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his portion, and can only ask to be given the position of a servant in a
household where servants are known to be weli-treated (v. 17).

(20) The use of éavrov is unemphatic (Zerwick, 197) and probably
pre-Lucan (J. Jeremias*, 177). For yaxpav anéyovrog cf. 7:6; the geni-
tive absolute is illogical. The verb omdayyviCouar (7:13; 10:33) expresses
the heart of the story: the father’s feeling precedes any confession of
repentance by the son and corresponds to the seeking and searching in
the two preceding parables. He ran (Tobit 11:9) to meet him, embraced
him (énénecev éni tov tpdynAov avrov) and kissed him (for the combina-
tion cf. Acts 20:37 — the phrase is thus Lucan; Gn. 45:14f.; 33:4). The
action is a sign of forgiveness (2 Sa. 14:33) and of the restoration of the
broken relationship, with the initiative being taken by the father (K. H.
Rengstorf*, 19).

(21) The boy begins to repeat the words of his pre-determined con-
fession. But before he can complete what he intends to say, his father in-
terrupts him. Pedantic scribes, however, compieted the verse by adding
the missing words from v. 19 (8 B D 33 pc); despite the authority of
these MSS the shorter reading is to be preferred (Metzger, 164).

(22) The father now issues the instructions which show the nature
of the welcome he gives to his lost son. dodloc is the appropriate term to
use for the servants in the present relationship; the reference is to
household servants who are probably to be distinguished from the hired
men who worked on the farm; maic (26) will then be a variant for
dodAog. K. H. Rengstorf*, 18, distinguishes two sets of instructions to be
carried out by the house servants (v.22) and the farmyard workers
(v. 23) respectively. The first set of instructions is concerned with the
decking out of the youth in the garments appropriate to a son. No time is
to be wasted (rayu*, ‘quickly’). They are to bring the best robe for him to
wear. For 7oAy, cf. note on 20:46 (par. Mk. 12:38). The word order
noun-article-adjective is Hellenistic (7:32 note; but the article is added
before the noun in TR; Diglof). mpditoc with the meaning ‘best’ is

status, reminiscent of Gn. 41:42 (cf. U. Wilckens, TDNT VII, 687—
A different interpretation is taken up by K. H. Rengstorf*, 4045,
takes mp@roc in the sense of ‘former’ (Acts 1:1; cf. Lk. 11:26) and
regards the garment as that which the son wore before he left home an
was disinherited; it is now the insignia of his reinstatement. But would
not this interpretation require the insertion of an a’r06? “‘

The second item is a ring (daktvdiov**); the use of didwu, ‘to
place’, and &i5 (for Classical nepi; BD 207!) is Semitic. Here again it is
not simply an ornament, but a symbol of authority, especially of royal
authority (1 Mac. 6:15; Jos. Ant. 12:360; Est. 3:10; 8:8; fuller evidence
in K. H. Rengstorf*, 30—39). Third, the shoes were a sign that a person
was a freeman, not a slave; at the same time, they were worn in the
house by the master, and not by the guests, who took them off on
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arrival. Hence they indicated authority and possession as well as
freedom (K. H. Rengstorf*, 28f,, 45-51).

(23) The second set of instructions leads to the celebration of the
son’s return at a feast — the inevitable accompaniment of rejoicing.
uéoyog is a ‘calf’ (15:27, 30; Heb. 9:12, 19; Rev. 4:7**), and girevtdg is
‘fattened’ (15:27, 30**). The reference is to an animal specially fed and
kept to be slaughtered on a special occasion. fvw is simply ‘to lay’
(15:27, 30; Mt. 22:4; Jn. 10:10; Acts 10:13; 11:7); elsewhere ‘to
sacrifice’ (22:7; Acts 14:13; 15:18; et al.). ¢dyovrec is tantamount to
ddywuev kal (BD 420%). edgpaivw is especially used of the enjoyment of
meals (12:19; 16:19).

