, 400, etc.
The meﬁpa of Jesus left his body, and thus he died.
John 10:17, 18 does not prove that Jesus did not die
from physical causes but by a mere volition of his will.
That passage deals with the entire action of Jesus in
giving himself into death for us. He laid down his life
when, as he said in advance, he voluntarily entered
his passion, the end of which would be death by cruciﬁxion. The physical suffering killed Jesus, the Scrip-

Matthew 27:50, 51
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tures assign no other cause for his death. Yet we
must conceive of his death as being one of peace and
joy and triumphant return to his Father after the hard
and bitter work of redeeming the world.
Certain older medical authorities have believed that
the death of Jesus was induced by a rupture of the
walls of his heart, so that we might satisfy our sentimental feelings by saying that Jesus “died of a broken
heart,” although breaking a man’s heart is not at all
physical. Our latest and best authorities inform us
that this is quite impossible. A lesion such as that
could result only from a degeneration of the heart, and
this occurs only in older persons when disease has left
its effects. This applies also to the tentative suggestion that perhaps some artery burst and thus
caused death.
Where did the min-ma. of Jesus go after his death?
Into his Father’s hands (Luke 23:46), into Paradise
with the malefactor (Luke 23:43), into the glory the
Son had from eternity (John 17 :5) ; these expressions
refer to heaven, the eternal abode of God and of his
angels and the saints.
51)
And lo, the curtain of the Sanctuary was
rent in two from above to below, and the earth

quaked, and the rocks were rent, and the tombs were
opened, and many bodies of the saints that had been

asleep were raised and, having gone out of their
tombs, after his resurrection went into the holy city

and appeared to many. Jesus is dead, his lips are
silent; now God speaks in a language of his own. It
has been long noted that the wording of this passage
is both beautiful and highly impressive. Kai after ml
piles one great sign upon another. The interjection
i301; ushers them in, and they are certainly astounding.

The ﬁrst is the rending of the curtain in the mic or
Sanctuary, but this is ﬁrst only in the narrative, for
all these signs occurred simultaneously the moment
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Jesus bowed his head in death. Each in its way proclaimed the tremendous signiﬁcance and the effect of
the Savior’s death.
The Kara-"hwy: roi mot"! is the inner curtain 01' veil

that hung between the Holy and the Holy of Holies.
In the Herodian Sanctuary a second curtain hung in
front of the Holy. This, too, was at times called
xarure'faapa, and the plural is used to designate both
curtains. But the regular term for this outer curtain
was KciAwLﬂa, and only occasionally the other term was
used. Yet this has led some to think that Matthew
referred to the outer curtain.

But if Matthew had

the outer curtain in mind he would have used the
distinctive term for this curtain and not the standard
term for the inner one.
The inner curtain is described in Exod. 26 :31;
36:35; II Chron. 3:14. Josephus, Wars, 5, 5, 4, has
the following: “This house, as it was divided into
two parts, the inner part was lower than the appearance of the outer and had golden doors of 55 cubits
altitude and 16 in breadth. But before these doors
there was a veil of equal largeness with the doors. It
was a Babylonian curtain; embroidered with blue, and
ﬁne linen, and scarlet, and purple, and of a contexture
that was truly wonderful. Nor was this mixture of
colors without its mystical interpretation, but was a
kind of image of the universe. For by the scarlet
there seemed to be enigmatically signiﬁed ﬁre, by the
ﬁne ﬂax the earth, by the blue the air, and by the
purple the sea; two of them having their colors the
foundation of this resemblance; but the ﬁne ﬂax and
the purple have their own origin for that foundation,
the earth producing the one, and the sea the other.
This curtain had also embroidered upon it all that was
mystical in the heavens, excepting that of the (twelve)
signs (of the zodiac) representing living creatures."
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The thickness of the curtain corresponded with its
great size, and its strength was according.
All at once this mighty curtain “was rent in two,”
and that “from above to below” as if an unseen hand
severed it by starting at the top. The two pieces
exposed the Holy of Holies. Consternation must have
struck those who saw the sight. Jesus died at three
o’clock, thus the curtain must have been rent at the
time the priests were busy with the evening sacriﬁce.
Many eyes thus saw what had happened. The sound
of the rending may have attracted general attention.
We have no reason to think that only one or two priests
who were at the moment busy in the Holy discovered that
the curtain had been rent.
This rending was miraculous. We have no intimation that it was caused by the earthquake, the curtain

being stretched so tightly that, when the earth shook,
it split in two. Then, indeed, it would not have split
from the top to the very bottom but would have been
torn in several directions. The idea that it was
fastened to a great beam at the top, and that this
beam broke in two, thus tearing the curtain, lacks sufﬁcient evidence to make it acceptable.
The sign involved in this torn curtain is easily
understood. Only once a year the high priest alone
dared to pass inside this curtain, on the great Day of
Atonement when he carried in the blood for the cleansing of the nation. In Herod’s Sanctuary the Holy of
Holies was empty, for the ark of the covenant that had
stood there in Solomon’s Temple had been destroyed.
When this curtain was rent, God proclaimed that the
ministration of the Jewish high priest had come to
an end. What this high priest and his annual function
typiﬁed had reached an end, because now the divine
High Priest, Jesus, had come and had entered into
the Holy of Holies of heaven itself with his own allatoning blood. Heb. 9:3-15; Heb. 6:19, etc., 10:19, etc.
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The second sign was the earthquake and the rending of the rocks, wt'rpal. (not m’rpoz, detached boulders),
cliifs of rocky masses. These showed deep ﬁssures
and rents as a result of the earthquake. This earthquake is also a miraculous sign that was wrought
directly by God in connection with his Son’s death.
An alternative is unacceptable, namely that this earthquake occurred accidentally just at this time and was
merely coincidental with Jesus’ death. Matthew
alone reports this sign and the next, but this is no
reason to call them myths or to deny their reality.
Think of the earthquake that occurred at the time of
Jesus’ resurrection. We feel that God would manifest
such mighty signs in connection with the death of
his Son.
Nebe refers to the Old Testament for the interpretation of this earthquake. It always denotes the
presence and the intervention of God among men and
shows his might and his greatness as the God of the
covenant (Exod. 19:19; I Kings 19:11; Ps. 68:9;
114:4, 6; Hag. 2:7; also Acts 4:31; 16:26) ; revealing
himself as the righteous Judge in his wrath (II Sam.
22:8; Ps. 18:7; 77:18; Isa. 5:25; 13:13; 24:18;
29:6; Jer. 10:10; 49:21; Nah. 1:5; Joel 2:10; Hag.
2:6; also Rev. 6:12; 8:5; 11:13). These Old Testament passages which are corroborated by those of the
New Testament explain this sign. The earthquake
and the rending cliffs indicate the presence of God
at the death of his Son, the presence of the covenant
God in his might and his greatness for all who believe
and of the Judge in his wrath for all unbelievers.
We need seek no farther. The earth is not protesting against the death of Jesus, refusing to receive his
body, or to bear those who cruciﬁed him. This earthquake is not a sign that indicates a renewal of the
earth. Allegory is out of.p1ace. These rent rocks do
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not symbolize hard hearts that are at last rent by Jesus
and by the gospel
52) The third sign is most incredible to the critically minded.

Not, indeed, the fact that the tombs were

opened but the fact that these saints arose and appeared to persons in Jerusalem. Especially unacceptable to us is the supposition that this resurrection of
the saints is connected with Christ’s descent into hell.
Some think that he descended there at the time of his
death and released the saints in hades (realm of the
dead) ; others say that he made this descent and
effected this release at the time of his resurrection.
In the rocky country of Palestine the dead were
usually not placed into graves that had been dug in the
earth but into chambers that had been carved out of
rocky elevations and were closed with a stone slab.
Yet we are not ready to adopt the view that the quaking of the earth dislocated these slabs so that the
tombs were opened and the dead within them were
exposed. The opening of the tombs was a separate
miracle of God’s. Matthew does not intend to say
that all tombs were opened, but that only the bodies
of the saints were raised. When he restricts this resurrection to the saints he intends to say that only
their tombs were opened.
He does not say that all
the saints had their tombs opened and were raised to
life but only “many” of them, a certain large number
that had been selected by God. This proves the presence of the hand of God and thus a miracle. Nothing
is said about those that were not saints. There was
no reason for raising them to life at the time of Jesus’
death. Matthew leaves the impression that these
tombs of the saints were opened the moment Jesus died.
The immediate effect of his death was this opening
of the tombs and the resurrection of the saints. This,
then, is the signiﬁcance of the miracle: it is a sign that
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Jesus’ death conquered death, these riSen saints prove
his great victory. Death could no longer keep these
saints in their tombs.

“They were raised," frye'pa'q, means exactly what it
says. Their souls returned from heaven and were
again united with their bodies but not in order that
they might again live on this earth. They arose with
gloriﬁed bodies such as we'shall have at the last day.
Their “bodies" arose, their aépara, for the resurrection
has reference only to dead bodies. This shuts out a
speculation such as that these saints arose with
“spiritual bodies,” i. e., other than their actual dead
bodies.
They arose at once, and their now gloriﬁed
bodies left the tomb. The supposition that they were
“gradually” made alive and then ﬁnally at the time
of the resurrection of Jesus on Sunday made their way
out of the tomb, is untenable. The Scriptures present
only an instantaneous resurrection and not one that
is gradual. Even Lazarus did not return to life
gradually. The perfect participle chotpmu'uwv, “having
slept” and thus being asleep at the moment of the
miracle, merely matches dyiwv, “saints,” and does not
support the view that these were New Testament
saints, believers who had come to faith through
Jesus’ words and deeds. These were Old Testament
saints.
53) These risen saints did not at once enter
heaven with their gloriﬁed bodies; they had a duty to
perform here on earth before their translation to the
heavenly home. There was no interval of time between their resurrection and the leaving of their
tombs. The opening of the tombs, the return to life,
and the leaving of the tombs occurred at the same
moment. This implies that the phrase “after his resurrection” be construed with the main verb eta-5A0»
and not with the preceding participle ££¢A06ms. These
gloriﬁed saints did not remain in their open tombs
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until after Christ’s resurrection. If the question is
asked where they remained until Sunday, the answer
is: where Jesus remained during the intervals between
his appearance during the forty days after his resurrection. God had no trouble to ﬁnd a place for these
saints.
The reason that these saints were not allowed to
leave their tombs until after Jesus’ resurrection is the
thought that Jesus would then no longer be “the
Firstborn from the dea ,” these gloriﬁed and risen
saints would have preceded him. But this view overlooks v'nc’poq in v. 52: their resurrection took place on
Friday afternoon. If this was the case—and Matthew’s statement is very plain—then their resurrection would after all precede that of Jesus. It does
not follow that of Jesus merely by having their risen
bodies remain in their tombs until Sunday or until
later. Jesus remains “the Firstborn from the dead"
(Col. 1:18) because he alone conquered death, and
even these saints arose only through the blessed power
of Jesus.
The phrase para ray Zycpmv mini is placed before
eta-away because of its emphasis. Already the death
of Jesus brought resurrection to these saints, hence
the account of this occurrence is properly connected
with the death of Jesus and not with his resurrection.
The main point is the resurrection of these saints;
secondary to this is their appearance to people in the
Holy City. This occurred after the resurrection of
Jesus because this appearance was a sign-testimony to
the resurrection of Jesus.
Matthew does not intimate who these saints were.
Speculation has named Job, the patriarchs, and others
and some have thought of recently deceased believers
who appeared to their relatives, Simeon and Anna, for
instance. But these are guesses. Jerusalem is still
called the “Holy City" although it rejected Christ.

