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THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHRIST IN ST. MARK’S GOSPEL.

CHAPTER I.

THE PRO H i m .

To propose the doctrine of the Christ in St. Mark’s 
Gospel as a subject for investigation is an act which 
in the eyes of many would probably require justification 
from the charge of sheer needlessness. They would say 
at once that there is no problem at all. For it is 
asserted again and again that in this Gospel we have 
something so essentially simple and straightforward, 
that the question of doctrine doesn/^really arise, 
that what we have in 3t. Mark is the plain and unadorn
ed narrative of the life of Jesus without any of the 
complications of theology to make things difficult.
But this simplicity is in point of fact more apparent 
than real, and behind the seeming straightforward struc
ture of his Gospel there lurk difficulties which have 
to be faced.

It is now almost fifty years since these difficul
ties received a particularly vivid double exposition.
The reconstructions of Schweitzer and Wrede were arti
ficial in the extreme, and that of Schweitzer can be 
safely /
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safely said now to have only historical value, while 
that of Wrede has its chief followers in the school 
of Formgeschichte. But that must not blind us to the 
fact that their criticisms of what went before are both 
valid and sound•^

Wrede bases his attack on the element of mystery 
in the Gk>spel. I will deal with this more fully later, 
suffice it for the moment to say that I shall endeavour 
to show that an element of importance in St. Mark is a 
great incomprehensible numinousness, to which even 
Wrede does not do justice in ascribing to the Gospel- 
writ er a theory of a Secret Messiah. But still less 
justice is done by explaining away the injunctions to 
secrecy as safeguards against a false Messianism.

Schweitzer’s main criticism was on the apparent 
lack of order in the narrative of the Galilean Ministry. 
And in this he has the support not only of the ’Forrn- 
Critics’, for such more moderate scholars of recent 
times as Rawlinson^ and Streeter^ hold that we can only 
get /

   " "  ' ■        -  '■■■     ■  --------For these criticisms see especially
Schweitzer, The ^est of the Historical Jesus,

(E.T.), pp. SSlff.
Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Svangelien, 

pp. 14-22.
^ The Gospel according to St. Mark, Intro, pp. xixff.
^ The Four Gospels, p. 424.



get an outline of the journeyings of Jesus from St,
Mark Ohs. i-viii by reading into the text much more 
than is actually there.

But this leads us to a second justification of 
this study. The ’Formgeschichtliche Schule» have also 
an important element of truth in their attack on the 
idea of the Gospel as a simple story. Karl Schmidt^ 
has shown how the framework of the narrative is second
ary to the story of the single event, and Dibelius^ 
and Bultmann proceed to treat the single event or saying 
as the only thing of account, regarding the framework 
as something of no historical value. But they render 
themselves open to the charge of oversimplification 
just as much as those who see nothing but a simple 
straight narrative.^ For even the Second Gospel will 
not /
^ Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu,
2 Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums.g Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition. The works 

of Dibelius and Bultman are quoted throughout in 
their second and greatly expanded editions. I felt 
that that of Dibelius was too important for my sub
ject to quote in its English translation, "From 
Tradition to Gospel",

^ Much of the best work on the Gospels has been marred 
by this attempt to make one key open every door.
The *Form-Critics* are guilty, so are Schweitzer 
and ^rede in their quoted works, and one of the 
finest books on the Gospels of the 20th Century, 
Hoskyns and Davey* s The Riddle of the New 
Testament similarly has the weakness of trying 
to find allusions to the Old Testament everywhere.



not admit of so easy a solution as Dibelius would give 
for its Form. This is recognized by Dibelius him
self, and he does make allowance for what he calls a 
’Deutung der Tradition*, which he ascribes to the in
fluence of the * Theory of the Secret Messiah*, following 
Wrede,^ But he scarcely gives enough importance to the 
passages he quotes, and there are others too.

À concrete instance may not be out of place here.
In the opening chapter of our Gospel (Mk. i,l-39) we 
have what we can only describe as a summary, and a 
summary too of very importsint points at the beginning 
of the life of Jesus. The Activity of the Baptist, 
the Baptism of Jesus, the Temptation, the First 
Preaching, the Call of the Disciples, such things as 
these are hastened through with the barest mention.
They must be told for this is the beginning of the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ too lo«iWoo. 2
But they are only touched upon. The whole aim of the 
üivangelist is to get on to something else as quickly as 
possible. Even the miracle of vv. 23-26 is told with 
none of the * breiter Erzhhlung* which Dibelius marks 
as /
T Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums, (2nd. edn.), 

pp. 227ff.
2 Acts 1, 22. It seems certain that for the Apostolic 

Preaching the Gospel began with the Baptism by John.



as typical of the Novellen.^ It is simply told as 
quickly as possible because a reference to the healing 
activity of Jesus was necessary to complete the picture.

One might compare this section of the Gospel to the 
Prologue of a Greek tragedy, not part of the drama so 
much as the necessary setting for it. It is scarcely 
credible that such meagre mention is due to lack of 
material, that St. Mark for instance only knew the tradi
tion that Jesus was tempted, without the details of the 
temptations. Here we have then evidence on purely formal 
grounds that St. Mark is no mere retailer of tradition, 
that his work is neither a simple chronicle nor a col
lection of single incidents.

But this leads to the third and most important 
justification for this study. What do we mean when we 
speak of the historical value of the GospelsI For there 
may be said to be two kinds of historical accuracy, 
accuracy of individual detail and accuracy of general 
impression. The two need not go hand in hand. For it 
is possible to give an account in which every detail is 
correct but the whole picture quite misleading, and on 
the other hand it might even be possible to give a true 
impression by inventing details to fit the part.

The / 
op. cit., pp. 73ff.
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The theory of verbal Inspiration would, of oourse, 
claim for all the Gospels both historicities to an 
absolute degree. But passing it by, it does seem to 
me that criticism of the Gospels has been much too pre
occupied with historicity of detail, that there has 
been much more discussion on the fidelity of St. Mark 
as a narrator of incidents than on his fidelity as a 
portrait-painter. The history of criticism of the 
Marcan structure illustrates how this literalness has 
tended too much to dominate thought. I am thinking 
especially of the first half of the Gospel around which 
most controversy has raged.

The question has been debated as to whether we can 
find in the first eight chapters an accurate itinerary 
of the movements of Jesus, directed by initial success, 
then by growing opposition of the Pharisees or danger 
from Herod. This view has had its champions, but as 
I have already pointed out, has been more and more 
abandoned even by more moderate scholars; its chief 
weakness is that it involves so much reading between 
the lines.^ If this was what St. Mark meant to say 
he certainly might have made it more plain. The 
so-called /
^ Rawlinson, loc. cit., gives a particularly good

sumntiry of the objections to a * Mar can Hypothesis*.



so-called *Marcan Hypothesis* is really a tour de force » 
an attempt to find behind the Gospel-writer something 
of which he preserved fragments without understanding.

And notwithstanding the severity of his criticisms, 
Schweitzer is just as big a sinner when it is a question 
of making detail the all-important point in historical 
accuracy. For almost all by him is made to turn on 
one verse, (Matt, x, 23),^ and on that verse being in 
its correct historical setting. He was writing before 
Form-Criticism, but even if we were to accept the de
tailed discourse as all spoken at this time, it is still 
a far cry from that to the making of its non-fulfilment 
the turning point of the ministry of Jesus. It is 
again an attempt to get behind the Gospel narratives to 
something they have preserved evidence of for us, we 
can only say accidentally, without understanding.

Here the question of what we mean by historical 
value is posed for us in its a cutest form. Both 
these theories agree in this, that they treat the 
Gospels essentially as quarries of raw material from 
which to hew what we can build for ourselves into a 
statue of Jesus. Both allow to the Gospels 
historicity /
I

op. cit., pp. 357ff.
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historicity of detail but prefer to draw their own con
clusions as to significance* And this is a dangerous 
thing for two reasons especially, first that the 
inaterial is after all very scanty, and second that the 
life we are dealing with was such an unusual one that 
we must beware of bringing in our own preconceptions of 
what life should be. This treatment of the Gospels 
will not do.

The attitude of the Form-Critics is a more logical 
one. Rejecting the framework as secondary, they re
nounce all attempts to write of the life of Jesus and 
concentrate on the single incident. There they are by 
no means all sceptics. Dibelius is willing to allow 
a great deal of authenticity, in particular, to what he

, I Pcalls the ’Paradigms’, as also does Albertz who deals 
solely with them. But once again the whole emphasis 
seems to be on historicity of detail rather than of 
significance, and the question does arise if, once we 
suspect the historical value of what is the construction 
of the Evangelists, Bultmann is not the more logical in 
going on to deny the accuracy of the oral tradition too,^ 
for /

^ op. cit., pp. 56ff.
^ Die synoptischen 3treitgesproche.
^ 3ee e.g. Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition,

(2nd ed.). pp. 50f.



for it also was motivated by the same theological pur
pose.

I might liken the position of St. Mark in the hands 
of the scholars to that of a witness being interrogated 
by a tribunal of experts. They want to get from him 
only the bald facts, and it is they who are to draw the 
conclusions. But as the investigation proceeds it 
becomes clear that the witness has his own ideas about 
the meaning of events and that he will persist in ob
truding these. Some of the tribunal are in favour of 
continuing their examination, trusting their detective 
powers to get behind the ideas of the witness, others 
tlhrpw up their hands in despair saying, "This fellow 
is so prejudiced that I can make nothing of himj"
V/hat I wish to plead is that they pay attention to what 
the witness thinks. He does not appear foolish, nor 
have they any evidence that he is trying to deceive 
them. Perhaps in this way we might learn most after 
all.^

For if it be true that the Gospel is much too 
sketchy to be treated as a chronological narrative, and 
if /
I ------------------------------------------------------------------------

There are of course honourable exceptions and one 
might mention especially
Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament; 
Richardson, The Miracle Stories of the Gospels; 
Dodd, History and the Gospel.
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if it will not fit into the neat categories of the Form- 
Critic, we are left with the position that the structure 
is theological in its form. So, in fact, said vVrede. 
But it does not follow that because it is theological 
it is unhistorical as Wrede found it to be. We must 
be prepared to consider, too, that there is evidence 
for us about the life of Jesus in the very theological 
motivating of the framework. If this be so we have in 
this way fresh evidence to help us in the greatest of 
all New Testament problems. And after all, if we re
ject what has a theological purpose as unauthentic, we 
must finish by rejecting the whole New Testament, and 
by saying that nothing at all can be known about the 
Jesus of History. For where in the New Testament 
does the theological purpose not reign supreme?

In this study I seek in this i^irit to examine the 
testimony of St. Mark as to the significance of the 
life of Jesus. I have chosen St. Mark; he is only 
one of the iSvangelists. What follows then will not 
be a study of the Jesus of History, but only of the 
evidence of that one Cos pel-writ er. But I put it for
ward as an example of an approach to the Gospels which 
must not be left out of consideration as we review the 
nature /
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nature of our evidence for the Jesus of History.
Most German scholars^ following ..rede, do in fact 

regard the framework of the Gospel as theologically 
inspired. But the essence of Wrede*s position is 
that such a framework must be a later addition in its 
thought as well as in its detail; the element of 
secrecy is brought in in order to make for Jesus claims 
which he never made for himself. But the question 
must be raised if St. Mark’s christology might not be 
based on fact, if what has a definite theological bias 
might not by that very fact bring us nearer to a true 
portrait of Jesus than a mere bald chronicle would.
And the onus probandi must rest on those who find the 
theology of the Gospel-writers unauthentic. The 
question must be left open until we have found what 
their theology actually is, and then, unless it does 
actually lead us into obvious inconsistencies and 
absurdities, we must be prepared to say that they, 
after all, are the men best qualified to judge.

Two reasons especially make this quest an impor
tant one. First, we must recognize that this is what 
the Gospel-writers themselves would consider of impor
tance. They were not historians, they were not 
presenting /
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presenting posterity with material for a biography.
They had a Gospel to proclaim, and accordingly they 
v/ould be much more concerned with correctness of 
theology than with accuracy of detail. There is, 
of course, the possibility that they were writing with 
intent to deceive, but to start on that assumption 
would be contrary to all the canons of scientific 
thinking. And if it should prove that they are de
ceivers we must renounce the quest of the historical 
Jesus as an impossible one.

An example of this point, that it is theology with 
which the writers of the Goi^els are concerned^ may not 
be out of place here. It is a well-known fact that in 
the Gospels we have two traditions of the date of the 
Last Supper and Crucifixion relative to the Jewish Pass- 
over. The bulk of the Synoptic material equates the 
Last Supper with the Passover meal, vhile the Fourth 
Gospel along with elements of the Synoptic tradition 
makes the death of Jesus at the time of the killing 
of the Passover lamb. The historical problem will 
probably never be solved. But the point in vdiich the 
Evangelists were interested was that Jesus by his death 
had instituted the Nev/ Coveneint wtilch fulfilled and 
superseded /
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superseded the Old. But whether he did so by holding 
his sacramental meal on the same evening as that of the 
Old Covenant, or by giving his life at the time of the 
sacrifice of the Paschal Lamb, was not a point in which 
they were particularly interested provided that the con
nection was established, and this indifference reveals 
itself in the uncertainty, one could say the carelessness, 
of the tradition.

But there is a second reason which should be added.
It is sometimes said too faciloly that the Gospels are 
not biographies, as if the mark of a biography were the 
clironicling of a string of events in a life, and not 
rather the study of the significance of a life. Not 
only the Christian believer, but also the scientific 
historian, is more concerned with the interpretation 
of events th/in the events themselves. That is unless 
the historian is a mere annalist, content to record a 
sequence of happenings without any clue to their sig
nificance. Students of the Jesus of History have 
tended to prefer to make their own interpretation, but 
in view, above all, of the small number of unusual data 
which we have in this case, we cannot afford to neglect 
the interpretation of his contemporary or near-contem- 
Ijorary /
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near-contemporary historians, as we draw our conclusions. 
The Christology of the iiivangelists iswluable evidence 
to the pure historian also, or at least is possible 
valuable evidence until we have proved the contrary.