(24) The father expresses the reason for his joy in what seems to be
extravagant language. His son was dead but has come to life (dvaldw,
Rom. 7:9**); he was lost, but has been found (v drodwAdc, p™R* A B
L pc; dnoAwidc #v, 8¢ O f1 f13 pm; xal droAwlag v, 4 al; TR;
dnodwAdg, D al; kai nv drodwlds, Diglot; the variants show signs of
assimilation to the preceding phrase, and the desire to avoid asyndeton).
The second statement links the parable to the preceding two. (15:4, 8).
The first statement is so strong that it led Rengstorf to his new inter-
pretation of the parable: only the act of k<satsah gives full meaning to a
phrase which cannot be taken merely ethically, still less to mean that the
son was thought to be physically dead. Whether or not one goes so far
as to see a legal act of disinheritance behind the parable, the language
certainly suggests that the son had announced his intention never to
return, and that therefore he was as good as dead. His unexpected return
leads to great rejoicing.

(25) But now the ‘elder brother’ theme, familiar from other
literature (Derrett, 116—119) makes its appearance in order to drive the
lesson home: the Pharisaic audience may perhaps approve of the story
as a story, but their own attitude to returning prodigals must be clarified.
The elder son was out at work while all this was going on. It is strange
that nobody went to tell him what had happened, and that he must find
out for himself: is there some suggestion that he was not on the best of
terms with his father (cf. K. H. Rengstorf*, 53f.)? Or is the point simply
that he slaves away all day in the fields until his duty is complete? The
language is redundant and pre-Lucan (épyduevog, cf. 13:14; 16:21;
18:5). ovugwvia** can mean ‘(the sound of) music’, ‘band, orchestra’, ‘a
wind instrument’ (cf. Dn. 3:5; O. Betz, TDNT II, 304—309, thinks a
double flute is meant), and yopdc** is ‘dancing’; cf. 6:23; 7:32. Jeremias,
Parables, 130, suggests that clapping and singing and dancing by the
men are indicated.

(26) The son has to summon one of the slaves in order to learn
what is going on (mwvfdvouai, ‘to inquire, ask, seek to learn’ is Lucan
(18:36; Acts, 7x), as is the use of 7/ dv &in; cf. 18:36; Acts 21:33. For
the use of dv cf. 1:29 note). For rabza after i see BD 299

(27) The servant simply narrates the facts as they would have ap-
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peared to an ‘outsider’ (Grundmann, 314). The first 671 is recitativum.
Uylaivew means that the boy is safe and well.

(28) Maybe the elder brother hated the younger. At any rate he ob-
jected to the welcome given to one who had done nothing to deserve it,
but rather had done harm to his father. Perhaps too he feared some loss
to himself as heir to what remained. So he was angry (14:21) and
refused (odk #fedev) to go in. Once again, the father took the initiative,
going out to him as he had done to the younger son (Geldenhuys, 409).
Jeremias, Parables, 130, stresses the significance of the imperfect
napexdler: ‘he spoke kindly to him’.

(29) The elder son’s attitude is reminiscent of that in Mt. 20:12
(Dupont, II, 239). He omits any respectful address to his father,
criticises him, and casts aspersions on his brother’s character. For idot
with an expression of time cf. 13:7, 16. The son feels that he has the
position of a slave (cf. Gal. 4:1f.); moreover, he has scrupulously obeyed
his father’s commands (for mapépyouai, cf. 11:42). He reflects the out-
look of the Pharisees (18:9ff.; 18:21; Gal. 1:13f,; Phil. 3:6) as seen by
Jesus and the early church. L. Schottroff*, 50f., argues that the
Pharisees could not have identified themselves with this characterisation,
since it represents what the early church thought of them rather than
what they were really like or thought themselves to be like; hence Jesus
cannot have spoken in this way in order to bring them into the parable.
Whether or not the characterisation is correct (cf. H. Merkel, ‘Jesus und
die Pharisder’, NTS 14, 1967-68, 194-208; H.-F. Weiss NT IX,
11-48) is beside the point: the picture here agrees with what Jesus said
elsewhere about the Pharisees, and it should be regarded as a ‘persuasiv
definition’ rather than as a statement with which they could at once iden-
tify themselves. Jesus’ description is meant to make them re-examine
themselves, and the charge of inauthenticity is without foundation. If the
son is conscious of faithful service to his father, he is at the same time
critical that it seems to have brought him no reward, not even a kid
(éprpog, Mt. 25:32**%), a much cheaper meal than a fatted calf
(Grundmann, 314).