1132

The Interpretation of Matthew

This may well be due to the fact that the work of
Christ’s grace was to continue in Jerusalem until
Pentecost when the Christian Church was established
in this city.

As we are left without identiﬁcation of the risen
saints, so also the “many” to whom they appeared in
the Holy City are left unnamed. Some think that
these must have been believers. Yet in Acts 1 :15 the
believers were only 120 in number. The indeﬁnite
noMoIc is without restriction. Jesus did not appear
to any of his enemies. May it not be possible that he
sent these saints to them instead?
The great importance of this resurrection of the
saints for us is the fact that the resurrection is not
merely a future event; it has already begun in the
case of these saints. Not only Jesus is risen from
the death, an advance number of the saints has risen
with him. This is an assurance that we shall also
rise. What ﬁnally became of these risen saints? Some
think that they ascended to heaven with Jesus; but
it seems best to assume that after they had appeared
to those in Jerusalem they were at once translated into
heaven.
54) Now the centurion and those with him
guarding Jesus, having seen the earthquake and the
things that occurred, feared exceedingly, saying,
Truly, this was God’s Son! We now learn that no
less an officer than a centurion was in command of the
detail that cruciﬁed Jesus. We cannot determine how
many soldiers were ordered out for the purpose of this
execution; some think of only twelve, four for each

person cruciﬁed, yet for the sake of safety an additional guard may well have been added. Matthew
combines the centurion with those “with him,” the soldiers “guarding Jesus.” All of these heathen men are
aﬂ’ected alike, all of them express themselves in the
same way. They are upset by the earthquake in
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particular and in addition by all else that occurred,
1“; ytvdpeva, or that is occurring, 14‘: ywo'pcva (a variant
reading). The latter expression includes all that happened on Golgotha. Mark lays emphasis on the way
in which Jesus died: 511. 01711»: iee’nmoev; but this
cam: is quite the same as that which Matthew speciﬁes.
All these soldiers were greatly frightened. The
£¢oﬁ7j917¢mv was more than reverence in this connection.
The nature of this fright and the thought that inspired
it are revealed by their exclamation, “Truly, this was
God’s Son!” Their fear was a religious fear. This
centurion and his soldiers knew how Jesus was brought
to the cross. The centurion had observed the conduct
of Jesus throughout this ordeal. He had witnessed the
mockery of the Jews in which even his soldiers had
joined, and the word regarding Jesus’ being God’s Son
had been a part of that mockery. Then came the death
with the loud cry, “Father,” and immediately the earthquake and the tending rocks. Considering all this together with this climax, we see how the centurion came
to exclaim as he did.
This Gentile, called Longinus in tradition, comes to
faith beneath the dead Savior's cross. His confession
is strong because of its emetic, “truly.” This adverb
is set over against the Jewish unbelief and mockery.
Whatever the Jews may say, the centurion sees that
the truth is the divine Sonship of Jesus.

@(oﬁ utée is

without articles, and R. 781 thinks that the context
alone decides whether this means “the or a Son of
God." But this is not correct in regard to the articles;
for even “the Son of God” might be read as referring
to one of several Sons. @eoﬁ vio’c is like a proper name,
Gottessohn, and hence has no articles. The centurion
did not apply this name to Jesus in the sense in which
it was used in his pagan mythology, namely the human
offspring of some pagan god, but in the sense it had in
Jewish usage. Yet he says, “This was God's Son,”
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using iv, for this divine Son was man and was now
dead. Luke reports that the centurion said, “This one
was righteous," 86mm, thus pronouncing a verdict upon
Jesus that was the opposite of the Jewish sentence.
We conclude that this ofﬁcer said both: “righteous
and God's Son," for the two go together. Legend
reports that this centurion became a believer, and
there is evidence that the legionaries who were at
this time stationed in Jerusalem ‘ were Gauls or
Germans.
55) Moreover, there were there many women
heholding from afar, such as did follow Jesus from
Galilee, ministering unto him; among whom Was
Mary the Magdalene, and Mary, the mother of
James and Joses, and the mother of the sons of Zehedee. All the synoptists mention these friends of
Jesus who witnessed his death. In Luke 23:49 two
classes are mentioned: the women and the ymroc' or
acquaintances of Jesus. From John’s Gospel we learn
that he was the only one of the eleven present. The
women were, indeed, dear friends of Jesus, for they
had ministered of their substance to him during his
travels in Galilee, Luke 8:3. The hardships endured
by Jesus in his arduous work had moved them to relieve him in such ways as they could. They had followed him on his last journey to Jerusalem, and now
in this terrible tragedy their love conquered all fear.
Here they stood with bleeding hearts watching their
Lord and Master die. They stood “afar" because of
necessity. The soldiers kept a space free about the
crosses, and the wicked Sanhedrists crowded up as
close as they dared, and a mob of people came to see
the sewpia or spectacle. It was not fear that caused
these friends and these women to stand some distance
from the cross but the situation in which they found
themselves. During a lull in the disturbance about the
cross, when the Sanhedrists had grown weary of mock-
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ing, Jesus’ mother and John and two other women
went to the cross, unhindered by the soldiers.
56) Matthew honors three of these women especially. As Peter was the leader among the Twelve,
the men, so “Mary the Magdalene,” so named from her

home town to distinguish her from the other Marys,
was the foremost among the women. The Mary who
was the mother of James and Joses was the wife of
Clopas and a sister of the mother of Jesus. These two
women stood beneath the cross 'with Jesus’ mother and
with John. The third woman named by Matthew is
Salome (Mark 15 :40), “the mother of the sons of Zebedee” (James and John). This expression indicates
that Zebedee had died. Instead of giving her name,
as Mark does, Matthew states her great distinction, the
fact that she was the mother of two of Jesus’ apostles
(see also 20 :20, etc.).
57) Matthew now proceeds to an account of the
burial of Jesus. And evening having come, a rich
man from Arimathaaa came, his name Joseph, .who
also was a disciple of Jesus; he, having gone to
Pilate, asked for the body of Jesus. Then Pilate
ordered it to be duly given up. As wonderful as
are the signs that occurred in connection with Jesus’
death, so wonderful is the burial of his body. It is
laid away in the most astounding manner. Its interment was a fulﬁllment of Isa. 53:9: “And he made
his grave . . . with the rich in his death." Jesus
was dead. What was to become of his body? His
friends, the women, and John were utterly helpless
and unprepared. It seemed as though the sacred body
would be taken away by the soldiers and thrown into
a pit with the bodies of the two malefactors. What
else could be done? God took care of his Son’s dead
body.
'o¢za (supply spa) is used to designate both evenings: the ﬁrst from three to six o’clock, the second
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from six until night. Jesus died at three o’clock, and
the evening Matthew has in mind is the ﬁrst. Now
help suddenly appeared. Joseph of Arimathaea came
and took full charge of the proper disposal of Jesus’
body. The form anew does not imply that “he came”
from the country and thus arrived at Golgotha, or
that he had just now arrived from the city. ‘He must
have been among the spectators and now, when Jesus
was dead, came forward to take charge of his body.
Joseph is named from his home town in order to distinguish him from other Josephs, and Arimathzea is the
town of Rama which was originally in that part of
Samaria which was transferred to Judea, thus making
the town “a city of the Jews,” Luke 23 :51. Construe,
“a man from Arimathaaa,” and not, “came from Arimathaea.” Toﬁyona ’Iwawjd), “the name Joseph,” is a nominative absolute that is merely inserted into the sentence. Matthew reports only two details regarding
Joseph: his wealth and his discipleship. From Mark
and from Luke we learn that he was a noble and a
godly man, and from Luke that he was a Sanhedrist
but one who had been opposed to the action of the Sanhedrin in regard to Jesus. In what manner he showed
his opposition we do not know. John adds that for
fear of the Jews Joseph had kept his faith in Jesus
hidden until this time. The Jews had oﬁicially threatened to expel any man from the synagogue who confessed Jesus, and this meant cutting such a man off

from all connection with the Jewish religion and ostracizing him from his nation.
This man, who had been fearful and cowardly thus
far, does an astonishing thing. He casts all his fears
to the winds and boldly takes charge after Jesus had
died.

Joseph is a great and an inﬂuential man, and

when he “came” there on Golgotha that implied that
he spoke to the centurion about his wanting the body
and his going to Pilate to secure its possession. The
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centurion gladly consented to wait. At the request of
the Jews the bones of the malefactors had already been
broken and the spear thrust into Jesus’ side.
58) Joseph hurries to Pilate, and wpoaeAOa’vv implies that he went right into the Praetorium in order
to make his request of the governor. But we need
not suppose that by thus entering a Gentile abode
Joseph broke with the entire Jewish religion. He
merely made himself liable to ceremonial pollution for
that day. This the Sanhedrists had avoided when they
brought Jesus to Pilate in the morning, but they did
so only because they wanted to be ﬁt to eat the Chagiga.
in the afternoon. Joseph was not concerned about
eating this sacriﬁcial meal, he intended to bury Jesus
and would at any rate be ceremonially unclean because
he had handled Jesus’ dead body.
Pilate was surprised that Jesus was already dead,
so much so that he sent for the centurion and veriﬁed
the fact. Then, however, he readily granted the request
and ordered the centurion “duly to give” (droSt'ﬁpr, «ire
of obligation) the body to Joseph.

But this should

not be considered an exceptional favor. The Romans
quite generally allowed the relatives and the friends
of men who had been executed to bury their bodies if
they so desired.
59) Joseph did not hurry back from Pilate to Golgotha. Mark tells us that he ﬁrst bought ﬁne linen for
the body. The point is that he bought only the linen
and not the spices.

Matthew says nothing about Nico-

demus, but John reports that he bought only the spices
and not the linen. It is natural to suppose that these
two men, both of whom were Sanhedrists, met early

enough to confer with each other and thus to divide
their purchases for the burial. So Joseph returns to
Golgotha. And having taken the body, Joseph
wrapped it in clean linen cloth and placed it in his
own new tomb, which he hewed in the rock cliﬂ’;
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and having rolled a great stone to the door of the
tomb, he went away.
It is Joseph who took the body; he is active
throughout this burial scene. He took full charge,
and the others who helped let him lead. That, too,
seems to be the reason that the synoptists say nothing about Nicodemus. Joseph must have been a
masterful man. How he took the body is not indicated, but we see that he must have had help. At
least three men were present counting John, besides
a number of women. It is possible that at the direction‘ of the centurion the soldiers, too, helped. Perhaps the body was lowered from the cross after the
nails had been drawn out. Means to reach the crosspiece must then have been at hand, they were the same
that had been used when crucifying Jesus. Perhaps
the entire cross was lifted from its socket in the ground,
lowered gently to the ground, and the nails then extracted. We do not know the details
All that Matthew, like Mark and Luke, tells us is
that Joseph wrapped the body in awSu'w, cloth of ﬁne linen, that he had just purchased and thus was clean and
fresh. This was torn into long strips that were to
be wrapped around the limbs and the body. It is John
who tells us that the entire body was ﬁrst wrapped
with linen strips, between the folds of which the aromatic spices were sprinkled; only the head was left
free, for it was to be covered with a special cloth after
the body had been placed into the tomb. The blood
stains must have been removed before this was done;
perhaps the sour wine of the soldiers was used for
this purpose with the centurion’s permission. No
anointing of the body was possible here on Golgotha;
Mary of Bethany had attended to that in advance
(26:12, etc.).
60) Where could the body of Jesus be taken now
that so suddenly a tomb became a vital necessity? It
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is Joseph who meets this need. He himself had an
entirely new tomb that had been hewed out of the solid
rock of a cliﬁ'side. Luke and John tell us that no
one had as yet been buried in this tomb. John also
adds the detail that this tomb of Joseph’s was near
Golgotha, which made it especially available when the
friends of Jesus were pressed for time, for the Sabbath
began with the setting of the sun. The body could
scarcely be carried any great distance. This ﬁne new
tomb of his Joseph offers for the body of Jesus. There
he places the body for its sacred rest.
“A new tomb,” where no decay or odor of death
had as yet entered, this was a ﬁtting place for the
body of Jesus which no corruption or decomposition
dared to touch (Acts 2:27). Here his holy body could
have sweet rest after all its dreadful, painful work
had been done. Yet Jesus was not intended for a
tomb. He needed one only on our account and only
until the third day. Luther writes: “As he has no
grave for the reason that he will not remain in death
and the grave; so we, too, are to be raised up from
the grave at the last day through his resurrection and
are to live with him in eternity.”
Quite recently in a quiet spot just outside of the
walls of the present Jerusalem, at the foot of a skullshaped hill (Golgotha, most likely), the so—called
“Garden Tomb" has been discovered. This corresponds in every detail with the data the Gospels
furnish in regard to Joseph’s tomb. It is an ample
chamber, hewn out of the solid cliff, the face of which
is smooth and perpendicular.

