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  To Paul Schnabel, my father in the truest sense of the word, who has been preaching the gospel for seventy years


GENERAL PREFACE


  The Tyndale Commentaries have been a flagship series for evangelical readers of the Bible for over sixty years. Both the original New Testament volumes (1956–1974) as well as the new commentaries (1983–2003) rightly established themselves as a point of first reference for those who wanted more than is usually offered in a one-volume Bible commentary, without requiring the technical skills in Greek and in Jewish and Greco-Roman studies of the more detailed series, with the advantage of being shorter than the volumes of intermediate commentary series. The appearance of new popular commentary series demonstrates that there is a continuing demand for commentaries that appeal to Bible study leaders in churches and at universities. The publisher, editors and authors of the Tyndale Commentaries believe that the series continues to meet an important need in the Christian community, not least in what we call today the Global South, with its immense growth of churches and the corresponding need for a thorough understanding of the Bible by Christian believers.


  In the light of new knowledge, new critical questions, new revisions of Bible translations, and the need to provide specific guidance on the literary context and the theological emphases of the individual passage, it was time to publish new commentaries in the series. Four authors will revise their commentary that appeared in the second series. The original aim remains. The new commentaries are neither too short nor unduly long. They are exegetical and thus root the interpretation of the text in its historical context. They do not aim to solve all critical questions, but they are written with an awareness of major scholarly debates which may be treated in the Introduction, in Additional notes or in the commentary itself. While not specifically homiletic in aim, they want to help readers to understand the passage under consideration in such a way that they begin to see points of relevance and application, even though the commentary does not explicitly offer these. The authors base their exegesis on the Greek text, but they write for readers who do not know Greek; Hebrew and Greek terms that are discussed are transliterated. The English translation used for the first series was the Authorized (King James) Version, while the volumes of the second series mostly used the Revised Standard Version; the volumes of the third series use either the New International Version (2011) or the New Revised Standard Version as primary versions, unless otherwise indicated by the author.


  An immense debt of gratitude for the first and second series of the Tyndale Commentaries was owed to R. V. G. Tasker and L. Morris, who each wrote four of the commentaries themselves. The recruitment of new authors for the third series proved to be effortless, as colleagues responded enthusiastically to be involved in this project, a testimony both to the larger number of New Testament scholars capable and willing to write commentaries, to the wider ethnic identity of contributors, and to the role that the Tyndale Commentaries have played in the church worldwide. It continues to be the hope of all those concerned with this series that God will graciously use the new commentaries to help readers understand as fully and clearly as possible the meaning of the New Testament.


  Eckhard J. Schnabel, Series Editor


  Nicholas Perrin, Consulting Editor


AUTHOR’S PREFACE


  It is always a privilege to be invited to write a biblical commentary (let alone be the editor of a commentary series), and a particular privilege to write a commentary on one of the four Gospels which the early church placed at the beginning of the New Testament canon. Jesus’ followers were called Christianoi, ‘Messiah people’ (Acts 11:26), probably by the Roman authorities in Antioch, the capital of the Roman province of Syria, who correctly recognized that the commitment and the message of this new movement was about Jesus, whom his followers regarded as the Messiah, the Jewish saviour. The preaching of Peter and Paul in the book of Acts is focused on Jesus’ life, ministry, death and resurrection and their significance. Mark’s Gospel reflects, supports, consolidates and provides material for the proclamation of the good news of Jesus’ life and death in the early church. Mark knew that being a Christianos, a follower of Messiah Jesus, is connected with a particular set of convictions, but also, and even more importantly, with a personal and communal commitment to ‘the good news about Jesus the Messiah, the Son of God’ (Mark 1:1). This is why he wrote an account of Jesus’ life and death. And this is why Christians, both individually and as groups, will and must read Mark’s Gospel. It is my hope and prayer that this commentary will aid the reading and understanding of this important biblical text.


  The Select bibliography lists forty-eight commentaries on Mark, thirty-two of which were written after 1989, the year of R. Alan Cole’s revised edition of this Tyndale New Testament Commentary (the first edition came out in 1960). The commentaries most frequently consulted were those by Evans, France, Gundry, Marcus, Pesch, Strauss and Collins. References to the scholarly literature on Mark have been kept to a minimum. The explanation of Mark’s Gospel is based on the Greek text; the translation used is the NIV (2011) unless indicated otherwise; NRSV, NASB, GNB and other versions are referred to when they reproduce the Greek text more directly or when they provide helpful interpretations of the Greek. When authors are cited without abbreviated titles, the reference is to commentaries on the Gospel of Mark.


  I thank Rami Arav, Craig Keener, Heinrich von Siebenthal and Mark Strauss for readily answering queries. I thank Kelly R. Bailey, my assistant, and Allan Chapple, Senior Lecturer in New Testament at Trinity Theological College in Perth, Australia, for reading the manuscript and assisting in weeding out typographical errors and other infelicities. I thank Nicholas Perrin for reading the manuscript as co-editor of the new TNTC series. I thank the members of my weekly Sunday School class at the First Congregational Church in Hamilton, Mass., who listened to my exposition of the Gospel of Mark for one and a half years. And I thank Philip Duce and the staff at IVP UK for their dedication to the church worldwide in reissuing the TNTC series in a new edition, and for their competent work on this volume, in particular Suzanne Mitchell, Eldo Barkhuizen and Rima Devereaux.


  I dedicate this commentary to my father, Paul Schnabel (born 10 November 1923), who has read, believed and preached the gospel for seventy years. For thirty-five years, my wife, Barbara, has supported my research and writing with her customary cheerfulness; as she consults commentaries in preparation for teaching in our local church, she is a model reader of both popular and advanced commentaries. I cannot thank her enough.


  Eckhard J. Schnabel
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  INTRODUCTION


  1. Mark among the Gospels


  The New Testament book that we call ‘the Gospel of Mark’ is very possibly the oldest written account of the life of Jesus. Compared with Matthew and Luke, who report lengthy sections of Jesus’ teaching, and compared with John, who provides more substantial and explicit theological interpretation, Mark wrote a vivid, action-packed narrative. Mark’s accomplishments were not appreciated for long periods of time when Matthew’s account was regarded as the most important Gospel. This changed when scholars came to accept the view that Mark’s Gospel was the first of the four Gospels to be written.


  a. History of interpretation


  The oldest surviving fragments of the Gospel of Mark belong to Papyrus 45, dating from around AD 200–250. The fact that more papyrus fragments of Matthew, Luke and John survive may reflect the ‘accident’ of preservation, but it could also indicate that the other three Gospels circulated more widely than the Gospel of Mark at an early date. The latter possibility is reflected in the fact that Fortunatianus of Aquileia, who wrote a Latin commentary on the Gospels around AD 350, comments on texts mostly from the Gospel of Matthew as well as on some texts from the Gospels of Luke and John, but not on any text from the Gospel of Mark (Dorfbauer, ‘Evangelienkommentar’). The earliest full text of Mark’s Gospel is found in Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus, both dating to the fourth century. The earliest commentary on Mark was written by Victor of Antioch in the late fifth century, a work that seems to have been a compilation of passages from earlier authors, primarily writers of homilies and commentaries on Matthew and Luke (Lamb, Catena). The first full-length commentary on Mark was written in the early seventh century; while initially attributed to Jerome, it is now recognized that the author, who might have been an Irish monk, ‘appears to belong to a young church, the result of a Roman mission’ (Cahill, Expositio, p. 117). Bede, a monk in the monastery of Saint Peter at Monkwearmouth in the Kingdom of Northumbria, between AD 724 and 731 wrote a commentary on Mark in four volumes which all survive. Other important commentaries were written by Theophylact (eleventh century) and Albertus Magnus (thirteenth century). Neither Martin Luther nor John Calvin wrote commentaries on the Synoptic Gospels. In the nineteenth century, important commentaries on Mark were written by A. Bisping, H. Ewald, H. J. Holtzmann, H. A. W. Meyer and B. Weiß. The major commentaries on Mark written in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries are listed in the Select bibliography.


  A major reason why Mark’s Gospel was neglected for a long time was the view put forward by Augustine (AD 354–430) that Matthew was written first and that Mark abbreviated Matthew, with Luke using both Matthew and Mark. The transition to a new paradigm is linked with Heinrich Julius Holtzmann, who argued in 1863 that Mark was the first written Gospel. This view became widely accepted, with the result that Mark’s Gospel has become a foundational text in Jesus research.