(30) He cannot bring himself to speak of his ‘brother’, but talks
contemptuously of ‘this son of yours’ (14:30; Acts 17:18; BD 29059).
kateoBiw is here ‘to consume, devour’ (8:5). The father’s livelihood had
been destroyed in the sense that the younger son’s portion which might
have continued to contribute to the family fortunes had now disap-
peared, so that the father was the poorer. The mention of harlots (zopvy,
Mt. 21:31f.; tawv is inserted by A (D) L ¥ 579 sa bo; Diglot) is made
without evidence but on grounds of probability. For tov gitevtov udoyov,
the variant tov udoyov tov citevtov is read by A W 4 O f1 f13 pm lat;
TR; Diglot.

(31) The father addresses the son affectionately (réxvov) and
assures him that he is constantly (ndvrote, contrast obdénore, v. 29) with
him, and that all his father now possesses is his. The saying must be in-
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terpreted to mean that legally the son will inherit the farm, since it has
already been promised to him. If the son has not already enjoyed the
fruits of it, it is because he has not asked rather than because the father
was unwilling to give it. ‘If the sinner is received into pardoning
fellowship with Jesus, he is at home in the Father’s house, and this fact
puts to the man who is legally righteous the challenge whether he is
building on his obedience to the commandment as hard-earned merit —
this seems to be suggested by his grumbling at the reception of the
prodigal — or whether he regards his perseverance in obedience as a
joyous being at home in the Father’s house’ (W. Gutbrod, TDNT 1V,
1060).

(32) Jeremias suggests that with &de1 the pronoun ge should be
supplied (Parables, 131): it is the elder brother who ought to have joined
in the rejoicing. Recent translations, however, fairly uniformly supply
riudc. The demonstrative ovrog is not superfluous (against Jeremias,
ibid.) but brings out the stress, ‘it is your brother who was . ... &noev
has the sense of dvélnoev (v. 24; cf. Rom. 14:9); kai dnoAwAdg has un-
dergone assimilation to v.24 in various groups of MSS. With the
father’s statement the parable comes to an end, leaving his words as the
climax, but also leaving the question for the hearers to answer: will the
elder brother go in?
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Marshall, I. Howard , The Gospel of Luke , pp. 604-613
USA Grand Rapids: W. B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1978.

iv. The Lost Son 15:11-32

Of all the parables this one is perhaps the easiest to interpret in broad
outline and yet the most open to a variety of interpretation, dependent
on where the main emphasis is thought to lie. In its present context it is
meant to illustrate the pardoning love of God that cares for the outcasts;
the sinful son is welcomed home by the father and his former status is
restored. The central figure is the father, just as in the previous parables
the shepherd and the housewife stand at the centre, and H. Thielicke’s
famous description of the parable as being concerned with ‘the waiting
Father’ is correct. But at the same time the figure of the son is
developed; we see his sin and his need, his repentance and his return, and
so the parable is also concerned with ‘the joy of repentance’ (J.
Schniewind’s phrase). Nevertheless, in the end it is not so much the
repentance of the son as the communal joy of the restored and reunited
family which is the culminating note in the parable. What, then, is the
place of the other son? It would not be inapt to regard the story as ‘the
parable of the lost sons’ (cf. Jiingel, 160—164), since it emerges that the
elder son’s relationship to his father is not what it should be. But this is a
subordinate detail, and the question of the elder brother’s relationship to
his younger brother is more important: will the elder brother share the
father’s joy at the return of the prodigal? — this is the unanswered ques-
tion which is addressed to the hearers of the parable. So the parable is ul-
timately concerned to justify the attitude of God to sinners. In this way it
justifies the attitude of Jesus himself, since he is able to defend himself
and his attitude to sinners by appeal to the attitude of God. Implicit,
therefore, in the parable is the claim that Jesus acts as the representative
of God in pardoning sinners.

What is portrayed in the parable, therefore, is the love of God for
his wayward children, a theme already developed in the OT: with
reference to Je. 3:22 G. Quell notes how the backsliding Israelites are
summoned to return to God as to a Father, and ‘in Jer. 31:18-20, where
the sons of Ephraim are now the son, one may clearly perceive the
original of the parable of the prodigal’; cf. Ho. 11:1-9; Is. 63:15f.
(TDNT V, 973).