The examination I make will proceed as far as 
possible on purely formal grounds, looking first for 
what seems by form and structure to bear the emphasis 
in the Gospel. That the Passion-Story has the biggest 
emphasis, that everything is leading up to the Cross 
is a matter beyond dispute. But the difficulty is 
that saying that does not help us with the unsolved 
problems of the first half of the Gospel. It in 
itself gives us less difficulty than does the Galilean 
ministry. So it is to the first.half of the Gospel 
that we must first turn, and it is on the first half 
of the Gospel that v/e must spend most time, remem
bering all the time that we must find an interpreta
tion which will lead to the Cross, but hoping also tbat 
we may be able as a result to define more closely who 
it was that died and rose again according to St. 61ark, 
and why it was that he must die. And in this Gali- 
Jqean section of the Gospel 1 find two great moments, 
places where the Gospel-writer seems to go out of his 
way /
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way to labour the point. The second of these, in fact, 
seems to me to be the climax of the whole part of the
Gospel; it is emphasised to such a pitch as to suggest
that all that has gone before is leading up to it, and 
to it I turn first as giving us the first clue we need
for the understanding of Maroan thought.



CIL\PTSR II.

THE KIRACLIS8 OF THE LQAVJg.

The Miracles as the Turning point of the Gospel

If we want to find what the point is of any story, 
the obvious place to look at is the end, to see if any 
particular emphasis there gives us the clue. And in 
the first half of the Gospel according to St. &ark there 
is an obvious ending which a study purely of the struc
ture of the Gospel will show, the great section which 
centres round the two miraculous meals, the Feeding of 
the Five Thousand and the Feeding of the Four Thousand.

A short summary of events should make this clear.
1. Mk. vi, 30-44. The Return of the Disciples and

the Feeding of the Five 
Thousand.

2. Mk. vi, 45-56. The Walking on the Sea and Re
turn to Galilee. (Note refer
ence to previous miracle in 
V. 52).

3. Mk. vii, 1-23. Dispute with Pharisees on eating
with Unwashen Hands.

4. Mk. vii, #4-30. Healing of Hyro-phoenician
Woman’s Daughter with Conversa
tion on Children’s Bread.

5. /
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5. Mk. vii, 31-;57. Healing of Dumb Man (with
•spittle* motif.)

6. Mk. viii, 1-10. Feeding of Four Thousand.
7. Mk. viii, 11-21. Dispute with Pharisees on Sign

and Conversation with Disciples 
on Leaven of Pharisees. (Note 
reference to both Feeding Miracles. )

8. Mk. viii, 22-26. Healing of Blind Man. (again
with * spittle* motif.)

There are certain very impressive features about 
this complex of incidents, which in the end render it 
impossible to treat them merely as a series of episodes 
strung together by loose connections, and which suggest 
rather the grouping due to a dominant theological 
thought. Some of them it is true are not very strong 
arguments in themselves, but their cumulative effect 
seems to me to be very cogent.

1. What seems to be practically the same miracle 
is duplicated. That of course is in itself not a 
strong argument. It may be just a freak, and in point 
of fact there does seem to be a great deal of weight 
behind the argument that we are here dealing with a 
duplicated source. On the other hand we shall see 
possible theological reason behind the duplication of 
the /
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the healing miracles in this section also, and in any 
case we must ask ourselves why, even if we should assume 
two sources, St. Mark should feel obliged to set down 
both side by side.^

One positive answer has of course been given to 
this in Christian tradition.^ It is that the Feeding 
of the Five Thousand represents the feeding of the Jews, 
and that of the Four Thousand the Gentiles* The tradi
tional argument is that the fragments in the first 
miracle are taken up in twelve \<o(̂woi (vi, 43), which 
are baskets of a Jewish type, corresponding to the Twelve 
Tribes, while in the second they are gathered in seven

, (viii, 8), a more common basket, corresponding 
to the 8even Churches. And this distinction between 
the types of baskets is maintained in Mark viii, 19f., 
where reference is made back to the miracles. To my 
mind what makes this argument worthy of consideration 
is /
^ We must remember that the canons of Pentate uchal 

criticism do not apply to the Gospels. In the 
Pentateuch we expect to find two variants of 
the same story from different sources, simply 
set down side by side, and this seems to have 
misled some into thinking that a duplication 
in the Gospels too needs no further explanation 
than merely saying ’duplicate source*.

2 AS old as St. Augustine, according to Richardson,
(The Miracle Stories of the Gospels, pp. 97f .) 
who lays a good deal of stress on this argument.
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Is the fact that between the two miracles comes the 
incident of the Syro-phoenician v.oman, who successfully 
makes the claim that the Gentiles should share in the 
children*s bread. But I regard it as rather of con
firmatory value should stronger arguments point in the 
same direction.

2. A more important fact* one which in fact I 
feel would require some other explanation if not this 
one* is that of the two cross-references to the 
miraculous meals in other stories* - Mark vi* 52,
OS OüvtÎ̂K-*.V tni lôxç, ^ dllTwy
and still more the longer one in Mark viii* 19-21*
b ri Tovic, TjixTt T\o(rov)s Kotçwo\»b

duiTj; Ori.S.Tou£ ânk Tcr
nocuvi Ĉ Ô IÔU'V \iy \x n V  dl«Tu, &YtI .

duioT̂, Ou\TCi
These show quite clearly that the explanation of the 
Gospel provided by Form-Critioism will not apply here. 
DibtaLLus indeed does recognise tiiis*̂  but his explana
tion scarcely does justice to the uniqueness of this 
section in this point. For such cross-references are 
not a common thing. Any others in the Gospel are of 
the nature of prophecies of the death and resurrection 
of /
r op. cit.* pp. 23Cf.
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of Jesus, in which category we can include the fore
telling of Peter's denial, (xiv, 3 0 - 3 1 ) The fact 
that it occurs twice here with reference to the miracles 
of feeding seems to give a quite especial significance 
to them.

And this view is strengthened by the fact that 
both deal with the failure of the disciples to under
stand. We shall see in the next chapter that 'under
standing* is one of the central themes of the Gospel.
We could in fact see in them also a different type of 
cross-reference, this time to Mark iv, 12, for vi, 52c,
^  Y  ̂ and viii, 18,

)̂iLTliTt3 kIi IwoMtTty both
share with iv, 12, ^ dKo\ĵvcs6
f \ \ V«iKOüU(ïi Yd.\ p  ̂ a reference to Isaiah vi, 10. In 

the earlier passage of course the disciples are not 
included in the condemnation, which is spoken against 
the people as a whole, but it seems that now on the 
matter of these two meals, the disciples too have been 
found /
T-------------------------------------------------------Apparent exceptions are the 'intertwined stories',

where one story is set in the middle of another, 
giving sometimes the appearance of a cross- 
reference. But there the purpose of the Gospel- 
writ er is quite different.
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found wanting.
3. Lohmeyer has acutely pointed out the important 

place which the ideas of eating and drinking hold in the 
Gospels;^ as he says, these simple daily actions are 
mentioned much more often there than elsewhere in the 
New Testament, Apart from the great importance given to 
the Sacramental Meal, the Last Supper, the Gospels abound 
with incidents which have their setting at meals, with 
parables and discourses dealing with food and kindred 
subjects and so on. In fact it would be much easier 
to count those Which have not this connection than those 
which have.

Now in the section under consideration, this motif 
seems to reach its climax in the Gospel, It is not 
merely that we have the two miraculous meals, though 
that itself takes on a new significance in the light 
of this point made by Lohmeyer. But the subject of 
bread is even more to the foreground as a symbol of 
the work of Christ. The long dispute of vii, 1 - 2 3  
is on the subject of eating with unwashed hands and it 
is surely not fanciful to see in it something more than 
a controversy on a particular point, a symbol of a con
trast ̂

Das Âbeadinalil In der Urgemelnde, In Journal of Biblical 
literature. Vol. LVI, Pt. Ill, pp. 217ff.
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contrast between the religion of Jesus and that of 
the Pharisees in general. At least it might be 
fanciful were it not for other incidents in the 
section. In the miracle of vii, 24-30 where the 
question at stake is whether the Gentiles shall share 
in the healing activity of Jesus, the question is for
mulated in the words \|<| TW %̂ 'i k<\
His gifts are bread. Are the Gentiles to share in 
that bread? And the r eply of course is in kind.
Again in viil^ 14-21 the keywords are ĵxjiîL

^ The ♦leaven of the Pharisees* and the 
•leaven of Herod* are surely contrasted with the bread 
with which Jesus himself feeds the people. It seems 
the most natural conclusion that these occurrences are 
grouped here together with the two miracles as commen
taries and elucidations of them.

In fact 1 would be inclined to suggest myself that 
they might well have come, not from a duplicate, but a 
single source, that their arrangement together might 
well have been pre-Mar can. This does not mean however
that we have to drop the hope of finding one of the 
kernels of Mar can theology in them. For pre-Marcan 
does not necessarily mean non-Marcan, and if we can 
once /
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once establish that Mark had a definite Christological 
purpose, then we must add that that would have in
fluenced his selection, as well as his arrangement, of 
material. We shall actually see that this approach 
brings the Marcan Christology closer to the Johannine, 
and until we have reason to think otherwise, we are 
in such suggestions merely multiplying the number of 
early Christians who shared this doctrine of the 
Christ.

4. An examination of the form of the actual 
narratives of the miraculous meals themselves is also 
of importance. For while it is true, as Rawlinson 
points o u t t h a t  St. Mark certainly understood these 
stories as miracles, it is certainly also true that 
they are not told for the sake of relating the miracu-

olous. This point again is clearly made by Lohmeyer.
For the stories are really lacking in the typical traits
of the miracle-story as given by Dibelius. Lohmeyer
for instance is surely right in claiming that the
* raising eyes to heaven* is a ritual act, and not a
trait of a wonder-worker as Dibelius would have it
T-------------------------------------------------------op, cit. pp. 84f.
^ Das Svangelium des Marcus, (in Meyer*s Commentary) 

pp. 121ff.
^ op. cit., ch. IV.
^ Lohmeyer, op. cit. p. 127n.8 as against Dibelius, 

op. cit., p. 87.
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And even Dibelius himself admits the lack of any suoh 
distinctive traits in the second miracle.^ As Lohmeyer 
beautifully describes it, the picture of Jesus here is 
the picture of the pious paterfamilias ("der fromme 
Hausvater”) presiding at the family meal.

And this again brings us to the importance of this 
family meal in the Gospels. V/e think not only of the 
Last Supper, but also of such a verse as Luke xxiv, 35,
KA us kV oiv Toi)  ̂'which suggests
that this must have been a characteristic action of
Jesus. The Jesus of these miraculous meals is the
Jesus of these associations and not the miraole-worker
first and foremost.

5. Richardson is very illuminating indeed on the
3subject of the two miracles of healing. He points 

out that the two form a natural pair referring back to 
such prophecies as Isaiah zxix, 18, and xxxv, 5, where 
the giving of sight to the blind and hearing to the 
deaf is foretold. And he emphasises the connection 
with Mark viii, 18. The rebuke of Jesus for the 
disciples’ failure to understand takes the form of an 
accusation /
I------------------------------------------op cit. , p. 75n.
^ op cit. , pp. 128ff.

op cit. , pp. 81-90.
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accusation of deafness and blindness, as the example of 
Isaiah vi, 10 leads him.

Beyond this, however, I do not feel that I can go 
with Richardson* He^treating Mark vi, - viii, 30 
as a unity culminating in Caesarea Philippi, finds in 
them a parable of the gradual opening of the eyes of the 
disciples. ̂  But I shall give reasons later for ending 
the section at viii, 26, and giving up the idea of 
Ceasarea Philippi as the turning-point of the Gospel. 
Suffice it for the moment to notice this definite Mess
ianic connotation of these two miracles. Whether or 
not the fact that both have the ’spittle’ as the agency 
of healing has any significance is a much less certain 
matter. But it certainly is curious that these two and
no other miracles in the Synoptics should have this 

2common trait.
6. Obvious of course is the connection between the 

thought of St. Mark and that of St. John at this point.
A summary of the Johannine section will serve as a re
minder.

• John vi, 5-14. • Feeding of the Five Thousand.
John vi,15-21. Jesus’ Walking on the Sea.
John /

^ op* cit. , pp. 86 ff. , 99 f.
o Consideration of one in the Fourth Gospel follows.
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John vi, 22-65. Discourse on the Bread of Life.
John vi, 66-71. Failure of other disciples, but

not in this case of the Twelve, 
to understand.

This is the only miracle canmon to all the Gospels, and
with the Walking on the Sea, the only ones common to
the two Gospels under consideration. Streeter gives
very strong evidence that the author of the Fourth
Gospel knew the Secondf And indeed on this miracle
there is good reason to think that he had its text

2actually before him. In verbal similarities Bernard 
notes ï.(jTû\ (Mk.vi,37; Jn.vi,7)j
(Mk.vi,40; Jn. vi,9. (Mk. vi ,39; Jn.vi,10. ) and,
from the story of the Walking on the Sea, t\jii p  
(Mk. vi ,50; Jn. vi ,20. )? And while it is true that we 
sometimes underestimate the power of oral tradition to 
preserve exact words, these are not the type of agree
ments we should expect to find. But more than that we 
have the order of events preserved with the story of the 
Walking on the Sea following immediately after the 
Miraculous /

The Four Gospels, pp. 397-401.
^ If this section existed as a written unity before St. 

Mark, St. John might be using it, but this would not 
affect the general validity of the argument. Both 
Gospels, we then could say, attached great importance 
to their common source.

3 I.e.C. , St. John, Vol.I, Intro, pp. xcvii f.
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X

Miraculous Meal, and after the Johannine discourse, again 
a failure to understand, though this time it is true the 
disciples are an exception.

The point of this is that the story of the Feeding 
of the Five Thousand certainly plays a central role in 
the Fourth Gospel, for to it is attached the teaching of 
the significance of the Last Supper, the narrative of 
which, of course, does not appear in that Gospel. We 
would be justified in claiming that the importance of 
the incident in the Fourth Gospel is confirmatory evi
dence of its importance in the Second, especially in 
view of the use made by the later of the earlier one.

Before leaving the Fourth Gospel however, we should 
also note the interesting fact that the cure of the Man 
Born Blind (John ix), contains also that ’spittle’ motif, 
and that it concludes with teaching on spiritual blind
ness. To follow this up means entering on the vexed 
question of dislocations in the Fourth Gospel, but it 
does confirm strikingly Richardson’s interpretation 
referring to Isaiah vi, 10.

7. But the strongest reason of all for assign
ing a central importance to this group of narratives, 
is that immediately after them, after the failure of 
the /
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the disciples to iinderstand the miracles of the loaves, 
Jesus turns his back on Galilee, and sets out on his 
journey to Jerusalc# to his death. Here I know I am 
being very venturesome, for it has become almost tra
ditional to regard the Confession of Peter at Caesarea 
Philippi as the turning-point of the Gospel. And 
Richardson, who also regards this section as of central 
importance, makes its importance that of leading up to 
the opening of the blind eyes in that Confession.^
That is certainly an interpretation which must be 
reckoned with. But as far as the Mircan thought goes 
at least, there seems to me good reason for rejecting 
this, and taking rather the view that it was failure and 
not success on the part of his disciples, which made 
Jesus choose that road.