The ﬂoor is notsunken,

does not need to be. It is a rich man’s tomb, for it
has a vestibule and in the main chamber along the
three sides only three places for bodies, the center
being left unused. It is a new tomb, for only one place
for a body has been ﬁnished, the other two are not
completed. In the place toward the cliff the ﬂoor is hewn

1140

The Interpretation of Matthew

out a little in the shape of a human body.

The three

places for bodies along the sides of the three walls are

cut out boxlike, the bottom of each being level with
the ﬂoor. At the footend of the place ﬁnished for a
body, and likewise at the headend, between this and
the end of the next place for a body, the stone is
left thick enough to afford a seat, so that an angel
could sit, “one at the head, and the other at the feet,
where the body of Jesus had lain” (John 20:12), and
the angel at the feet would also be “sitting on the right
side” (Mark 16 :5) as one enters the vestibule. These
heavier rock sections across the footend and on the left

of the 'headend are still intact, while the thinner wall
along the side of the body has mostly broken down.
When the author viewed this tomb he was deeply im—
pressed and compelled to say, “If this is not the actual
tomb into which Jesus was laid it duplicates it in every
respect.” So many fake sites are shown in the Holy
Land that to view a site like this leaves an unforgettable impression.
The great stone that was rolled before the door of
the tomb was a ﬂat, upright slab, circular like a great
wheel. This moved in a groove next to the cliff and
was wheeled back to the left to expose the door and
forward to close it. The groove slanted upward from
the door so that, when the stone was wheeled to the
left, it had to be blocked in order to hold it. The bottom of the slant was just in front of the door where
the stone would come to rest on a level. After the
body was duly placed in the tomb, the circular slab
closed the entrance as indicated.
This stone was not a “boulder." It is never called
re'rpoc but always Moor, and it is difﬁcult to imagine
how a rough boulder could do anything but merely
block a rectangular door. When all had been done,
Joseph “went away.” This simple verb reads as
though we are to think of Joseph's action as being the
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Lord’s providence to provide the proper burial for his
Son through this man’s hands. No man could have
guessed that one, yea, two, of the very members of the
Sanhedrin would give a rich burial to Jesus whom the
Sanhedrin as such brought to the cross.
61)

There was there Mary the Magdalene and

the other Mary sitting in front of the burial place.

These two Marys have been mentioned in v. 56: Luke
tells us that the women who had come out of Galilee
with Jesus also followed to the tomb and saw how the
body was laid in its place in the tomb. When Joseph
left after the tomb had been closed, these women, with
the exception of the two named, departed. These two
lingered on, 10th to leave until the shadows fell.
62) Now on the marrow, which is after the Preparation, there were gathered together the high
priests and the Pharisees unto Pilate, saying Lord,
we came to remember that that deeeiver said while
yet alive, After three days I arise. Matthew alone
reports this incident. On its very face it is so credible,
so impossible of invention, that it cannot be a myth.
“The morrow” was Saturday, and in all likelihood the
morning hours of this day. This designation of time
would seem to be suﬂicient, for the ﬁns clause only
repeats this thought by using other terms.

Matthew

adds this second designation of the day because he
wants to bring out its sacredness in contrast with the
desecration perpetrated by these Jews. The wapwxm;
is “the Preparation,” the day preceding this high Passover Sabbath, namely Friday, when everything had to
be prepared in advance so that this Sabbath Saturday
could be spent in perfect quiet in a most solemn manner. Matthew does not write “Sabbath,” for the day
after the preparation is not just an ordinary Sabbath;
he wants to convey more, namely the high Passover

Sabbath.

Only this Sabbath had a wapaa’xani.
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It was not the Sanhedrin as such that went to
Pilate. There was no marching in a body to the
governor’s residence. This would have attracted attention, both because it violated this high and holy day
by their going into a Gentile’s abode and because it
would have made known the purpose of this visit.
Matthew never designates the Sanhedrin by the terms
“the high priests and the Pharisees” (compare 21 :45,
the only other place in which this expression is used).
When two terms are used to designate the Sanhedrin,
we have “the high priests and the scribes,” or, “the
high priests and the elders.” Here, then, after a quiet
agreement among. themselves the high priests and the
Pharisees, all of them Sanhedrists, proceed to Pilate
singly at an agreed time as though they were private
persons. Yet, as far as Pilate was concerned, he
might have thought that he had the ofﬁcial Sanhedrin
before him. Now these Jews have no scruples about
entering the residence of the Gentile governor, for
wac HMrov naturally has this meaning. Even this
high day does not deter them. On Friday, when they
had a Jewish crowd about them, they pretended that
they dared not enter the Gentile Praetorium. We see how
they played fast and loose with their own religious
regulations. Men who had stooped to murder would
certainly be capable of lesser transgressions.
It is a fair conclusion that the prime movers in the
present undertaking were the Pharisees.

It Was not

that they believed that Jesus would or could rise from
the dead, yet they believed in the resurrection and had
taught the people to believe in it also. They were the
ones, therefore, who feared that the people might come
to believe that Jesus had actually risen. The high
priests were Sadducees, and these scoffed at the resurrection as being an absurdity (22 :23, etc.) . They,
therefore, would have no fears such as the Pharisees
had. And yet they consented to go to Pilate with the-
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Pharisees. As in other instances, especially when
opposition to Jesus was to be evidenced, they yielded to
the Pharisees.
63) In humble fashion these Jews address the
governor with Kﬁpu, “Lord.” This, too, is done only
in order to gain their end. They tell him: “We came
to remember (it has just come to our minds again)
that this deceiver said while yet living, After three
days I arise !” It was probably true that since Jesus
had died this word of his again came to their minds.

’13me is to be understood in the middle sense and
most likely is an ingressive aorist. A vile epithet is
used to designate Jesus, “that deceiver,” which recalls
the violent accusations they had made to Pilate the
day before. ’Exzivoc is here used in a vicious, derogatory sense. “Deceiver” refers to the alleged deceptions
practiced upon the people when Jesus pretended to be
the Messiah and (as these Jews claimed) a political
king. They scorn, as always, to use the name “Jesus.”
It has been asked, “When did Jesus tell these Sanhedrists that he would rise after three days?” Passages such as 21 :42; 26 :61 ; 27:40 will scarcely give the

answer; much better is 12:38. But we see no reason
for excluding what Jesus told his own disciples about
his death and his resurrection. These repeated and
emphatic announcements could easily have found their
way to members of the Sa'nhedrin. At least, these
men sum it up most correctly, “After three days," etc.
It is certainly astonishing that these enemies of
Jesus remember this word and promise of his after his
death while his owu disciples never grasped the word
in its true meaning and now had let it pass completely
from their minds.
The present tense i-ya’popu is a
futuristic present which is frequently used in predictions (R. 870) and includes the idea of the certainty
of the event.
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64) Order, therefore, the burial place to he
made safe until the third day; lest, perhaps, his disciples, having come, steal him and tell the people,
He was raised from the dead; and the last deception
will be worse than the ﬁrst. Why this request to
Pilate? Why did the Sanhedrists not place a detachment of their Temple police (their fmlpe’m) in front
of the tomb about which they seem to know? The
answer is that the Temple police had only the Temple
area under their jurisdiction and could not be sent
anywhere else. The Roman government would also
allow no show of military force outside of the Temple.
So these Sanhedrists go to Pilate to furnish the de-'
sired guard. When Jesus was to be arrested in Gethsemane, the real force was the Roman cohort, the
Temple police only went along. “The burial place to be
made safe" leaves it to Pilate as to how he will do this;
the obvious way was, of course, to assign a guard.
The assumption of these Jews is that, of course,
Jesus could not possibly make good his word, nor would
a whole legion of Roman troops be able to prevent such
a thing. But these deceivers and liars imagine that
other people are like themselves. They fear that the
disciples of Jesus may also recall the promise of Jesus
to arise; and since Jesus would be unable to do so, they
may try to play a trick by stealing the body out of the
tomb and by disposing of it secretly while they fool the
people by spreading the report that he was raised from
the dead.
We see how evil minds work. If these Jews had
known the state of the disciples, they would have seen
how foolish their fears were. But providence was
again at work.

These Sanhedrists, the implacable ene-

mies of Jesus who cannot be content with his death,
must proceed involuntarily to aid in establishing the
certainty of Jesus’ resurrection. By having the tomb
guarded they made certain that no deception had been

Matthew 27:64, 65
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perpetrated, that the body most certainly had remained
in the tomb, and that, therefore, Jesus truly arose on
Sunday. Both c'ydpoﬁal. (v. 63) and ﬁyc’poq may be regarded as passives used as actives: “1 rise — he rose."
Because they are active in sense, both verbs exalt Jesus
in the highest degree, for he himself rises by his own
power.
The Jews fear- that “the last deception will be worse

than the ﬁrst.”

HM”, is plainly intended to match

«Mm used in v. 63. “Deceiver” and “deception" go
together. “Error" in our versions is wrong. By the

ﬁrst deception the Jews have in mind what Jesus did
to the people during his life by stirring up the people,
etc., as these Jews intended Pilate to believe. Thus the

last deception would occur after his death.

It would

keep the people stirred up more than ever, for they
would now be thinking that Jesus was again alive, yea

had returned from the dead.