At the same time the theme of the parable is drawn from contem-
porary experience (cf. SB II, 216), Danker, 170, cites appositely a
papyrus letter from a son to his mother: ‘Greetings: I hope you are in
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good health; it is my constant prayer to Lord Serapis. I did not expect
you to come to Metropolis, therefore I did not go there myself. At the
same time, I was ashamed to go to Kanaris because I am so shabby. I
am writing to tell you that I am naked. I plead with you, forgive me. I
know well enough what I have done to myself. I have learned my lesson.
I know I made a mistake. I have heard from Postumus who met you in
the area of Arisnoe. Unfortunately he told you everything. Don’t you
know that I would rather be a cripple than owe so much as a cent to any
man? I plead, I plead with you . . . (Signed) Antonios Longus, your son.’

It has been left to G. V. Jones* to show that the parable expresses
universal truths of human experience and to offer an existential inter-
pretation in terms of freedom and estrangement, the personalness of life,
longing and return, anguish and reconciliation. Jones, however, is careful
to point out that this discovery of existential truth in the parable does not
exclude the presence of religious truth.

Despite the proposals of earlier scholars such as Wellhausen,
81-85, and (cautiously) J. Weiss, 483f., to separate the parable into two
parts, vs. 15—24a and 24b—32, Bultmann, 212, is justified in maintaining
the unity of the parable; cf. Manson, Sayings, 284. More recently dissec-
tion has been attempted by J. T. Sanders*, on the grounds that no other
parable is zweigipfelig and that there is a concentration of Lucanisms in
the second part of the parable. He proposes that an original parable
which defended Jesus’ association with the lost was altered by Luke into
an attack on the Pharisees so as to make a bridge with the development
of this theme in ch. 16. But while the parable has two parts, it has one
point. Above all, Sanders’ linguistic arguments have been completely
refuted by J. J. O’'Rourke* and J. Jeremias* 172-181.

The unity of the parable is also defended by L. Schottroff*, but this
is achieved by ascribing the whole parable to Luke himself (cf. Drury,
156). The themes of the parable, repentance and forgiveness leading to
joy, are those of Lucan theology, especially as seen in Acts, and hence
the parable reflects the mind of Luke. The elder son represents a religion
which relies on its own ability and imposes a claim upon the Father, in-
stead of recognising its dependence on the kind of fatherly love shown in
ordinary human relations (this theme is illustrated from a speech of
Pseudo-Quintilian). The Pharisees could not have recognised themselves
in the figure of the elder son, since that would mean that they recognised
Jesus as bringing God’s salvation to sinners (which they did not
recognise), and also that their religion was one of self-righteousness
(which it was not). Rather, the parable exemplifies later Christian
polemic against the Pharisees.

This thesis is vulnerable at several points. First, it fails to reckon
with the linguistic evidence for a pre-Lucan origin assembled by
Jeremias. Admittedly, this in itself does not guarantee authorship by
Jesus, but it rules out composition by Luke himself. Second, it does not
examine the soteriology of Jesus himself, whose teaching was certainly
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concerned with sin and repentance, nor does it ask what continuity there
may have been between the teaching of Jesus, as mediated by early
tradition, and the thought of Luke himself. It is true that Luke himself is
particularly interested in stressing repentance (5:32 diff. Mk. 2:17; cf.
15:7; 17:3f.), but it should also be noted that the term ‘repentance’ does
not occur in the parable. Third, it is doubtful whether the elder son plays
the part in the parable ascribed to him by Schottroff; she is guilty of un-
justifiable allegorisation in finding a picture of Pharisaic religion in his
attitude.