If we examine the incident at Caesarea Philippi 
from the standpoint of pure form-criticism, we find 
that the Confession of Peter (viii, 30) is not even 
the central point of the incident. We have here a 
typical conversation leading up to the all-important 
saying, to which the rest merely gives a setting. But 
this all-important saying is not the Confession but the 
prophecy /
T AS quoted above, p . ^ o .
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prophecy of the Passion in viii, 31. I cannot see 
any other conclusion from the form of the narrative, 
in spite of the fact that another conversation, leading 
up to the declaration that the disciple, too, must 
suffer, is attached.

Further, the criticisms of Wrede have never been
satisfactorily answered.^ There is absolutely nothing

St.in-\Mark to indicate that there is anything new in this 
Confession. It is not received as a new discovery, 
but only with a somewhat harsh order to tell no man 
about it. It is even possible, with Hering, to take

pthe reply of Jesus as a refusal of the title. Any 
comparison there is is between the Twelve and others, 
not between now and before.

It is possible, of course, to set against these 
arguments Matt, xvi, 16-19 and John vi, 68,69, arguing 
that what is explicit in these two must be implicit in 
St. Mark. But even here we have no clear indication 
that the confession marks a new discovery by Peter.
The contrast is still with the ignorance of others and 
not with a former ignorance of the disciples themselves. 
That Jesus should say that he will found his Church on 
the /
^ Op. cit. pp. 115-124, op. Rawlinson, op. cit. pp. 112 f
p Le Royaume de Dieu et sa Venue, pp. 122 ff.
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the rock of Peter’s faith in no way implies that that 
faith has just been shown for the first time. And we 
would require some strong indication that St, Matthew 
meant it to be sô  in view of the fact that Wrede brings 
up,^ that the disciples have already said in Matt, 
xiv, 33, , We add to that the cry of
the blind men in ix, 27, tV-vjOtsV , and we must
say that St. Matthew has not been at pains to ensure 
that nobody has recognised Jesus up to this.

As to the Johannine account, the idea of Jesus 
keeping back any explicit claim till this moment simply 
will not fit the Gospel, and it is not in the spirit of 
a new recognition, but of an old one helping through a 
new crisis, that Peter’s words are spoken.

The only way in fact to preserve the Confession 
at Caesarea Philippi as the turning-point of the life 
of Jesus, is by the bad old way I have already pro-

ptested against, of assuming that we can guess behind 
the Gospel narratives, a significance of which the 
Gospel-writers themselves were unaware.

But in an y case it is with the thoughts of one of 
these Gospel-writers that we are here concerned, and 
there /
r op. cit. p. 116. 

See above pp.
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there does seem to be more reason for regarding Mark 
viii, 14-21 as the turning-point of the Gospel. For 
if we apply to it the canons of the form-critics, we 
find a remarkable thing, that alone among such incidents, 
it could never have been told as a separate story. It 
owes its very existence to the stories of the miraculous 
meals. It is in fact the final summing-up of their 
effect, and can only be in the Gospel as the last word 
on this series of events whose central importance we 
have been considering.
The Shepherd Jon of David

ve have now a picture of the activity of Jesus 
wiiich goes as follows. The work of Jesus we find 
first in Galilee. As wo shall see in the next chapter, 
misunderstanding dogs his footsteps, and when the 
climax of his Galilean ministry is reached, when he 
seeks to give his blessing in these two miracles, the 
result is that the climax of misunderstanding is 
reached, and that this time even the disciples fail. 
iOid this means one inevitable thing, that the only 
way ho can break through the blindness and feed the 
people is by his death. ' toIito ign fo |woo. The
Last Supper is the answer to the failure to uhderstand 
the /
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the miracle of the loaves.
But a closer examination of the meaning of these 

miraculous meals is necessary, if we are to give to 
them such importance. What was Jesus trying to do 
there, which he only succeeded in doing in the Upper 
Room? What was it that even the disciples were too 
dull to appreciate? Why in particular is the metaphor 
and symbol of feeding used here as throughout the Gospel, 
to signify the work of Christ?

I find the clue in Mark vi, 30-34^
y  "A ̂o\̂i\WL.The theme of the shepherd and the sheep

is found elsewhere in the Gospels, notably in Luke
t/ XV, 1-8 and John i, 1-9. And it is a common one of

the Old Testament, notably of the great prophets around 
the time of the exile. There occur to the mind at 
once the famous words of Deutero-Isaiah. "He shall
feed his flock like a shepherd." (Isaiah xl, 11.)
There, of course, it is Yahweh himself who is to be 
the shepherd, and the passage merely refers to the 
return from the Exile, but it would be surprising if 
the words were not later given a Messianic significance.

But there are two prophetic passages which are more 
explicit. In Jeremiah xxiii, 1-6, we are given, first 
a /
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a cojadexnnation of the shepherds who have scattered the 
flock, and then a promise of the restoration of the 
flock under good shepherds, and finally the prophecy 
of a new king, the righteous Scion of David. Shep
herds no doubt signify kings in this passage, but we 
are brought nevertheless face to face with the fact 
that the title 'Son of David.' can mean not only the 
Son of David the King, but also the Son of David the 
Shepherd. It is worth noting that while some commen
tators will not refer the whole to Jeremiah, (cornill^ 
regards vv. 3,4 as secondary, and Volz and Duhm vv.b,6^ 
yet even they will not demand a late date for any part. 
And even so radical a critic as Hi^lscher regards the 
passage as all from Jeremiah. The complete passage 
must in any case be not later than Zechariah iii, 8 
and vi, 12.^

The same thought is developed more fully in 
Kzekiel xxxiv, which in fact reads like an expansion 
and development of the passage from Jeremiah. We 
have a description of how the shepherds of Israel have 
failed to do their duty (w. 1-10.), followed by a 
promise that Yahweh himself will seek out his lost 
sheep /
T-------------------------------------------------------For these O.T. commentators mentioned see theircommentaries ad loc.
2 cp. 3ellin, iBraelitisch-jUdische Heligionsgeschichte,

p. 86.
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sheep and bring them back to a good pasture (w.11-16.) 
The next verses (w. 17-22) are a condemnation of the 
sheep and cattle who spoil the pasture for others and 
push aside the weaker ones. And then again (w.23-31,) 
we have the promise of a good shepherd, "my servant 
David", linked with the promise of a covenant of peace 
and plenty in the fields and safety from wild beasts.
The same thought is repeated briefly in ilzekiel xxxvii, 
24, where it is told how, when the children are restored 
and Yahweh makes a covenant of peace with them, "David 
my servant" will be king and they will have one shepherd.

The attitude of the commentators is again here 
similar to their attitude to the passage from Jeremiah. 
Only Holscher^ would give a really late date, and he is 
influenced in this by his late dating of the Holiness 
Code of Leviticus, Ezekiel xxxiv, 25-27 being connected 
with Leviticus xxvi, 4-6. Herrmann ascribes all to 
Ezekiel, though he says that Ch. xxxiv was put together 
at a later date. Herntrich and Bertholet take the view 
that xxxiv, 25-30 cannot be original, and Cooke xxxiv, 
17-31, (This includes, of course, the references to 
David.) But on the other hand Cooke ascribes 
xxxvii, 24 to Ezekiel himself, while Bertholet is doubt- 
ful /
Again see Commentaries ad loc.
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doubtful. And none want to give the verses they 
regard as secondary a much later date.

So, unless we accept Hoischer* s dating of 
Pentateuch sources, we have a thought, beginning with 
the disciples of Jeremiah, if not the prophet himself, 
and reaching development about the end of the exile at 
the latest. It is of a New Covenant of peace between 
Yahweh and his people, under which Yahweh will feed his 
people as a shepherd his flock, and this, sometimes at 
least, through the agency of a king who was to be the 
true Son of David. It is an early, not yet defined 
form of the Messianic hope. And what is important is 
that this hope for the Son of David should be in its 
early stages a hope for David the Shepherd, and not 
merely David the King,

It is significant that this thought should origi
nate from the school, if not the person, of Jeremiah. 
Jeremiah was the critic of the weaker points of the 
Reform of Josiah,^ and in particular its emphasis on 
such formal things as locality. All that attached the 
certainty of being God's people to externals, be it the 
Temple (vii, 4), or the Tcr ah (xxxi, 31-34), or the Land
(xxiv, etc.) was opposed by Jeremiah.

I n  /_________________________________________________________________
1 op. e.g. Skinner, Prophecy and Religion, Cha. 71, VII, IÏ.
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In this, of course, he was but the culmination of 
an earlier movement. Hosea, in particular, harks back 
with longing to the days when the children of Israel 
were being brought out of Egypt, idealising that time, 
(xi, 1-4). And the Nazirites and Hechabites seem to 
have felt the same still earlier. Such men were find
ing the ideal of a Promised Land a snare and a delusion, 
and that the life in the wilderness, where they received 
from Yahweh each day enough food for that day only, and 
where they knew that they were directly dependent on 
Yahweh for all food, was better. They were feeling 
their way towards a more inward idea of being Yahweh*s 
people than the mere possession of a land gave.

And 30 it was ttiat in the New Covenant of Jeremiah 
and his school, along with the law written in men's 
hearts in place of the written Torah, we find the Shep
herd Son of David in place of the land flowing with 
milk and honey. ̂  It is a very different Son of David 
that appears,' of course, much later in the Psalms of 
Solomon. But still there are two things that can be 
noted in reply to this. The first is that there is
no need to consider tksrt the outlook of the psalms of

#

Solomon universal in Judaism in the time of Jesus.
And /
^ This is part of a bigger O.T. story. Yahweh as 

shepherd in the Psalms, etc. would take us too 
far from our subject.



37

And the second Is that at any rate Jesus and his 
diciples had the text of the Old Testament prophets 
before them always, and there was nothing to prevent 
either Jesus himself or one of his followers redis
covering this old picture of the Son of David, if 
such rediscovery were needed.

And there are other Old Testament passages 
which would encourage anyone who had once begun, to 
go on thinking on these lines. There is the Shepherd 
Yahweh of the Psalms, especially Psalm 23 and 95 and 
also 80 where Klohlm is the Divine name. There is 
of course the old story of the manna in the wilderness, 
^ich probably first suggested the thought in prophetic 
times also. And there are such stories as the miracu
lous feeding of Elijah by the ravens. (I Kings xvii,
1-7 cp. xix, 6-8.) There is nothing at all improbable 
then about the thought that some of his followers 
should interpret the mission of Jesus along these lines, 
if he did not actually do so himself.

And we have two notable instances from other Gospels 
of Jesus as a shepherd. The beautiful parable of 8t. 
Luke XV, 1-7 takes on, if I am right, a definite Mes
sianic apologetic note. It is that the Messiah should 
eat /
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eat with that causes scandal. And even
more so St. John x, 11-18, with its climax b Tioî v
Q pa iSlvjp would become definite
apologetic on the subject, so scandalous to many of the 
time, that the Messiah must suffer and die.

It is in this context of thought then that I would 
set the Marcan understanding of the miracles of the 
loaves. Jesus in them is making Messianic claims 
and Messianic claims of a very particular kind, namely, 
that he is the Shepherd Son of David foretold by the 
prophets, who was to establish a New Covenant with a 
more spiritual basis than the old one, for the land 
flowing with milk and honey is now to be replaced by 
the shepherd who personally feeds his sheep. And we 
notice in fact that both of the miracles are set in 
desert places (vi, 35 isnx c ToLs. and viii, 4

), while the second one seems to be set out-
2with the borders of the Promised Land.

And in this the miracles form the climax of the 
first /
I Some might object to the use of the term ’Messianic* 

for such a conception, claiming that the name should 
be reserved for the more materialist ideas. But I 
use it for want of a better.

^ As Mk. vii, 51 may only be the locality of its pericope 
and not of the narrative of the Gospel as a whole, it 
would perhaps be unwî se tĉ lay too much stress on 
this. The unknown of viii, 10 stands in
the way of certainty, i
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first part of the Gospel. All that has gone hitherto 
leads up to this. I will deal in the following chap
ters with the veiled Messianic claim that runs through 
the earlier part of the Gospel. While it is true that 
Jesus is pictured as never making it directly, it is 
also true that he is pictured as continually giving indi
cations in that direction.

But the climax proves to be an anticlimax. Already 
prior to this, men have shown an inability to under
stand. But now even the disciples, who seem to be ex
empted from the general censure of Ch. iv, are involved. 
There is only one way in which Jesus can be the Shepherd 
Son of David who feeds his sheep, only one way in which 
he can insta 1 the New Covenant,̂  and that is with his 
own body and blood, by his own death. And so the 
ministry in Galilee, which was planned to lead up to 
this, is abandoned, and the road to Jerusalem and death
is wtiat follows imraediately after this.

2Johannes Weiss seems to have been alone among 
commentators on the Gospel in seeing that an answer to 
the /
T It is true_ that in the best MBS, Mk. xiv, 24 does not 

read as does I Cor. xi, 25. But that does
not mean that a New Covenant was not meant.

^ Das alteste iSvangelium, pp. 216ff.
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the question of what it was that the disciples failed 
to understand (viii, 14-21) is necessary* His own solu
tion, which is that by the miracles Jesus was secretly 
teaching his own death, is rather difficult to accept, 
unless we assume something like the Johannine homily 
to be read into the Marcan account. And St. Mark gives 
no indication of connecting the miracles of the loaves, 
or indeed anything which has happened up to this point 
with the death of Jesus.

But some such explanation there must be, and it 
must be one which does justice to the distinction be
tween the disciples and the general public in Ch. iv, 
and also an explanation which shows that it was the 
miracles of the loaves and the words of Jesus

Which the disci
ples could not understand. That it was this nature of 
the New Covenant, that its people were to be doily depen
dent on their Shepherd, does seem to me to be the only 
explanation which wi11 meet the case. And to regard it 
as the turning-point of the Gospel, the thing which de
cided Jesus to go to Jerusalem, explains why it has been 
compounded, /
^ duoh a verse as Mk. ii, 20, would be there in the

traditional story as told before Mark, and is there
fore no evidence for the Marcan outlook, being simply 
incorporated along with the incident of which it 
forms part.
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compounded, as it obviously must have been, after the 
section containing the two miracles had been put to
gether.