The people would eagerly

listen to anything that purported to come from him.
Of course, these Jews spoke of rising and resurrection
only in the sense of a return to this life. That they
had the secret fear that Jesus might make good his
word, namely in this sense, cannot be maintained.
65) Pilate said to them, Have a guard! go make
it as safe as you know how. Curt and masterful is
Pilate’s reply. The matter is of little moment to the
governor. He is pleased that they defer to him in
so small a thing and thereby admit that he alone has
authority to guard the tomb. 'Exm is an imperative
and not an indicative (our versions), for to say that
the Jews have a guard would mean that they have
men of their own for the purpose of guarding. Pilate
grants them a guard made up of his own soldiers. The
word xoua'wafa is the Latin custodia, a term that was
used also in the Aramaic. Pilate turns the entire matter over to the Jews. Since they are so concerned,
let them not trouble Pilate any further but themselves
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go and make the place as safe as they know how. We
must construe inrdyc-rc aa¢uiaaa0e together, the ﬁrst verb
is only auxiliary to the second.
66) And they, having gone, made the burial
place safe, sealing the stone, the guard with them.
The Jews hasten to carry out their plan. They even
sealed the stone, which does not mean that they
fastened the stone so that it could not be moved but
that they afﬁxed a seal by connecting the stone with
the rock wall at the door, so that any tampering with
the stone would at once break the seal and thus reveal
what had been done. How this sealing was done is
not indicated. It was a simple matter that did not
require the private seal of Pilate or that of the Sanhedrin. The circular ﬂat stone lay close against the
wall of rock. All that needed to be done was to make
a connection between stone and wall, one that, if it
were broken, could not be restored. The ﬁnal phrase
introduced by pm: is quite loosely attached to the sentence, and we need not try to construe it with either
c¢pay£oamc or ﬁc¢utoawm It is independent and merely states that the guard was with the Jews when they
were at the tomb and made things as safe as they
knew how.
Quietly Jesus rested in his tomb. Presently he
would arise. In vain are all the foolish proceedings of
his enemies.

CHAPTER XXVI"
XX
Christ’s Resurrection, Chapter 28

In each of the four Gospels the ﬁnal section on the
resurrection of Jesus constitutes the glory part. Yet
this tale is told in the same sober way as is the account
of the cruciﬁxion and the death. The great facts that
occurred are reported in an entirely dispassionate way.
Our faith is to rest on these facts. One of the decisive

tests of the Christian faith is belief in these facts which
declare that Jesus rose from the dead. All who in any
way alter these facts and deny his resurrection no
longer deserve the Christian name.
The four accounts differ in detail, no witness reports all the facts. This fact has offered the critics
an opportunity to play one Witness against another
in order to discredit them all together, or to discredit
parts of their testimony. The Christian student has
only one duty, namely properly to combine all of the
testimony and thus to reconstruct the entire story.
1)

Now after the Sabbath, at the hour dawning

toward the ﬁrst day of the week, there came Mary
the Magdalene and the other Mary to View the burial
place. It is unfortunate that the R. V. has translated
64:: aaﬁpdmv, “now late on the Sabbath day.” This
would say the women came to the tomb late on Saturday instead of early on Sunday. This might be the
sense of the Greek words used in the classics, but in the
Koine 6¢é is used as a preposition and means “after,”
(1147)
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B.-P. 958; B.—D. 164, 4; Stellhorn, “long after something”; Zahn, erst mch; R. 517. Mark agrees, “when
the Sabbath was passed.” This reference to the Sabbath being passed has an implication: the women intended to do a piece of work, namely to ﬁnish the burial
of the body. Hence they had to await the passing of
the Sabbath during which no work could be done. In
other words, they had to wait for Sunday morning.
Luke tells us about their bringing spices, and Mark
that they brought them.
With 'rﬁ e'mdmaxotia‘g supply (Jpn; it is the dative of
time. The dc phrase we translate, “toward the ﬁrst
day of the week," but this does not give adﬁﬁam the
meaning of “week.” It merely puts the Jewish idiom
into our own. The Jews had no names for the weekdays but designated them with reference to their Sabbath; thus [11a (suppy ﬁpépa) nay aaﬂﬂa'rwv, “the ﬁrst
(day) with reference to the Sabbath,” i. e., following it.
The names of the festivals are frequently plural, and
thus the plural oépﬁara was also used although it referred only to the one “Sabbath.” Matthew agrees with
Luke’s “very early in the morning” (A. V.) ; and with
John’s “when it was yet dark”; and does not conﬂict
with Mark’s “at the rising of the sun.” Since they
started before the dawn while it was yet dark, the sun
was rising about the time the women reached the tomb.
Why were they on their way so early? For the best of
reasons even as all the evangelists record this point.

Jesus had been dead since Friday.

In that climate

dead bodies start to decompose very quickly, wherefore

also the dead are buried on the same day, or, if it is too
late for that day, on the next. Great haste was necessary in the thinking of these women, even hours count—
ed if they wanted to ﬁnd Jesus’ body in such a condition
that it could still be managed.
As he did in 27 :61, Matthew mentions only two
women, the same two that were mentioned there; he

Matthew 28:1, 2
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also mentioned them in 27:56 but there added a third.
In all these passages those mentioned by name do not
exclude the presence of others. Only the most promi‘
nent are named: Mark adds Salome, Luke, Joanna
(wife of Chuza, one of Herod’s stewards, Luke 8 :3) and
then refers to others besides who are not named. Mary
Magdalene and the other Mary are described in 27:66.
The former is most wrongfully identiﬁed with the unnamed prostitute in Simon’s house, this being found
even in the chapter heading of the A. V., Luke 7 :36, etc.
What is true is that Mary Magdalene was possessed of
devils, and that Jesus had freed her (Mark 16:9). In
prominence she was like Peter, and in her love like
John. That is why she is so often mentioned ﬁrst in a
list of women. “The other Mary” is the Virgin’s sister who is otherwise characterized by the name of her
husband and by that of her sons. They went “to view
the burial place” but for a very deﬁnite purpose; they
intended to complete the work upon the body as Mark
and Luke amplify.
2) And lo, a great earthquake occurred; for an
angel of the Lord, having come down out of heaven
and having gone forward, rolled away the stone and
was sitting upon it. Matthew alone tells this feature
of the story. This is one of the many incidents which
show conclusively that neither Matthew nor Mark copied from each other. Mark tells of the fears of the
women in regard to having the stone rolled away. The
exclamation “10” is warranted by the earthquake and
by its cause. 0n earthquakes as indicating the divine
presence of grace and of judgment see 27 :51.

Here

we have the same sign with the same signiﬁcance as
in connection with the death. We might think that
the jarring of the earth was caused by Jesus when

he left the tomb, but ydp attributes it to the action of
the angel. When the angel appeared, Jesus had already risen.
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None of the evangelists attempts to describe the
resurrection itself; it had no witnesses. Jesus left the
tomb silently. His dead body was suddenly quickened
(I Pet. 3 :18) or ﬁlled with life and in the same instant
passed out through the walls of the sealed tomb. Then,
after the tomb was empty, the angel came and opened
the tomb to show that it was indeed empty. Those
paintings which portray the glorious Savior coming out
of the opened door of the tomb while the guard ﬂees
and falls in dismay at sight of him, are not in accord
with the facts of the case. Silently, invisibly, won—
drously, gloriously the living body passed through the
rock.
This mode of existence is well described in Cancordia, Tn'glotta, 1004, 100: “The incomprehensible,
spiritual mode, according to which he neither occupies
nor vacates space but penetrates all creatures wherever

he pleases; as, to make an imperfect comparison, my
sight penetrates and is in air, light, or water and does
not occupy or vacate space; as a sound or tone penetrates and is in air or water or board or wall and also
does not occupy or vacate space; likewise, as light and
heat penetrate and are in air, water, glass, crystal, and

the like; and much more of the like.

This mode he

used when he rose from the closed sepulcher and passed
through the closed door and in the bread and wine in
the Holy Supper, and, as it is believed, when he was
born of his mother.” The latter, however, is an old
belief that is no longer held. The actions of the angel
are fully described, his ﬂashing down out of heaven,
his stepping forward to the stone, which, possibly at a
touch, rolled from the entrance and fell ﬂat upon the
ground. On this stone see 27 :20. Then the angel sat
down upon the fallen stone, and ixdoqro (imperfect)
pictures him as sitting thus, awaiting the coming of the
women.

Matthew 28:2-5
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This is now a different tomb and calls for a different
watchman, not for keepers of the dead but for an inhabitant from the eternal realms of light and life.
First, the servant appears, presently the Master will be
seen. A new era has begun, heaven and earth are now
joined, for Christ our Savior is risen. The wall of
separation has fallen; God is reconciled to men; the
sacriﬁce of the Son has been accepted by the Father.
This is the supreme Easter truth. The women felt the
shock of the earthquake but hurried on, nevertheless,
and then saw that the entrance to the tomb stood wide
open. Just before the women arrived, the angel passed
into the tomb.
3) Parenthetically Matthew adds: Now his appearance was as lightning and his raiment white as

snow.

This reminds us of the transﬁguration of

Jesus. The lightning is to picture the supernatural
brilliance, and the snow the white purity of heaven.
4) And for fear of him those guarding were
made to quake and were as if dead. The Roman
soldiers who guarded the tomb saw the angel and were
struck with terror; al'vroﬁ is the objective genitive, “fear
Of him.” Compare ascend: in V. 2 and {cabana-av («it») in
this verse, “earthquake” and “be made to quake.” ‘0“:
mpoi implies that these soldiers lay unconscious for. a
brief time. God not only thwarted the effort of his
enemies, he even turned their means for overcoming
the truth into means for aiding the victory of the truth.
Christ's resurrection is just as terrible for his foes as
it is comforting for his friends. The Jews guarded
the tomb only against molestation on the part of the
disciples and their stealing the body, they forgot to
guard it against Jesus himself.
5) For a description of the tomb see 27 :60. Matthew does not regard it as necessary to remark that the
women, who were greatly troubled to ﬁnd the entrance
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of the tomb open and the large, ﬂat, circular stone
lying ﬂat on the ground, came to the entrance and
went into the vestibule of the tomb; Mark writes, “and
entering into the sepulcher.” And the angel, answering, said to the women: Do you stop being
afraid! For I know that you are seeking Jesus, the
one that has been cruciﬁed. He is not here, for he
arose even as he said. Hither, see the place where
the Lord lay! The fact that the angel is now inside
of the tomb does not need to be stated; it is naturally
understood. Matthew and Mark speak only of “the
angel.” Luke and John tell us that there were two
angels; the latter states that one was at the head, the
other at the feet (when Mary Magdalene returned to
the tomb). This is not a discrepancy between the
evangelists. The two who speak of “the angel” merely
intend to indicate that this one was the speaker. The
participle dwoxptoa’c is used, not only when a question is
asked, but also when, as here, an explanation is made.
The angel “answered” the astonished thoughts and
fears of the women.
Mi; ¢op¢za9¢ innit is, indeed, a precious word, for behind it is all the grace that the risen Savior has brought
us. The women who sought the body of the cruciﬁed
Jesus had no cause to fear the herald at his resurrection as did the Roman soldiers. In negative commands
the present imperative means to stop an action already
begun, R. 851, etc.; so here, “stop being afraid," buzz:
being added for the sake of emphasis. This is not an
empty command, for at once a full explanation is added
as to why the women have no cause for fear. In the
ﬁrst place, the angel informs the women that he knows

all about their coming to the tomb, they are seeking the
dead body of Jesus, “him who has been cruciﬁed,”
whom they expect to ﬁnd a corpse in his tomb, Such a
dead body they cannot ﬁnd here.