  The literature that has been produced on the Gospel of Mark is, literally, more than ‘legion’ (Mark 5:9): the cumulative bibliography of works written about Mark’s Gospel between 1950 and 1990 lists 10,000 titles written by 3,000 scholars (Neirynck, Bibliography).


  b. The priority of Mark’s Gospel


  Several arguments support the view that Mark was the first written Gospel. Mark’s Gospel, with 11,025 words of Greek text, is much briefer than Matthew (18,293 words) and Luke (19,376 words); since over 97% of Mark’s words have a parallel in Matthew and over 88% in Luke, and since Mark’s accounts are often more detailed than the accounts of Matthew and Luke, it is more plausible to assume that Matthew and Luke ‘used’ Mark than that Mark condensed these two Gospels. If Mark summarizes Matthew and Luke, it is difficult to see why he omits Jesus’ birth and important teaching such as the Sermon on the Mount. It is argued that it is easier to explain the rearrangement of material in Mark by Matthew and Luke than it is to explain a rearrangement by Mark of material in Matthew and Luke. Some passages have been explained in terms of ‘editorial fatigue’ or ‘docile reproduction’: they sometimes introduce incoherencies when they use material from Mark which they do not maintain throughout their narrative (cf. Matt. 9:14/Mark 2:18; Matt. 14:3–12/Mark 6:17–29; and other passages where Matthew retained Mark’s wording without assimilating it into his context). Another argument is related to Greek style. Mark sometimes uses rare or unusual words (Mark 1:10, 12, 16; 2:11, 21; 3:28; 9:3; 10:25; 11:8; 14:68, 72; 15:11) while Matthew uses more common words; it is easier to explain why Matthew would use a more common word than it is to explain why Mark would replace a common word with a more unusual word. The complexity of the matter can be seen in the fact that scholars who compared the use of Mark by Matthew and by Luke came to the conclusion that Matthew and Luke did not use the Gospel of Mark which has come down to us, but a lost earlier recension (‘Proto-Mark’) or a forgotten later revision of the present Gospel of Mark (‘Deutero-Mark’).


  Many scholars acknowledge that the assumption of a straightforward literary dependence of some Gospels on one or two of the other Gospels is too simple. Some argue that the percentages of agreement between Mark, Matthew and Luke suggest not a literary relationship but independent, oral origins. Some point out that the Synoptic tradition as a whole, comprising about 30,000 words (about 15,000 being words of Jesus), could be memorized – some Greeks memorized Homer’s works, which are much larger, and some of the later rabbis seem to have memorized the entire Babylonian Talmud, which had almost two million words (Baum, Faktor). While the case for Markan priority continues to be plausible, these questions are more significant for commentaries on the Gospels of Matthew and Luke.


  c. The genre of Mark’s Gospel


  The genre of a particular text signals expectations concerning the content, the purpose and the use of the text. Mark does not indicate what kind of book he wrote. The term euangelion (‘good news’, ‘gospel’) in 1:1 may or may not be meant as a literary self-definition; the term certainly refers to the good news about Jesus the Messiah or proclaimed by Jesus the Messiah. Justin Martyr (AD 100–165) calls ‘Gospels’ apomnēmoneumata or ‘reminiscences’, ‘notes’ (1 Apol. 66.3; 67.3; Dial. 107–117), historical sources for the life of Jesus; he uses the term euangelia (plural) as a reference to what we call the four canonical Gospels. Origen calls the Gospels historiai or ‘histories’, ‘investigations’, emphasizing historical reliability.


  Form critics believed that the Gospels are sui generis, a unique genre created by Mark as the first author of a written Gospel. This assessment was linked with the Gospels’ character as theological proclamation. In recent years, several studies have shown that the Gospels belong to the ancient category of bios (‘Life’ or biography). R. A. Burridge has compared the Gospels with Greco-Roman bioi (‘Lives’ or biographies) and concluded that the former fit quite comfortably into the genre category of the latter. He established that Jesus, about whom Mark writes (1:1), is the subject of about a quarter of the verbs (24.4%), with a further fifth of the verbs occurring in direct quotations from Jesus’ teaching (20.2%) – that is, 44.6% of the verbs are ‘controlled’ by Jesus, a percentage similar to that found for those people whose lives are described in Greco-Roman bioi (Burridge, Gospels, pp. 190, 318).


  Considering biographical material in the Old Testament, particularly in 1–2 Samuel and 1–2 Kings, and delineating a new classification of the genre biography in antiquity, A. Yarbro Collins (pp. 30–33) argues that Mark has an affinity with the didactic type of ancient biography (which aims at instructing the reader both about the life of a particular individual and about the way of life he founded). This is analogous to the historical type of ancient biography ‘in that the life of Jesus is told, not for its own sake, not to illustrate his character or cultural achievement, but because his life was at the center of a crucial period of history from the point of view of Christian proclamation’ (p. 33). Since the historical type of biography is very close to the historical monograph, which focuses on a single person, the Gospel of Mark could also be called a ‘historical monograph’ if Mark’s focus is understood in terms of ‘God’s plan for the fulfillment of history’ in which Jesus played a decisive role.1


  2. Characteristics of Mark’s Gospel


  Mark’s paratactical, anecdotal style leaves his hearers and readers with the impression of fast-paced action. The evangelist moves Jesus and the disciples quickly from event to event, first in Galilee, then in the Decapolis and finally in Jerusalem. Mark presents Jesus’ ministry as a series of dramatic events with hardly a pause. When Jesus reaches Jerusalem, events are compressed within one week, with days and, during Jesus’ crucifixion, hours marked by the evangelist. The use of the historical present, which was common in Hellenistic Greek, both in literary works and in popular texts, is used by Mark around 150 times (which is not reproduced in English translations). The historical present accounts for the vividness of the Greek text. Small details which are most plausibly understood as reflecting eyewitness memory – for example, in the feeding of the five thousand (6:32–44) the five loaves, the two fish, the five thousand, the green grass – also contribute to the vividness of the account (although such details could also be attributed to Mark’s storytelling skills).


  Mark uses the literary technique of intercalation, also called ‘sandwich construction’ – one narrative is bracketed by two halves of another narrative – at least on some occasions to help the reader understand the inner narrative and/or the flanking narratives. There are at least nine Markan intercalations: 3:20–35; 4:1–20; 5:21–43; 6:7–32; 11:12–25; 14:1–11; 14:17–31; 14:53–72; 15:40 – 16:8. It is not always clear whether Mark indeed intends his readers to see a connection between the inner narrative and the flanking narrative. For example, the narrative of Jesus’ cursing of the fig-tree (11:12–14, 20–25), which ‘surrounds’ the narrative of Jesus’ prophetic demonstration in the Outer Court of the temple (11:15–19) can be interpreted as emphasizing Jesus’ authority over the temple. Many scholars go further and interpret the fig-tree incident as a symbolic action signalling divine judgment on Israel, based on Old Testament passages that use the fig-tree as a symbol for Israel. Others question whether Mark’s readers would have understood an implicit reference to Old Testament symbols without Mark’s help (as he writes for Gentile readers and often explains Jewish terms and customs); they point to Jesus’ comments about the withered fig-tree in 11:22–25 which teach the disciples about the power of faith and prayer without hinting at judgment on Israel.


  Richard Bauckham suggests that Mark’s Gospel ‘could depend closely on an already existing oral narrative, whether or not composed orally by the author of the Gospel, so that the written Gospel is a written “performance” of an oral narrative’; or Mark could have composed the Gospel ‘in writing, making use of oral techniques because he was writing for oral performance of his text’.2 Justin Martyr reports that at Sunday services ‘the memoirs of the apostles [= Gospels] or the writings of the prophets are read for as long as time permits’ (1 Apol. 67). To read the Gospel of Mark, without intermission, takes around two hours. In such a context, parataxis, repetition (redundancies) and the frequent use of the historical present (present tense of Greek verbs describing past events) are not indicative of a flawed style but signal its intended use in the life of the church.


  3. The origin of Mark’s Gospel


  a. Authorship


  The author of the book that we call ‘the Gospel of Mark’ does not identify himself. Thus, technically, the book is anonymous. Some have suggested that the anonymity of the four Gospels and Acts is a specifically Christian phenomenon which reflects the authors’ conviction that Jesus Christ is the exclusive authority besides whom any human authority should remain silent. While the anonymity may be without significance if the author simply assumed that the readers knew who wrote the book (cf. Marcus, p. 17), the correspondence between the anonymity of the four Gospels and Acts and the anonymity of the historical books of the Old Testament – the books from Genesis to Kings do not mention their authors’ names, unlike the prophetic and sapiential books – seems significant. In contrast to the authors of Greek and Roman historical works, who are often explicitly motivated by the desire to earn praise and glory for their literary achievements,3 the authors of the Gospels and the author of Acts adopted the literary device of anonymity, perhaps because ‘they regarded themselves as comparatively insignificant mediators of a subject matter that deserved the full attention of the readers’ (Baum, ‘Anonymity’, p. 23).


