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IN THE LAST CENTURY, few issues have vexed Markan interpreters more than the nature of Mark’s Christology.1 Interpretations have run the gamut from a Gospel that primarily presents Jesus as the all-powerful “divine man” to a Gospel that primarily presents Jesus as the suffering and dying Messiah, one who shuns power and embraces weakness. For some Mark clearly presents Jesus as God’s messianic king, while others reject any such royal or messianic associations. Such diversity of scholarly opinion might lead casual observers to question whether these interpreters were in fact reading the same text. But these diverse interpretations do find their origins in the Markan text, a text full of diverse and at times apparently contradictory christological material. Explaining such diverse material with a single comprehensive theory is notoriously difficult and thus has led to interpretations that are as divergent and contradictory as the material itself. Some interpreters have thrown up their hands, claiming irresolvable tension in Mark’s christological material and that such was the intention of the Evangelist.

The question of how to assemble the disparate pieces of Mark’s Christology is the very question this study intends to pursue. What are these disparate pieces? Is any particular set of pieces primary? Is Mark’s Christology intentionally locked in irresolvable tension? And where might we look for answers? Should we limit ourselves to the text itself? Or might a reconstruction of Mark’s setting provide a way forward? The present introduction will address these questions by outlining the christological pieces of Mark’s Gospel, considering the various ways these pieces have been assembled in the field of Markan interpretation, and proposing a new way forward.2


THE DIVERSE PIECES OF MARK’S CHRISTOLOGICAL PUZZLE

Before considering the way in which the pieces of Mark’s christological puzzle have been assembled, I will first outline the differing sets of pieces that must be accounted for.

Considering titles. The first set of pieces to be considered are the various ways that Mark identifies Jesus or the titles that the Evangelist attributes to Jesus. These titles include Messiah, Son of God, Son of Man, Son of David, teacher, king of the Jews, and perhaps Lord. Throughout much of the twentieth century, studies on Mark’s Christology focused heavily on these christological titles, assessing which titles were primary in the Gospel, which titles might be in tension, what such titles might have meant in light of Mark’s Sitz im Leben, and then adducing from such analysis the Christology of the Gospel. Narrative critics have strongly critiqued such an approach to Mark’s Christology. They have made a strong case that Mark’s Christology is a narrative Christology and that Mark’s christological titles only have meaning in the context of the Markan narrative. While Mark might proclaim from the outset that Jesus is God’s Messiah or Son, only Mark’s narrative can tell us what kind of Messiah he is or what Jesus’ identity as “Son of God” might mean for the Markan Evangelist.

This corrective offered by narrative critics is an important one indeed, but I would argue that it does not altogether mitigate the role that christological titles in and of themselves play in assessing and understanding Mark’s Christology. While it is true that Mark’s narrative shapes the way one must understand its christological titles, these titles also help shape the way one understands Mark’s narrative. The titles themselves carry with them various meanings for Mark’s first-century readers, and while Mark’s narrative can emphasize certain aspects of those meanings or redefine those meanings in certain ways, the inherited meanings of these titles always play a role in understanding Mark’s Christology. Thus any study of Mark’s Christology must pay attention to these titles, giving attention to both the meanings these titles might have had in the minds of Mark’s first-century readers, and also to how Mark’s narrative employs, redefines, affirms, or critiques such titles. To ignore either aspect of these titles would lead to an inadequate understanding of them.

Considering power. Through numerous narrative elements, Mark clearly presents Jesus as a figure of supreme power. A brief catalog of these elements is provided here.

Healings and exorcism. The Markan narrative clearly presents Jesus as a powerful healer, recording nine specific healing episodes (Mk 1:29-31, 40-45; 2:1-12; 3:1-6; 5:21-43; 7:31-37; 8:22-26; 10:46-52) and referencing Jesus’ general healing activity on three separate occasions for which no specific details are offered (Mk 1:32-34; 3:10; 6:53-56). Jesus’ healings include the restoration of hearing, the restoration of sight, the reversal of paralysis, the healing of deformity, the healing of skin disease, and even the raising of the dead. Alongside such healings Jesus is frequently presented as an exorcist. The Markan Evangelist records four detailed episodes in which Jesus exorcizes a demon or demons (Mk 1:23-28; 5:1-20; 7:24-30; 9:14-29). The Evangelist offers four additional references to Jesus’ success as an exorcist without recording any specific details (Mk 1:32-34, 39; 3:11-12, 20-30).

Power over the natural world. In addition to exorcisms and healings, the Markan Jesus also demonstrates power over nature. In Mark 4:35-41 Jesus calms a raging sea storm with simply an audible command. And in Mark 6:45-52 Jesus walks on a stormy sea and presumably calms it by his mere presence. Additionally, on two occasions Mark presents Jesus as one who is able to feed thousands with a minimal amount of food. In Mark 6:30-44 Jesus feeds five thousand with five loaves of bread and two fish—twelve baskets of food are left over. In Mark 8:1-10 Jesus feeds four thousand with seven loaves of bread and a few small fish—seven baskets of food are left over.

Revelations by supernatural beings. Throughout Mark’s Gospel supernatural beings declare Jesus’ powerful identity. On two occasions it is God himself who declares Jesus to be his son (Mk 1:11; 9:7). The second occasion occurs after Jesus is transfigured before three of his disciples, and his glorious (heavenly?) identity is revealed. On three occasions demons make pronouncements about Jesus’ identity, declaring him to be the “Holy One of God” (Mk 1:24), “Son of God” (Mk 3:11), and “Son of the Most High God” (Mk 5:7). For Mark’s first-century audience, such supernatural declarations would certainly have identified Jesus as an extremely powerful figure.

Popularity and proclamations. At many points in Mark’s Gospel, Jesus is presented as being wildly popular among the people. On many occasions the reader is told of Jesus’ fame spreading (Mk 1:28, 32-33, 45), of people coming long distances to see and hear him (Mk 3:7-8; 6:33, 55), and of large crowds gathering around him (Mk 2:2, 13; 3:9; 4:1; 5:21, 24, 31; 6:34; 8:1; 9:14-15; 10:1). Mark often notes the amazement of the people and records proclamations of the crowd that are evoked by Jesus’ power (Mk 1:27; 2:12; 7:37). Those who are the beneficiaries of Jesus’ power proclaim it widely (Mk 1:45; 5:20; 7:36). Perhaps the most significant public proclamation is found at Jesus’ entry into the city of Jerusalem, where he is hailed by the people as one who “comes in the name of the Lord” and is identified with the coming kingdom of David (Mk 11:7-10). Through such mediums the power and glory of the Markan Jesus is magnified.