Matthew 28 :6
6)

Why not?
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“He is not here, for he arose even

as he said." Here all the blessed news is at once announced. He whom they left here still and cold has
departed, for “he arose,” {,ye'poy. The aorist passive
may be intransitive, “he arose,” and not passive in idea.
“he was raised” (R. 817), although in some connections the passive idea is wholly in place. The resurrection itself is at times ascribed to God: “raised up from

the dead by the glory of the Father,” 1',’y(’p91], Rom. 6 :4;
8:11; Matt. 16:21; 17 :23; 26 :32; then again it is desig-

nated as an act of Jesus himself, Mark 9:31; Luke
18:33, dvaa‘nja’trat. Both are true even as all the opera
ad ext-m are communa. The Greek uses the aorist
to designate the past fact (“he arose"), whereas we

prefer the perfect (“he has risen”), R. 845, when
speaking of something that has just recently occurred.
The resurrection of Jesus was at the same time the
gloriﬁcation of his body; this the women were soon to

know (v. 9). The angel adds, “even as he said,” and
thus recalls for the women all the promises Jesus made
in connection with the announcement of his death. The
blessed promises were now fulﬁlled: he had again taken
up his life, John 10:18.
To assure the women still more the angel invites
them to come closer and to see the place where the Lord
lay; some texts omit “the Lord.” But they are to see
not only that the tomb is now empty; they are to see
also the linen wrappings lying undisturbed although
the body has gone out of them in a miraculous manner,

and the headcloth laid by itself, just as Peter and John
saw all this a little later; all of which was the clearest
evidence for Jesus’ resurrection, John 20 :5, etc. Here
was actual, ocular proof.

Nebe is right when he says

that, however much these women still lacked, they
understood the resurrection better than many modern
theologians who refuse to believe in the bodily resurrection in spite of the word, “he is not here," but im-
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agine that only his spirit continues to bless. The
absence of Jesus’ dead body and the necessity of accounting for what became of it are to this day the great
stumblingblock for all who deny the resurrection of
that dead body. They can resort only to improbable
and fanciful explanations that are contrary to the
Scriptures. A667: is used with a plural imperative
without a connective.
7) If Jesus had remained dead, neither these
women nor any of the disciples would have had anything further to do after the burial had been completed in the way the women desired. But now that
Jesus is risen, the most blessed task awaits these
women, a task that is also to ﬁll the lives of the disciples. And having gone quickly, tell his disciples,
He rose from the dead and, lo, he goes before you to
Galilee; there you shall see him. Lo, 1 did tell you!
These women are not to remain at the tomb in astonishment, they are not to give way to the fascination of
this strange sight, they are not to stay and to speculate
about this thing they had seen and heard, they must do
something that is far more important. The minor
action of quickly going is expressed by the participle;
Juan is the second aorist imperative and as such is
peremptory. The angel is not making a request but is
issuing an order. Now that Jesus is risen, this news
cannot reach the poor disciples too soon. It is summed
up in the short announcement (6n recitativum) : “He
rose from the dead" (Matthew has are, also in 27:64,

instead of the usual ix). That is enough, the “many
infallible proofs" will follow presently.
It is asked why the disciples were informed through .
the women; why angels did not appear to them or perhaps Jesus himself. Gerhard has listed ﬁve reasons:
God chooses the weak; because they were overwhelmed
most by the sorrow they are to be ﬁrst in the joy; the
presence of the women at the tomb silences the Jewish

Matthew 28 :7
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falsehood that the disciples stole the body; as death
came by woman, so salvation and life are to be announced by her; God wanted to reward woman’s active
love. But why wander so far aﬁeld? The women
alone went out to the tomb on Sunday morning, the
women, none of the men, not even John. Thus they
were honored by being made the messengers to the
men. If the eleven had gone out, too, the story would
have been different. The love of these women receives
its ﬁtting reward.
The fact that Jesus arose is not enough; this message must contain also the assurance that the women
as well as the eleven will see Jesus. This assurance
gives the message its fulness. Think of what expecta-

tion it aroused. Both {mic and 6¢w0¢ include the women.
But the meeting thus promised is to take place in Galilee: “He goes before you to Galilee; there you shall see
him.” This mention of Galilee in no way excludes the
earlier appearances of Jesus in Jerusalem and in Emmaus. There is to be something special about this
seeing of Jesus in Galilee. The fact is that before his
death Jesus himself had promised this meeting in Galilee, 26:32. In Galilee Jesus intended to meet all his
believers as one great body. St. Paul lists this meeting as one of the great proofs of Jesus’ resurrection:
“After that he was seen of above ﬁve hundred brethren
at once; of whom the greater part remain unto this
present (are still alive), but some are fallen asleep,”
I Cor. 15:6. This answers the supposition that Jesus
had at ﬁrst intended to meet the disciples only in Galilee but afterward allowed his yearning heart and the
weakness of the disciples to move him to appear to
them at once. Jesus does not plan faultily, nor does
he vacillate. All his meetings with individuals and
with small groups in Jerusalem were preparations for
that grand meeting with his entire ﬂock in Galilee
where, far from the hostile Jews, in their own home-
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land, he would bind all his believers together and give
them the Great Commission, v. 16 and 18-20; Mark
16:15-18.
The heavenly messenger seals his promise with his
divine authority: “Lo, I did tell you !” The aorist is
used where we prefer the perfect, R. 842. This author-

itative word resembles that spoken by Gabriel in Luke
1:19. It intends to remove any trace of doubt.
8)
And having gone quickly from the tomb
with fear and great joy, they ran to bring his disciples word. The second aorist feminie participle

states that the women made a quick movement away
from the tomb, and the main verb then states that they
actually ran in order to get to the disciples as quickly
as possible. Matthew gives us a glimpse into the psychology of their action: they were prompted by fear
and great joy.

Their fear is due chieﬂy to the presence

of the angels. Any contact with the heavenly world
must ﬁll us sinners here on earth with fear. Their
joy is due to all that the women saw and heard; and
this joy predominated over the fear, for may; does

not modify both nouns but only the last, the nouns have
different genders.

If “great” were intended to modify

both “fear” and “joy,” nouns of the same gender could
easily have been found.

Indeed, the joy was great, it

must have been overwhelming considering the open
tomb with the angels and their statement, and considering what the place where Jesus had lain showed.
9) But still greater joy was in store for these
women. Matthew alone reports this incident. And
lo, Jesus met them, saying, Greetings! And they,
having come to him, grasped him by the feet and
worshipped him. This is the ﬁrst appearance of the

risen Savior. The women are hurrying toward the
city as fast as they can and say nothing to any person
they met (Mark 16:8). All at once Jesus then meets
them. We have every reason to believe that Jesus did

Matthew 28 :9
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the same thing here that he did in his other appearances. Wherever he desired to be seen, there he was
seen. So here, all at once Jesus appears on the road
a little distance in front of the women and walks
toward them. Thus he met them.
All that we know about his appearances shuts out
ideas such as this, that Jesus walked the entire distance
from the city and that, as he gradually drew nearer,
the women recognized him; or that he stood waiting

in some side path out of sight and then stepped in front
of the Women. When Matthew adds “10,” he marks
the surprise of the women because they all at once see

Jesus before them. We are not told how he looked
after he was risen, but it is plain that the women recognized him the moment they saw him. Now all their
fear left them. Here was their Lord himself, alive,
and their hearts overﬂowed with wondrous joy.
Jesus speaks and utters a greeting: xaipm!

The

verb xaipew is used to express all manner of greetings
and always conveys a wish of happiness and well-being. “All hail !" in our versions is not a good rendering.

Nor is this greeting a translation of the Jewish,

“Peace be to you!” Whenever Jesus uses this Jewish
greeting, it is translated into Greek, John 20 :19. Happiness and joy in their fulness certainly came to these
women when they now saw Jesus before them 'and
heard his greeting.
A pause ensued after this word had been spoken by
Jesus. The women are so overcome that they are
unable to reply. But they are drawn toward him as
by a magnet. “They, having come to him, grasped
him by the feet.” The genitive al’l‘roﬁ is proper because
they took hold of a part of his person, and the accusative robe «68:1; because they grasped these entirely. The

clasping of his feet implies that the women had sunk
to the ground in the attitude of adoration as also «poocxﬁwpav «are, “they worshipped him,” states. These acts
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do not imply that the women tried to hold Jesus ﬁrmly
so as not to lose him again, but now again to have him
as they had had him before his death. That was what
Mary Magdalene desired, and that was why Jesus
answered her as he did in John 20:16, etc. These
women prostrate themselves before Jesus in worship.
They recognized him in his divine greatness. We
read that various persons came and prostrated themselves in worship before Jesus, but this was only the
Oriental fashion of expressing humility on their part
and honor for Jesus. Jesus’ disciples ne‘ver prostrated
themselves before their master in this manner. Now
that he is risen from the dead. now that he appears to
them in a miraculous manner, these women truly “worship” him and by their prostration intend to give him
divine honor. This was the proper way for these
women to meet Jesus; and he, too, accepts their worship as rightly being his due.
This act of these women was not precipitate action;
they did not rush to him but went forward deliberately
to assure themselves that this was not a phantom; their
act was more than a sign of love; it was not the result
of overpowering awe that had been produced by a superhuman appearance; it was a natural and a proper

act of worship, the ﬁrst wpoaxuvqms in the true and full
sense of the word that was offered to Jesus. These
women have heard the angel’s word that he is risen,
they now see and feel the wonderful change that has
come over him, their hearts are deeply moved, and so
most naturally they sink at his feet and render him the
worship of their hearts. Jesus accepts it because it
is worship and in so far is different from the act of
Mary Magdalene. In the person of these women all
believers sink down and worship.
10) Then Jesus says to them, Stop being afraid!
Go, take word to my brethren that they go away

into Galilee, and there they shall see me.

On

Matthew 28:10
at, ¢oﬁ¢ia9¢ see v. 5.
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The last trace of fear, uneasi-

ness, and lack of assurance is to leave the hearts of
these women. No cause for any degree of fear exists
but the very opposite, cause for full assurance and
greatest joy. The angel’s bidding, “Fear not l” is corroborated by Jesus; more than that, it is conﬁrmed in
a higher degree. For in the tomb only the evidences
of Jesus’ resurrection called out not to fear while here
the risen Savior himself expels fear.
The same duty the angel had assigned the women
Jesus, too, assigns them. ‘Ymiym is regularly used
without a connective. It is merely auxiliary to the
main verb «inawcmm, “to report to someone," to take a
message. A remarkable feature is the designation
Jesus uses for the disciples: “my brethren.” They
had shamefully ﬂed from him in Gethsemane, Peter
had denied him, all but John were far away when Jesus
died, and yet Jesus now calls them by a name that is
more intimate than any he had used during his earthly
life. The most endearing name he had then used was
“my friends," John 15:15. In Matt. 12:49, etc.; 25:40
the term “brethren” is indeed used, but not in addressing the Twelve. “My brethren” denotes pardon for

their lack of faith.