It is only to be expected that this outlook, always 
the antithesis of the nationalist outlook in the history 
of Judaism, should seek to bring the Gentiles into the 
New Covenant. If this is the significance of the second 
miraculous meal, as we have seen it may be, then the way 
for this new truth is beautifully prepared by the Gospel 
writer with the story of the Syro-phoenician Woman.
(Mk. vii, 24-30).

The question must inevitably arise now, if what we 
have is an account by St. Mark of Jesus spending his 
early time pursuing a false ideal. Would the Gospel- 
writ er have given us such a picture of Jesus trying 
first the wrong thing? It should be said at once that 
such a difficulty must take a second place in importance. 
If everything points to the fact that St. Mark did say 
something, then it is not enough to complain that he 
could not have said it. We must beware of being dog
matic about what the Gospel-writers could have written.

Two considerations, however, help to relieve this 
difficulty very considerably. The first lies in the 
suggestion /
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suggestion I have already made,^ that the order and 
framework of St. Mark’s Gospel is theological rather 
than chronological. And the most important theological 
consideration for St. Mark was that he had to teach of 
the sufferings and death of the Messiah. He couM not 
begin to do so until he had first made his case that it 
was necessary that this should happen. In consequence, 
the story as he tells it is much systématisée, and 
divided in this clear sharp way into two parts. And 
when we compare St. John, remembering that throughout 
in the Second Gospel Galilee is associated with work 
and teaching and Jerusalem with suffering and death, we 
note that in the Fourth Gospel Jerusalem appears in the 
earlier part also. This does suggest that the clear- 
cut division into two parts is theological rather.than 
historical in purpose, made so that the issue might be 
more clearly defined.

The second consideration is that this is not 
really to ascribe failure to Jesus at all. From almost 
any view of his life and death, he was bound first of 
all to give men the opportunity to accept him without 
the Cross, even if he knew that failure was bound to be 
the /
^ 6ee above, pp.99-
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the result. JSven to-day the justification of his 
action in turning his back on Galilee is still a 
necessity. It could have been otherwise, St. Mark 
declares, had men but understood at the lakeside, and 
we must agree.

But if this need not be a difficulty for us, it 
would not be surprising if it proved a difficulty for 
the writer of the Fourth Gospel, to whom any suggestion 
of development in the life story of Jesus was anathema, 
and it i 3 worth asking if this v/as not the real reason 
for that well-known difficulty of the Fourth Gospel, the 
fact that the institution of the Lord’s Supper is omitted 
and instead the sacramental teaching relating to it attach
ed to the Feeding of the Five Thousand.

The very common view that in this the author of the 
Gospel is trying to teach a less materialistic view of 
the sacrament^ seems to me to deserve the very strong 
criticism it receives from Hoskyns. If that was the 
aim of the Gospel, the language is singularly ill- 
chosen. Every verse in vi, 49-57 seems to be written 
almost explicitly to deny the possibility of any 
’spiritualizing’ /
^ AS e.g. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism 

and Interpretation, p. 214, Strachan, The Fourth 
Gospel, pp. 183f.

^ The Fourth Gospel, Vol. 1. pp. 335f., 343ff.
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’spiritualizing* interpretation. And the murmuring of 
the Jews against what seems to them to be crude anthro
pophagy, provokes not explanation, but only a more 
forthright statement.

But Hoskyns leaves the question of the reason for 
this teaching being given here unanswered with any de
gree of satisfaction. And 1 would suggest that it makes 
sense if we regard it as a strong protest against any 
idea that the Feeding of the Five Thousand could be the 
institution of a Sacrament or a New Covenant. The 
Second Gospel leaves the way open to the idea, that 
Jesus acted first under the influence of the wrong 
idea. This is just such a feature of the Synoptics 
as the Johannine Evangelist feels it his especial duty 
to correct and therefore the miracle is followed 
immediately by the declaration by Jesus that this is 
not the Sacrament of his New'Covenant. This is the 
emphasis right from his first words. Wvj<o
y p i T ?  on u^iTs, oti ?k tûv kA

: «% 1Î» 2̂  ̂gy I

Another kind of food must be sought for that. And this
is the reason for the almost crude language so suggestive
of antfiropophagy that Jesus is represented as insisting 
that /
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that he himself is the only food. No sooner is the 
miracle of the loaves completed than the uniqueness of 
the Last Supper is asserted. It must not be thought, 
according to the Fourth Gospel, that there was over any 
possibility of this miracle taking its place.

It may indeed be, though I feel far from certain 
on this point, that we have also a reference to, and 
perhaps even a criticism of, this Maroan understanding 
of the Gospel, in the Q tradition of the temptations 
of Jesus. The last two temptations seem to be re
fusals of the two well-known types of Mossiahship, the 
nationalist Messiah in the refusal of the kingdoms at 
the price cf the worship of Satan, and the Son of Man 
coming on the clouds of Heaven in the refusal to leap 
from the Temple pinnacle. If this be so, and if 1 am 
right in finding a Shepherd Messiah in the first Church 
tradition, we might regard the first as a refusal of 
this also as temptation. But the difficulty is that 
3t. Mark knew the tradition of the temptations - it 
seems almost incredible that he should just have known 
a tradition that Jesus was tempted with no details, and 
the temptations of Q, are the ones he is most likely to 
have known. And in Ht. Liark, i, 13, he is sumimrizing, 
not /
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not omitting fbr theological reasons. It does not seem 
very probable that he would have mentioned temptations, 
the full account of which condemned his thesis. But 
on the other hand it may be only a too crude idea of 
this Messiahship that the temptation story condemns; 
the idea of the Son of Man coming on the clouds of 
Heaven does appear in the later Gospel story, though 
this crude form of it was rejected. If this be so, 
and if it was the q story which St. Mark knew, then the 
conception of Jesus as the Shepherd Son of David is at 
least considerably pre-Mar can, but we must leave open 
the possibility that it was a different temptation story 
which St. Mark knew.

From this, however, we are led to a study of the 
relation of this conception to the rest of the Gospel, 
and in particular the relation of the misunderstanding 
of the disciples here to the general theme of misunder
standing in the Gospel. This is stated most fully in 
connection with the Parable of the Sower, and to it I 
will turn in my next chapter.



CHAPTER III.

TBDE KTTSTERY OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD.

The other part of the earlier half of the Second 
Gospel Wiloh does not lend itself naturally to the Form- 
Critics’ picture, is that formed by St. Mark iv, 1 - 34.
It is true that, so far as size goes, this section is no 
more remarkable than, say, the Eschatological Discourse 
of ch. liii, which moreover is also remarkable in its 
contents. But this section has also the importance of 
bringing to a head a theme udiich is recurrent throughout 
the Gospel, the mystery of the Kingdom of God.

First we must look at the composition of the section. 
V/e see that it is built up as follows:

1. Mk. iv, 1 - 8 .  The Parable of the Sower.
2. Mk. iv, 9. "He that hath ears to hear, let

him hear.”*
3. Mk. iv, 10 - 12. Explanation of the Purpose of

the Parable as Concealment.
4. Mk. iv, 13 - 20. Interpretation of the Parable.
5. Mk. iv, 21 - 23. A Group of Sayings, similar to,

and including again, no. 2
in this analysis.

6. Mk. iv, 26 - 29. Parable of the Seed which
grows .

7. Mk. iv, 30 - 32. Parable of the Mustard Seed.
8. Mk. /
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8. Mk. iv, 33, 34. Use of Parables by Jesus.
I have deliberately made special note of the re

peated % dKQUt\\f , as this seems
to me crucial for the understanding of the passage.

lliis is one of the very few passages in this Gospel 
which is concerned with the teaching of Jesus. It does 
not seem to have been the purpose of St. Mark to record 
that teaching for its own sake. He is more concerned 
with the person of Jesus than his words. This fact in 
itself suggests to us that we must seek a special explana
tion of any considerable section of teaching, whether or 
not we regard it as one of the keypoints of the Gospel.
And here we notice that the Evangelistas aim does seem 
less to be to give us the lesson of the Parables, than 
to explain with illustrations why Jesus used this method. 
We have that emphasized in w. 9 - 1 3  and again in w.  33, 
34. There is a secretive purpose behind the use of the 
parabolic method and that does seem to be the main point 
of the chapter.
JtLlicher^s View as Applied to this Parable.

But that at once raises another question. If that 
is true, has St. Mark merely picked out at random some 
parables to use as illustrations of this theory? Above 
all, /
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all, has he distorted some very simple parables dealing
with, say, the experience of the average preacher, by
forcing upon them a quite unnatural mystery? Since
Jülichei^it has become almost a Christian dogma that the
meaning of all the parables of Jesus is very simple and
very clear and that only a kind of obtuse perversity on
the part of St. Mark could have found anything at all
difficult or mysterious in them. laical of this atti-

2tude are the words used by Bousset, **Nothing could be 
more preposterous than the statement of Mark • • • " I 
am here concerned with what St. Markka interpretation 
actually is, not with whether it was the right one, but 
it does seem that we must examine this charge of making 
preposterous statements if we are to know whether to 
treat his Gtospel seriously or not.

But his defence is an extraordinarily simple one. 
Julicher says, with a note of sarcasm, on his finding 
mystery in the parables, "The only wonder is, that to
day these * Picture-sayings’ are so easily comprehended, 
not /
^ For Julicher’8 treatment of this chapter see Die

Gleichnisrede Jesu, esp. I, pp. 118 - 148 and II, 
pp. 514 - 538.

2 Jesus (E. T. ), p. 42.
® Op. cit. , I, p. 142.
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not only by believers but by every reasonable man making 
methodical examination. ** But in that case surely the 
very least that we could expect to find would be that all 
reasonable men should be in agreement as to what the 
parables teach. Riat is of course true of most of the 
parables, but when we turn to the parable of the Sower, 
the very one with which St* Mark is especially concerned, 
we get remarkable results.

We must notice, first of all as a caution, that it 
is not enough to say that the meaning of the parable is 
the varying success of the preacher. Unless Jesus is 
simply musing idly on his own experience, the very last 
thing we should expect him to do, there must be a further 
point to it than that. True it is that it tells of a 
varying response, but what did Jesus intend to teach by 
telling a parable about that?

When we turn to these scholars who have seriously 
tried to give an answer to this, we find an extraordinary 
diversity of opinion as to what the point of the parable la 
Julicher himself for instance holds that Jesus is teach
ing that most of the teacher’s efforts must be wasted,

2while B. T. D. Smith on the other hand maintains that 
Jesus /
^ Op. cit. , II, p. 537.2 The Parables of the Synoptic Gk>spels, pp. 123ff,
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Jesus himself was stressing not loss but gain, the
rich harvest that is reaped from fertile soil. (We
should note that Smith does say that where so much is
uncertain we must be content with probabilities.)
Menzies^ again finds that the point is that Jesus is
proclaiming that failures will not stop him any more

2than they do the Sower, and Rawlinson that the success 
is enough to make the work absolutely worthwhile.

gCadoux has a similarly optimistic interpretation, that
the success more than justifies the loss, the failures
being unnatural and accidental. More eschatological in
their interpretation, though differing too from one an-

4 5other are Schweitzer and Dodd, the foxmer taking the 
parable to mean that the eschatological sowing of John 
the Baptist will now yield results miraculously great 
compared with the cause, while the latter finds that the 
message is that the crop is now ripe and the faimer does 
not delay because there are bare patches. But it is 
not my purpose to compile a reference index to the inter
pretation of this parable. While the list could be no 
doubt /
r The Earliest Gospel, pp. 107ff.

3
^ Op. cit. , p. 50.

Ihe Parables of Jesus, pp. 154f.
^ Pp. cit. , pp. 354ff.
^ The Parables of the Kingdom, pp. 180f,
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doubt considerably lengthened, I think that my point is 
abundantly made. If there is so much disagreement among 
leading New Testament scholars, Julicher cannot be right 
in saying of this parable at least that it is easily com
prehended by every reasonable man making methodical 
examination. The names I have quoted are surely of
reasonable men! And St. Mark is by no means as prepos
terous in his statements as Bousset would claim him to be.

When this parable is given so emphatic a place by 
St. Mark, and the note of mystery is also such a feature 
of the Gospel, it is worth vdiile considering if the mys
tery of this parable is not just the mystery of the Gospel 
itself. But first it may not be out of place to lay down 
a few principles for the interpretation of the parable , 
which will both keep us from going astray, and Justify 
taking such a roundabout route to the answer of the problem.

1. The point of the parable, whatever it is, must 
be such as to justify the expression Tû

to'» That this refers to the point of the par
able as well as to the general use of parables seems to 
me proved by the fact that the other parables In this

nVtiJ. ©loJ fifid oisection begin ido and
ly TÛ &ioo , It does seem only natural then to
assume /
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aasm# that the parable of the Sower, too, is a parable 
of the Klagdom of God, and therefore of the mystery of 
the Kingdom of God.

Z, The parable expresses, aooording to St. Mark 
at least, a truth about Jesus himself. In such a 
Christocentrio Gospel as this, it is not likely that a 
parable would be related, which is merely the expression 
of the general experienced of preachers. Further, in 
Tiew of the general lack of interest in the teaching of
Jesus shown in this Gospel, the truth which it teaches
about him is the more likely to be one of the great 
truths with which the Gospel as a vdiole is concerned.

5. We must notice that the allegorical interpréta* 
tion of the parable which St, Mark gives is not really a
full interpretation at all. The all-important point of
the parable is completely missing. We are not told what 
is the relevance of the results of sowing the word for 
the hearers, what is the lesson that it is meant to teach 
them. This may of course be merely because St. Mark is 
even more obtuse than is generally believed, but surely 
we dare not assume that until we have first asked if this 
is not deliberate. It becomes then a decided possibilitT 
that St. Mark himself did not mean us to take too liter
ally /
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literally this picture of a straightforv/ard explanation 
afterwards given to the disciples. Fox that is precise
ly what is not done. Bia allegorical interpretation 
serves rather to give a sharper point to the mystery and 
to define where it lies, than to resolve it. The words 
% (̂v.ootTo would be quite in place after
the interpretation too.

4. If Isaiah vi, 9, 10 might perhaps be Hebraic
irony, why is it assumed that St. Mark iv, 11, 12 could

1 « 2  not be? I cannot understand the argument of Julicher
that such irony would bo out of place "at the beginning
of a quiet conversation behind the backs of the perplexed".
What would be more natural for a man who has just known
the exasperating experience of men failing to understand,
than to turn to a quiet irony on the subject Tidion alone

9again with his friends. But the real question of course 
is not whether Jesus could have spoken ironically, but 
if St. Mark could have reported him as speaking these 
words ironically. He could, either because Jesus did 
so speak them, or because he added an Old Testament quota
tion, and why should not the Gospel-wri ter have under
stood the spirit of it? There is also the possibility 
suggested /

As e.g. Menzies, op. cit. p. 109.
^ Op. cit. I, p. 132.
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suggested by Sandayf that St. Mark has inserted here words 
actually spoken by Jesus during his last days.