Divine knowledge and prerogative. Throughout Mark’s Gospel, Jesus possesses divine knowledge and often exercises a divine prerogative. Jesus supernaturally knows the thoughts of others (Mk 2:8; 3:5; 9:33-35; 12:15) and successfully foretells future events, including his own death (Mk 8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34; 11:2-3; 13:2-9; 14:13-15, 18, 27, 30).3 He claims both the divine right to forgive sins (Mk 2:5-10) and lordship over the Sabbath (Mk 2:28). Such demonstrations of divine knowledge and prerogative would have communicated Jesus’ great power and authority to the reader.

Authoritative teacher. In addition to exorcist, healer, and miracle worker, Mark presents Jesus as a powerful and authoritative teacher. Mark specifically notes that “authority” distinguishes Jesus’ teaching from the teaching of the scribes (Mk 1:22). It seems Mark closely associates Jesus’ teaching with his work as an exorcist and healer, and by doing so magnifies the authority of the teaching and the teacher (Mk 1:22-28; 2:1-12; 3:1-6). There also seems to be a strong link between Jesus’ teaching and the kingdom of God (Mk 4:1-20, 26-32; 9:1; 10:13-31; 12:28-34), further evincing Jesus’ power and authority. Additionally, Mark presents Jesus as thwarting the Jewish religious authorities through superior wisdom and knowledge of Israel’s Scriptures (Mk 2:18-22, 25; 7:1-15; 12:13-34).

To the first-century reader, Mark’s Jesus stands as an impressive figure indeed, one with power that was virtually unparalleled in the ancient world.

Considering suffering. While Mark clearly presents Jesus as a powerful and glorious figure, he also presents him as a suffering figure. Here I catalog the narrative features that contribute to this presentation of the Markan Jesus.

Foreboding foreshadowing. It has long been noted that a “suffering” motif is relatively absent in the first half of Mark (Mk 1–8), where instead the motifs of power and glory predominate. Though such a claim is true, there are a handful of narrative elements that ominously foreshadow Jesus’ future suffering and death.4 The first example of such foreshadowing comes in Jesus’ answer regarding why his disciples do not fast. In Jesus’ reply he says, “The wedding guests cannot fast while the bridegroom is with them, can they? As long as they have the bridegroom with them, they cannot fast. The days will come when the bridegroom is taken away from them, and then they will fast on that day” (Mk 2:19-20). Presumably Jesus is to be understood as the bridegroom, who will at some point be taken away from the wedding guests (his disciples). This removal of the bridegroom is presumably an allusion to Jesus’ death, a sorrowful event that will result in his disciples’ fasting.

The second foreshadowing follows Jesus’ healing of a man on the Sabbath (Mk 3:1-6). Mark notes that, after witnessing this healing, the Pharisees and the Herodians conspire to kill Jesus. It is difficult to deny that this episode foreshadows Jesus’ future death at the hands of Jewish religious leaders and Roman authorities. Though less conspicuous, Jesus’ rejection in his hometown of Nazareth (Mk 6:1-6) may also foreshadow Jesus’ future rejection by his own people. Finally, Mark’s narration of John the Baptist’s death at the hands of the Roman client king Herod Antipas seems to foreshadow Jesus’ own death at the hands of Roman authorities (Mk 6:14-29)—as they do to the forerunner, so will they do to Jesus.

Passion predictions. Mark’s first explicit reference to Jesus’ suffering and death comes on the lips of Jesus himself, who prophesies these events to his disciples at Caesarea Philippi (Mk 8:31). This prophecy is the first of three “passion predictions” made by the Markan Jesus to his disciples (Mk 9:31; 10:33-34). It should be noted that each one of these passion predictions also includes a prediction that Jesus will rise from the dead after three days. The ominous foreshadowing in the first half of Mark finds its first explicit expression in Jesus’ own prophecies.

Service, humility, and suffering. After each Markan passion prediction Jesus’ teaching addresses the themes of service, humility, and suffering. As Jesus willingly suffers, so also must his disciples (Mk 8:34). Likewise, as their master humbly serves and sacrifices himself for others, so also must his disciples (Mk 9:35; 10:42-45). In fact only those who possess the humility of a child are able to receive the kingdom of God (Mk 10:14-15). All such teaching is grounded in the example of Jesus himself, giving it christological significance.

A prophetic parable. Mark 12:1-12 presents an allegorical parable in which Jesus is to be identified with the vineyard owner’s (God’s) son. The tenants seizing and executing this son is therefore an explicit prediction of Jesus’ impending arrest and execution. Here the Markan Evangelist ties together Jesus’ identity as God’s Son with his suffering and death—giving christological significance to the latter.

A burial anointing. In Mark 14:3-9 a woman anoints Jesus’ head with oil, an anointing that parallels the anointing of a royal figure.5 However, Jesus redefines the anointing as one for his burial, a reference to Jesus’ impending death. By bringing together Jesus’ royal identity and his impending death, Mark gives christological import to the latter.

Passion narrative. The Markan motif of christological suffering reaches its zenith in the Markan passion narrative. In the celebration of the Passover meal, Jesus’ death takes center stage and is presented as a sacrifice for many (Mk 14:18-25). Following this meal he is betrayed by one from his inner circle (Mk 14:10-11, 43-45), pleads with God to remove his cup of suffering (Mk 14:36), is arrested by armed men (Mk 14:43-49), is abandoned by his followers (Mk 14:50), is falsely accused (Mk 14:55-59), is spat on and beaten (Mk 14:65), is denied three times by Peter (Mk 14:66-72), is flogged and mocked by Roman soldiers (Mk 15:16-20), and is sentenced to crucifixion by Pontius Pilate (Mk 15:15). During his crucifixion his clothes are divided among his executioners (Mk 15:24), he is mocked by onlookers (Mk 15:29-31), and he is executed alongside criminals (Mk 15:27). His cry from the cross might even suggest divine abandonment (Mk 15:34). That Mark’s passion narrative presents the reader with a suffering Jesus is undeniable.

Considering the narrative arrangement of power and suffering. After outlining the Markan material that illustrates Jesus as both a figure of extreme power and a figure of suffering, it is important to comment on how these two sets of christological pieces are arranged. As noted above, the Jesus of power dominates the first half of Mark, with only a handful of details that foreshadow Jesus’ suffering. And though such foreshadowing is present, it is seemingly overshadowed by a narrative of the supremely powerful Jesus. But at the end of Mark 8, the tenor of the narrative takes a dramatic turn in regard to the nature of its christological material. While the powerful Jesus of the first half of Mark does not disappear entirely, he seems to take a backseat to the suffering Jesus. Thus it seems the first eight chapters of Mark emphasize Jesus’ power, while the last eight emphasize Jesus’ suffering. Such an organization of christological material should play a significant role in the assessment of Mark’s Christology.