  If we accept that Matthew and Luke accepted the ‘guidance’ of Mark’s Gospel, whose material they incorporated into their own accounts of the life of Jesus, it follows that they were convinced of its reliability and authority. The initial success of the Gospel of Mark, demonstrated by its use by Matthew and Luke, indicates that the author cannot plausibly have been an unknown ‘nobody’. The author’s ‘unusual work cannot have been circulated anonymously from the beginning, for that would have disqualified it from the start’.4 It is in this context that the question of authorship is important – not so much for the meaning of the content of Mark’s Gospel but for the reliability of the content. The question of the authorship of the Gospels is important because of its implications for the historical continuity between the tradition about Jesus and the Jesus of history.


  The traditional view accepts the testimony of the early church that the author of the Gospel of Mark is John Mark, mentioned in Acts 12:12, 25, 15:37, and mentioned as Mark in Acts 15:39; Colossians 4:10; 2 Timothy 4:11; Philemon 24; 1 Peter 5:13 – and that he wrote the Gospel in Rome, largely on the basis of Peter’s preaching, which Mark, as Peter’s interpreter, knew well. The most incisive recent studies on the question have been written by Martin Hengel and, even more recently, Richard Bauckham, to whom frequent reference is made. The evidence is as follows.


  i. The title of the book


  Most extant manuscripts have the title ‘According to Mark’ or ‘(The) Gospel according to Mark’ at the beginning of the text, at the end of the text or in a side margin. Martin Hengel has convincingly argued that the Gospels circulated with titles naming their authors when they were copied and sent out to other churches, particularly when more than one Gospel was in circulation (Hengel, Studies in the Gospel of Mark, pp. 64–84). Papyrus 66 (c. AD 200) has the title ‘(The) Gospel according to John’, and Papyrus 75 (third century) has the title ‘(The) Gospel according to Luke’ at the end of Luke’s text and the title ‘(The) Gospel according to John’ on the same page, after a small blank space, preceding John’s text. The oldest manuscript for Mark, Papyrus 45 (third century), contains only portions of Mark, beginning with Mark 4:36–40 and ending with Mark 11:24–28, without the opening or the end of Mark. No other name appears in the manuscript tradition as a title for Mark’s Gospel. It is unlikely that a fictional ascription of the Gospel to a non-apostle as author – one with a spotty record (Acts 13:13; 15:36–41) – would have gained early, wide and unanimous acceptance.


  ii. Early tradition


  Papias, bishop of Hierapolis in the province of Asia, who is identified by Irenaeus as writing as a ‘hearer of John and companion of Polycarp’ (Haer. 5.33.4), completed a five-volume work around AD 100–110 entitled ‘Exposition of the Logia of the Lord’ (which has not survived) in which he comments on Mark and on the book that Mark wrote. The passage is cited by Eusebius (c. AD 260–340):


  And the elder used to say: ‘Mark, having become Peter’s interpreter, wrote down accurately everything he remembered, though not in order (ou mentoi taxei), of the things either said or done by Christ. For he neither heard the Lord nor followed him, but afterward, as I said, followed Peter, who used to give his teachings in the form of chreiai but had no intention of giving an ordered account (syntaxin) of the Lord’s sayings (logia). Consequently Mark did nothing wrong in writing down some things as he remembered them, for he made it his one concern not to omit anything that he heard or to make any false statement in them.’ Such, then, is the account given by Papias with respect to Mark. (Hist. eccl. 3.39.14–16)5


  Papias, who clearly speaks about the book we call the ‘Gospel of Mark’, constitutes the earliest explicit evidence that Mark wrote down the words and actions of Jesus.


  Papias’ testimony about Mark’s connection with Peter is significant.6 Papias is not an apologist for Mark – he treats Mark not as an eyewitness or original disciple but as an ‘interpreter’ of Peter, and he implicitly criticizes his book as lacking proper arrangement. As regards the content of the Gospel, the following observations are relevant for Mark’s connection with Peter. (1) Mark makes Peter both the first disciple who is named and the last disciple named in the Gospel (1:16; 16:7). If this inclusio is intended by Mark to indicate that Peter is the main eyewitness source of his account of the life of Jesus, it is coherent with the fact that the names Simon and Peter occur with remarkable frequency in his Gospel, compared with the much longer Gospels of Matthew and Luke.7 (2) The material about Peter in Matthew 16:17–29, Luke 5:1–11, 22:31–32, John 21:15–19, which is not paralleled in Mark concerns Peter’s future and his authoritative role for the later followers of Jesus; the only such passage in Mark is Peter’s call to ‘fish for people’ in 1:17, which is also addressed to Andrew. This ‘reduction’ of material on Peter in Mark’s Gospel can plausibly be interpreted to be ‘closer to the preaching of Peter, which would have been concerned with stories about Jesus, not with his own status in the church’.8 (3) The assertion that Peter appears in Mark’s Gospel not as a living individual but as a literary type9 has been challenged by Timothy Wiarda, who has demonstrated that Mark characterizes Peter in various and distinctive ways, emphasizing his ‘outspokenness or boldness of expression, quick initiative, overfunctioning, being an opinion leader, concern for Jesus, desire to honour and serve Jesus, determination to be loyal to Jesus, a distinctive sense of self-confidence in his discipleship, a measure of courage, and grief at awareness of disloyalty’.10 (4) Some suggest that the connection between Peter and Mark was invented by Papias on the basis of 1 Peter 5:13 (‘She who is in Babylon, chosen together with you, sends you her greetings, and so does my son Mark’). A better candidate for a fictitious author of the Gospel would have been Silas/Silvanus mentioned in 1 Peter 5:12, who is characterized as ‘a faithful brother’ and Peter’s helper in writing the letter and who is mentioned in Acts and in the rest of the New Testament (Acts 15:22, 27, 32, 40; 16:19, 25, 29; 17:4, 10, 14–15; 18:5; 2 Cor. 1:19; 1 Thess. 1:1; 2 Thess. 1:1) much more frequently than John Mark. But Papias links Mark with Peter, not Silvanus.


  Further early attestation of the view that Mark wrote the Gospel comes from the Anti-Marcionite Prologue (c. AD 150–180), Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone 106.4 (c. AD 150), Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 3.1.1 (c. AD 170), Clement of Alexandria, in Eusebius, Historica ecclesiastica 6.14.6–7 (c. AD 180), Origen, in Eusebius, Historica ecclesiastica 6.25.5 (c. AD 200), Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 4.5 (c. AD 200), Eusebius, Historica ecclesiastica 2.16–17 (c. AD 324) and Jerome, Commentariorum in Matthaeum, Prologue 6 (c. AD 400).


  iii. The name of Mark


  Some argue that since Mark was one of the most common names in the Roman Empire, and since Papias (and the other Early Church Fathers) refers only to ‘Mark’ rather than to ‘John Mark’, the patristic evidence has little value. It should be noted, however, that even though the Latin name Marcus was indeed used very commonly, this applies to its use as a praenomen, the first of three names of male Roman citizens which was not, however, used to refer to Roman citizens. The use of only Marcus (Gr. Markos) indicates that he must have been a slave or a non-Roman.11 Given that the author of the Gospel was Jewish (see below), the evidence for the use of the name ‘Mark’ is extremely limited: only seven Jews with the name ‘Mark’ are attested. There would have been very few Jewish Christians in the first century with the name ‘Mark’, which suggests that the New Testament references to Mark refer not to three, or two, but only to one Mark.12 And as far as Jewish Christian leaders or teachers are concerned, who could have written a Gospel or who could have a Gospel attributed to them, there may have been only one Mark – the John Mark of Acts.


  iv. Ethnic identity


  The author of the Gospel of Mark is most plausibly regarded as a Jewish Christian. He is aware of and explains Jewish customs and religious groups (7:1–5; 14:12; 15:42) and uses and translates Aramaic terms (3:17, 22; 5:41; 7:11, 34; 9:43; 10:46; 14:36; 15:22, 34), including Jewish technical terms (7:11), demonstrating that he knows Hebrew/Aramaic, which fits the John Mark of Acts whose home was in Jerusalem. Maurice Casey argues that substantial parts of Mark’s Gospel were translated from Aramaic (Casey, Sources). The Gentile orientation of the Gospel – Jesus interacts positively with Gentiles and often disputes with Jewish leaders – does not prove that Mark was a Gentile (which would invalidate authorship by John Mark). Paul was a Jewish Christian, educated in Jerusalem (Acts 22:3), who interacted positively with Gentiles and often criticized Jews (cf. 1 Thess. 2:14–16; Rom. 9 – 10). And, of course, Jesus interacts for the most part positively with Jews, in particular with Jewish crowds (cf. 1:21–28, 32–39; 2:1–2, 12–13; 3:7–12; 10:17–22; 12:28–34; Marcus, p. 19).


  v. Objections


  The objection that a Palestinian Jewish Christian would not make the geographical errors that we find in Mark’s Gospel is unconvincing. The question of the location of the exorcism in 5:1–17 is complex (see the commentary for an explanation of Gerasa as location). The journey described in 7:31 is not a geographical error but plausible in view of what we know about the Decapolis (Collins, p. 9). The fact that the topographical information gets clearer and denser in the Jerusalem area can be explained in terms of Mark’s residence in Jerusalem (Gundry, p. 1039).