In Mark 16:7 the name of Peter

is introduced into the angel’s message in order to assure
especially him that he was pardoned.
But “my brethren” conveys still more. With this
word Jesus presses the disciples to his bosom as being
most near and dear to him. .It contains all his love for
them, at the same time it bestows the highest honor on
them. No higher honor can come to a man than to
stand beside Jesus as his brother. Luther brings out
one side of this spiritual relationship: “If, now,
Christ is our brother, I should like to know what we
still lack? Brethren in the ﬂesh have common possessions, have together one father, one inheritance otherwise they would not be brethren; so we have common
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.possessions with Christ and have together one Father
and one inheritance which does not grow less when
divided, but whoever has one part of the spiritual inheritance has it all.” In “my brethren” the emphasis
is on what thus becomes ours not on our work or on
what we must render to our brother. All that Jesus
has gained on this great day of his resurrection he has

not acquired for himself only but also for all his brethren. On the strength of this word “my brethren” Zinzendorf tried to popularize the name “Brother Jesus,”
but the church did not follow his lead.
The same command and the same promise concerning Galilee that had been given by the angel (v. 7)
are now repeated by Jesus. The exceptional nature of
this meeting is thus established. Matthew gives us a
brief account of it in v. 16-20. Compare the comment
on v. 7.
11) Now while they were going, 10, some of the
guard, having come into the city, reported to the
high priests all that had occurred. Matthew alone
reports the bribery of the Roman guard. He makes
note of this incident because he is writing for Jewish
readers and thus exposes the Jewish slanders against
Jesus (v. 15b). Various views have been proposed
regarding the movements of the women and of the
Roman guard. After the soldiers had for a brief time
lain like dead men because of the shock of the appearance of the angel, they recovered and ﬂed to the city in
terror. Not until after they were safely gone did the
women arrive at the tomb. Thus, by the time the
women started back from the tomb, the frightened soldiers had reached the high priests and were making

their report. Matthew marks this as an astonishing
event by using the exclamation “10.” It was astonishing in more ways than one.
Only “some” appear in order to make a report.
This does not imply that the rest remained on guard
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at the tomb and were awaiting orders from the high
priests as to what they were now to do. There were no
soldiers at the tomb when the women arrived. The
most satisfactory explanation is that some came to
make a report as representatives of all. The others
waited near by to see what the result of this report
would be. If it be asked how this guard could leave
its post in such a fashion although it had been frightened almost to death, we must remember that these
soldiers had been turned over to the Jewish authorities
and were under their command. Pilate had given
them a sort of furlough because he did not care to
assume any further responsibility. Thus the soldiers
did not follow their military regulations so strictly.
In the second place, they surely knew why they had
been posted to guard this tomb, that the Jews wanted
it guarded against the disciples and because Jesus
had said he would arise from the dead on the third
day. This very thing had now happened in the
most astounding way. They had been posted out there
in vain. The disciples had not ventured near, the
guard would have made short work of them; but a
ﬂaming, terrifying angel had appeared, the earth had
quaked, they had lain like dead for a while: all of which
could mean only one thing: Jesus had risen.
The committee of the soldiers reports only to the
high priests although also the Pharisees had had a
part in securing their services from Pilate (27:62).

The high priests were the ofﬁcial leaders, were at the
head of the Sanhedrin, and besides this were very likely
most easily reached. But this is the astounding thing;
these high priests receive the very ﬁrst news of Jesus'
resurrection; the disciples had as yet heard nothing,
for the women were just starting back to the city.
Note also this: God sent the message of Jesus’ resurrection to these high priests through their own witnesses, the soldiers 'they themselves had posted, the
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most unimpeachable witnesses possible. Nor do the
high priests dare to question this witness, they accept it
as being entirely true. But what is the effect produced
upon these high priests? Do they yield to this sure
testimony? Does it go home to their hearts that Jesus
promised to arise on the third day, and that he had now
indeed arisen, and that angels from heaven had revealed
the empty tomb? Not for one moment! Only one
thought ﬁlls the heart of the high priests: to nullify
this true testimony; and they are prepared to go to all
lengths to do this. This is that same wilful resistance
which these high priests have all along offered to Jesus.
See John 8 :45-47.
These priests cannot deny the truth of what the
soldiers report. In all other aﬁairs they are guided
by the truth or the facts which they learn; but here
they do the very opposite in the most unreasonable and
vicious way. This is always the course followed by
unbelief. To this day unbelief does the same: it makes
only one attempt, namely to get rid of attested facts
concerning the resurrection of Jesus. But this is a
hopeless effort; the attested facts remain.
The soldiers are honest, they report “all that has
occurred,” they do not garble the facts or withhold
any part of them. Their fright is still too great to
permit them to attempt anything but an honest and a
full report. The high priests have no excuse; they cannot say that they were misinformed or not fully informed. They do not even put the soldiers through a
judicial examination, for, although their report contains the most astounding facts, the high priests do not
for a moment attempt to question those facts. They

think of only one thing: to nullify them.
12) And when they were assembled together
with the elders and, having passed a resolution, they
gave much silver to the soldiers, saying, Say, His dis-

ciples, having come during the night, stole him, we
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being asleep. And if this comes to a hearing before the governor, we will persuade him and will relieve you of worry. The high priests are not ready
to make an independent decision as to what is to be
done. They call the Sanhedrin together, they deem
the matter so important. When Matthew speaks of
the high priests and the elders assembling, this always
refers to a session of the Sanhedrin. But avppoﬁmv
Mppdmv means more than “to take counsel”; it includes
the discussion and the ﬁnal passing of a resolution.
The expression is a Latinism, consilium capere, and is
repeatedly used by Matthew (12:14; 22:15; 27:1, 7),
B.-P. 1248; R. 109. Thus by a formal resolution the
ruling body of the Jewish nation determines on the
rankest lie and the most ﬂagrant bribery. Their moral
decadence is absolute. Of course, those who perpetrated murder would not recoil from lying or other
crimes.
The resolution is at once carried out. They give
much silver (dpyﬁpu, silver money) to the soldiers,
enough to serve as a strong bribe to make them lie as
to what occurred at the tomb. Judas they bought for
30 pieces of silver, 3. cheap price, indeed. But this
guard was very likely made up of twelve men, and this
guard was to incur personal danger by admitting that
it slept while on duty. It would take a good deal of
money, indeed, to effect their bribery. But the Sanhedrin is only too glad to pay it.
13) This money is to secure the spreading of one
of the most wretched lies. Falsehood is stamped all
over it. Yet it was the best the cunning minds of
these Jews could invent. Jesus was risen, the tomb
was empty although it had been guarded by Roman
soldiers. How explain that empty tomb without admitting Jesus’ resurrection? That has been the dilemma of all who have tried to get rid of that resurrection.
Only falsehood can do it, and the falsehood is always

1164

The Interpretation of Matthew

so apparent that it defeats its purpose. The soldiers
are given most careful instruction: “Say, His disciples,” etc. Whenever they are pressed to give an
answer regarding the disappearance of the body of
Jesus, this is the answer the soldiers are to give, this

and no more; for this they are handsomely paid.
We need not ask how the soldiers could consent.
The money had its strong appeal as it always has.
These soldiers had not been posted by Pilate but had
been lent to the Jews. Their orders came from these,
and if these, their masters, were satisﬁed, they, too,
could risk it. The only real risk they ran was the admission that they had been asleep when the robbery
occurred.

But they were willing to incur this for the

money they received.

Thus the Jews plan in advance to counteract any
announcement on the part of the disciples that Jesus
was risen from the dead. Here were disinterested
witnesses who testiﬁed even against their own interest

(admitting that they slept) that the whole story of the
resurrection was a rank fraud. Many were bound to
believe this testimony. But the disciples were so
crushed that. none of them could even have conceived
the plan to steal the sacred body. They were like their
Master, honest men and true, and the thing farthest
from their minds was the perpetration of a fraud.
How could they know that the soldiers would lie down
and sleep? That must have been a sound sleep, indeed,
to enable the disciples to remove that heavy stone and
to carry away the body. The slightest noise would

have awakened at least one or the other of the soldiers. Did these soldiers sleep on into the dawning
day before they discovered that the tomb had been
riﬂed? Only a little thought would have exploded this
shallow lie.

14)

But so few people think.

The dictionaries (even C.-K.) and the gram-

mars give unsatisfactory answers regarding dxouaaf, ('m' ;
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the margin of the R. V. is correct, “come to a hearing

before the governor.” 'Axoaiav is used in this legal
sense in John 7:51, and an: in Acts 25:9 (i1r' 5/106) and
in the classics. This sense ﬁts the connection far better than the translation of our versions, “And if this
come to the governor’s ears"; for if Pilate heard it at
all, he certainly would institute a judicial investigation,

and only at such an investigation could the Jews hope
to aid the soldiers. If Pilate merely heard about the
matter and did nothing about it, the aid of the Jews
would not be needed. The contingency that Pilate
would submit the soldiers to a hearing was quite re-

mote.

He would soon leave for Caesarea, and it would

take at least weeks before a report could reach him

there. But suppose the worst should happen. In that
case the Jews solemnly promise that they will come
forward and “persuade” the governor and literally
“make you worryless.” If the soldiers knew these
Jews at all, they certainly would not place much reliance on this promise. Men who even paid them to lie
for them would certainly themselves lie if occasion offered. By “persuade” the Jews mean that they would
express themselves as being satisﬁed with the service
of the soldiers; and if they had no complaint, Pilate
would hardly punish his own men. They could rest
easy.
'
15) Now they, having taken the silver, did as
they were instructed. And this saying was spread
abroad among Jews to this day.

So the bargain is

closed, and the money paid in advance as had been done
in the case of Judas. The soldiers carried out their
part of the bargain, not at once, of course, for there
was no need, .but as soon as the apostles began to proclaim the resurrection of Jesus. A detachment _of
soldiers was left in the castle Antonia after the governor had left, and this small band was a part of that
detachment. They would naturally be questioned since
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they had been at the tomb, and then they answered as

they had been instructed.

The 6 My” aim: is this in-

struction of the high priests. Although it was a palpable lie, it found credence among “Jews" (no article).
Not wanting the truth, they were satisﬁed with a falsehood. And Matthew reports that even “to this day,”
when he wrote his Gospel, Jews believed this lie. We
may add that this continued far beyond Matthew’s time.
The apocryphal and the patristic literature is acquainted with this falsehood. It appears in the twelfth
century when Judas is regarded as the thief of the
body, and again in the days of rationalism (Reimarus,
in Wolfenbuettler Fragments) .
Thus the Jewish leaders kept their own people from
accepting the truth. It was bad enough that they
themselves wilfully rejected the truth, but inﬁnitely
worse that they misled their nation. Nebe adds: “Not
on historical faith but only on the faith of the heart
rests the salvation of the world as this has been shown
in an incomparable manner by the Reformers. That is
why God, in his eternal wisdom, permitted it that those
guardians of the grave who might have been able to
spread the historical faith in the world allowed themselves to be bought for this monstrous lie. The resurrection of God’s Son was to be attested in this world
only by such who in their own hearts had experienced .
the truth and the power thereof and by a new life
presented it in innocence and righteousness.”
16) But the eleven disciples went to Galilee to
the mountain where Jesus had appointed them.
Matthew omits the other appearances of Jesus and
closes his Gospel with this most notable one. He speaks
only of the eleven, but we recall the angel’s word to
the women in the tomb, “he goes before you to Galilee,"
v. 7, and rightly conclude that they, too, were present
on this occasion. In fact, we have every reason to
identify this meeting in Galilee with the one mentioned
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by St. Paul in I Cor. 15:6, the Lord “appeared to above
ﬁve hundred brethren at once.” There is no good reason why the Lord should summon only the eleven to
meet him on a distant mountain in Galilee when he had
already twice met them in Jerusalem and, if they alone
were concerned, might just as well have met them there
once more. The appearance to the ﬁve hundred must
be located in Galilee; for even after the ascension we
ﬁnd only 120 disciples in Jerusalem, Acts 1 :15.
In I Cor. 15 :5-8, St. Paul mentions only the appearances to apostles and thus cites only the main witnesses; yet he mentions this appearance to the 500,
among whom the apostles must have been included.
This was also a most notable occasion, for this meeting
had been announced in advance no less than three times

(26 :32; 28 :7, 10) and was devoted to the giving of the
Great Commission. It is certainly proper that this
meeting should have been a public meeting and should
have included not merely the eleven as was the case in
former private interviews. In fact, we may say that
we most certainly expect that Jesus would, at least
once, appear to all his believers and thus make them
witnesses of his resurrection.
Galilee was the proper place for this meeting. Here
all could come together and not be disturbed by foes;
in fact, the homes of most of them were in this neighborhood. We take it that this appearance followed
the one granted to the seven disciples at the lakeside
when Peter was reinstated, John 21:1, etc. The exact
day of this appearance is not indicated. Yet, judging
from the tone of ﬁnality in Jesus' words (note especially v. 20b), we may safely conclude that this grand
meeting took place quite near the end of the forty days ;
perhaps it was the last appearance before Christ’s
ascension. The theory of a few interpreters that “Galilee" signiﬁed a certain part of Mt. Olivet is without
convincing evidence.
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“To the mountain where he had appointed them”
indicates a deﬁnite place on a certain mountain. The
appointing must have been made at one of the previous
appearances. The exact site of this mountain cannot

be determined. All that we can say is that it may have
been a mountain on which Jesus had preached and
taught in days past. It has been well remarked that
the very gathering on a mountain already marks an
important event; for on a mountain Jesus preached his

great sermon (chapters 5 to 7) , on a mountain he chose
the Twelve, on a mountain he showed himself in the
glory of the transﬁguration. On mountain heights
heaven and earth, as it were, meet, and here the glori-

ﬁed Savior spoke of his power in heaven and on earth.
With the vast expanse of the sky above him and the
great panorama of the earth spread beneath him, Jesus
stands in his exaltation and his glory—a striking
vision, indeed.