Considering secrecy. The Markan secrecy motif was first identified by William Wrede in his landmark book, The Messianic Secret.6 Wrede argued for a unified (and unifying) motif of secrecy that ran throughout Mark’s Gospel. This motif included (1) Jesus’ commands for silence both to the beneficiaries of miracles (Mk 1:43-44; 5:43; 7:36; 8:26) and to those who spoke of his identity (Mk 1:25, 34; 3:12; 8:30; 9:9); (2) Jesus’ attempts to conceal his whereabouts (Mk 7:24; 9:30-31); and (3) the secret nature of Jesus’ teaching, often called the “parable theory” (Mk 4:11-12). Subsequently, interpreters have debated whether these three elements are unified at all, with many suggesting that each functions differently in Mark’s Gospel.7 While resolving this debate is not my present purpose, I do note that the first element, that is, Jesus concealing who he is and what he does, has a more clear connection to Mark’s Christology than the latter two elements. Therefore it is this element that I put forward as the fourth significant piece of Mark’s christological puzzle—one that has been widely recognized by Markan interpreters for the past century. How do Jesus’ attempts to conceal his identity and his miracles fit together with the christological pieces already identified, that is, with titles, power, and suffering?




PUTTING THE PIECES TOGETHER

Over the past century of Markan scholarship, these pieces have been considered and evaluated in a variety of ways, through a variety of methods, with a variety of presuppositions and conclusions. Here I briefly discuss the major ways in which interpreters from various methodological schools have assembled the pieces of Mark’s christological puzzle.

Form critics: No assembly required. Generally speaking, form critics saw the Gospels as unsophisticated compilations of Christian traditions, with the Gospel authors as mere compilers who strung these traditions together like pearls on a string.8 As such, form critics (e.g., Rudolf Bultmann, Martin Dibelius, Karl Ludwig Schmidt) felt little need to assemble the pieces of Mark’s Christology into a coherent whole—in their estimation, such a whole was never the Evangelist’s purpose. However, one form critic’s assessment of Mark’s Christology, that of Bultmann, had a major impact on Markan studies until the late twentieth century. Bultmann argued that Mark presented a θεῖος άνήρ or “divine man” Christology.9 The “divine man” was the power of the divine coming on and residing in the human; as such the divine man possessed supernatural abilities as well as divine knowledge and wisdom. For Bultmann, Mark was a representative Gospel for Pauline Hellenistic churches, churches where the concept of the divine man was borrowed from the Hellenistic religious world and imported into Christianity. “Son of God,” a title that Bultmann recognized as prominent in Mark, was synonymous with this concept of the divine man, a title with origins solely in the Hellenistic rather than Jewish world. Therefore Bultmann locked on to one set of Markan christological pieces, those that emphasized Jesus’ power, and understood those pieces to be the predominant christological orientation of Mark’s Gospel. Because he understood the Gospels as many parts haphazardly strung together into a whole, he had no interest in how the other christological pieces of Mark—pieces that emphasized suffering, for example—fit together with this predominant Christology of power.

Redaction critics: Suffering pieces “correct” power pieces? The eventual eclipsing of form criticism by redaction criticism had a significant impact on Markan scholarship in general and assessments of Markan Christology in particular. Redaction critics rejected the form-critical conclusion that the Gospel authors were mere compilers of early tradition and instead identified them as creative authors and theologians who were intentional in the way they constructed their respective Gospels. Such a conclusion pushed Markan interpreters to find coherence in Mark’s christological material. Virtually all early redaction critics accepted (rather uncritically) Bultmann’s assessment of the power pieces in Mark’s Gospel, pieces that were understood to reflect a “divine man” Christology that found its origins not in Judaism but in the Hellenistic world. The task at hand was to figure out the relationship between this divine man Christology and the pieces of Mark’s Christology that Bultmann and the form critics had largely ignored—namely, pieces that emphasized Jesus’ suffering and death. With the redaction-critical emphasis on identifying Gospel source material and the way in which that source material was used, the door was opened for scholars to see conflict between the Gospel authors and the material they received and edited. Scholars recognized that the Markan Evangelist could take source material toward which he had a negative disposition and edit or arrange that material in a way to bring it in line with his own theological position. What emerged as a result of this development were studies that tended to pit one group of christological pieces against another, either an emphasis on power or divine man Christology over a Christology of suffering and the cross, or vice versa. While a few interpreters held to the Bultmannian position that a divine man Christology was the dominant christological orientation of Mark’s Gospel, the vast majority favored a Christology of suffering and death—a Christology of the cross.10 These studies of Mark’s Christology placed significant emphasis on the Gospel’s christological titles. Understanding Mark’s Christology often meant understanding the correct or primary christological title in Mark. Those who advanced a “corrective” Christology generally favored “Son of Man” as Mark’s primary christological title, though some redaction-critical studies favored “Son of God.”11

A central tool of the redaction critics was the reconstruction of the Sitz im Leben of a Gospel’s author and community, and redaction critics turned to this tool in order to understand the relationship between the disparate pieces of Mark’s Christology. Though reconstructions of such communities varied in specifics, their general contours were quite similar. These communities were believed to have had an unhealthy esteem for power and glory, an esteem driven in part by a divine man Christology that emphasized Jesus’ power and glory. Paul’s opponents in 2 Corinthians often served as a basis for the existence of such communities. It was then proposed that Mark was written to address this unhealthy or imbalanced Christology. In the first half of the Gospel, the Evangelist presents the errant or imbalanced christological perspective of his community, tempers it with the motif of the messianic secret, and then corrects it with the second half of the Gospel, which emphasizes Jesus’ suffering and death. Thus, for the Markan Evangelist, Jesus’ primary christological identity is that of a suffering Messiah and not that of power and glory. This way of reading Mark dominated the work of many redaction critics from the 1950s to the 1980s.

This redaction-critical reading of Mark’s Christology was critiqued on a number of grounds. First, the concept of the Hellenistic “divine man,” a concept that sat at the heart of both form- and redaction-critical readings of Mark, was shown to be a rather vague and unsubstantiated one, as the term divine man itself never functioned as a fixed expression in either Hellenism or Hellenistic Judaism. As such it was an inadequate way of describing the “power pieces” of Mark’s Christology or the Gospel’s use of “Son of God.” Second, once the divine man piece was removed, the historical reconstructions of Mark’s Sitz im Leben fell apart, leaving the notion of a corrective Markan Christology without any historical grounding or explanation. Third, greater attention to the Markan narrative itself demonstrated that the power pieces of Mark were presented positively and thus were unlikely to represent a Christology opposed by the Markan Evangelist. There is virtually nothing in the Markan narrative itself that would lead the reader to a negative assessment of the powerful Jesus. Fourth, the work of redaction critics to separate Markan material from pre-Markan material, a foundational move that allowed interpreters to perceive competing traditions in Mark, was demonstrated to be highly subjective, with little consistency in either methods or results.12 The weight of these critiques ultimately led to an abandonment of redaction criticism as the primary method for engaging Mark’s Gospel, as well as to an abandonment of the christological conclusions this method had produced.