  The claim that Mark is ignorant of Jewish laws and customs and that therefore the author of Mark’s Gospel cannot have been John Mark of Jerusalem is also unconvincing. When Mark writes in 7:3–4 that ‘all the Jews’ wash their hands before they eat, seemingly in conflict with the fact that not all Jews followed Pharisaic tradition, it fits the statement in Epistle of Aristeas 305 that ‘all the Jews’ wash their hands before they pray: if Jews washed their hands before prayer, and if they prayed before eating, they washed their hands before eating. Since our knowledge of Jewish customs in Palestine around AD 30 is quite limited, and since the Gospels are our primary sources for this period, there are no more accurate sources which would warrant the verdict that Mark is inaccurate (Collins, p. 6).


  b. Provenance and audience


  Papias does not say where Mark wrote or when Mark wrote, although the association of Peter and Mark writing as Peter’s interpreter could explain the subsequent tradition that identified Rome, or more generally Italy, with the provenance of Mark’s Gospel. Irenaeus seems to assume that Mark wrote in Rome after Peter’s death (Haer. 3.1.1). The same view is held by an introductory note to the Gospel of Mark in some manuscripts of the Old Latin version (‘Mark . . . was called stumpy-fingered, because for the size of the rest of his body he had fingers that were too short. He was Peter’s interpreter. After the departure [or ‘death’] of Peter himself, the same man wrote this Gospel in the regions of Italy’). According to Eusebius, Clement of Alexandria stated that the Gospel of Mark was written in Rome during Peter’s lifetime (Hist. eccl. 6.14.5–7).


  Frequent Latinisms in Mark’s text can be taken as internal evidence for Rome as provenance of the Gospel (e.g. 2:4, 9, 11–12 krabattos, ‘mat’; Lat. grabatus; 2:23 hodon poiein, ‘make their way’; Lat. iter facere; 3:6, 15:1 symboulion didonai, ‘form a plan, plot’; Lat. consilium capere/dederunt; 3:6, 6:27 spekoulatōr, ‘courier, executioner’; Lat. speculator). Since many of these Latinisms are found in Koine Greek and also in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, they do not prove that Mark wrote his Gospel in Rome, but their frequency in Mark favours a Roman origin.13


  The older suggestion that Mark’s Gospel was written in Galilee has been largely abandoned. Some scholars suggest Syria as the place of origin.14 Arguments include the suggestion that Mark 13 reflects the events of the Jewish revolt against the Romans in AD 66–73, indicating that the Gospel was composed in geographical (and temporal) proximity to it (Marcus, pp. 33–35). A Syrian setting, it is argued, explains the instruction in Mark 13:14–15 to flee to the hills in the Transjordanian Decapolis region (cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.5.3), as well as the emphasis on persecution (Collins, pp. 12–13; Marcus, p. 36). On the connections between Mark 13 and the Jewish revolt, see below. As regards the context of persecution, the persecution during the Jewish revolt that Josephus describes is directed against Jews: he does not mention Christians in this context who, according to Mark 13:9, 13, would be persecuted ‘on account of me [Jesus]’. There is no external evidence that supports Syria or the Decapolis as the provenance of Mark’s Gospel. Not even Church Fathers from Syria located the composition of Mark’s Gospel there. The theological perspectives of the Syrian (or Decapolis) churches that scholars assume are derived not from primary evidence but from the assumed provenance of New Testament texts. Alternatives to Rome are reduced to guesswork.


  The city of Rome is the most plausible provenance. This does not mean that Mark wrote for the Roman churches, exclusively. The fact that Matthew and Luke valued and used Mark’s Gospel when they wrote their own accounts of Jesus’ life signals that the Gospel of Mark was regarded as useful in many different churches. The older paradigm that each of the four Gospels reflects the perspective of the community to which each evangelist belonged has been challenged by Richard Bauckham. He argues that this assumption turns each Gospel into an ‘allegory by which the church tells its own story rather than the story of Jesus Christ’; since ‘the early Christian movement was a network of communities in constant communication with each other, by messengers, letters, and movements of leaders and teachers’, a network ‘around which Christian literature circulated easily, quickly, and widely’, the idea of writing a Gospel ‘purely for the members of the writer’s own church or even for a few neighboring churches is unlikely to have occurred to anyone’ (Bauckham, Gospels, pp. 11, 44). The translation of Aramaic terms and the explanation of Jewish customs by Mark is particularly relevant for Gentile Christians who do not speak Aramaic. At the same time, the Gospel could have been read and would have been valued by Aramaic-speaking Christians in the East, even though they would not have needed the translations of Aramaic terms, and also by Jewish Christians who could be found in most if not all churches in the first century, even though they would not have needed an explanation of Jewish customs.


  c. Date


  Since the mid-twentieth century, most New Testament scholars have dated the Gospel of Mark to around AD 70.15 This assessment is based on interpretations of Mark 13 which connect the references to wars between nations (13:7–8), persecution (13:9–13), the desolating sacrilege (the abomination that causes desolation) and the destruction of the temple and Jerusalem (13:14–20) with events in the recent past or in the not-too-distant future – that is, with the Jewish revolt against the Romans that began in AD 66 and the destruction of the temple by Titus in AD 70. Apart from the fact that the argument for a post-70 date presupposes that there can be no genuine prophecy, it is doubtful that Mark 13 represents plausible evidence concerning the date of composition of Mark’s Gospel.


  The references to wars between nations and rumours of wars in 13:7–8 represent traditional motifs which can be applied to any number of military conflicts, such as the war between Herod Antipas of Galilee and the Nabatean King Aretas IV in AD 36,16 the invasion by Roman legions of Armenia in AD 58–60 or the civil wars in Rome after Nero’s death in AD 69. The motifs of war, earthquakes and famines regularly occur in apocalyptic texts and, without information in the text explicitly specific to a unique location, cannot be used for establishing a date of composition. The reference to persecution in 13:9–13 does not fit the Jewish revolt of AD 66–70: there is no evidence that (Jewish) Christians were persecuted during this time. Josephus, Jewish War 2.457–480, reports massacres and imprisonments of Jews in nearly all the cities of Syria; the reference in 2:463 to ‘Judaizers’ who were affected refers to Gentiles who had become Jews; there is no indication that Josephus has Gentile Christians in mind.17 Christians were persecuted in Rome by Nero after the fire of AD 64, and Peter was very probably executed during this time (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.24), which would fit the view of some Church Fathers that Mark wrote his Gospel after Peter’s death. However, since both Jewish and Gentile Christians were persecuted since the earliest days of the Jerusalem church, references to persecutions, if they are not explicitly specific to a particular time and place, cannot be used for dating a Christian text in the first century.


  Details in Josephus’ account of the siege of Jerusalem and the destruction of the city and of the temple are missing from Mark 13: the violent fighting and killing among the different Jewish factions, the thousands of Jews who were crucified by the Romans outside the city walls, and the incineration of the city and the temple by a catastrophic fire (Josephus, War 6.164–434). Mark does not actually describe the destruction of Jerusalem. The motifs that Mark uses are found in the language of prophecies of judgment in the Old Testament and Jewish apocalyptic literature. The description of events in Mark 13 ‘could very well have been spoken by Jesus himself and written down anytime between the mid-30s and the early 70s’ (Stein, p. 15).


  Some scholars argue for an early date of Mark’s Gospel, around AD 35–45, 40, 45, 55 or 55–58.18 James Crossley argues that since the early church debated the validity of biblical laws in the late forties and in the fifties, and since Mark portrays Jesus as directly involved in the Jewish debates of his day (e.g. Mark 2:23–28; 7:1–23; 10:2–12) but not in later Christian debates, he must have written his Gospel before the mid-forties. There is nothing in Mark 13 or in other Markan passages which make an early date inherently impossible. To argue that such an early date does not explain the silence of Paul about Mark’s Gospel is unconvincing. Paul is largely silent about Jesus’ ministry – why would he need to refer to a written Gospel? To argue that such an early date does not allow sufficient time for the development of the tradition that Mark uses is equally unconvincing. If Papias is correct that Mark wrote down Peter’s teaching, there was no need for a long development of oral traditions, as assumed by the older form criticism.