17)

And having seen him, they worshipped

him, but some doubted.

Suddenly he stood before

them, having come to them out of the invisible world.
They had come in smaller or in larger groups and had
waited. Then all in an instant they saw him. The
effect was powerful; upoaexnivqaav, they prostrated themselves before him in the act of worship. This worship
is the recognition of his deity, theadoration of Jesus
as the Son of God. Only after the resurrection did the
disciples engage in this form of adoration (compare
the remarks on v. 9) ; for all the Jews were averse to
worshipping a creature; and so the act here reported is

proof of their faith in Jesus as God exalted over all
that is created.
0: 86 is written although at ,ic’v does not precede.

If

Matthew had written both he would have divided the
apostles into two classes, 'but that is not his intention.
Only a few doubted, and this thought is brought out
when at se’ is used by itself. Some “commentators can-
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not imagine that any of the eleven doubted and so

conclude that some of the 500 are referred to. But
Matthew speaks Only of the eleven, for he is here
interested in them alone; at 86 must then be referred to
them. But how could any of the eleven doubt? We
can give only a general answer. This doubting seems
to mar this occasion, but the Scriptures always tell the
plain truth whether it mars the occasion and offends

our ideas of what should have taken place or not. We
have no reason to think that the doubt concerned the
reality of Jesus' resurrection as in the case of Thomas.
The context does not point to the resurrection but to
the appearance and the identity of him who stood before them as causing the doubt. Was this Jesus.

indeed, or was it not?

While doubt thus arose in

some, it did not continue, it soon vanished.

All that

occurred here shows that the doubt was dispelled.
Rationalism points to this doubting as a proof that
the resurrection was not a reality. Yet the very fact

that the disciples were not in the least credulous and
quick to believe but had to have all doubts completely
and thoroughly removed, is proof of the most convincing kind that Jesus did arise and that he did appear
to his disciples as is recorded in the inspired record.
It is an engaging question to ask in what form Jesus
appeared to his disciples. The Scriptures say nothing
on this subject. Some have thought of a process of
gloriﬁcation which advanced to completeness in the
body of Jesus during the forty days. But it is hard

to believe this. More credible is the view that Jesus
allowed his glory to shine forth in different degrees in
the different appearances. But this, too, is only supposition. Besser attempts the following description:

“So beautiful, so unfadingly beautiful was his appearance and yet so mild, so entirely human and brotherly;
so almighty and powerful, the Lion of the tribe of
Judah. the Conqueror of death and hell, and yet so
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entirely the Lamb of God with the marks of the slaughter upon him. The dim eyes of human ﬂesh could not
at once accommodate themselves to the blessed vision
of the Resurrection and the Life.”
Perhaps the strangeness and the wonderful nature
of the appearance were such as to perplex a few and
thus to make them doubt. But we must also reckon
with the deceitfulness of the human heart, the devious
windings of its thoughts, the perverse inclination to
darken faith, and the peculiar satisfaction of raising
doubt. Besides, the eleven were of different dispositions. Some were receptive, some slow to apprehend,
of little faith, easily discouraged and troubled, unable
to let go their old notions and to rise to the new spiritual heights. Thus, probably, they doubted. How
they must afterward have felt ashamed as every
doubter does today when the vapor of doubt has been
driven away by the shining sun of truth.
18) And Jesus, having come forward, spoke to
them, saying:
Given to me was all authority in
heaven and on earth. Having gone, therefore, disciple all the nations, haptizing them in the name of
the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
teaching them to guard all things whatsoever I did
bid you. And lo, I myself am with you all the days
until the consummation of the eon. “These are the
words of a Majesty which must be termed Majesty
indeed.” Luther. On one occasion the tempter took
Jesus to a high mountain in order to show him the king-

doms of this world and their glory in order to induce

him to avoid the cross in obtaining the kingdom.

Now

Jesus himself shows his disciples the kingdoms of this
world after the cross had been borne and points out the
conquest his sacriﬁce and his love shall achieve through

the gospel.

HpoacAOa'w reads as though at ﬁrst Jesus did

not stand in the midst of the disciples but a little in
front of them. As they fell down to worship him, he
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moved close to them and then spoke to them face to
face.

The aorist £8607, states a fact, “was given," and refers to the human nature of Jesus alone: for according
to the divine nature all authority belonged to the Son
from all eternity. It is not stated when this gift was
made, see 11:27. The words mica ég‘oum’u mean “all authority" (and not “every”); for with abstract nouns

“all" and “every” have the same force, R. 772. 'Esoum’u
denotes active power, the full ability to do as one wills.
Two domains are mentioned :’ “in heaven and on earth."
All authority in each. Nothing could be more comprehensive.
Who can fathom this brief utterance of Jesus? The
kingly authority of Jesus embraces heaven, all that

lives and has its being there, angels and archangels,
powers, principalities, might, dominion, thrones, and
the saints in glory. This authority is exercised also
over the evil spirit world, whose prince is conquered
and despoiled, and whose hosts lie in abject submission
beneath Jesus’ feet. All the powers of heaven are in
his hand to do his bidding without question or pause.

This the disciples are to realize as Jesus sends them
forth. Never did a human army have such resources
behind it. All the earth is also subject to him, its
inhabitants, both friend and foe, and all the powers

that are in the earth. “The means of transportation
wing the passage of his ambassadors, commerce paves
the way for the' work of missions, the science of
language furnishes new tongues for the preaching of

the gospel, the spread of culture helps to break down
the bulwarks of heathendom." Nebe.
“Thus there is and remains in Christ only one divine
omnipotence, power, majesty, and glory, which is
peculiar to the divine nature alone; but it shines, mani-

fests, and exercises itself fully, yet voluntarily, in, with,
and through the assumed, exalted human nature in
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Christ. Just as in glowing iron there are not two kinds
of power to shine and burn, but the power to shine
and to burn is a property of the ﬁre; but since the ﬁre
is united with the iron, it manifests and exercises this
its power to shine and to burn in, with, and through
the glowing iron, so that thence and from this union
also the glowing iron has the power to shine and to
burn without conversion of the essence and of the natural properties of ﬁre and iron.” Concordia, Triglotta,
1039.
19)

06v has a peculiar force in the present con-

nection; it draws a conclusion from the gift of all authority bestowed on Jesus. It puts all his power and
his authority behind the commission to evangelize the
world. This of»: shows that what otherwise would be
absolutely impossible now becomes gloriously possible,
yea, an assured reality.
nopcuoc’me is something new. Hitherto men were
welcomed when they came to Israel, God’s people; now
the people of God are to go to men everywhere. Yet
Jesus does not command, “Go 1” the participle is merely
auxiliary to the main verb, “Having gone, disciple l”
To go to the nations is the self-evident and natural way
to proceed in making them disciples. What going there
has been since Jesus spoke this word! Who will count
the miles travelled by the messengers of Jesus?
The heart of the commission is in'the one word p40,,miaan. This imperative, of course, means, “to turn
into disciples,” and its aorist form conveys the thought

that this is actually to be done. The verb itself does
not indicate how disciples are to be made, it designates
only an activity that will result in disciples. It connotes results not methods and ways. The translation
“teach” is, therefore, unfortunate and even misleading
to those who are not able to examine the original.

Those who draw the conclusion that we must always
teach ﬁrst and use this passage as proof against infant
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baptism are basing their conclusion on a mistranslation. With the participle that follows Jesus himself
assigns the proper place to teaching.
The universality of the commission is made plain
by rd. (am, “all nations" of the earth. Here we have

the fulﬁllment of all the Messianic promises concerning the coming kingdom. "a zom— one wonders how
this sounded to the Jewish ears of these ﬁrst disciples.
One thing is certain, God had to give them much additional light and leading in order to induce them to go
out to “all nations.” “It was not a_ strange world into
which Christ sent his servants, but into the world the

Father had laid at his feet.”

Besser.

What diversity

exists among the nations of the earth: race, color, location, climate, traits, achievements: yet they are all

included in this command, for all are sinners, all have
souls, all need and are capable of salvation through the

grace of God. Jesus did not overshoot the mark here,
the nations that have been reached by the gospel prove
it today. A tremendous task: “disciple all nations !”
Who would not have recoiled from it had not Jesus ﬁrst
declared his omnipotence in heaven and on earth (“go

ye therefore”) !
Two participles of means then state how all nations
are to be made into disciples: by baptizing them and
by teaching them. The order in which these two participles appear is not accidental. Jesus sees beyond
the ﬁrst missionary stage of the gospel work when
adults must be taught before baptism can be administered to them; he sees his church being established

among the nations and children thus entering it in
infancy, and this by means of baptism.
Bawn’gu, as all lexicographers agree, has a variety of
meanings. It may mean to dip, immerse, wash, lave,
sprinkle, cleanse, in fact, refer to the application of
water in any form. This unquestioned fact is not al-