Moving toward narrative criticism: Considering the narrative arrangement of the pieces. One of the most vocal and prominent critics of the “corrective” reading of Markan Christology was Jack Dean Kingsbury, perhaps best represented in his monograph The Christology of Mark’s Gospel.13 Kingsbury levels many of the critiques noted above and offers a new reading of Mark’s Christology that (1) makes no distinction between Markan and pre-Markan traditions, (2) locates the meaning of Mark’s Christology within the Gospel of Mark itself and gives no consideration of a reconstructed Markan community, and (3) pays closer attention to the Markan narrative. For Kingsbury the Markan secrecy motif is primary in Mark and plays a central role in understanding the Gospel’s Christology.

Also important for Kingsbury are the christological titles in Mark’s Gospel, particularly to understand how they are used throughout the Markan narrative and their relationship to the Markan secrecy motif. Through his analysis of the Markan narrative, Kingsbury argues that “Messiah/Christ,” “Son of God,” “Son of David,” and “King of the Jews” are all correct and appropriate christological titles for Jesus, though not all carry the same christological weight. Throughout the narrative the Evangelist demonstrates that “Messiah/Christ,” “Son of David,” and “King of the Jews” are correct christological titles that reveal certain truths of Jesus’ identity, but they are ultimately insufficient and represent an incomplete understanding of Jesus. As insufficient titles, they are not kept secret but are made known throughout the Gospel. In contrast to these titles is the title “Son of God,” the title that Kingsbury argues is the central christological identification of Mark’s Gospel. It is this title and this title alone that is the subject of the Markan secrecy motif, and Kingsbury argues that this title is kept a secret in Mark until after Jesus’ crucifixion, where it is proclaimed by a Roman centurion. For Kingsbury, the significance of Mark’s “Son of God” secret is that Jesus’ identity as “Son of God” can only be understood in terms of Jesus’ suffering and death. Any understanding of Jesus as the Messiah apart from his death (understandings conveyed in Mark by the correct yet insufficient titles “Messiah/Christ,” “Son of David,” or “King of the Jews”) is incomplete. Closely associated with this analysis is Kingsbury’s assessment of the Markan use of “Son of Man.” He argues that “Son of Man” stands in contrast to the other Markan christological titles, as, unlike these titles, “Son of Man,” though a “title of majesty,” is not messianic.14 For Kingsbury “Son of Man” is a technical term that points to Jesus’ divine authority in the face of opposition, with one significance of that term being Jesus’ judgment of opposition at the parousia.

When it comes to the assembling of the christological pieces of Mark’s Gospel, Kingsbury takes a decisive step away from the redaction critics who preceded him. Unlike these predecessors, Kingsbury gives attention to the final form of Mark and the narrative of that final form. Such attention allows him to abandon notions of competing christological material in Mark that played a central role in redaction-critical assessments of Mark’s Christology. However, like many redaction critics, Kingsbury still seems to give priority to Mark’s messianic titles in the assessment of Mark’s Christology. Though he gives more attention to the way those titles are arranged in the Markan narrative than earlier redaction critics, that assessment focuses primarily on the arrangement of these titles in relationship to one another and the Markan secrecy motif—relatively little attention is given to the structure and development of the Markan narrative itself. Joel Williams characterizes Kingsbury’s work well when he says, “Kingsbury’s goal was to examine how Mark’s narrative discloses the most correct title for Jesus rather than to explore how Mark’s narrative as a whole characterizes Jesus.”15

In his assessment of the pieces of Mark’s Christology characterized by power and those characterized by suffering, Kingsbury does not pit one against the other like the redaction critics to whom he responds. Both sets of pieces accurately depict Jesus’ identity, though Kingsbury seems to give priority to the pieces characterized by suffering. Yet Kingsbury does not address the oft-perceived tension between these two groups of pieces, and like most narrative critics who followed him, he is presumably content to let these two sets of christological pieces sit in tension.

A number of additional critical observations must be made. (1) The distinction that Kingsbury makes between Mark’s christological titles is indeed questionable, particularly the sharp distinction that is made between “Son of God” and “Son of Man.” Can it truly be said that “Son of Man” is not messianic in nature or that it does not inform the identity of the Markan Jesus? Also, is the title “Messiah” truly less important than the title “Son of God”? (2) Kingsbury’s reading of Mark’s Christology is largely contingent on his assessment of the Markan secrecy motif. But what if his assessment is misguided? What if, as has recently been proposed, the material commonly attributed to this motif has nothing to do with secrecy?16 (3) While Kingsbury claims to pay close attention to the Markan narrative (something he certainly does far better than his redaction-critic predecessors), there are many narrative features that Kingsbury fails to recognize, features that likely play a role in the construction of the Gospel’s Christology (e.g., Mk 8:22–10:52 as a distinctly crafted literary unit that includes teaching about Jesus’ suffering and death that is bookended by pericopes in which Jesus heals the blind). While Kingsbury’s work might be a helpful step forward from that of redaction critics, in my estimation it ultimately does not account for all of the narrative pieces of Mark’s Christology, nor does it seek to resolve the apparent tension that exists between the suffering and powerful Jesus.

Narrative criticism: The pieces can only make sense in the narrative. In many ways narrative criticism of the Gospels emerged as a response and corrective to the interests and methods of modern critical biblical interpretation. The driving interests of modern critical biblical interpretation were primarily historical and theological. Source critics were interested in the earliest source so that they might reconstruct the history behind the Gospel narratives. Form critics were interested in the early Christian communities and the way they shaped and used the text (or the traditions behind the text). Redaction critics were interested in the historical author and how the historical author, in response to his context (often thought in theological terms), shaped and edited his sources to address that context. In one way or another, these interpretive methods were seeking to answer what the text meant, particularly in light of its history of development. But criticisms of these methods began to emerge. Theories regarding how Gospel traditions were used throughout the stages of oral transmission were highly speculative and led to conflicting results. The same was demonstrated about the efforts of redaction critics to reconstruct the historical author or the community that the author was addressing. Too often the meaning and/or theological content of the Gospel narratives was conditioned by realities lying outside the text rather than those within. Such criticisms were reinforced by developments in the world of literary criticism (New Criticism and structuralism) that challenged the ability to reconstruct “authorial intent” and the validity of finding a single authoritative meaning in such reconstructions.