  If one relies on external evidence, it is plausible to assume that Mark wrote in Rome before the death of Peter, whose teaching he wrote down, and that he wrote before the end of Paul’s imprisonment (since Luke, who used Mark, ends the book of Acts without reporting the outcome of Paul’s trial, which is plausibly explained by the suggestion that the trial had not yet taken place). This would mean that Mark wrote his Gospel between AD 60 and 62 (Gundry, pp. 1042–1043) or, if the relationship between Mark and Luke– Acts is made central to the argument, in the fifties. A very early date around AD 35–50 is possible given the internal evidence; a date around AD 50–64 is plausible given the external evidence.


  d. Sources and historical reliability


  Scholars who assume that Mark composed his Gospel using oral traditions that circulated in the Christian communities usually posit a pre-Markan passion narrative (Mark 14:1 – 15:47), eschatological discourse (13:1–37), parable collection (4:1–34), controversy stories (2:1 – 3:6; 11:27 – 12:37) and a miracle cycle containing Jesus’ miracles in Capernaum, and in addition many ‘free-floating’ traditions (Marcus, pp. 57–59). While some argue that Mark was a conservative redactor of traditional material who faithfully reproduced extensive sources (Pesch), others think that Mark was a creative theologian who freely shaped his traditions (the standard critical view).


  The early Christians were interested in the history of Jesus not primarily for the purpose of describing their self-identity but because Jesus was for them the source of salvation. That the early Christians sought to preserve the traditions about Jesus faithfully is seen in the fact that they transmitted them for their own sake and in their own right, not as attachments to evangelistic preaching or instruction in the community as is assumed in traditional form criticism and redaction criticism.19


  Papias provides early evidence of the way in which the Gospel traditions were understood to be connected with eyewitnesses, some of whom he knew personally, at a time that must be around AD 80 (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.3–4). Papias was not interested in receiving material from collective memory: he did not record the Gospel traditions on the basis of their regular citation in his own church community. What mattered to Papias were eyewitnesses, some of whom were still alive, while others were the disciples of eyewitnesses and were reliable sources because they had direct personal links with the eyewitnesses. Since Papias knew that Mark wrote down the words and actions of Jesus as Peter’s ‘interpreter’ (Hist. eccl. 3.39.14–16), Mark’s Gospel is a written account of the teaching of Peter, Jesus’ most important disciple. Peter’s eyewitness accounts are the most significant – and perhaps the only – source for Mark’s Gospel.


  e. Mark’s ending


  The ending of Mark’s Gospel has been in dispute since the fifth century. A few modern translations end the text at 16:8 and print 16:9–20 in smaller font (NIV), in brackets (NASB) or after headings which alert the reader to the fact that there is a ‘shorter ending’ and a ‘longer ending’ (NRSV), that 16:9–20 is ‘an old ending to the Gospel’ (GNB) or that ‘some of the earliest manuscripts do not include 16:9–20’ (ESV; cf. NLT). The standard editions of the Greek New Testament print 16:9–20 ‘out of deference to the evident antiquity of the longer ending and its importance in the textual tradition of the Gospel’, but they place these verses in double square brackets ‘in order to indicate that they are the work of an author other than the evangelist’.20 The evidence for the four endings that appear in the manuscript tradition is as follows.21


  1. The oldest manuscripts of the Greek New Testament (א, Codex Sinaiticus; B, Codex Vaticanus) end Mark’s Gospel at 16:8 and do not contain verses 9–20. The ending at 16:8 is also attested in a minuscule manuscript (304; twelfth century) and in manuscripts of the Syriac (Sinaiticus, fourth/fifth century), Coptic (fourth/fifth century) and Armenian and Georgian translations, as well as by Eusebius (fourth century) and Jerome (fifth century).


  2. One manuscript (the Latin manuscript k) ends the Gospel after 16:8 with the following sentence: ‘And all that had been commanded them they told briefly to those around Peter. And afterward Jesus himself sent out through them, from east to west, the sacred and imperishable proclamation of eternal salvation’ (printed as ‘the shorter ending’ in NRSV). This sentence is also included in some manuscripts between 16:8 and 16:9–20 (see point 5 below). The presence of many words that Mark otherwise does not use and the rhetorical tone which markedly differs from Mark’s simple style indicate that this ending is not original.


  3. Most Greek manuscripts have 16:9–20 following 16:8 in a continuous text. The longer ending is attested in three fifth-century manuscripts (A, Codex Alexandrinus; C, Codex Ephraemi Syri Rescriptus; D, Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis) and found in virtually all Byzantine manuscripts, two of which Erasmus used when he produced the first edition of the Greek New Testament in 1516, which explains why the longer ending became the standard text until the nineteenth century. The earliest attestations of the longer ending are Tatian (Diatessaron, AD 172–175), Irenaeus (AD 170) and Eusebius (fourth century). Even in later manuscripts there is an acknowledgment of the fact that the originality of the longer ending is in doubt. Several manuscripts that have the longer ending indicate in scribal notes that older Greek manuscripts lack verses 9–20; for example, the manuscripts of Family 1 (minuscule manuscripts 137, 138, 1110, 1210, 1215, etc.) contain the following note: ‘In some of the copies, the evangelist is set out fully up to this place; Eusebius also, the (pupil of) Pamphilus, only went this far in his canons; but in many (copies) this also is in circulation.’ In the oldest commentary on Mark’s Gospel, by Victor of Antioch, we find a note attached to the longer ending (in manuscripts of Victor’s work dating from the tenth to the sixteenth century) that says, ‘In most copies this additional material according to Mark is not found.’


  4. Some manuscripts which contain 16:9–20 have an extended form of the longer ending. They interrupt the text between 16:14 and 16:15 and include what is called the ‘Freer Logion’:


  And they excused themselves, saying, ‘This age of lawlessness and unbelief is under Satan, who does not allow the truth and power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spirit [or, ‘does not allow what lies under the unclean spirits to understand the truth and power of God’]. Therefore reveal your righteousness now’ – thus they spoke to Christ. And Christ replied to them, ‘The term of years of Satan’s power has been fulfilled, but other terrible things draw near. And for those who have sinned I was handed over to death, that they may return to the truth and sin no more, in order that they may inherit the spiritual and incorruptible glory of righteousness that is in heaven.’


  This expanded longer ending is attested in a single manuscript (W, Codex Washingtonensis; fourth/fifth century) and hardly original.


  5. Some manuscripts contain the shorter ending (see 2 above) followed by verses 9–20, attested in minuscule manuscripts from the sixth/seventh century (083, 099, 0112), Codex Regius (L; eighth century), Codex Athous Lavrensis (Ψ; ninth/tenth century), and in manuscripts of the Syriac, Sahidic, Bohairic and Ethiopic translations. This ‘double ending’, which combines the shorter and the longer ending, is certainly secondary.


  There are essentially three options. First, the longer ending is original: Mark’s Gospel ended with 16:1–20. However, the discussion since the publication in 1881 of The New Testament in the Original Greek by B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort has established the virtually unanimous consensus22 that the longer ending 16:9–20 was not part of the original Gospel of Mark but was composed by a scribe who believed that a Gospel could not end with a note of fear (16:8), without appearances of the risen Lord and without a missionary commission. The external evidence (attestation in manuscripts) favours an ending at 16:8. The two earliest manuscripts end here; some Church Fathers (Clement, Origen) did not know the longer ending, while Church Fathers who did (Eusebius, Jerome) noted its absence in most of the Greek manuscripts they knew. Many later manuscripts include notes or scribal notations indicating awareness that manuscripts in circulation do not have the longer ending. The internal evidence (style and content of the text) indicates that the longer ending is not original: nine terms are found nowhere else in Mark, and two expressions (tois met’ autou, ‘those who had been with him’, 16:10; thanasimos, ‘deadly’, 16:18) occur only here in the New Testament; the connection between verse 8 and verses 9–20 is awkward: there is no direct or clearly continuous link between verse 8 (the subject is the women at Jesus’ tomb) and verse 9 (the subject is presumably Jesus, as assumed in NIV but not expressed in the Greek text); in verse 9 Mary is identified as being from Magdala, which is not necessary after the same identification in 15:47 and 16:1; verses 9–10 mention Mary of Magdala but forget the other women of verses 1–8; the expression anastas de (‘when he arose’) and the position of prōton (‘first’) between prōi (‘early’) and sabbatou (‘of the week’) is appropriate at the beginning of a narrative but awkward as a continuation of 16:1–8. If the longer ending were original, there would be no good explanation for its omission given the endings of Matthew and Luke. It is more likely that the Gospel ended at 16:8 and someone wished to supply a more appropriate conclusion. The text of the longer ending must have been written early in the second century.