5. We must add that St. Mark is no Fozm-critic 
giving a scientific account of the nature of the parable 
as a method of teaching. What he here says on parables 
is said with specific reference to the parables in this 
chapter. We need not then be surprised if we find that 
in fact his words do not apply to the great majority of 
the parables of Jesus, the more so as he does not record 
them. And in fact we do find that, while there can be 
no doubt about the point of most parables, it is on these 
particular ones that scholars of the highest stemding show 
the greatest difference of opinion.

6. We must remember that whether or not the para
bolic method makes the lesson obvious does depend also 
upon the subject of the parable. If it seeks to teach a 
mystery only to be grasped by faith, then no technique 
could make its meaning easy to arrive at. Ihis point 
again strengthens the idea that these parables are deal
ing with a central thought of the Gospel, the Mystery of 
the Kingdom of God.

7. jfllicher never comes sufficiently to grips with 
St. Mark iv, 13 (and vii, 15), where the disciples are 
reproached /
I--------------------------------------------Outlines of the Life of Christ, n. 74.
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reproached for their failure to understand parables. If 
we treat the Marcan account of the reason for parables 
with exact literalness, we have here a contradiction.
For why should he represent the disciples as censured 
for failure to understand, if he really believed that the 
essence of the parable is to prevent understanding? The 
same can be said of the words in iv, 33 
which give us the other idea of the parable, which 
Julicher ascribes to Jesus himself, to help on the week 
in faith. There must be, in view of these two verses, 
an element of irony in St. Mark, as in Isaiah.

8. We must allow for another motive having played 
a part in the shaping of the exact words of the Gospels 
anywhere, the desire to show the fulfilment of Old 
Testament prophecy. And here, as well as Isaiah vi,
9, 10, we have allusion to Psalm Ixxviii, 2 (and zliz, 4). 
We must always be prepared to find that New Testament 
writers have departed a little from what would be the 
clearest expression of their sense, in order to bring 
out this idea of fulfilment of the Old Testament.

9. It might seem an objection to some of the 
points that I have made that in St. Mark vii, 14ff an
other parable is related and the meaning of it after
wards /
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afterwards told privately to the disciples. We must 
certainly take account of this in our decision as to 
what St. Mark’s view of parables is. But the reproach 
to the disciples is there too, and therefore we cannot 
just take this as confirmation that St. Mark meant that 
the purpose of parables is literally to conceal meaning.
And we could again say that the question of subject- 
matter is relevant, since it bears an extraordinarily 
close relation to that of vill, 14 - 21. We might say 
that ’the leaven of the Pharisees’ is the subject of 
this parable.

10. The real crux of the chapter, however, is this. 
Are we to say that these parables are told merely as 
illustrations of the Marcan theory of parables, or is 
the theory given us because of them? The former seems 
to be the generally accepted view, but it leads to such 
difficulties that we are driven to try the second. In 
this case the parable teaches just vdiat St. Mark is try
ing to teach in his Gospel, or part at least of the central 
truth of the Gospel, and is difficult for just the same 
reason as that which makes the note of mystery so promin
ent a feature of the Gospel throughout.
Wrede on ’The Messianic Secret’.

We /
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We turn accordingly to consider these other elements 
of mystery in the Gospel » and there are many of them. 
First of all we will examine those brought up by Wrede 
in support of his thesis in *Das Messiasgeheimnis in den 
Zvangelien*, and with them his theory.

1. The Recognition by Demons of Jesus as Messiah., 
Here Wrede mentions St. Mark, i, 23 - 25; i, 34;
iii, 11 - 12; T, 6 - 7 ;  ix, 20.

These are hovmrver not so much evidence for Wrede *s 
theory as necessary background to prepare the way for the 
next sections, and point to the fact that something was 
concealed.

92. !Rie Commands to keep the Messianic Secret.
(i) To Demons. St. Mark i, 25; i, 34;

iii, 12.
(ii) After other miracles, i, 43 - 45 (the leper);

V, 43 (Jairus* Daughter, op. w .  37. 40);
vii, 36 (the Difisb Man, op. verse 33);
viii, 26 (the Blind Man, op. verse 23).

(iii) After Peter*8 Confession. viii, 30;
ix, 9 (after Transfiguaaticm, op. w.  2, 3).

(iv) Purpose to remain Incognito* vii, 24;
ix, 30f.

(v) Not from Jesus Himself. x, 47f.
This list is exceedingly important. The last 

however, /
-----------------------

op. cit. , pp. 23ff.o
pp. 33ff.
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however, the Bartimaeus incident, may be disregarded^as 
the commands to keep silence are there mentioned in order 
to emphasize the faith of Bartimaeus in refusing to obey. 
The others however fall into a bloc as one of the main 
features of the Gospel.

3. Jesus speaks to his Disciples alonef
St. Mark i, 29ff; xiii, 3; vii, 17; ix, 28; x, 10;
ix, 33; i, 35; 1, 45; iii, 6.

This section is not so important however, and V/rede
gives it much shorter treatment. We must also however 
say of some of them that they really give no mystery.
Why, for instance, should we expect Jesus to ask his dis
ciples vdiat they were speaking of before a crowd?

24. The Chapter on Parables.
I have already emphasized sufficiently its crucial import
ance.

g5. Prophecies of Passion, Death and Resurrection.
St. Mark viii, 31f; ix, 31; x, 32 - 34; to udiioh add 
ix, 9. These are again however not so much evidence, as
evidence that there was something to conceal, the back
ground to vÈiat follows.

6. The Attitude of the Disciples to these Prophec
ies. /

op. cit. , p. 51ff.
^ p. 54ff.
3 p 82ff
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Prophecies.^
St. Mark ix, 10; ix, 32; viii, 32f; x, 32.

Tiis again is a list of the greatest importance for the 
study of the Gospel. (I do not agree with Wrede however 
that emendation is necessary in x, 32).

7. The Failure of the Disciples to Understand in
2Gmeral.

St, Mark iv, 13 (Parables); iv, 40, 41 (Stoim at Sea); 
vi, 50, 51 (Walking on the Sea); vii, 18 (Parable);
viii, 16 - 21 (Leaven of the Pharisees); ix, 5, 6 
(Transfiguration); ix, 19 (Failure to Heal); x, 24 
(©le Rich and the Kingdom of God); xiv, 37 - 41 (Geth- 
semane).

These are also an exceedingly important group of 
passages for the study of the Gospel. Wrede might well 
have added to his list ix, 33 - 37 (The True Greatness);
ix, 38 - 40 (the Exorcist who was not a Disciple);
X, 1 3 - 1 6  (Blessing the Children); x, 3 5 - 4 0  (Request 
of sons of Zebedee); x, 4 1 - 4 5  (Indignation of Others).

It is certainly a very impressive list which he has 
collected. We must agree that here we have emphasized 
a leading motif of tlie Gospel, which we cannot ignore or 
attempt /
I--------------------------------------------------------p. 93ff.
^ p. lOlff.
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attempt to explain away lightly. Honour must be done 
to Wrede for his recognition of the importance of this, 
and also for his soholeurly, honest, and at times brilliant, 
method of dealing with it. Certainly his work deserved 
a greater recognition than it has received in this coun
try, where the attitude seems to have been that because 
his conclusions were negative his work should be ignored. ̂

In the material set out above he finds two differ
ent, though allied, tendencies, that to represent Jesus 
as attempting to conceal his Messiahship, and that to
represent the disciples as failing to understand.

2On the first, Wrede, rejecting as irrelevant a 
’secret Messiahship’ of Jewish thought, finds a somewhat 
similar outlook in the first thought of the early Church, 
as in e.g. Acts 11, 36, that Jesus only became Messiah 
after his Resurrection, the outlook which, according to 
this view, later led to a proleptic reading back of the 
name into his earthly life, first that he was the man who 
was /
T In his own country however Wrede has received much 

more recognition. Both Dibelius (Die Formgeschichte des 
EvangeliumSjpp. 225ff) and Bultmann (Die Geschichte 
der synoptischen Tradition, pp. 371ff) build upon 
his theory as a foundation. But here we have only 
seen such general criticism as that of e.g. Sanday,
The Life of Christ in Recent Research, pp. 69ff.

2 op. cit. , pp. 209 - 229.
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was to become Messiah, and then that he was Messiah.
He quotes his reasons for thinking that Jesus neither 
claimed the one nor the other himself. And it is in 
this Christological development that Wrede finds the 
origin of the Messianic secret. Rejecting the idea 
that it was a piece of apologetic to confute enemies or 
to confiim friends, showing vdiy Jesus was not recognized 
as Messiah in his earthly life,^ he makes it his final 
finding that this was the beginning of the tendency to 
read back the post-resurrection Messiahship into the days 
before his death. It is a stage on the way to the 
Christology which represents Jesus, in his earthly life 
also, as Messiah without qualification. And from this 
Wrede finds final confiimation that Jesus could not have 
spoken of himself as Messiah in either sense. For if 
he had, this stage could never have arisen.

Similarly, he connects the second tendency, the
failure of the disciples to understand, with the experi-

2ence at Pentecost. It is the obverse of the belief 
that a new understanding came with that. Under
standing /
^ Curiously enough it seems to be widely thought that

this was in fact Wrede *s view. But nothing could be 
more explicit than his rejection of it (pp. 224f).

^ op. cit. , pp. 229ff.
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Understanding then better, they looked on the past as a 
story of their failure. Thus, according to Wrede, both 
tendencies are evidence that belief in the Messiahship 
of Jesus followed from the Resurrection, and was not 
awakened by his earthly life.

That there are passages inconsistent with these two 
tendencies Wrede does not attempt to deny.^ Prophecies 
of his death are made outside the circle of his disciples 
(ii, 19f; lii, 6ff), the parabolic teaching is understood 
(xii, 12 and implicitly iii, 23), the people wonder at 
the new teaching (i, 22). And Mark vi, 13 contradicts 
ix, 18ff. Important are the times when the attempts of 
Jesus to obtain secrecy fail, through a healed man speak
ing after an injunction to secrecy, or when he cannot keep 
his presence secret (i, 45; vii, 36f; vii, 24). While 
the confession at Caesarea Philippi can be understood as 
simply providing occasion for a command to silence, that 
of the demons in v, 7 is followed by no such injunction.
On such difficulties he has some very interesting and 
not unconvincing remarks to make. The very idea of a 
Messianic secret involves these appearing, since a 
perfectly consistent working out of the *Secret* idea, 
would /
^ pp. 124ff. , pp. 236ff.
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would leave no evidence at all that Jesus was Messiah. 
But to account for them all, we must also assume another 
tradition on which St. Mark was also drawing, that Jesus 
was openly Messiah.

This then is the house which V/rede built. It must 
be treated seriously, for the main passages on vdiioh it 
is built are important ones for the study of the Gospel. 
But there are considerations which throw serious doubt 
on his position.

1. In the first place, it is very open to question 
if this is a natural or reasonable stage in the transi
tion frcan a post-resurrection Messiah to one who was 
openly so in his earthly life. Would such a develop
ment have, in fact, probably passed this way? The view 
he rejects, that it was deliberate apologetic to ez3)lain 
why Jesus was not recognized as Messiah in his earthly 
life, has at least this merit, that, granted certain 
premises, it is the kind of position which could have 
arisen quite naturally. But the contradictions which 
Wrede himself notes seem fatal to it. There are pas
sages which imply that Jesus was known as Messiah in his 
earthly life, which in this case would certainly have 
been emitted or modified. And, risky though it may be 
to /
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to attempt to see how Vvrede’s mind has worked, I cannot 
resist the impression that he first of all began to build 
toward this conclusion, but was too good a scholar not 
to see that the objections to it could not be met, and 
so was forced back on this unnatural position. His own 
words, "I soon gave up this assumption’*̂  seem to confiim 
this. Accordingly we must examine further his pr«aises 
to see if he has built upon good foundations.

S2. The best argument against Wrede given by Sanday 
0

and Rawlinson is that his Interpretation puts far too 
much weight on the Resurrection itself, divorced from 
the earthly life in determining the faith of the first 
Christians. How could the Resurrection as such lead to 
such a belief without some assistance from what had gone 
before? While it certainly must have put the faith of 
the disciples on to a foundation of rook, yet that is a 
different thing from claiming that it suggested to them 
the title of Messiah.

3* Do the early chapters of Acts really imply the 
doctrine that Jesus only became Messiah after his Resur
rection? The only verse which seems to have such an 
implication /

^ op. cit. , pp. 225.p The Life of Christ in Recent Research, pp. 75ff.
3 op. oit. , pp. 26Off.
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implication is Acts ii, 36, and we must ask if we can read 
any more into that than that God by raising up Jesus from 
the dead, confiimed vrtiat men had denied, namely that he 
was and . Acts t, 51, if we treat
as , might possibly be quoted in defence of
V/rede. But if we are to treat Acts ii, 36 as a scienti
fically accurate statement of dogna, we must do the same 
with iii, 18; iv, 10; iv, 26 which apply the title to 
his earthly life and crucifixion. And that gives us a 
majority of passages in favour of the second view.

If we are to find a more exact meaning in Acts ii,
36, it must be dependent on the fact that this is an 
argument from Psajm ox, 1. If the raising up of Jesus 
fulfils this, he must be the y-ov , and if Kv/̂ \̂os
he must also be • That is how is here
connected with the Resurrection.

4. Such thoughts force us to return to the Gospel 
to re-examine the passages where the note of secrecy is 
stressed, and in one group we find that a much better 
explanation has been given. Bauemfeind has shown 
that in the confession of the demons with the following 
commands to keep silence we are dealing with the language 
of /
I----------------;Die Worte der Damonen im Mar eus evangel ium. See 

especially pp. 72f.
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of magic. Just as a man migiht seek to gain control of 
these demons by uttering their name, so they too use 
similar tactics to overcome a stronger spiritual power 
than themselves. So it becomes a natural stage in the 
fight for Jesus to prevent them from doing so, and the 
words have a magical rather than dognatic significance.
One could argue of course with Bultanann^ that this may 
have been so in the earlier tradition, but that how St. 
Mark understood it is another matter. But this more 
naïve explanation, natural to anyone living in an atmos
phere of magic, suits very well the naïve manner in which 
the incidents are related. It would seem better to see 
in this mysterious warfare in the realm of magic, a 
natural element in the greater whole of mystery which 
surrounds the Gospel.