As a result of these criticisms and developments, a paradigm shift began to take place in Gospel scholarship. Interpreters transitioned from asking questions about how the history of a text’s composition conveyed meaning to asking how the current composition of the text as a narrative conveyed meaning. Attention shifted from the reconstruction of historical authors and audiences, theological titles, and redaction of hypothetical sources to analysis of a Gospel’s narrative setting, characters, and plot—with the interpreter’s primary interest being the way in which the arrangement of these features by the (implied) author generates meaning. While issues of historical context are not completely ignored, they are limited to historical knowledge demanded by the text itself (e.g., the meaning of a Greek word, the significance of a Greco-Roman custom, the location of a noted city), and no attempt is made to read the text in light of a more specific historical situation, one that would require historical reconstruction by the interpreter. And while narrative critics do not ignore the theological character of the Gospels, they are adamant that the theological message of the Gospels must be generated by a close reading of the Gospel narratives themselves and not by preexisting theological commitments and/or categories that exist outside the narrative.

Such developments in Gospel scholarship have had a significant impact on the study of Mark’s Christology. Perhaps the most significant development is a transition from title-focused studies of Mark’s Christology—that is, studies primarily focused on christological titles used in Mark—to studies that focus on the totality of Mark’s narrative presentation of Jesus. While christological titles are still significant for these studies, how those titles are used, shaped, and given meaning by the Markan narrative becomes paramount for the interpreter. Another development is the limiting of one’s understanding of Mark’s Christology to the text of Mark alone and the rejection of any dependence on reconstructions of the Evangelist’s specific historical setting (as noted previously, attention to the general setting of the first-century Mediterranean world is always considered). Particular attention is paid to Mark’s characterization of Jesus through what Jesus says and does as well as what is said about and done to Jesus. Attention is also paid to the plot and structure of Mark’s narrative and its impact on characterization. Such developments have led to many fruitful studies in Mark’s Christology over the last thirty years.17

One of the more recent and most significant narrative studies on Mark’s Christology is that of a leading Markan narrative critic, Elizabeth Struthers Malbon, in her work titled Mark’s Jesus: Characterization as Narrative Christology.18 Malbon divides her study of Mark’s narrative Christology into five different categories: (1) enacted Christology, or what Jesus does; (2) projected Christology, or what others say about Jesus; (3) deflected Christology, or what Jesus says in response to what others say about him; (4) refracted Christology, or what Jesus says instead of what others say about him; and (5) reflected Christology, that is, the significance of Jesus reflected through exemplary characters in Mark. Through the analysis of these various categories, Malbon seeks to demonstrate different layers of Mark’s narrative Christology, layers that are at the same time mutually interpreting and in tension with one another.

Perhaps a good example of this phenomenon is the relationship that Malbon sees between the Markan narrator and the Markan Jesus. Malbon argues that the Markan narrator should be understood as a distinct character in Mark’s Gospel, one created by the implied author. For Malbon the Markan narrator and the Markan Jesus both view Jesus as the Christ, but the Markan narrator is bold in this affirmation, while the Markan Jesus is reticent. While the Markan narrator and other characters boldly proclaim and/or show Jesus as the powerful Son of God, the Markan Jesus boldly proclaims the kingdom of God and the powerful but suffering “Son of Humanity.” While the Markan narrator continually directs attention to Jesus, Jesus continually directs attention away from himself to God. Thus while Malbon does not see the Markan narrator and the Markan Jesus at complete odds with each other, she does see them in tension with each other, a tension that she perceives as purposefully created by the implied author. Unlike many Markan interpreters, Malbon does not clearly distinguish between christological material that emphasizes Jesus’ power and material that emphasizes Jesus death. However, it is noteworthy that the Markan narrator certainly seems to emphasize Jesus’ power (without ignoring his suffering and death), particularly when contrasted with the Markan Jesus, who downplays his own power and emphasizes both his service and suffering.

While I will engage Malbon’s work more thoroughly at different points throughout this study, it is the tension that Malbon perceives within Mark’s christological material that I want to note here. When redaction critics faced similar tension, the solution was to pit one set of christological material (e.g., material related to power) over against another set of material (e.g., material related to suffering), with one seen as correcting the other. But Malbon strongly resists any such attempt, claiming that “the implied author of Mark sets up this tension to draw in the implied audience—not to resolve the tension but to see the story of Jesus in its full spectral colors of commitment to God and God’s rule, to hear the story of Jesus in its full complexity and mystery.”19

Recognizing such tension in Mark’s Christology is a common feature in narrative-critical assessments of Mark’s Christology, though not all such assessments formulate or articulate that tension in the same way as Malbon.20 The following assessment from Eugene Boring reflects this narrative-critical tendency:

Mark’s narrative mode of expressing his Christology allows him to juxtapose images of Jesus that, if expressed in discursive language, would be radical contraries. Some Markan images and languages for Jesus portray him as the truly divine agent of God’s salvation, acting in the place of God and doing what only God can do. . . . Other images portray Jesus as truly human, fully identified with human weakness and victimization. . . . Conceptually, the two types of christological imagery cannot be combined without compromising one or the other or both. . . . Mark affirms both Christologies, and devised a narrative mode of claiming and explicating them both. The narrative juxtaposes the conflicting imagery without synthesizing it. . . . Mark should not be considered a “synthesis” or “integration” of opposing views: his narrative includes each perspective without adjusting it to the other.21


Here Boring recognizes conflicting christological material in Mark’s Gospel but claims that this material stands in paradoxical tension and that no effort should be made to resolve that tension.

It must be noted that not all narrative critics directly identify or address this christological tension in Mark’s Gospel.22 Some simply allow the Markan presentation of Jesus as a powerful divine agent of God to sit in tension with Mark’s presentation of the suffering and dying Jesus. Little effort is made to resolve this paradoxical tension, as it is understood to be inherent to Mark’s narrative. Seemingly, the resolution of this christological paradox would be undermining the Markan narrative itself and thus the entire enterprise of narrative criticism.