  The second option is that Mark’s ending was lost before it was first copied.23 It is argued that if the Gospel ended with 16:8, the announcement of Jesus meeting the disciples in Galilee would be unfulfilled, and that a Gospel with the bold start that 1:1 constitutes can hardly end with the negative responses of fear and fright. However, the announcement that the risen Jesus will meet the disciples in Galilee is not the only event that is not fulfilled in Mark’s Gospel: the prophecies about the destruction of the temple and the return of the Son of Man in Mark 13 are not fulfilled either. Mark’s Gospel does not end with fear and fright but with an angel’s announcement of Jesus’ bodily resurrection and the promise of the disciples’ restoration in Galilee in 16:7, an announcement and a promise that are a key component of Mark’s ending. A variant of this second option, the hypothesis that the manuscript of Mark’s Gospel was mutilated (Magness, Ending), reckons with two improbabilities: that the manuscript of Mark’s Gospel deteriorated or was dismembered extremely rapidly within ten years or so (before being used by Matthew and Luke), and precisely at the end of a pericope.


  The third solution is that the shorter ending is original: Mark’s Gospel ended with 16:8. This view best explains the external and internal evidence of the manuscript tradition. Some suggest that it is likely that 16:9–20 ‘was excerpted from another document’.24 More recently it has been argued that the author of the longer ending used copies of all four Gospels when he composed verses 9–20.25 Since about 10% of the individual sections in Mark’s Gospel end with gar (‘for’; Gundry, p. 1011; cf. 1:38; 3:35; 6:52; 10:45; 11:18; 12:44), the final section could very well end with this preposition as well. Several studies have found evidence that chapters, lectures and books could indeed end with gar, which means that narrative texts also could end with gar, even though this is rare.26 Open endings of literary works are attested in antiquity (Magness, Ending, pp. 25–85). In the Old Testament, the book of Jonah has an abrupt and puzzling end; in the New Testament, the book of Acts ends with Paul’s legal case in the imperial court unresolved. Demetrius, who wrote an important work on ancient rhetoric and literary criticism, active perhaps in the first century AD (some suggest the third century bc), states with reference to Theophrastus that one ‘should not elaborate on everything in punctilious detail but should omit some points for the listener to infer and work out for himself’ (De elocutione 222). An ending at 16:8 makes sense ‘because the decisive events in the history of salvation have occurred, and the prophesied appearances will only confirm what the angel has already proclaimed, that Jesus has been raised and yet remains the Crucified One’ (Marcus, p. 1095). For interpretations of 16:8 as the ending of the Gospel, see the commentary on 16:8.


  4. Theological emphases


  a. Jesus, the Messiah and Son of God


  Mark’s Gospel is an account of Jesus’ life, death and resurrection. This is made clear in the opening: ‘The beginning of the good news about Jesus the Messiah, the Son of God.’ The affirmation of Jesus’ identity as the unique Son of God at the beginning, which is repeated by a declaration of God at Jesus’ baptism (1:11), has a ‘bookend’ in the declaration of the Roman soldier at the cross who asserts, ‘Surely this man was the Son of God!’ (15:39). The question of Jesus’ identity is like the proverbial red thread that runs through Mark’s Gospel (cf. 1:27; 2:7; 4:41; 6:3, 14–16; 8:27–28, 29; 14:61–62).


  The revelation of Jesus’ identity happens gradually, which we may attribute not so much to Mark’s literary artistry but to the historical progression during Jesus’ ministry. After the declaration in 1:1 that Jesus is the Messiah and the Son of God, it is only God (1:11; 9:7) and demons (1:24, 34; 3:11–12; 5:7) who know this. It is not until Peter’s declaration in 8:29 that the first human being acknowledges Jesus as Messiah, an identification that Jesus asks to be kept secret (8:30) before he qualifies it by speaking of the suffering, rejection, death and resurrection of the Son of Man (8:31). The first public identification of Jesus as the Messiah and Son of God happens in Jesus’ Sanhedrin trial, affirmed by Jesus himself (14:61–62), which is again qualified by Jesus with reference to the Son of Man ‘sitting at the right hand of the Mighty One and coming on the clouds of heaven’ (14:62). The first public affirmation that Jesus is the Son of God comes as Jesus has just died on the cross (15:39). This gradual revelation of Jesus’ identity as the messianic Son of God shows that both Jesus’ disciples and his opponents found it impossible to connect the concept of Messiah with suffering and death; and it shows that Mark demonstrates that Jesus’ suffering and death as a ransom for sins (10:45) was the underlying purpose of God in Jesus’ life and ministry.


  Mark’s presentation of Jesus is enigmatic. He presents him as a human being with human emotions such as indignation (1:41; 10:14), exasperation (8:12; 9:19), anger (3:5), distress (3:5), amazement (6:6), love (10:21), with sometimes limited knowledge (13:32) and limited ability to do miracles (6:5). At the same time Mark describes Jesus as regularly driving out demons (1:21–28, 32–34; 5:1–20; 9:14–29), healing the sick (1:29–31, 32–34, 40–45; 2:1–12; 3:1–6, 7–12; 6:5, 53–56; 7:24–30; 8:22–26; 10:46–52), stilling a storm by verbal command (4:35–41), raising the dead (5:41–42), miraculously feeding large crowds of people (6:30–44; 8:1–10), walking on water (6:45–52), knowing the thoughts and hearts of people (2:8; 3:5), forgiving sins (2:9), and claiming authority over the Sabbath (2:28) and the purity stipulations of the law (7:14–18). In his parables, Jesus repeatedly explains his behaviour by pointing to God’s action (4:1–20). Calming the storm is something only God can do (4:35–41; cf. Ps. 89:9), as is walking on water (6:45–51; cf. Job 9:8).


  Jesus did not avoid the traditional titles of Messiah and Son of David, but he defined his role with reference to the Son of God who is Lord and with reference to the Son of Man who suffers before being vindicated by God.27 Jesus is the Messiah, but in a paradoxical manner, both with regard to the transcendent dimension – he is the divine Son of God, the heavenly Son of Man – and with regard to the human dimension – he is the suffering Son of Man, the Servant of the Lord who brings redemption through vicarious death.


  b. The secrecy motif


  Jesus’ commands that knowledge of his identity be kept concealed have been construed to constitute a ‘messianic secret’ (8:29–30; 9:9; in connection with exorcisms 1:25, 34; 3:11–12; in connection with healings 1:43–44; 5:43; 7:36; implied in 8:26). William Wrede, in a study published in 1901 (The Messianic Secret, English translation from the German original in 1971), contended that the early Christians believed that Jesus was the Messiah only after Easter (Acts 2:36; Rom. 1:3–4; Phil. 2:6–11). As they proclaimed Jesus as Messiah, the fact that the traditions about Jesus contained little or no evidence for Jesus’ messianic identity prompted early Christians to invent the motif of secrecy and introduce it into the story of Jesus; Jesus showed himself to be the Messiah, but he had forbidden the revealing of this to others. In other words, the secrecy motif was constructed to explain the unmessianic life of Jesus as well as the post-Easter belief that Jesus was the Messiah. Mark took over the notion of the ‘messianic secret’ from early tradition, amplified it and made it a predominant feature of this Gospel. Wrede regarded Peter’s declaration that Jesus is the Messiah as unhistorical, and generally thought that Mark’s Gospel was an unreliable historical source for the life of Jesus (a judgment that affects also Matthew and Luke, who are thought to have used Mark’s Gospel for their own Gospels).


  However, if Jesus was not regarded as Messiah by Peter and the other disciples (8:29), if there was nothing messianic about Jesus’ ministry, and if Jesus did not himself declare that he was the Messiah (14:61–62), there is no explanation for why he was executed as ‘the king of the Jews’ (15:2, 9, 12, 18, 26; cf. Matt. 27:11, 29, 37; Luke 23:3, 37–38; John 18:33, 39; 19:3, 12, 14, 21). Furthermore, if Jesus’ ministry was not messianic and if Jesus did not claim to be the Messiah, there is no explanation for why the early Christians would have been interested in transforming their unmessianic master into the Messiah after Easter.28 Most scholars today do not believe that Wrede’s hypothesis explains either the life of Jesus or Mark’s Gospel.29


  c. The kingdom of God


  Mark summarizes Jesus’ proclamation in the introduction to his Gospel with reference to the coming of the kingdom of God (basileia tou theou) which fulfils God’s promises and which requires people to repent and believe in the good news (1:15). At the other ‘end’ of his Gospel, Mark reports that the crowds who witnessed Jesus’ approach to Jerusalem on a donkey celebrated his coming as ‘the coming kingdom of our father David’ (11:9–10). When Mark uses the term ‘kingdom’ for other kingdoms (3:24; 6:23; 13:8), he refers to geographical–political entities, territories ruled by a king, an emperor, a tetrarch. When Mark refers to the ‘kingdom of God’, he synchronizes the coming of Jesus with the coming of the kingdom of God. Here, the expression ‘kingdom of God’ describes an activity of God – God’s dynamic presence, God’s powerful sovereignty becoming visible in history, God’s transforming intervention in the lives of his people, a reality that is integrally connected with the person, proclamation, ministry of exorcism and healing, death and resurrection of Jesus. Jesus’ transfiguration on the mountain provides three of the disciples with a preternatural experience of God’s kingdom having come ‘with power’ (9:1, 2–9).