tered by a reference to the original etymology, which
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is then limited to the meaning to immerse. The word
must be understood in the sense which it had at the
time Jesus spoke, and the New Testament shows conclusively that pumice. was used to designate all manner
of application of water.
Besides the accepted meaning of this word in Jesus’
times we have the evidence of the apostolic baptisms
recorded in Acts. The 3,000 who were baptized at the
time of Pentecost were not immersed, because in a city
like Jerusalem such an immersion was impossible. Soon
other thousands were baptized there, and, of course, in
the same manner as the ﬁrst had been baptized. This
was the ﬁrst carrying out of Christ’s command to baptize, and the number of those baptized ran into the
thousands. This set the example for the mode to be
followed in the future baptisms in the church. When
it comes to historical evidence, the church fathers, etc.,
this Biblical historical evidence at the very beginning
of the church’s history must dominate and if necessary
correct all that follows.
The Acts report other baptisms, but not a single one
in which immersion is indicated. In almost all cases
there are indications that some other mode was fol~
lowed. Never do we read that the person to be bap~
tized was led to some stream for the purpose of immero
sion, never that clothes were removed for the purpose
of immersion, the baptism is always applied at once and
without the least difﬁculty. Yet a striking feature evident in all these accounts is that the mode used in any
instance is not described. We have not as much as a
hint except that immersion could not have been the
mode used under the indicated circumstances.
As regards post-Apostolic times, most valuable is
Baptism and Christian Archaeology, by Clement F.
Rogers, Oxford, Clarendon Press. This layman held
the common conviction that in the early church baptism was administered by immersion, but when he
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sought to verify this conviction, he did not ﬁnd one pictorial representation of immersion, all the delineations
of ancient times portrayed pouring or some other mode.
Moreover, the remains of all the ancient baptistries
were shallow, generally so shallow that a man could
not be immersed even if he lay down in the pool ﬂat
on his back. Mr. Rogers completely reversed his opinion regarding the practice of immersion in the early
church.
Etc 11‘» 6mm means, “in the name," not, “into." This
is the use of d: in the Kaine, which all the newer grammars treat in full. R. 592 says without qualiﬁcation:
“In Matt. 28:19 Bamlzowcs (it To 5vopa, and Rom. 6:3,
etc., (is Xpmdv and (is 151' advarov the notion of sphere is

the true one.” This also most probably was the case in
Acts 2:382 Bann’oﬂﬁﬂo (is d¢ww 113v dpapruiv. SO completely has this point been settled that we need to say
no more about it. Although this phrase is so common
in the New Testament, it is rather generally misun-

derstood. This is probably due to the fact that all the
instances of its occurrence are not studied together.
It does not mean, “on the authority of.” If that were
its meaning in this instance, we might well ask, “Why
does Jesus not say on my authority ?” If only the authority for this sacrament is to be stated, why bring in
the Triune God? In all these phrases the 5mm signiﬁes the revelation.

The sense is, “In connection with

the revelation of the Father," etc. This alone also
gives us a thinkable thought and frees us from the
older ideas that by baptism a person is to be carried

into the Triune God or into his name — something that
is wholly unthinkable. We must know once for all that
no preposition denotes motion.

Baptism takes place in the sphere of the revelation
of the Triune God.

It is the gospel revelation that is

referred to, which is full of grace and truth. Baptism
is thus pure gospel and by no means a legal rite. It
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enriches the person baptized by the gifts of the gospel,
it is not a mere act of obedience to a command on the
person’s part.

Hence again, children may be baptized

as well as adults; both can be equally blessed with the
contents of God’s blessed revelation.
In the Scriptures the three divine persons are
named singly a large number of times, often two are
named together, and at times all three; yet this is the
only instance in the Scriptures in which we have the
Trinity named as such: “0f the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost." This is God’s full name;
he is one God, yet exists in three persons. The mystery of his Being, of this one Essence in three persons,

no human mind will ever fathom. We may say that
because of its profundity and its incomprehensibleness
God would not have revealed it to us, but because of the
plan of salvation he had to reveal it to a certain degree;
for our salvation we must know that the Father sent
the Son, that the Son came for our redemption, and
that the Father and the Son sent the Spirit for our
sanctiﬁcation. In all the confessions they have ever
drawn up, beginning with the three great ecumenical
confessions, all Christian churches confess the Trinity
as the basic article; thus all who deny the Trinity place
themselves outside the Christian Church.
Later dogmaticians have made the Trinity the
materia coelestis in baptism to correspond to the body
and the blood in the Lord’s Supper. But the disparity
is too great; it is also impossible to ﬁnd a complete
correspondence and similarity between the features of

the two sacraments. “Father, Son, and Holy Spirit”
designate the three divine persons in union with whose
revelation we are baptized. Thus “by baptism God
gives himself to us: the Father becomes our Father and

adopts us as his children (Gal. 3 :16-27; John 1:12, 13;
I John 3:1) ; the Son becomes our Redeemer, for we

are baptized in union with his'death and cleansed by
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his blood to be his own (Eph. 5:26) and have put on
Christ (Gal. 3:27 ; I Cor. 12:12, 13), so that his righteousness is our glorious dress (Matt. 22:11; Isa.
61:10), and we are members of his body (Eph. 5:30;
I Cor. 12:13; John 15:4) ; the Holy Spirit becomes our
Comforter and the earnest of our inheritance (Eph.
1:14; II Cor. 11:22), we become his temple in which
together with the Father and the Son he dwells (I Cor.
3:10). In this way we assume a. new relation to
God by means of this sacrament of regeneration, our

heart and our spirit being renewed and pursuing a new
direction through the joint operation of the three divine
persons.” Rohnert, Dogmatz‘k, 413, etc.
When we administer the sacrament we have every
reason for using the full name of God as Jesus uttered

it, and no reason can be advanced for doing anything
else. While the participle Bantam: is not an imperative, it yet receives imperative force from the main
verb which

is

imperative.

Here Jesus

prescribes

how we are to make diScipleS, and what he wants us to
do he states in these words which are thus called “the
baptismal formula.” Those who venture to alter these
words and, for instance, baptize in the name of Jesus,

do so at their own risk, and no man can be sure that
their baptism is valid.

The name as it was uttered by

Jesus is much like a person’s signature. This is made
in a speciﬁc way, and any change renders it void. Gerhard writes: "It is safest to adhere to Christ’s words
and not to use a form of words different from the one
he prescribed; for he certainly had his reasons for

wanting the three persons explicitly mentioned in
baptism, and by no means the least of these reasons
was this that each and every person acts in this sacrament and dispenses his blessing. The Father receives
the baptized person as his child, the Son as his brother
and disciple, the Holy Spirit as his temple and habita-

tion.”

1178

The Interpretation of Matthew

It has been denied that we have here the institution of baptism, since the Baptist administered this
sacrament long before this time. It is true, indeed,
that John’s baptism was practically the same as that of
Jesus; but John’s was restricted to one nation and
rested on the Messiah to come, while that of Jesus
extended to all nations and rested on the Messiah who
had come and whose redemptive work was complete.
Yet we must say that, since John’s baptism was a preparation for the Messiah, it would have come to an end.
In that sense Jesus’ baptism differed from that of John,
it was to continue until the end of the world. So we
have here, in the proper sense of the word, the institution of Christian baptism. We today baptize, not
because John baptized, or because his commission to
baptize extends also to us; but solely because Jesus
gave us the commission to baptize.
The Great Commission was given, not 'to the eleven
alone as apostles, but to the entire 500 as the church of
Jesus. He arranged for no superior order of oﬂicials
in the church. Word and sacrament were given to the
entire church and belong to all. Jesus did appoint a
ministry in the church, ﬁrst the apostles chosen by himself and after that the pastors chosen by the church
herself. To these Word and sacrament are committed
for the public administration. Yet always the
church is responsible to see to it that this administration is continued and that it is kept in full accordance
with the Word and the will of Jesus.
20)

Baptism is one means of making disciples,

teaching (which includes public preaching) is another,
and Jesus uses the speciﬁc word which means “teaching," swdcxovm, the participle being parallel with ﬂurrricome. But we have no xcu’ or connective. This means
that either baptism or teaching is to be applied as the individual case may require. The contention that the Lord
did not think of little children in this connection,

Matthew 28:20

1179

and that 1a ion, and «6701‘: (masculine, because the antecedent refers to persons) cannot include children, is
untenable. Minor children are such a large part of
every nation that the Lord, who loved children, would
certainly act in a surprising manner. if he intended to

leave them out of his discipleship. So decidedly does
he include them that he provides a simple sacrament
which can be applied even to the tiniest babe, and he
desires them all. So the church has the mind of Jesus
when it baptizes babes and afterward teaches them,
and when it ﬁrst teaches adults and then administers
baptism to them.
This teaching is not to be a mere intellectual process. Jesus says Stadaxovns mpczy, “teaching to guard,”
which means to obey and to preserve, and also to preserve and to keep inviolate. A living reception in the
heart is had in mind, an assimilation by means of faith,
one that will henceforth control and mold the entire
character and life. Hence also‘this teaching will be so
dear to the heart that no man will be allowed to take
it away or in any way to alter it by false teaching.
The baptizing will naturally be a single act for each
person, for the effect of baptism is durative; it stamps
and seals us with the holy name once for all. But the
teaching goes on throughout life.
“All things whatsoever I did bid you" (inmAdpqv),
all of them are to be taught, for all that Jesus gave us
in his gospel bidding is helpful for our salvation. Peter
sums it up as "the way of righteousness,” "the holy
commandment delivered unto them,” II Pet. 2 :21; 3:2.
John does the same in I John 3 :23; compare John 6 :29;
I John 3 :11. The idea that all we really need in order
to be Christians is to embrace one or two central features of the gospel is here shown to be highly dangerous. Jesus binds us to all that he has bidden us and
not merely to some one or two features.
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The exclamation “lo” is to rivet our fullest attention on the great promise with which Jesus closes.
'Eyu': is decidedly emphatic, “I myself.” It is he whom
they saw in his gloriﬁed form before their very eyes,

he who held all authority in heaven and on earth. Let
their eyes and their hearts remain ﬁxed on him. Their
great Lord promises to be with them all the days until
the consummation of the eon. He does not send his
disciples out into the world of nations alone. Invisibly
he will always be at their side, assuring their success.
Here he answers every fear, doubt, discouragement,
weakness.

The accusative mica: rag ﬁuépac denotes extent of time.
And Jesus intends “all the days” to be understood literally, for he adds, “until the consummation of the eon.”
Tlie aio’w is the vast era of time that is marked and distinguished by what transpires in it. Thus the worldage in which we live is one in which men go on in their
earthly deeds from year to year. But this shall reach
its consummation, its completion, when men shall no
more live and act as they now do. The eon will have
run its course and cease. This is the end of the world.
Jesus here makes a promise that extends far beyond

the lifetime of all who were present before him that
day. It is as though he were speaking also to us. His
words imply that his church will continue to the end of
time.

Ps. 46 :5, 6:

“There is a river, the streams

whereof shall make glad the city of God, the holy place
of the tabernacle of the Most High. God is in the
midst of her; she shall not be moved: God shall help
her, and that right early."
“These testimonies we do not understand as though
only the divinity of Christ were present with us in the
Christian Church and congregation, and such presence
were to consider Christ according to his humanity in
no way whatever; for in that manner Peter, Paul, and
all the saints in heaven, since divinity which is every-
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where present dwells in them, would also be with us
on earth, which the Holy Scriptures, however, testify

only of Christ, and of no other man besides. But we
hold that by these words the majesty of the man Christ
is declared, which Christ has received, according to
his humanity, at the right hand of the majesty and
power of God, namely that also according to his assumed human nature and with the same, he can be,
and also is, present where he will, and especially that
in his church and congregation on earth he is present
as Mediator, Head, King, and High Priest, not in part,
or one half of him only, but the entire person of Christ
is present, to which both natures belong, the divine and
the human; not only according to his divinity, but also
according to, and with, his assumed human nature,

according to which he has ﬂesh and blood he will be
with us, and dwell, work, and be eﬂicacious in us."
Concordia Tm'glotta, 1043, etc.
Since Matthew closes here he evidently does not
intend to tell the entire story of the Lord's sudden disappearance and what the disciples did after that. He
writes especially for Jewish readers, and the last mes-

sage he wants to leave with them is this word of Jesus',
which opens the Messianic kingdom to all the nations
of the world, and does that on the same terms. Mat.
thew could have found no grander and ﬁtter conclusion.
Soli Deo Gloria.