Yet, while most narrative critics are reluctant to relieve this tension by sacrificing power for suffering or vice versa, there seems to be trend among prominent narrative critics to emphasize or give greater narrative priority to the christological pieces in Mark that are associated with suffering over against those associated with power. In what is seen as the seminal work on Mark as narrative Christology, Robert Tannehill claims, “Although the healing and exorcism stories make up an important part of Mark, they have a different status from the material that emphasizes the disciples and those who try to oppose Jesus. The disciple and ‘opponent’ material is part of developing narrative lines that come to a climax in the passion story.”23 For Tannehill the narrative climax of Mark, and thus the christological climax, is Jesus’ passion. As such, Jesus’ powerful miraculous deeds take a backseat to “passion material” in Tannehill’s assessment and assembly of Mark’s christological pieces: “Since they [healings and exorcisms] do not form a sequence leading toward the passion story, the narrative climax of the Gospel, they are subordinate material to the material that does.”24 For Tannehill it seems that Jesus’ powerful miracles are primarily a conduit for the Evangelist to focus on Jesus’ relationship to other characters in the Markan narrative and have little inherent christological significance. Francis J. Moloney reflects a similar attitude in Mark: Storyteller, Interpreter, Evangelist, a work that is clearly narrative critical:

Miracles are important. They demonstrate the reigning presence of God in Jesus as he sweeps away the evils of sickness, demon possession, taboo, angry nature, and untimely death. The miracles are a means to an end, not an end in themselves. To understand Jesus as a miracle worker is to misunderstand Jesus—and Jesus’ commands to silence regularly remind the reader that, however badly the secret is kept, miracles do not explain who he is.25


Thus for Moloney Jesus’ miracles demonstrate God’s reign through Jesus, but they play a minor role in understanding who the Markan Jesus is or the significance of the Markan Jesus. In fact Moloney claims that “Mark, as interpreter, wishes to disassociate all worldly success and honor from his presentation of Jesus of Nazareth. He must be understood as Christ and Son of God insofar as he is the crucified one.”26 In Moloney’s assembly of Mark’s christological puzzle the “power pieces” play a relatively significant christological role.27

While Malbon does not make a clear distinction between christological material that emphasizes power and that which emphasizes suffering and service, it is noteworthy that her reconstruction of both the narrator’s view of Jesus and Jesus’ view of himself fall roughly along these lines of power and suffering. It is the narrator who proclaims Jesus as Messiah and Son of God, and it is the narrator who “shows” his reader the power of Jesus through Jesus’ mighty deeds. In contrast the Markan Jesus seeks to distance himself from such identities and mighty deeds. Instead he directs attention to God and away from himself, and he chooses to identify himself primarily through service, sacrifice, and suffering, over against power and glory. And while Malbon certainly grants that Jesus’ great deeds of power play a role in Mark’s narrative Christology, they get little exegetical attention, relative to other narrative features in Mark. To be fair to Malbon, she never privileges the Markan Jesus over the Markan narrator, and as noted above, desires to hold both in tension. But one is left to wonder how a reader might resolve that tension. Would not Jesus’ view of himself take precedent over that of the Markan narrator? And might the lack of attention that Malbon gives to Jesus’ deeds of power lead the reader to conclude that such deeds are relatively unimportant in the process of assembling the pieces of Mark’s Christology?

Narrative critics have taken an important step forward for Markan studies in general and in assessments of Markan Christology in particular. The recognition that Mark is a unified narrative and that any assessment of Mark’s Christology must pay close attention to that narrative is an indispensable contribution that cannot be ignored. But here I note two weaknesses that I perceive in many narrative assessments of Mark’s Christology. The first regards the common conclusion that inherent to Mark’s Christology is an intentional and unresolvable tension between the powerful Jesus and the suffering Jesus. Most narrative critics will affirm that the Markan Jesus is both a powerful and a suffering figure, but outside understanding this Christology in paradoxical terms, rarely is there an attempt to ascertain how these two christological motifs are united in Mark’s Gospel. While such a conclusion is possible, I question whether it is necessary or even preferable. If Mark is a unified narrative, might we not expect to find in this narrative a unified Christology? Might there be a way to resolve this perceived christological tension and read Mark’s Christology in a unified manner?

The second weakness regards the tendency among some narrative critics to emphasize or prioritize the christological pieces that emphasize suffering and minimize the christological pieces that emphasize power.28 While Markan narrative critics certainly decry the “corrective” Christology proposed by Markan redaction critics, ironically, their assessments of Mark’s Christology are strikingly similar. Granted, these narrative critics do not see the implied author “correcting” a Christology of power, and they are willing to give Jesus’ deeds of power a place in their assessment of Mark’s Christology, but that place is regularly quite minor in comparison to the place given Jesus’ suffering and death. Moloney goes as far as to say that the Markan Evangelist disassociates Jesus from all “worldly success and honor.”29 Such a claim sounds strikingly similar to that of Markan redaction critics who proposed that Mark’s Christology was rejecting a Christology of power and replacing it with a Christology of the cross. Jesus’ great and powerful deeds in the Markan narrative are all too often treated as if they were simply hors d’oeuvres before the main course of Mark’s Christology of a suffering Messiah. This marginalization is all the more striking when one considers that the first half of Mark’s narrative is dominated by Jesus’ deeds of tremendous power, immense popularity, and regular glorification, features that do not disappear in the second half of the narrative. It seems to me that many narrative critics are not paying as close attention to Mark’s narrative as they claim, because if they were, the powerful Jesus who dominates the first half of Mark would play a much greater role in their assessments of Mark’s Christology.

Considering an outlier: Power pieces trump suffering pieces. While the vast majority of studies on Mark’s Christology have, in various ways and to varying degrees, emphasized the suffering Jesus over the powerful Jesus, one Markan interpreter, Robert Gundry, has argued strongly in the opposite direction.30 While Gundry sees two sets of competing christological material in Mark, that which presents a powerful and successful Jesus and that which presents a suffering Jesus, he argues that the Markan Evangelist uses the former to mitigate the shame and weakness of the latter. For Gundry, Mark’s Christology is wholly a Christology of power that functions as an apology for Jesus’ shameful crucifixion. According to Gundry, Mark is writing to a non-Christian audience for whom the cross is a significant barrier to faith. To overcome this barrier Mark emphasizes the power of Jesus from beginning to end, even throughout the passion narrative itself. In a sense Gundry proposes a “corrective” Christology of his own, only Mark’s Christology is seeking to correct the misguided assumptions of non-Christians about Jesus’ shameful death. To this end Gundry spends a significant amount of time explaining how pieces of Mark’s Christology that appear to emphasize suffering are actually not doing so at all but are rather being used in service to a Christology of power. For example, Gundry argues that Jesus’ passion predictions are signs of his power alone, as the ability to predict one’s death and the details of that death was seen as a divine power. Thus, by introducing Jesus’ suffering and death through a prediction formula, the Evangelist removes their sting and emphasizes Jesus’ power.