  At the same time, the presence of the kingdom of God in Jesus’ ministry is a mystery, a secret that only those with privileged information imparted by Jesus himself can understand (4:11; note the enigmatic parables in 4:1–34). The hidden presence of the kingdom of God in Jesus’ ministry serves the purpose of revelation: as Israel’s religious authorities have hardened hearts, they look but cannot see the reality of Jesus’ mission (4:11–12); they reject Jesus and put him to death, a death that was a necessary and integral part of his mission according to God’s purposes (8:31; 9:31; 10:32–34) – resulting in the open manifestation of Jesus’ identity during Jesus’ trial and in Jesus’ resurrection, making possible the Christian gospel. This Jesus-focused (Christological) dimension of the kingdom of God is central in Mark’s description of Jesus’ ministry.


  The kingdom of God has a temporal dimension: its arrival is evident in Jesus’ proclamation of the presence of the kingdom, evidenced in his exorcisms and healings (1:15 as a summary of Jesus’ entire ministry); at the same time, it awaits consummation in the future (14:25). The kingdom of God has a public, supernatural dimension: God’s presence becomes visible in Jesus’ exorcisms and healings (3:23–27) which transform the lives of many people in Galilee, in the Decapolis and in Syria. The kingdom of God has a private, supernatural dimension: it grows on account of God’s initiative apart from human efforts (4:26–29); it is tied to understanding Jesus’ message, an understanding that is impossible apart from divine initiative and apart from Jesus providing privileged information to his followers about the nature of God’s kingdom (4:11; 10:23–27). The kingdom of God has a spatial dimension: people can and should enter it (9:47; 10:15, 23–25) and they can be near it (12:34); since it is connected with Jesus, the ‘territory’ of the kingdom of God is where Jesus is and where his followers are who proclaim what Jesus proclaims and who do what Jesus does (6:7–13, 30). The kingdom of God has a communal dimension: it consists of the company of those who are called by Jesus and who follow Jesus (1:16–20; 2:14–17). Jesus’ followers constitute a family, created by and loyal to Jesus (3:31–35; 10:30). The kingdom of God has a cognitive dimension: it transforms the values and the way of life of those who belong to it on account of their commitment to Jesus (8:34 – 9:1; 9:33 – 10:31; 10:35–45). The kingdom of God has a spiritual dimension: Jesus’ mission is fulfilled in his death and resurrection (8:31; 9:31; 10:32–34) as he gives his life as a ransom for many (10:45), forgiving the sins of those who repent (cf. 1:4 with 1:7–8; 1:15; 2:5, 6–11) and inaugurating the new covenant (14:22–25). The coming of the kingdom of God, inseparably synchronized with Jesus’ mission, entails the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem (13:1–2, 14–19), the new covenant to which all belong who receive Jesus and the benefits of his sacrificial, atoning death (14:22–24; 10:45), and the later mission of the disciples, who will preach the good news to all nations (13:10).


  d. The identity, requirements and mission of followers of Jesus


  Jesus’ first action is to extend a call to Peter, Andrew, Jacob (James) and John: he calls these four fishermen to come, to follow him and to be trained in order to be sent out to ‘fish’ for people (1:16–20). Jesus’ disciples do not volunteer to follow Jesus, and Jesus does not call his disciples to study the law with him (as was the case with the disciples of the rabbis). It is Jesus who takes the initiative, and the primary loyalty of Jesus’ followers is to Jesus himself. This ‘structure’ of discipleship established by Jesus is similar to the call that God extended to the prophets of the Old Testament. The readiness of the four fishermen in 1:16–20 to leave their nets and boats and follow Jesus demonstrates on the one hand Jesus’ amazing authority and shows on the other hand that repentance and faith in the good news (1:15) entail the willingness to leave one’s previous way of life and follow Jesus, who proclaims the kingdom of God.


  The creation of the group of the Twelve (3:13–19) is significant. The figure twelve has symbolic value, recalling the twelve tribes of Israel. Jesus calls all Israel to repentance and to believe in the good news of the arrival of the kingdom of God, who fulfils his promises of end-time salvation. Although Mark does not develop this theme, the creation of the Twelve also means that those who hear and accept the proclamation of Jesus and of the Twelve (6:7–13, 30) belong to the new people of God, who are determined not by descent from Abraham and by loyalty to the law but by their commitment to Jesus and their faith in the good news of the coming of the kingdom of God in Jesus’ ministry.


  Mark portrays the disciples as responding positively to Jesus’ call with immediate obedience (1:16–20). They leave everything when they follow Jesus (10:28). Jesus gives them privileged information about the nature of the presence of the kingdom of God and its connection with his ministry (4:11). Jesus allows some of the disciples to witness his raising of Jairus’ daughter (5:37–43) and his preternatural transfiguration on the mountain (9:2–8). Jesus sends out the Twelve on a mission of proclamation, exorcism and healing in Galilee (6:7–13), which is successful (6:30). When Jesus sets out for Jerusalem and many of his followers are afraid of what might happen (10:32), the disciples stay with Jesus even though he tells them privately that he will be arrested by the Jewish religious authorities, condemned to death and executed by the Romans (10:33–34). Jesus’ assurance to Jacob (James) and John that they will drink the ‘cup’ that he will have to drink (10:39), speaking of his suffering and death, is a prophecy that ‘they will have become faithful proclaimers of the gospel’ (Garland, Theology, p. 404). The same prophecy is implied in Jesus’ assertion that his disciples will stand before governors and kings as witnesses (13:9): the disciples will be faithful, even when they are betrayed by family members and hated by all (13:12–13). When Jesus asserts that the gospel ‘must first be preached to all nations’ (13:10), he implies that this is what the disciples will actually do. When Jesus is arrested, Peter follows the arresting party into the courtyard of the high priest’s house (14:54), demonstrating courage, even though his attempt to be close to Jesus ends miserably in denials that he knows Jesus. After his resurrection, Jesus conveys via the angel at the empty tomb the message that he will meet the disciples in Galilee (16:7), signalling their restoration after they had all deserted him in Gethsemane. A positive portrayal of disciples is also indicated in the reference to three women who are present at Jesus’ crucifixion (15:40), at Jesus’ burial (15:47, only the two Marys) and at the empty tomb (16:1).


  Mark’s portrayal of the disciples also reports their misunderstandings and failures. This aspect of Mark’s description of the disciples has been (mis-)understood as a vendetta against the disciples, designed to discredit the view of false teachers in Mark’s community by discrediting the disciples (Weeden, Mark; for a critique see Stein, pp. 26–31). This theory represents a mistaken model of ‘mirror reading’ Mark’s Gospel and it ignores Mark’s positive portrayal of the disciples. Mark’s readers would have had a favourable pre-understanding of the disciples on the basis of the highly positive portrayal in the first chapters of his Gospel, even though they knew of Judas’ betrayal and Peter’s denial. The clearest negative description comes in 6:52; 8:17, 33. The fact that many of the passages in Mark’s Gospel which give a severely negative portrayal of the disciples are also found in Matthew and Luke30 indicates that misunderstandings and failures of the disciples were part of the Jesus tradition rather than a polemical construction of the evangelist.


  Mark gives an unvarnished picture of the disciples. They fail to understand Jesus’ parables (4:13), but then they receive Jesus’ instruction (4:14–20, 33–34). They fail to understand Jesus’ teaching about ritual purity (7:17); Jesus does not respond with a rebuke but provides them with an explanation (7:18–23). The disciples lose all hope when their boat is swamped by high waves on the Sea of Galilee (4:40); Jesus’ statement that they ‘still have no faith’ does not censure them so much as point them to his presence as divine presence (4:41). The disciples’ failure to understand Jesus’ feeding of crowds of people (cf. 8:4) receives a harsh rebuke by Jesus, who says that they have hardened hearts (6:52; 8:17). The ‘diagnosis’ of having a hardened heart can be ominous since it is the condition of Jesus’ enemies (3:5). The disciples’ failure to understand and have faith, prompting Jesus’ harsh rebukes in 4:40, 6:52, 8:17, takes place in view of Jesus’ demonstration of his authority as divine authority. Similarly, the disciples’ failure to understand Jesus’ predictions of his suffering and death (8:32) earns them a stern admonition by Jesus. He links their opposition to his announcement that his death is an integral part of his mission with ‘merely human concerns’ which in this matter are opposed to ‘the concerns of God’ (8:33), an explanation that renders the disciples’ lack of understanding of Jesus’ prediction(s) of his suffering, death and resurrection plausible in the context of Jewish expectations which did not envision the Messiah’s mission as entailing rejection by the Jewish religious leaders and death at the hands of the Roman authorities. Jesus’ predictions of his suffering and death as central events of his saving mission required Jesus’ resurrection as divine seal of approval (Stein, p. 31).