Attempts have been made to illuminate the parable from other
points of view. K. H. Rengstorf* argues that the symbolism associated
with the son’s return suggests that it had been preceded by k°tsatsah.
This was a Jewish ceremony of cutting off a member of a society who
had broken its rules, especially by selling property or marrying without
permission. The rite could be reversed by an appropriate ceremony and
in this case it involved reinstatement as a son. The bestowal of the robe,
ring and shoes fit into this pattern and indicate the presence of kingly
motifs. While this suggestion throws considerable light on the
background of the parable, it is probable that it goes too far in regarding
the parable as being built round this motif. The actual act of k *tsatsah is
not mentioned or even hinted at, and is a deduction from the language in
vs. 24 and 32 where the son is said to have been ‘dead’. The attitude of
the father hardly suggests that he had rejected the son. Moreover, to
make the theory fit, Rengstorf has to admit that the original ‘kingly’ ele-
ment in the parable has been edited away in order that it might be more
intelligible to a non-Palestinian audience. It is always dangerous to
postulate an earlier form for a narrative, and then to admit that it has
been almost entirely removed; one may well ask whether the hints are
sufficient to demonstrate the earlier form. What Rengstorf has done is to
show the kind of thought-world which surrounds the parable, to indicate
the kind of emotions which would arise in such a Jewish situation.

Another important aspect of the parable is the legal situation
represented in it (D. Daube, art. cit. in 12:13 note; Derrett, 100—125; cf.
Schottroff, 39—41). While there is some uncertainty about the precise
details, the general picture is clear. It should be remembered that neither
Jesus nor the Evangelists were lawyers, and we should not expect from
them the legal finesse which contemporary lawyers may be tempted to
expect.

See Jeremias, Parables, 128-132; Jiingel, 160-164; G. V. Jones, The Art and Truth of the
Parables, London, 1964, 167-205; Linnemann, 73-81; K. H. Rengstorf, Die Re-Investitur des
verlorenen Sohnes in der Gleichniserzdhlung Jesu Luk. 15, 11-32, Kdln, 1967; 1. T. Sanders,
“Tradition and Redaction in Luke xv. 11-32°, NTS 15, 1968—69, 433-438; Derrett, 100~125
(originally as ‘Law in the New Testament: The Parable of the Prodigal Son’, NTS 14, 196768,
56-174); J. J. O’'Rourke, ‘Some Notes on Luke xv. 11-32°, NTS 18, 1971-72, 431-433; L.
Schottroff, ‘Das Gleichnis vom verlorenen Sohn’, ZTK 68, 1971, 27-52; 1. Broer, ‘Das
Gleichnis vom verlorenen Sohn und die Theologie des Lukas’, NTS 20, 1973-74, 453—-462; C.

E. Carlston, ‘Reminiscence and Redaction in Luke 15:11-32°, JBL 94, 1975, 368-390; K. E.
Bailey, 158-206. See also D. Daube (as in 12:13 note); J. Jeremias (as in 15:1-32 note).
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(11) The parable is very simply added to the preceding ones: eimev
06 (cf. 4:24; et al.). For the parabolic beginning cf. 10:30; 12:16; et al.;
and especially Mt. 21:28 for the ‘two sons’ motif. At the outset the
audience is made aware of the elder son, although he does not play any
part in the story until v. 25. On the motif of the younger son cf. Derrett,
116-121.

(12) The younger son (vewrepog, 15:13; 22:26; Jn. 21:18; Acts

5:6; 1 Tim, 5:1; et al.) may well have been about 17 years or more, since
the story implies that he was unmarried (marriage took place normally
at about 18-20 years, but by no means universally). The story begins
with his request for the portion. (uépog, 11:36; et al.) of the family
property (oUofa, 15:13**) that fell to him (émifdidw, 5:36; et al.; cf. 70
uépog o émfdllov, Ditt. Syll.? 346, 36). The OT law prescribed that the
first son was entitled to a double share of the property, so that here the
younger son might expect one-third on the death of his father; if,
however, a disposition was made to take effect earlier, the share would
be less, possibly two-ninths (Derrett, 107). In the latter case, the son
usually gained the right to the capital, but since the father retained the
usufruct, he could not dispose of the property (cf. BB 8:7). This practice,
however, does not quite fit the situation here. The younger son asks for,
and obtains, the right of disposal of his share. The law allowed for this
possibility, but the son may have remained under a moral obligation to
his father with regard to what he did with his inheritance. In any case,
the younger son thereby deprived himself of any further claims on the
father’s estate, as he himself later recognised (v. 19). When the younger
son received his portion absolutely, the father apparently also made over
the rest of the inheritance to the elder son, while himself retaining the
usufruct; hence his remark in v. 31. If so, however, this means that the
father could hardly reinstate the prodigal as a son without making in-
roads upon the property already granted to the elder son (L. Schottroff¥,
39—41). D. Daube* therefore suggests that the father may not have
followed the strict letter of the law; he may have given the younger
brother his share without making a special gift to the elder son. But this
solution does not do justice to vs. 12 and 31. It is more probable that the
father followed the letter of the law (which Daube allows to be possible),
and that the question of any further inheritance by the younger son is
simply not raised in the dramatic setting of the parable.
~ Whatever, then, be the precise position, the father acted in accor-
dance with the son’s wish. For ¢ d€, 8¢ A B L pc the variant xaf is read
by 8* D W 0O f1 f13 pl latt; TR; Diglot; p™ omits the connective.
draipéw is ‘to distribute, divide’ (1 Cor. 12:11**), and fiog (8:14) here
means ‘means of subsistence’ (15:30; 21:4 par. Mk. 12:44; 1 Jn. 2:16;
3:17).