While working on my doctoral dissertation I found much in Gundry’s presentation of Mark’s Christology to be compelling, and to this day I continue to see many important contributions. In the last fifty years of scholarship on Mark’s Christology, Gundry virtually stands alone in recognizing the christological importance of the powerful Jesus who dominates the first half of Mark’s narrative. He also offers important exegetical insights that demonstrate that the powerful Jesus does not disappear in the second half of Mark’s Gospel, and that where christological pieces emphasizing suffering are present, pieces that emphasize power are often close at hand. As noted above, these insights are often ignored by Markan interpreters who seek to emphasize Jesus’ suffering and death in their assessment of Mark’s Christology at the expense of Jesus’ great power. For these reasons, I initially followed Gundry quite closely in my own analysis of Mark’s Christology, arguing that Mark’s presentation of Jesus is characterized by power from beginning to end.31

But as important as some of Gundry’s insight into Mark’s Christology might be, criticisms of both his work and my own have demonstrated that both Gundry and I have swung the pendulum too far in the opposite direction.32 Critics have argued that there are many features in the Markan narrative that demonstrate that Jesus’ suffering and death play a significant role in Mark’s Christology and that they are not simply obstacles to be overcome. Throughout the first half of Mark’s Gospel, while power may dominate, as noted above, there is intentional foreshadowing of Jesus’ impending suffering and death. Such foreshadowing is hard to explain if Jesus’ suffering and death are seen by the Evangelist as a problem that needs to be solved. It is also hard to deny a literary relationship between the two-stage healing of a blind man in Mark 8:22-26 and Peter’s confession and subsequent correction at Caesarea Philippi in Mark 8:27–9:1. Peter’s confession of Jesus as the Messiah seems to closely parallel the partial healing of the blind man that immediately precedes it. As the blind man needs further action by Jesus to see clearly, so Peter needs further instruction from Jesus, that is, instruction on Jesus’ necessary suffering and death, in order to see his identity clearly. These are simply two examples among many (e.g., Mk 10:42-45; 14:3-9, 22-25) that strongly undermine the conclusions of both Gundry and myself, and demonstrate that Jesus’ suffering and death play a central role in Mark’s Christology.

Gundry’s work is important, as it rightly recognizes that a Jesus of extreme power plays a significant role in Mark’s Christology and that this powerful Jesus should not be subordinate to the suffering Jesus. Yet Gundry goes too far in the opposite direction and wrongfully marginalizes the role of Jesus’ suffering and death. For this reason I can no longer follow Gundry as far as I did in my previous work, but I do remain influenced by his important contributions to the understanding of Mark’s Christology.




THREE DRIVING QUESTIONS, METHOD, AND OUTLINE: MY APPROACH TO ASSEMBLING THE PIECES

As the above review of research on Markan Christology has shown, one’s method of engaging the Markan text plays a significant role in the results one produces. And one’s method is closely tied to the interpretive questions that drive the interpretive task. Until the rise of narrative criticism, the questions that drove most New Testament interpreters were primarily historical questions—namely, what did the text mean in its original context, with various methods employed to arrive at answers to this driving question. As we have noted above, narrative criticism developed in part as a reaction against the prioritizing of historical questions among biblical interpreters, with narrative critics shifting their interests to how the text means as opposed to what the text meant.33 Thus narrative critics were (and continue to be) much more interested in reading New Testament Gospels as timeless narratives, though first-century narratives to be sure, than texts located in a particular sociocultural and historical setting (e.g., written in a particular city, addressing a specific event(s), at a particular time). This study reflects an attempt to swing the pendulum back toward asking historical questions about the text and returning to a pursuit of what the text might have meant in its original setting. I make this attempt with full awareness of the critiques leveled against previous enterprises of this nature, and as such I must make a number of important comments.

First, this attempt to read the Gospel of Mark in light of its original context does not in any way presuppose that such a reading is superior to other readings of the Gospel. Other reading strategies for Mark, strategies that are uninterested (as least primarily) in Mark as a historical phenomenon, are both valid and important, and should be conversation partners with studies on Mark that are more historically inclined. Here I recognize that historical readings of Mark have much to learn from strict narrative readings of Mark as well as from strict reader-response readings of Mark, and perhaps vice versa. But I strongly assert that despite the existing limitations, seeking to understand Mark as a historical phenomenon and a text that originated in a particular sociohistorical setting is a valid enterprise and one that can and should be pursued.

Second, the historical concerns of modern biblical interpretation have too often been accompanied by a misguided belief that if historical methodology were rigorously followed, certain historical results could be assured. I undertake the present study with full awareness of the uncertainty inherent in any historical enterprise in general and in the pursuit of ancient history in particular. But the inherent uncertainty of historical analysis should not (and regularly does not) prevent us from attempting such analysis; rather, it should caution us to recognize our results for what they are: plausible interpretations and reconstructions of the existing historical data. Though inherently uncertain, historical analysis and research can produce good and useful results, results that help us better understand the ancient world and the ancient texts it produced.

Third, historical research should always be seeking to improve its methods, correct misguided practices, and abandon flawed results. With this awareness in mind, this project will seek to improve on the methods and practices of previous attempts to understand Mark’s text (and its Christology) within a particular historical setting. Such improvements will ultimately lead to greater confidence in the results of historical analysis.

With these considerations in mind, I now turn my attention to the method of the present project, a method that might be described as historical-narratival. Unlike the historically minded work of many redaction critics, this study will focus on the final form of Mark’s Gospel—specifically, the Gospel as a unified narrative from beginning to end, with the commitment that it was intended to be read as such. Thus I will make virtually no distinction between Markan and pre-Markan material, nor will I offer any analysis of Markan redactional activity, an enterprise that has been demonstrated to be highly speculative.34 And while I recognize the Gospels as theological in character and as having theological concerns, contra the commitments of many redaction critics, I am committed to the notion that the theological content of Mark is embedded in and inseparable from the narrative itself. No attempt will be made to understand Mark’s theology apart from the Markan narrative. Thus in these regards my work shares strong sympathies with the work of narrative critics.

With that said, my work is distinct from narrative critics in at least one crucial way—it seeks to read Mark’s narrative from a particular sociocultural and historical setting. A major part of this work will involve offering a historical reconstruction of the situation in which Mark was written, to which it sought to respond, and in which it was intended to be read. As acknowledged above, any historical reconstruction is inherently uncertain, but certain reconstructions are better grounded and more reliable than others. Of the utmost importance is grounding the Gospel in a historically verifiable setting, one that can be supported by dense historical data. On this front redaction critics frequently failed, as their reconstructions of Mark’s setting were hypothetical historical situations that lacked supporting data. Demonstrating that Mark wrote in any one particular setting can never be done with certainty (though evidence can be put forward to support certain settings over others), but if one intends to place Mark in a particular setting, strong historical evidence is needed to validate the existence of the proposed setting.