25. But Bauemfeind makes the further point that, 
excluding the incidents which allow such an explanation, 
we are left with only the command after Peter’s Confes
sion, and possibly that after the Transfiguration, to 
refer the motif of secrecy in the Gospel to the titl-e 
’Messiah’. And once again the objections that I have 
already raised to an undue stressing of the Caesarea 
Philippi /
T--------------------------------------------------------op. cit. , p. 2E3n.2 op. cit. , pp.87f.
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1Philippi incident have importance. For we can only save 
Wrede’s theory in view of this, by interpreting all the 
secrecy of the Gospel in the light of this. And I feel 
the points that I made show clearly that it will not bear
the weight of this either.

26. V/rede never really gets clear of the difficulty 
that the commands to secrecy are sometimes broken, as in 
i, 45; vii, 36; vii, 24 and if Wrede’s interpretation 
is right, V, 20, His explanation that a tlieory of this 
kind involves contradictions, as otherwise there would 
be no evidence at all that Jesus was Messiah, is a good 
one and must be treated seriously, but it hardly meets 
the case. The trouble is that the command to secrecy 
and the disobedience, viewed from the standpoint of foim, 
read so much as a unity. We are driven, accordingly to 
seek an explanation which will treat the two as part of 
the same motif. Another difficulty lies in the demands 
which Jesus makes for faith, and his appreciation of 
faith in connection with healing miracles (ii, 5; v, 34; 
vi, 5; ix, 23; z, 52 and in effect vii, 29). This is 
scarcely the behaviour of a secret Messiah of Wrede’s 
fashion /

See above, pp.
2 op. oit. , pp. 124ff.

op. cit. , p. 140.
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fashion. It may be said that this trait, as well as 
other discrepancies, belong to an earlier stage in the 
tradition than St. Meirk. But it is fatally easy to 
escape a difficulty in that way.
Mystery Element related to Shepherd.

And in fact these latter points do lead us to an
other consideration, that the real criticism of Wrede 
is that he has only dealt with one half of the problem.
It is not so much that he has interpreted badly the 
motif of secrecy in the Gospel, but that he has failed 
to take account of the fact that there are other elem
ents of wonder and mystery in the Gospel, elements which 
have nothing to do with secrecy, and some of which in 
fact point in the opposite direction. We must seek to 
find, if we can, a unified interpretation which will 
cover both. To these we now turn.

1. We notice first of all the number of times 
expressions are used in the Gospel to suggest mystery 
and wonder. Ttie words used to express the reaction of 
disciples, enemies and common people alike are such words 
as and (i, 27; ix, 15; x, 24;
X, 32 where however text is doubtful; xvi, 5),
(i, 22; Vi, 22; vii, 37 with ; %, 26
with /
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9 f ^With ; xi, 18), (n, ig; v, 42 with
4kotW i ; vi, 51 with ),
(xii, 17), Ÿ~\ X"̂! (xvi, 8), and most sur
prising in its frequency (iv, 41 with
V, 15; ix, 32; X, 32; xi, 18; xvi, 8), and \jtrtjJ
(ix, 6). These are so numerous as to justify the claim
that this is, according to the Gospel, the impression 
made by Jesus. Wherever he goes, the impact of his per
sonality causes amazement, astonishment, and even fear.

2. Certain of the miracles are told in a way which
could be described as a heightening of the miraculous,
not in the sense of adding to the story new wonders, but 
in the sense of raising the temperature of the atmosphere 
of the scene. A miracle is made to appear a greater, 
more awesome and more terrifying thing. ihis is especi
ally true of the healing of the Gerasene demoniac (v, 1 - 
20). As far as results go, Jesus seems only to have 
gained a partial success, but in the atmosphere of the 
story both he and the enemy are exalted high above human
ity. It is quite fitting to the story that the local 
reaction is opiwx
find the same tendency again in the healing of the Leper
(i, 41 - 45), with its picture of Jesus as u * . a n d

.........................................
with /

9 t / (probably the right reading), we can only assume
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with the powers of darkness, and in the healing of the 
Epileptic Boy, where the difficulty is emphasized, TouTo to 
\|iYo5 It oôiY» SjNRui t\ jwj IV j and where the mere
appearance of Jesus provokes the reaction

To this class also belong the two wonders on the 
Sea of Galilee, the Stilling of the Stoim (iv, 35 - 41), 
and the Walking on the Sea (vi, 45 - 52). For all that 
Jesus appears in them as the champion and friend of the 
disciples, yet the final effect of the miracles is to 
emphasize the great gulf fixed between them and him.
And this seems to be the purpose of these two stories.

3. The note of might and authority is emphasised 
In various ways in the Gospel. The coming of Jesus is 
heralded by the mighty proclamation of the Baptist,

II *-/ ? ; 9 \ t. \ /, \ & /
0 |U0\) OO QüK lylTU -noT

«wm (1, 7). He is pictured as teaching with 
(i, 22). With the same he commands the demons
(i, 27). He cannot be treated with familiarity; even 
his own family must stand at a respectful distance (ill; 
31-35). He cannot be dismissed as 'the carpenter, 
the Son of Mary' (vi, 1 - 6). His person and works 
send people speculating as to whether this is Elijah 
come to life again or one of the prophets, while the 
guilty conscience of Herod suggests that this is John 
returned /
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returned from the dead (vi, 14-16). So one could con
tinue through the Gospel, but tuese early examples 
suggest that St. Mark wishes to picture him as ccming on 
the scene in great excitement and speculation.

4. The really amazing part of the commands to 
secrecy at healings, is not merely that they are given, 
but that in spite of them St. Mark pictures Jesus as 
continually demanding faith as a condition of help.

covj (%. may be said to be the foundation of
the healing work of Jesus in the Synoptics generally.
And wherever faith is shown as triumphing over special 
obstacles, it earns a special commendation and the im
plication at least that it is the faith which has been 
responsible for the miracle. So it is with the friends 
who made a way through the roof to bring a sick man to 
him (ii, 5), so it is with the old woman vdio thought 
she need only touch the hem of his garment (v, 34), so 
it is with blind Bartimaeus who refused to be silenced 
(x, 52). And so it surely is with the Syro-Phoenician 
woman (vii, 29). Surely it was the faith, not merely 
the facile tongue, which earned her her reward.

On the other hand lack of faith is censured and is 
even at Nazareth the cause of no mighty work being done 
(vi, 5-6; /
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(vi, 5-6; St, Matthew makes the faithlessness more 
explicitly the cause in xiii, 58). The disciples are 
blamed after the stilling of the storm, in circumstances 
where fear might well seem to us excusable (iv, 40).
!Rie failure of the disciples to heal the epileptic boy
is met by the words (ix, 19). Nor is the

r/ ,father exempt from censure. His entreaty ^
C ' V  ̂T ' f I \ -V /) is met at once by (or )‘îtji'̂u n.dTusvri
(ix, 22-23). It is surprising to notice that where the 
doubt is not of his power but his will, there is not the 
same censure. The Leper’s met at once by
the reply (i, 40-45).

And yet we must place against all this emphasis the 
fact that St. Mark seems to be continually picturing 
Jesus as cutting away as far as possible all grounds for 
such a fedth. If his other miracles were made more 
widely known, or if it had been noised abroad that he 
admitted himself to be the Messiah or that he had exper
ienced the Transfiguration, surely that would have been 
a great encouragement to the faith in him which he sought.
But it is just things like this which he is anxious to 
suppress, vdiile all the time expecting faith. With this 
point I feel that we have come to the crisis of the 
mystery /
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mystery of the Gospel. It will not do to try such 
explanations as different stages of the tradition. They 
are both so typical of the Gospel that we must say that 
the Gospel-writer believed in them both. And no account 
of the Christology of the Gospel which does not deal with 
this tension between two opposing ideas can be regarded 
as adequate.

To my mind there is onJ.y one explanation which will 
cover all the facts, and especially this last one, as we 
seek to explain the mystery element in the Gospel. And 
it links up convincingly with my conclusions of the 
previous chapter, that St. Mark v/as attributing to Jesus 
a peculiar Messianic doctrine, the Shepherd Son of David 
mentioned especially by Jeremiah and Ezekiel, and assoc
iated with the New Covenant. For this New Covenant 
according to Jeremiah was to be one where the law was 
to be v/ritten in men’s hearts, where a personal spiritual 
relation with God was to supplant Torah, Temple, and 
Promised Land. Ihe Good Shepherd, if we may so call him, 
was to take the place of the land that floweth with milk 
and honey’.

This means again that if the thought of Jeremiah had 
influenced St. Mark (or his predecessors, or Jesus him- 
self), /



75

himself), and we have not only the mere name taken over, 
that is^if St. Mark was true to the origin of his Messian- 
ism, his Good Shepherd too must have an intensely person
al relation with his followers end with the people gener- 
eilly, they being bound to him by no formal doctrine or 
cult or name, but by the power of his person alone.

And that in fact is exactly what we have been find
ing in the Gospel in a very extreme form. We may even 
wonder if St. Mark has been exaggerating this thougjit need
lessly. The mystery of the Gospel is not merely con
cerned with Messianic titles and such things. It is one 
of the whole personality of Jesus. For all its magnifi
cence, it remains aloof and hidden, we cannot grasp it 
exactly. He causes amazement and fear wherever he goes, 
he challengos men to have faith in him. And yet he will 
not say %idio he is, and tries to keep hidden the mighty 
works which he does.

And so one would have to tell the life of the Shep
herd Son of David, though as I said St. Mark might per
haps be accused of carrj'̂ ing things to extremes. (On 
the other hand he may only be faithful to history/ in 
that). He must then tell of a Jesus who could not be 
fitted into any categories with any exactness, for the 
very /
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very point of his life is that it supersedes all such 
things. More important, he must tell of a Jesus who 
establishes his relations with men on the grounds of his 
own personality alone, and not throu^ any name or fame.

For this reason the Jesus of St. Mark will not allow 
the fame of his miracles to become the basis of men*s 
faith in him. For this reason, too, he enjoins silence 
as to his Messiahship, though he will not deny the 
application of the name to himself, and we notice that 
he does accept it explicitly before Caiaphas, when the 
effect is to provoke rather than to resolve a crisis of 
faith (liv, 62). He will not have men trust in him be
cause of any title that he claims. Hiat would be to 
subject the faith of the New Covenant to the formalism 
of the old.

But ^ile he will not do anything to enforce faith 
in himself he will help with hints. Such hints I take 
it are meant to be the Parable of the So er, the Miracu
lous Meals, and the Triumphal Entry into Jesusalem.
Jesus speaks and acts deliberately in such a way, that 
the seeing eye and the hearing ear could see and hear 
the Messiah. But we notice that even the Triumphal 
Entry, as far as Jesus’ own part is concerned, is not 
meant /
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meant to be more than a hint. (Many a man must have 
entered Jerusalem almost every day riding on an ass 
v/ithout being acclaimed as the Messiah t) But further 
than that he will not go. For the external factor must 
not be made more decisive than hè himself.

The Jesus who does battle with the unclean spirits, 
for *does battle * is I feel the best description of such 
stories as v, 1-20 and ix, 14-29 especially, is in con
sonance with this. For the struggle is lifted up on to 
a higher plane altogether, and we cannot treat it as 
ordinary miracle-working. And the impression on the 
populace is to cause amazement and wonder in the highest 
degree. It may well be that we need no further explana
tion of the refusal to allow the demons to use the name 
^Messiah* than the magical one of Bauernfeind. But the 
truth is that the real mystery of the Gospel is not 
contained in these so much as in, for example, the 
reaction of the disciples to the Stilling of the Stozm,

IA-H ( 1  \  Ç .  ->f v a  (A/\ <L /
lis OUTO  ̂ OK 0 M \  Vj üdKdLOOâ. OOOiV dvUj 3

(iv, 41).
But this is not told us by St. Mark. The reason 

is that he himself is faithful to his own Christology in 
his proclamation of the Gospel. So he, too, will only 
hint /
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hint at the truth, rather than tell it outright. He 
cannot of course do this to anything like the same ex
tent as he represents Jesus as doing it. To make any 
presentation of the life at all in writing he has to be 
more explicit. Jesus himself is not there for men to 
look at, and therefore St. Mark has to do such things as 
call him the Son of God, and relate the mighty works on 
which Jesus himself enjoined secrecy. But there is 
throughout a reticence about the Gospel, a continual 
sense that the writer could tell us much more if he 
cared to.

An interesting example of this is furnished by the 
references to the Old Testament. In St. Matthew we are 
left in no doubt at all in this matter. But it is rather 
hard to say Just how much in the Second Gospel is meant 
to point to the fulfilment of Old Testament prophecy. 
Hoskyns and Davey^ find a surprising amount of this.
But it will always remain open to doubt vAiat is and what 

^  isn’t. The Old Testament is more often suggested than 
quoted.

The same is true of the Parable of the Sower. We 
are not really given a full interpretation of the parable. 
What /
1 The Riddle of the New Testament, chs. IV and VII.
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What St, Mark does is to lift the veil, in tantalising 
fashion, up to the crucial point, and then to leave It 
just when we expect the mystery is to be unveiled. The 
point of the parable is not given to us. Instead, we 
have a group of sayings on the theme of present mysteries 
yet to be revealed, and on the need for a man having some
thing already before he can receive, both of which ideas 
attach themselves very naturally to this presentation of 
Jesus.

And in the light of this, it seems to me that the 
lesson of the parable must be this, that only the recep
tive heart can recognize Jesus for who he is. Jesus is 
the Sower who sows the Word. But while the actions and 
words of Jesus are there for all alike to see, it does 
not follow that all alike will receive, or even understand 
him. There is a difference where the soil is different. 
The necessary reticence about the person of Jesus throws 
the responsibility on to the hearers of the word, to dis
cover for themselves what his life means. And the par
able is a warning to hearers and readers of the respons
ibility that is theirs.

And this is also St. Mark’s explanation of why Jesus 
spoke in parables. really
refers /
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refers to both. "Die parabolic method is used because 
by nature of things Jesus could not say eiaotly who and 
what he was and this is his way of hinting it, so that 
the responsibility of recognizing him still falls on his 
hearers.

And the two smaller parables v&ioh follow bear this
out. The point of that in iv, 26-29 is certainly the

? /word . It is curious to note how often this
parable has been taken to teach predestination. For if 
we take the sowing to represent divine activity, and the 
earth to represent humanity, the lesson seems to be the 
exact reverse. The seed is sown, but it is what men do 
with it , that is of their own free will, that
matters. The Parable of the Mustard Seed is simpler.
It merely emphasizes the greatness of the possible result 
of the sowing.