(13) The litotes o moAug, ‘few’, is Lucan (Acts 1:5). cvvdyw has
the sense ‘to turn into cash’ (AG; Creed, 199), rather than ‘to gather
together’. The younger son accordingly realised his assets, and
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proceeded to ignore any moral claim that his father might have on the
property. On the forms ndvia (X A W @ f1 f13 pl; TR; Diglof) and
dravia (p* B D pc) cf. 2:39 note. drnodnuéw is ‘to go on a journey’,
20:9; paxpdg is ‘far away, distant’ (19:12), usually ‘long’ (20:47; Mk.
12:40**; cf. Lk. 15:20 for the adverbial use). Jeremias, Parables, 129,
comments on the vast number of Jews who left their homeland for the
money-making possibilities of the big cities. The son’s motive, however,
was different. He proceeded to waste his money (diaoxopnilw, 16:1 in
this sense; cf. 1:51) by living dowrwg**, i.e. ‘recklessly’ or ‘on dissolute
pleasures’; cf. Eph. 5:18; Tit. 1:6; 1 Pet. 4:4. In view of Athenaeus 11, p.
485A dno t@v el tdg uébacg xai tdc dowriag moAld dvaliokotwy (cited
by AG) the two senses should probably be combined. The younger son’s
way of life was by no means unique, as is indicated by the interesting
parallel in P. Flor. 99, 6ff. (cited by AG s.v. dodtwg; W. Foerster,
TDNT 1, 507 n. 4).

(14) danavdw, ‘to spend’ (Acts 21:24; cf. dandvy, 14:28), may
have the connotation of wasteful spending (AG, quoting Suidas). It is
when the young man’s resources are at an end that the realities of life hit
him. foyvpd is the standing Greek epithet with Aqudc (Thucydides 3:85).
votepéouar (22:35) is ‘to be in want, lack’. The use of dpyouar (3:8; et
al.) is Semitic and probably from Luke’s source.

(15) xoAAdouar (10:11) can be used of attachment to a person
(Acts 5:13; 8:29; 9:26; 10:28; 17:34). For &ic used as an indefinite
pronoun cf. 5:3; et al. moditng, ‘citizen’, may be Lucan (19:14; Acts
21:39; Heb. 8:11**), but could equally well be from his source. The
change of subject (unannounced) with &msuwey is Semitic (Jeremias,
Parables, 129). dypdc may be used in the plural to mean ‘farm(s),
hamlet(s) ’, and this meaning is suggested for the present passage by
AG. But the evidence (Jos. 19:6 — a mistranslation — and Jos. Ant.
17:193) is weak; it would appear that the word can mean ‘countryside’,
i.e. areas where farmhouses can be found (cf. 8:34; 9:12), and possibly
‘farm’ (singular); but here the reference is to the fields that formed part
of the man’s farm. The man was a gentile, and therefore able to keep
pigs (8:32f.), an occupation forbidden to Jews (‘None may rear swine
anywhere’, BK 7:7). Feeding (fdoxw, 8:32) them was an unclean oc-
cupation (Lv. 11:7), and thoroughly degrading for a Jew: ‘Cursed is the
man who rears swine or who teaches his son Greek philosophy’ (BK
82b; cf. SB 1, 492f.; cf. 448—450). See also Ahikar 8:34 syr.