Given my desire to understand Mark in light of a particular historical context, some brief comments should be made regarding my interest in Mark’s author. Some might perceive an attempt on my part to identify the original author of Mark and to in some way grasp the authorial intent behind Mark’s Gospel. While my work here might provide a window into the intents of an original author of Mark’s Gospel, I have little interest in reconstructing what a particular historical figure intended to communicate. For the most part I believe that such realities lie beyond our grasp. Instead my conception of the Markan author is in some ways similar to the literary concept of the implied author, though one that pushes beyond the strict limits of the implied author that exist within the field of narrative criticism. Within the field of narrative criticism the implied author is the author implied by the text itself, the author that is perceived by any reader of the text apart from any knowledge of the historical author. Like the concept of the implied author, my conception of “author” is also interested in what one might infer about the author from the Markan text; however, it also includes what one might infer about the author from the reconstructed historical context in which I will situate the composition of the Gospel. Such a conception of authorship allows the interpreter to expand the parameters of the knowledge, aims, and goals of the narrative-critical implied author, but at the same time also allows the interpreter to maintain a distance from any need to reconstruct the mind, personality, or values of an original or historical author(s) of Mark’s Gospel. Thus whenever I directly or indirectly reference the author of Mark’s Gospel, it is this expanded conception of “authorship” that I am using.

The method outlined here addresses some of the critiques leveled against redaction critics and their efforts to understand what Mark meant in its original context, and it offers some important correctives to such efforts. Despite such corrective efforts, many of my colleagues who are strongly committed to narrative criticism will no doubt point out that, like the redaction critics before me, my reading of Mark will remain contingent on historical reconstruction, a reality their approach to Mark is able to avoid. Clearly I cannot avoid such an objection, and I openly recognize this limitation of the present work. I would respond to this objection in two ways. One, such a critique can be offered against any analysis of ancient history. The reconstruction of any ancient historical reality (and many that are not ancient) or any attempt to understand such realities will always be, to varying degrees, speculative in nature. But the contingent or speculative nature of historical work should never stop us from engaging in it or from pursuing historical knowledge. As imperfect as such knowledge may be, there is still value in seeking it. This present project seeks the value in that knowledge.

Two, attempts to read Mark apart from consideration of its particular sociohistorical setting, such as the attempts of strict narrative critics, have their own undeniable limitations. Mark was undoubtedly written in a particular context, and that context both shaped the writing of the Gospel and the way in which that Gospel would have been read and heard by its earliest audience. As such there are certain features of the Gospel that we certainly misunderstand or misinterpret because we lack knowledge of this particular context. In this regard the analogy of a puzzle is helpful for comparing the narrative-critical approach to Mark’s Christology with the present approach.35 Narrative critics are assembling Mark’s christological puzzle using only the pieces available, the pieces of Mark’s text.36 As such they are assembling the puzzle without all of the available pieces. Undeniably they are missing the pieces of Mark’s particular historical context. While this method allows interpreters to be confident in the pieces that they have, they run the significant risk of forcing pieces together in a way that do not actually fit. Thus, while narrative critics work with the narrative alone, speculation still remains regarding the meaning and significance of the narrative they reconstruct. Might the apparent tension that narrative critics perceive within Mark’s Christology be a result of constructing Mark’s christological puzzle without all of the necessary pieces? Might knowledge of additional pieces, such as those related to Mark’s particular historical context, reveal that no such tension actually exists in the narrative?

In contrast, I am seeking to reconstruct the missing pieces of Mark’s Gospel, that is, the pieces of Mark’s particular historical context, and fit those pieces together with the existing pieces of Mark’s narrative. While this enterprise has the disadvantage of using uncertain pieces, it has the advantage of potentially offering a more complete picture of both Mark’s narrative and the Christology communicated through that narrative. And I would propose that if the reconstructed pieces can be firmly grounded in a well-established historical context and can be shown to fit well with and to make sense of the existing pieces of Mark’s narrative, a high level of confidence in the reconstructed pieces can be achieved.

In light of this methodology, the project will begin by locating Mark in a particular historical setting. Chapter one will make an argument for a plausible date and provenance for Mark’s Gospel, and from that information it will offer a reconstruction of the Gospel’s historical setting. The subsequent chapters will seek to understand the pieces of Mark’s Christology from the perspective of this reconstructed setting. Chapter two will address the christological titles of Mark’s Gospel. Chapter three will address the first half of Mark’s narrative, the prologue and Galilean ministry, in which a Jesus of extreme power dominates the narrative. Chapter four will address the central section of Mark’s Gospel, where Jesus’ death and suffering are first explicitly introduced to the reader—particular attention will be given to the way in which this section functions to unify the christological pieces that present a powerful Jesus with the christological pieces that present a suffering Jesus. Chapter five will address the motif of secrecy in Mark’s Gospel. Chapter six will consider Jesus’ ministry in Jerusalem, with particular attention given to Jesus’ relationship to the Jerusalem temple. Finally, chapter seven will consider the christological significance of Mark’s passion narrative.








OEBPS/nav.xhtml


  

  

  Sommaire



		Cover



		Title Page



		Dedication Page



		Contents



		Acknowledgments



		Abbreviations



		Introduction



		ONE | Reconstructing Mark’s Historical Setting



		TWO | Mark’s Christological Titles



		THREE | The Powerful Jesus of Mark 1–8



		FOUR | The Suffering Jesus of Mark 8:22–10:52



		FIVE | A Roman Reading of Mark’s So-Called Secrecy Motif



		SIX | Jesus and the Temple



		SEVEN | Jesus in Mark’s Passion Narrative



		Conclusion



		Appendix: Yahweh Christology in Mark’s Gospel



		Bibliography



		Author Index



		Subject Index



		Scripture Index



		Notes



		Praise for Reading Mark's Christology Under Caesar



		About the Author



		More Titles from InterVarsity Press



		Copyright





Pagination de l'édition papier



		1



		IX



		X



		XI



		XIII



		XIV



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		80



		81



		82



		83



		84



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		90



		91



		92



		93



		94



		95



		96



		97



		98



		99



		100



		101



		102



		103



		104



		105



		106



		107



		108



		109



		110



		111



		112



		113



		114



		115



		116



		117



		118



		119



		120



		121



		122



		123



		124



		125



		126



		127



		128



		129



		130



		131



		132



		133



		134



		135



		136



		137



		138



		139



		140



		141



		142



		143



		144



		145



		146



		147



		148



		149



		150



		151



		152



		153



		154



		155



		156



		157



		158



		159



		160



		161



		162



		163



		164



		165



		166



		167



		168



		169



		170



		171



		172



		173



		174



		175



		176



		177



		178



		179



		180



		181



		182



		183



		184



		185



		186



		187



		189



Guide

		Cover

		READING MARK’SCHRISTOLOGYUNDER CAESAR

		Start of content

		Author Index

		Contents





OEBPS/images/pagetitre.jpg





OEBPS/images/AI_IVP_Academic_G.jpg
™ .
IVP Academic

An imprint of InterVarsity Press
Downers Grove, Illinois





OEBPS/images/coin.jpg





OEBPS/images/crown_c.jpg





OEBPS/cover/cover.jpg
READING MARK’S
CHRISTO O G
LUNDERSCAESAR
JESUS THE MESSIAH

AND ROMAN IMPERIAL
IDEOLOGY

ADAM WINN