Thus in this chapter on parables St. Mark sets out 
his theme of mystery. Men are not compelled to see the 
point of the life of Jesus, he remains mysterious and it 
is possible to miss it and to let the seed fall on barren 
soil. Thus we find an interpretation which is strictly 
Christological, and also related to the mystery of the 
rest of the Gospel, and this difficult chapter finds its 
place in the Marcan plan.



CHAPTER IV .

THE DISCIPLES.

One question which is still outstanding from both 
the previous chapters is the relation of Jesus to his 
disciples, and, in particular, their failure to under
stand. We saw how the miracles of the loaves ended in 
a great anti-climax, because the disciples could not 
understand them. And we have also seeh that this failure 
of the disciples to understand generally formed part of 
Wrede* s theory. But we did not examine it. To it now 
I accordingly turn.
Success and failure of the Disciples.

But wo must notice first of all that the story of 
the disciples of Jesus is by no means purely the story 
of failure as Wrede*s position might suggest. There is 
a considerable difference between the Twelve and others 
who saw and heard Jesus, according to the Marcan treat
ment . True it is that it is their failures which are 
emphasized in the Gospel. But the very type of failure 
emphasizes the fact that they are different who here 
fail. And there is much recorded too to their credit, 
particularly /
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particularly in the earlier part of the Gospel.
To begin with, we are told at least how four of 

them left their fishing to follow him (i, 16-20). The 
other case of a call of a disciple, Levi, the taigatherer, 
is perhaps doubtful (ii, 13-14), as the name of Levi is 
not mentioned among the twelve in iii, 13-19. So ii, 
13-14 may not be meant to describe the call of one of the 
twelve. On the other hand the traditional view that 
he is to be identified with Matthew may be correct.^
In any case these are men who have done more than others.

One might perhaps be tempted, in view of my con
clusions of the previous chapter, to dwell on the fact 
that these disciples follow Jesus with no apparent 
reason given, and to point to that as further evidence 
for the mystery of the Shepherd Son of David. But a 
caution against that must be entered. We have already

ohad occasion to note that the opening chapter of the 
Gospel seems to be very much in the nature of a summary 
of the necessary background, and that may account for 
the brevity here, while the call of Levi is simply the 
introduction to the story of a dispute with the Pharisees 
on why he ate with and . So not too
much can be drawn from this.

In /
I Or might he possibly be James, the son of Alphaeus, 

since the father’s name is the same?
nn .________________________
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In the for m l  appointaent of the twelve we notice 
that three reasons are given (ill, 14-15), that they 
might be with him, and that he might send them forth 
to preach, and to have authority to cast out demons, 
iind all three purposes are in fact fulfilled in the 
course of the Gospel, the last two, indeed, surpris
ingly soon, as they are more difficult than the first.

As early as St. Meurk vi, 6-13 we find the Twelve 
being sent out on their missionary journey. They 
have a twofold charge, to preach and to exorcize 
demons• This denotes surely a high standing already 
for the disciples. And we note that they not only 
oast out demons but heal other sick too. And all this 
is before the motif of failure to understand has really 
begun to appear, the exceptions being the partial failure 
of the Parable of the 3ower and the ^tilling of the 
3torm. We must remember then, when we turn to the 
passages where the disciples appear in least favour
able light, that we are considering men who had already 
performed miracles of healing.

The message which the disciples preach is one of 
repentance . We notice that there they have the same 
word to speak as John the Baptist (i, 4) and Jesus 
himself /
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himself {i, 15). They do not preach that Jesus is 
the Messiah, but that need not surprise us when he 
deliberately refrains from doing so himself. The 
question does arise, however, if they could have done 
what they did on this journey, not knowing at all who 
or what he was. And this does look at least like con
firmatory evidence that the Gospel-writer could not 
have regarded Peter*s confession at Caesarea Philippi 
as something new.^ We can ask also if, perhaps, the 
curious fact that the rumours as to the person of 
Jesus repeated at Caesarea Philippi, that he was John 
the Baptist or Elijah or one of the other prophets, 
are reported first as the result of the disciples* 
activity, implies that they then, too knew the higher 
answer. But this is very uncertain, and could not 
be treated as more than confirmatory evidence.

At any rate, at Caesarea Philippi, Peter is re
presented as giving Jesus this name while those out
side the twelve are speculating on the line of John 
the Baptist, or Elijah or another of the prophets.
And as a result, it is to the disciples that is given 
the /

J. Weiss, Das alteste Evangelium, p. 51, takes even 
such things as the call of the disciples, as 
evidence that they knew him as Messiah even t hen. 
But I doubt if much stress can be laid on this.
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the prophecies of the Passion» and the important
/ 1teaching that accompanies them. That is» unless Haring 

is right in seeing in viii» 30, a denial and not an 
acceptance of the title» a view which 1 think xiv» 62, 
is sufficient to confute. It is because the disciples 
knew more about him than others that they are able to 
receive the teaching of his death.

With these examples of a différant note to guide 
us» we are able now to see in a better perspective the 
passages where failure is attributed to the Twelve.^
And we notice at once that they fall into clearly de
fined groups.

1. Incidents connected with the Miracles of the 
Loaves and therefore proclaiming the Shepherd Son of 
David.

St. Mark viii» 16-21 (Leaven of the Pharisees); 
vi» 50-51 (Walking on the Sea); iv» 40-41 (Stilling 
of the storm); vii» 18 (Parable of Defilement); 
iv» 13 (Parable of the Smer)m

Of these the first two are explicitly called 
failuros to understand the miracles of the loaves» 
and we^j^urely class the ^tilling of the Jtorm with 
the /

as quoted above» p. ̂ 9.
^ see above pp.
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the Walking on the Sea, The Parable of the Sower 
is that difficult parable the interpretation of which 
1 have connected in the previous chapter with the 
Shepherd Son of David, and the Parable of Defilement 
follows one of the incidents connected with eating 
which are grouped round the miraculous meals.

2. The Passion, and Kindred Subjects.
St. Mark viii, j2f.; ix, 32; x, 32 (at the Prophecies 
of the Passion); ix, 5f. (Transfiguration); ix, 10 
(Resurrection); ix, 11-13 (iiilijah); ix, 28-29 (Fail
ure to Heal); xiv, 37-41 (Gethsemane ) ; xiv, 50 (Flight 
at Arrost); xiv, 29-31 (Peter’s Boast); xiv, 66-72 
(Peter’s Denial); and though it is not a failure, we 
can add to this the request for information leading to 
the ^schatological Discourse (xiii, 1-4).

3. 2thical Matters based on the Prophecies of the 
passi on.

St. Mark ix, 33-37 (The True Greatness); ix, 38-40 
(The Kxorcist who was not a Disciple); x, 13-16 
(Blessing the Children); x, 23-27 (The Rich Man);
X, 35-40 (Sons of Zebedee); x, 41-45 (Indignation of 
Others).

Of these perhaps we might say that the failure
of /



87

of the disciples to heal the epileptic boy, may be 
less a censure of the disciples than an emphasis of 
the difficulty of the miracle. Similarly the bewild
erment of Peter at the Transfiguration may be merely . 
a naive heightening of the picture there. This also 
may account for the Stilling of the Storm. The fear 
of the Disciples is the occasion of the miracle.

The first group is the failure to understand that 
Jesus is the Shepherd Son of David, or, it may only be, 
what the implications of that were. This would imply 
of course that the disciples knew him already as 
Messiah, but did not realize the peculiar nature of 
his Messiahship. But I have already dealt with this 
subject sufficiently.

The second group follows when Jesus, finding only 
a complete failure to understand resulting from his 
miraculous meals, announces his intention of going to 
Jerusalem to suffer and die and to rise again. It is 
long recognised of course that the section of the 
Gospel viii, E7- x, 45 forms a unity, dominated by 
the three great prophecies of the Passion in viii, 31, 
ix, 31 and x, 33f. Hawlinson^quotes with approval the 
words

^ op. cit., p. 126.
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words of Johannes Welsa, ^tha koy-nota is sounded by the 
solemn and thrice-repeated predictions of the Passion, 
which ring out like the muffled strokes of a bell.**
And that description of its atmosphere can hardly be 
bettered.
The Jon of Man

But before we proceed to the study of the relation 
of the disciples to the prophecies of the Passion, 
there is one question which cannot be avoided. The 
prophecies are made in the name of the Son of 
V̂hat did such a name convey to St. iSsoek. as he wrote it 
down?

There have been in the main three interpretations of 
the meaning of the title & too dv&̂<oîroO in the Gospels. 
Otto^ derives the use of the name from the book of fjioch, 
and sees in the use of it hy Jesus a linking of the 
esohatological redeemer of .î nooh with the buffering
Servant of Isaiah. V/hat might be called the other

2extreme view is that of T. W. Manson, who seeing in the 
Son of Man of Daniel vii, 13 another embodiment of the 
^Remnant* idea of Isaiah, takes it so in the teaching 
of Jesus also to mean not a person but a people wholly 
devoted to their heavenly King. But in the end this 
ideal /
1 The Kingdom of God and the 3an of Man, esp. pp. E19ff. 

249ff.
The teaching of Jesus, esp. pp. 227ff.
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Ideal la reached in Jesus himself alone* A middle 
position is well represented by W. Manson,^ who also 
goes back to Daniel but gives the name a personal 
significance, not connecting it with a people.

fortunately, my immediate concern is only with the 
mind of ^t. Mark and not with that of Jesus. But 
some criticians which I have to offer are relevant to 
both. On the whole it seems to me that the thirl 
view is the most likely, with the proviso that there 
is an element of mystery about it, and that not St.
Mark only, but the first Church generally were rather 
baffled by the name.

1. The use of the title in the Gospels is peculiar. 
It is found only on the lips of Jesus himself. And 
in the Acts of the Apostles it only occurs on the lips 
of the dying Stephen (vii, 56) j and there referring to

Qthe heavenly glory. I do not see how Bousset, in 
face of this, can maintain that the title was first 
given to Jesus by the primitive Church. The evidence 
does seem to suggest very strongly that there was a 
very old tradition that Jesus used it of himself, so old 
that /
r Jesus, the Messiah, esp. pp. llSff. 
^ Kyrios Christos, pp. 17ff.
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that the best explanation of it would be that he did.
That is the normally accepted view of the problem, 

but for our purpose we have also to ask why the early 
Christians and the Gospel writers did not themselves 
make use of the name which was hallowed by their Lord’s 
use. If it was because they took some exception to it, 
we should expect to find (if anything) a tendency to sup
press it in the later Gospels, certainly not what we do 
find, that it tends to intrude, (e.g. Mt. xvi, 13, 28;
Lk, vi, 22; xii, 8 .) The only conclusion I can draw 
from that is that the first Christians did not use the 
title themselves because they did not understand it, 
and not because they disapproved.

And this is strengthened by one of the intrusions, 
Matthew, xvi, 13, oî Tov uW TôO

% What sense can possibly be made of these 
words on any other assumption than that the writer of the 
First Gospel, too, found some mystery in the term?

2. Against T. W. Mans on we may say that if the 
Son of Man in the vision of Daniel is contrasted with 
the four great empires, these empires were to those who 
suffered under them, very much their despotic rulers.
And if the giving of dominion, and glory, and a kingdom 
to /
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to the Son of Man could mean that Israel was to rule 
over other nations, and not that a good ruler was to be 
supernaturally given, yet the Book of Enoch does at 
least point to a later interpretation of the Son of Man 
as meaning that.

We must remember that in one sense the apocalyptic 
literature is an extension of the prophetic use of sym
bolism, spoken and acted (e.g. Amos vii, viii; Hosea 
i-iii; Jeremiah xxvii, xxviii; Ezekiel i, xlvii, from 
a great wealth of examples) and the visions of Daniel 
are a halfway stage in this process. What we have is 
in fact a riddling parable, ünd the interpretation of 
Daniel, vii, 17ff, is tantalizingly like that of the 
parable of the Sower in that it stops short at the 
crucial question, how the supernatural deliverance was 
to come. Thus if Jesus were so to describe himself to 
his disciples, it would be an explanation which was yet 
still a puzzle, a focussing of the problem of his person 
rather than a solution.

3. The section of I Enoch which deals with the 
Son of Man (chs. xxxvii-lxxi, the Book of Similitudes) 
certainly regarded Daniel as a riddle, for it propounds 
a solution. The references to the Son of Man always 
have /
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have an air about them of a mystery still to be 
revealed; until the final denouement comes, and we 
discover that the Son of Man is Enoch himself.
(Ixxi, 1 4 - 1 6 ) The real significance of the book 
of Enoch for the New Testament problem is that it 
is an esoteric solution, and as such presupposes a 
popular mystery. It is in the tradition of the 
popular mystery and not the esoteric solution that 
the Gospe1-writers (and possibly Jesus himself) 
stand.

4. If we can trust the tradition Jesus himself 
seems to have made things still more difficultfbr 
his followers by using the expression chiefly in 
connection with his death and humiliation, whereas 
the one datum they had about the Son of Man of Daniel 
was that he was to come in some way *with the clouds 
of heaven*•

It would seem then that St. Mark, in common with 
others, taught that Jesus claimed to be the great 
mysterious heavenly champion about whom since the days 
of the Book of Daniel there had been speculation.
Just /

Charles alone (Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Vol II, 
p. 237/regards the text as here corrupt. But his 
only reason for doing so seems to be an unwilling
ness to allow the Son of Man to be identified with 
Enoch , Emendation is surely quite unnecessary.
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Just exactly how he could be that St. Mark himself 
could probably not quite understand. But certainly 
the hopes of Daniel were fulfilled in him, and, as I 
will show, xiii, 27 does have a suggestion of a faith 
that this mystery will be revealed.
Prophecies of Passion

To return to the prophecies of the Passion, we can 
surely agree with Otto^ that it is the teaching that 
the Son of Man or the Messiah must suffer which causey ^  
the difficulty for the disciples. The idea of a good 
and holy man suffering was by no means a new one.
And we cannot dismiss the failure of the disciples as 
merely a case of alarm for their personal friend.
That might be true of Peter’s rebuke in viii, 32, but 
would not on the other hand explain the language of 
ix, 32. But more important than this is the way 
that St. Mark goes out of his way to suggest Messian- 
ism in various ways, especially at the beginning of 
this section.