(16) Feeding swine was thus about as low as Jews could go. To
wish to share their food was the nadir of degradation. The imperfect
énefvper may represent an unfulfilled desire (Jeremias, Parables, 129 n.,
184; Words, 208, citing 16:21; 17:22; 22:15; but such food was eaten,
and the linguistic point is not compelling (Schiirmann, Paschamahl-
bericht, 11). yopraoOijvai (6:21) is the reading of p?* N B D L f1 f13
al e f sy sa, and was accepted by UBS on the basis of the external
evidence (Metzger, 164; cf. WH App., 62). Other MSS have yeuioar tnv
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koidiay (‘to fill his stomach’); so A @ pm lat sy*® bo; TR; Synopsis;
Diglot (and RSV mg; NEB t; JB; TEV; NIV). It is more likely that this
strong, almost crude expression was corrected by scribes (Grundmann,
312 n. 23), than that it was later added to the text; here, therefore, the in-
ferior MSS may preserve the correct reading. The UBS text has the
preposition éx; the alternative reading should have dné (A W @ pm; TR ;
Diglot), but Synopsis prints ék, since it does not regard the two variants
as being connected. kepdtiov**, literally ‘little horr’, is used in the plural
for carob pods (ceratonia siliqua), the fruit of a Palestinian tree, used for
fodder and eaten only by very poor people: ‘When the Israelites are
reduced to carob pods, then they repent’ (R. Acha, c. AD 320, in Lv. R.
35 (132¢); SB II, 213-215). K. E. Bailey, 171-173, thinks that a wild,
almost inedible variety is meant. v is by relative attraction for d (cf. 1:4
note). Whatever friends the young man had had in the days of his wealth
had melted away, and he experienced the fulfilment of Sir. 12:4—6. The
omission of the object with didwui is Semitic (Jeremias, Words, 177). It
is not necessary to assume (with Jeremias, Parables, 130) that the youth
was reduced to stealing: would he not have received some tiny wage for
looking after the swine?

(17) In his misery he realised that his own wrongdoing had
brought about his fate: ‘When a son (in need in a strange land) goes
barefoot, then he remembers the comfort of his father’s house’ (M. Lam.
1:7 (53b); SB I, 568, II, 215f.). eic éavtov Epyeabau, literally ‘to come to
one’s senses’, represents a Semitic phrase ‘to repent’ (SB II, 215); but see
K. E. Balley, 173—175, who thinks that the phrase has a weaker sense.
For éon (p” X B L), nglot adopts the less Atticist &mev (A D W 4 6 f1
pl; TR). uioBiog is ‘day labourer, hired man’ (15:19**). nepicogiw can
mean ‘to have an abundance of (with genitive, BD 172); the passive
form (p” A B f1 pc) is adopted by editors, but AG prefer the active form.

(18) dvaotd¢ mopevoouar represents an Aramaic phrase (" °qum
we’ezel) meaning ‘I will go at once’ (Jeremias, Parables, 130). The youth
is determined to act swiftly and decisively. He is prepared to accept the
lot of a servant — at home — in preference to his present misery. He
knows that he does not deserve anything higher. He has sinned by
squandering his money and ignoring whatever obligation, legal or moral,
that he had to his father; he has acted as a bad steward (16:1, 10-12).
€lc T0v ovpavdv means ‘against God’ in view of the parallelism with
évwmov oov, and not ‘to highest heaven’ (Ezr. 9:6); cf. Ex. 10:16; SB II,
217. For évwdmoy oov cf. 1 Sa. 7:6; 20:1, and for the son’s confession as
a whole cf. Ahikar 8:24b arm. The wording indicates that there is not a
direct allegorical equation of the father with God, although the attitude
of the father is meant to depict that of God.

(19) The connective xai is inserted here and in v. 21 by TR; Diglot.
The idea of worthiness is used religiously in Mt. 10:37f. The youth is
morally unfit to be regarded as a son, whether or not he has been legally
disowned. He has no claims on his father after the earlier settlement of