  5. The structure of Mark’s Gospel


  The proposed outlines for Mark’s Gospel fall into two main categories: outlines that focus on the geographical progression of Jesus’ ministry from Galilee to Jerusalem (Cranfield, Lane, France, Marcus, Taylor, Garland) and outlines that focus on the revelation of Jesus as messianic Son of God and on his suffering and death (Boring, Guelich, Strauss). Some authors attempt to combine a geographical and a Christological outline (Bayer, Pesch). The outline that is assumed in this commentary largely follows Strauss and Garland.


   


  ANALYSIS


  1. THE BEGINNING OF THE GOSPEL (1:1–13)


  A. Heading (1:1)


  B. Jesus and John the Baptist (1:2–8)


  C. Jesus declared Son of God and conflict with Satan (1:9–13)


  2. JESUS’ MESSIANIC AUTHORITY (1:14 – 8:21)


  A. The kingdom of God and Jesus’ authority (1:14 – 3:6)


  i. Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God (1:14–15)


  ii. Jesus’ call of the disciples (1:16–20)


  iii. Jesus’ teaching, healing and exorcism (1:21–45)


  a. Jesus teaches and exorcizes an evil spirit (1:21–28)


  b. Jesus heals Simon’s mother-in-law (1:29–31)


  c. Jesus heals and exorcizes evil spirits (1:32–34)


  d. Prayer and mission in Galilee (1:35–39)


  e. Jesus heals a man with skin disease (1:40–45)


  iv. Controversies with religious leaders (2:1 – 3:6)


  a. Jesus forgives sin and heals a paralytic (2:1–12)


  b. Jesus calls Levi and eats with sinners (2:13–17)


  c. Jesus and fasting (2:18–22)


  d. Jesus and the Sabbath (2:23–28)


  e. Jesus and healing on the Sabbath (3:1–6)


  B. The Twelve and the kingdom of God (3:7 – 6:6)


  i. Jesus’ ministry: summary (3:7–12)


  ii. Jesus’ call of the Twelve (3:13–19)


  iii. Jesus’ family, opponents and authority (3:20–35)


  a. Jesus and his natural family (3:20–21)


  b. Jesus and the scribes from Jerusalem (3:22–30)


  c. Jesus’ true family and the outsiders (3:31–35)


  iv. Parables about the kingdom of God (4:1–34)


  a. Parable of the four soils and true seeing (4:1–20)


  b. Analogy of the lamp and disclosure (4:21–23)


  c. Analogy of the measure and revelation (4:24–25)


  d. Parable of the growing seed (4:26–29)


  e. Parable of the mustard seed (4:30–34)


  v. Demonstrations of Jesus’ authority (4:35 – 5:43)


  a. Authority over nature: the storm (4:35–41)


  b. Authority over demons: the Gerasenes (5:1–20)


  c. Authority over disease: the woman (5:21–34)


  d. Authority over death: Jairus’ daughter (5:35–43)


  vi. Rejection in Nazareth (6:1–6)


  C. The mission of Jesus Messiah and the Twelve (6:7 – 8:21)


  i. The mission of the Twelve (6:7–13)


  ii. The execution of John the Baptist (6:14–29)


  iii. The feeding of the five thousand (6:30–44)


  iv. Walking on water (6:45–52)


  v. Healing the sick in Gennesaret (6:53–56)


  vi. Controversy over tradition and purity (7:1–23)


  vii. The faith of the Syro-Phoenician woman (7:24–30)


  viii. Healing of a deaf mute (7:31–37)


  ix. The feeding of the four thousand (8:1–10)


  x. The Pharisees’ demand for a sign (8:11–13)


  xi. Warning regarding the Pharisees and Herod (8:14–21)


  3. JESUS’ MESSIANIC SUFFERING (8:22 – 15:47)


  A. The revelation of the Messiah’s suffering (8:22 – 10:52)


  i. Healing of a blind man at Bethsaida (8:22–26)


  ii. Peter’s declaration that Jesus is the Messiah (8:27–30)


  iii. First passion and resurrection prediction (8:31–33)


  iv. The requirements of discipleship (8:34 – 9:1)


  v. The transfiguration of Jesus and Elijah (9:2–13)


  vi. Exorcism of a boy with an evil spirit (9:14–29)


  vii. Second passion and resurrection prediction (9:30–32)


  viii. Teaching on discipleship (9:33–50)


  ix. Teaching on divorce (10:1–12)


  x. Blessing the children (10:13–16)


  xi. The rich man and discipleship (10:17–31)


  xii. Third passion and resurrection prediction (10:32–34)


  xiii. The greatness of self-sacrificial service (10:35–45)


  xiv. Healing of Bartimaeus at Jericho (10:46–52)


  B. The confrontation in Jerusalem (11:1 – 13:37)


  i. Jesus in the temple (11:1 – 12:44)


  a. Triumphal approach to Jerusalem (11:1–11)


  b. Prophetic action in the temple (11:12–25)


  c. Jesus’ authority and the authorities (11:27–33)


  d. The parable of the tenants (12:1–12)


  e. Paying taxes to the emperor (12:13–17)


  f. The question about the resurrection (12:18–27)


  g. The question about the commandments (12:28–34)


  h. The question about David’s Son (12:35–37)


  i. Warning against the teachers of the law (12:38–40)


  j. Commendation of the widow (12:41–44)


  ii. Jesus on the Mount of Olives (13:1–37)


  a. Prophecy of the destruction of the temple (13:1–2)


  b. The destruction of the temple (13:3–23)


  c. The coming of the Son of Man (13:24–27)


  d. The consequences for disciples (13:28–37)


  C. The suffering and death of Jesus Messiah (14:1 – 15:47)


  i. The preparations for Jesus’ arrest (14:1–11)


  a. The scheme to arrest Jesus (14:1–2)


  b. The anointing at Bethany (14:3–9)


  c. The betrayal by Judas Iscariot (14:10–11)


  ii. The Last Supper (14:12–31)


  a. Preparation for the Last Supper (14:12–16)


  b. Prediction of Judas Iscariot’s betrayal (14:17–21)


  c.  The bread and cup and Jesus’ death (14:22–26)


  d.  Prediction of Peter’s denial (14:27–31)


  iii. On the Mount of Olives (14:32–52)


  a. Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane (14:32–42)


  b. Jesus’ betrayal and arrest (14:43–52)


  iv. Jesus’ trial before the Sanhedrin (14:53–72)


  a. Peter follows Jesus (14:53–54)


  b. Trial before the Sanhedrin and verdict (14:55–65)


  c. The denial of Peter (14:66–72)


  v. Jesus’ trial before Pontius Pilate (15:1–20)


  a. Pilate’s interrogation of Jesus (15:1–5)


  b. Unsuccessful attempts to release Jesus (15:6–15)


  c. The soldiers’ mocking of Jesus (15:16–20)


  vi. Jesus’ crucifixion (15:21–32)


  a. Conscription of Simon of Cyrene to carry the cross (15:21–22)


  b. Offer of wine mixed with myrrh (15:23)


  c. Crucifixion between two bandits (15:24–27)


  d. Mocking of Jesus at the cross (15:29–32)


  vii. Jesus’ death and burial (15:33–47)


  a. Darkness and Jesus’ last shout (15:33–34)


  b. Mocking of Jesus (15:35–36)


  c. Jesus’ death (15:37)


  d. Splitting of the curtain in the temple (15:38)


  e. Declaration of the centurion (15:39)


  f. Presence of women supporters (15:40–41)


  g. Jesus’ burial (15:42–47)


  4. JESUS’ RESURRECTION ANNOUNCED (16:1–8)


  A. The women at Jesus’ tomb (16:1–5)


  B. The announcement of Jesus’ resurrection (16:6–7)


  C. The reaction of the women (16:8)


  COMMENTARY


  1. THE BEGINNING OF THE GOSPEL (1:1–13)


  Mark’s account of Jesus’ life, death and resurrection begins with a heading (1:1) which identifies Jesus Messiah and Son of God as the subject of the following narrative, followed by a scriptural comment (1:2–3) which links Jesus and John the Baptist, whose ministry is described in the next section (1:4–8), followed by an account of Jesus’ baptism and of his testing in the wilderness (1:9–13). The prologue introduces the main dramatis personae: Jesus from Nazareth in Galilee, the crowds and the people of Jerusalem (John the Baptist is not a major actor after 1:13). And the prologue takes the readers behind the scenes of the following story: Jesus is identified from the outset as Messiah and Son of God (1:1), by God himself (1:11), an identity that is evident in the fact that his ministry is the fulfilment of Scripture (1:2–3) and that he is endowed with and directed by God’s Spirit in the fulfilment of his messianic calling, himself dispensing the Spirit (1:8), which in the Old Testament only Yahweh himself does.
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