Thus we are introduced to it by the Confession of 
Peter, &  ̂  o , And this is the real significance
of the position of that Confession in the Gospel. It 
leads /
r op. cit., pp. 253ff.
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leads up to the first prediction of the Passion, posing 
fur us the question if both can be right. For we are 
never definitely told that Peter’s description was ac
cepted, we are merely left with the implication, and the 
reader must come to terms in his own way with the two 
seemingly contradictory statements. Just as, according 
to 3t. Mark, the disciples also had to do. For if they 
knew him as Messiah even before, it was from their own 
conclusions, unsupported by any definite word from Jesus.

The same can be said of the Transfiguration.
Apart from any titles there is there a great exaltation 
of the person of Jesus in itself, which contrasts 
strangely with the humiliation and death of which the 
predictions speak. Once again this is not a proof that 
he is the Messiah, but only a strong suggestion. And 
this would seem to be the significance of the words
C c I C. > /  10 \jv05 vuo 0 . According to Arraitage Robinson,

has become a Messianic title in the probably 
second century A.D. apocalypse, the Ascension of Isaiah, 
but there is no evidence of a pre-Christian Messianic 
use. On the other liand, there is such use as would 
make a Messianic use easy. Again^St. Mark represents 
Jesus as challenging his disciples, and thereby 
challenges /
1 In H. D. B., Vol. II, p. 501, on ’The Ascension of

Isaiah.»
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challenges his readers.
Together with this we can teike the question of the 

disciples about Elijah, which follows the Transfigura
tion. They are obviously thinking Messianically,
But there is still the same indefiniteness about the 
answer which they got. We are not told here, as in 
St. fviatthew (xvii, 13) that the answer is to be found 
in John the Baptist. But the implication is there 
and the thought of an Elijah being the victim of men’s 
evil treatment is linked to the suffering of the Son of 
Mem. Is this incidentally why we get that long some
what ragged account of the death of the Baptist breaking 
the Sequence of the Gospel in vi, 17-29, to give us the 
clue on Elijah?

In view of the mysteriousness of the nemie Son of 
Man, which we have seen reason to consider St. Mark was 
unable to understand himself, it can be used freely.
It helps to pose the question rather than to answer 
it, especially as the very last thing we should expect 
of the Danielic Son of Ivfian is that he should suffer and 
die.

But we must not lose sight of the fact that what 
St. 1/Iark is teaching here is not that Jesus is the 
Messiah, /
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Messiah, but that the Messiah must suffer and die, or 
rather that Jesus, being the Messiah, must yet suffer 
and die. The interest is not merely in attaching a 
title to Jesus, but in putting forward the claim that 
both sides of the paradox of his life, his unique great
ness conceived Messianically, and his humiliation, are 
true. The justification for this St. Mark finds 
where early Christianity, and probably Jesus himself, 
seems usually to have found it, in the picture of the
Suffering Servant of Isaiah liii. Ottj" points out 
that the and of viii, 31, are
rather vague and general for the purpose of the verse
unless we are meant to take them as recalling the
Suffering Servant and he also points to both the
and the iMTi of x, 45. The list of indignities

‘"sof X, 33f. are also very suggestive of this Old Testa
ment chapter. Thus the Shepherd Son of David and the 
Son of Man are equated with the Suffering Servant. In 
the Marcan thought, here is the answer to the failure 
of men, even the disciples, to respond to the activity 
of the Shepherd. He must feed them with his own life.

But we cannot leave these predictions without 
noting
r op. cit., pp. 249ff.
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noting that they are all also prophecies of the Resur- 
reotion, and that this is part of the reason for the 
bewilderment of the disciples. In fact ix, 10 explic
itly pictures them as wondering what this * Resurrection* 
might be. But there is surely no need to censure them 
for this. Is this not rather a pointer to the great 
strangeness of the doctrine, rather than to the stupid
ity of the disciples? The teaching that he was to rise 
again from the dead, following on the already incompre
hensible teaching that he was to. die, certainly belongs 
to the special teaching which is beyond the understand
ing of the disciples as opposed to the more elementary 
things which they understood better than the common 
people.

I I cannot resist the conclusion that part at least
^  of the meaning of the failures of the disciples^ is that 

t St. Mark is picturing the disciples as not understanding, 
where he has a thought which he is particularly anxious 
 ̂that his readers should understand. Thus he was going 
out of his way in the earlier part of the Gospel to 

• teach about the Messiah who was the Shepherd Son of 
David. And here it was we found the Twelve wanting.
Now his teaching is of the Messiah who was the Suffering 
Servant. /
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Servant, and who also rose victorious over death.
And once again the Twelve are unable to receive his 
teaching. Of course other reasons did no doubt play 
their part. I do not mean to suggest for instance that 
he did so with no regard for loyalty to history. But 
this is the Marcan method of underlining his great truths.

And this reason plays its part in the description 
of the ethical failures of the disciples which group 
round the three great prophecies. It will be conven
ient to consider these before passing on to the position 
of the disciples in the Passion Story. for we have a 
series of incidents in this part of the Gospel where a 
particularly high ethic is taught; in their position 
we might in fact call them the Ĵ thics of the Cross.
And in each incident the outlook of the disciples is 
set over against the teaching of Jesus as a foili in 
all but that of the Bich Man,in fact, it is their 
behaviour which gives rise to it. The disciples 
dispute as to who is greatest, they forbid the exorcist 
who was not a disciple, they think that the rich have 
priority in the Kin gdom of God, they rebuke those who 
bring children, the sons of üebedea seek for special 
places in his glory, and the others are Jealous. And 
all /
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all this leads to the ethical response of Jesus, where 
yC is set out so beautifully the consequences of being the 

disciples of the Messiah who was also the Suffering 
Servant, rising to a worthy climax in the reply of 
X, 42-45. It is at least through no lack of apprecia
tion of the ethical implications of Christianity that 
St. Mark does not give us more of the teaching of Jesus.

But this is all teaching for the disciple. It is 
only on the presupposition that it is given to those who 
are already disciples that it is at all intelligible. 
Because his Messiahship was different, so too the be
haviour of his followers must be different. And again 
I venture to suggest that here is the ethical message 
of St# Mark for his readers, underlined by the disciples* 
failure. And if it be true that this Gospel was written 
in Rome at the time of the great Neronic persecution, we 
can well understand the reason for the altogether special 
ethical message which the writer had for his readers.
It is a proclamation that they too must tread the Via 
Dolorosa with their Master and that they must tread it 
in their Master’s spirit.
Little Apocalypse.

The same didactic spirit surely underlies the 
narrative /
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narrative of the great Jüachatological Discourse of Ch. 
xiii. The Apocalyptic note there has a reference to 
the present sufferings of the readers. Apocalyptic is 
in fact the literary response to persecution.

It has been widely recognized that this discourse 
probably has woven into it an originally independent 
small apocalypse, probably vv. 5-8, 14-20, 24-27. On 
this Menzies and Rawlinson*^ both write very well. It 
is explicitly addressed to Jews of Judaea, most likely 
Christian Jews, with advice for whom in days of peril 
it is directly concerned. But I cannot agree with 
Menzies that it was published a few months before the 
capture of Jerusalem. Rather I would agree with 
Torrey^ in referring the to
Caligula* 8 plan to set up his statue in the Holy of 
Holies (circ. A.D. 40). But against Tor re y I would 
say that this is not evidence for the date of the 
Gospel, but only for the date of the apocalyptic source

The point I wish to make in putting forward these 
facts /
r The iïarliest Gospel, pp. 235ff. 
^ Op, oit, pp. 177ff,
® p. 237.
4 The Four Gospels, pp. 261f.
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facts is this, that the apocalypse does not in some ways 
share the Marcan outlook. I do not mean by that that 
St. Mark did not believe in a iarusia, but rather that 
whereas this document’s interests seem confined to the 
narrow interests of the immediate surroundings of 
Jerusalem, those of the Gospel go much vjider and tend to 
a faith that is independent of locality. I do not 
think, for instance, that the teacher of the Shepherd 
Son of David and all that it implied could be so vitally 
concerned with pollution of the Temple. And while I 
will reject in my next chapter the view of Lohmeyer and 
Light foot that the Gospel is written from a Gall Lean 
bias that is hostile to Jeruiialem, there is enough of 
an emphasis on Galilee to make that view possible.

'«Yhat then induced St. Mark to use as a source here 
this narrowly Jewish Cbristian document of an earlier 
date? One point of contact surely lies in the opening 
words of the chapter where Jesus foretells to the disci
ples the destruction of the Tanple. That there was a 
tradition that Jesus so spoke we see from liv 58 and 
XV, 29, as well as 8t . John ii, 19-21. Only St. Mark 
himself, as opposed to the apocalyptist, would set this 
in the context, not merely of calamity, but also of the 
establishment /
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establishment of a more spiritual religion not depend
ent on a building, as indeed St, John explicitly does. 
The disciples here are taught that the future of their 
faith does not depend on the building in Jerusalem, 
but on the faith that awaits the return of the Son of 

X  Man, Xl^is also Incidentally dramatically necessary 
for St, Mark to give some teaching of Jesus which 
could be distorted into the charge of his enemies on 
xiv, 58 and xv, 29, He does not dare to go the length 
of the Fourth Gospel in ascribing the actual words to 
Jesus with a different meaning.

But this more spiritual religion is bound up with 
the person of Jesus, and the question now is what is 
to happen after his resurrection. And I feel that 
there is another interest in the apocalypse, in that 
that culminates in the coming of the Son of Man, 
Particularly we notice the resemblance of xiii, 26 
to xiv, 62, The prophecies of the Passion and Resur
rection do not complete the story. They are yet to 
be brought to their climax by the prophecies of the 
Parusia,

Ajid here I think it is beyond doubt that Lohmeyer^
and /

^ Galilââ und Jerusalem, pp, Ilf.
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and Lightfoot^ in demanding a reference to the Parusia 
as the chief significance of the future , are
missing the still more essential religious significance 
of the verb. For has a special religious sense
in the New Testament in its other tenses also, of 
religious perception as opposed to mere physical seeing. 
It carries a sense of religious understanding. The 
typical expression of this is, of course, Mark iv, 12 
Vf». pVi'ftcjdx Mil  ̂ Further while is never
used in the Gospels of a blind man receiving his sight, 
in John ix, 37 we read where the object is
the Son of God. (Elsewhere in this chapter has
been used). In John xx, 1-10 we have and
used of the physical spectacle, but 3^ without an 
object as a prelude to , i^en the Evangelist
says that they saw and believed. And in the same 
chapter in w ,  19-31, is used consistently of
seeing the Risen Lord. But even in the future tense,
while Rev. i, 7 is of the Parusia, and John i, 50f. 
and I John iii, 2 can without difficulty be so inter
preted, Matthew v, 8 can hardly be, and Luke iii, 6 
and Romans xv, 21 are certainly not of that event.
(The /
T-------------------------------------------------------Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels, pp. 63f. ,

73ff.
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X

(The fact that the last two are quotations does not 
affect the argument* ) The verb then is used in 
all its tenses of religious revelation of any kind* 
and instead of adding Mark xvi* 7 to the prophecies 
of the Parusia* we must find in these prophecies too 
the sense of unveiling the mystery* I do not mean 
by that that St* Mark did not mean the references to 
the Parusia to be taken literally; on the contrary^ to 
Jewish thought the Parusia was the supreme *
the final unveiling of the mystery* But the promise 
is essentially of the final resolution of the mystery 
which so baffled the first Christians* how he who 
lived and died and rose again could yet claim to be 
the Son of Man who was to come with the clouds* ̂

And the enemies are to understand too. That I 
take to be the significance of the reply to Caiaphas 
in xiv, 62* Let not men scoff at the claims of him 
who stands so helpless there. They will yet know 
just what is the meaning of the Danielic prophecy of 
the Son of Man* and how it relates to Jesus*

Thus /

^ Support for this is given by Dodd’s treatment of
ix, 1, which I think is beyond doubt right* (The 
Parables of the Kingdom* pp* 53ff). Here it is 
only the accident of Greek Grammar that the verb 
is not future* and the meaning, according to Dodd* 
is to understand in the future* that something 
has already taken place. And I do not see how
-T - II LLiiîL[i_i_à_i\_ljji2-Lj__iolijJü L J il-ü— i— i-L-i— 3_— 1— J_________
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Thus in these two predictions we get St. Mark*s 
last word on this problem of the Son of Man. They 
complete, and promise understanding of, the prophecies 
of the Death and Resurrection, and the use of the title 
son of Man in these other predictions.

But along with this goes consistently the ethical 
teadiing to the disciples, vhich forms the rest of the 
eschatological chapter. The Ethics of the Cross have 
been continued in the teaching on faith and prayer 
(xi, 20-25), and in the incident of the Widow*s Mite 
(xii, 41-44). But now it becomes also the Ethics of ^
those who wait for the Lord’s return. While we cannot 
with Schweitzei^ treat the ethical teaching of Jesus 
genereü.ly as an ’Interimsethik ’, there is yet a part 
of the ethic of the Synoptic Gospels which is determined 
by this expectation. And here we have it.

There are three main notes. First there is the 
foretelling of sufferings generally, coupled with the 
promise of help when they have to appear before kings 
and governors to give evidence. Then follows the 
warning to beware of false Messiahs. And lastly there 
is the exhortation to watch and be ready, for the day 
is /

^ op. cit. , p. 352.
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is not known, this last being *Interimsethik* if
anything is* These again we can truly imagine as
being part of the special message of the Gospel-
wri ter for readers in days of great persecution. St.
Paul’s warning in II Thess. ii, 1-5, while not on the
exact subject, is a reminder that the words about false
Messiahs also could be extremely relevant, and the rest 

sois toe obviously teaching for the persecuted as to need 
no further argument.

On the sufferings generally, however, we may say 
also that the Gospel has a reminder for its readers 
here, that the same logic of history which sent Jesus 
to the Cross means suffering for them. The Cross of 
their Master was no historical freak. It was part of 
the working of God, and in line with what those who 
followed him might also expect. Die apocalyptic 
philosophy of history was consistent. And just as it 
was when all seemed lost that the Resurrection reversed 
the fortunes, so with the early Christians it was to 
be when things were at their worst that the power of 
God would be seen.
Flight of Disciples

From this point on the failure of the disciples
in /
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in the Passion story ceases to be a failure to under
stand, and becoEies something much more dramatic. It 
is now the failure of the disciples to fulfil the pur
pose N  jNiVciVoiJ , This was part of the reason 
why they were called (ill, 14), and again we note that 
the tone of the Gospel suggests a partial success, and 
only failure at the highest point for the disciples. 
Protest they might when he turned his feet from 
Galilee to Jerusalem, but still they went with him, and 
remained his faithful companions up to the time of the 
Last Supper, and it is with th@ii that Jesus established 
his Covenant, this time by feeding his sheep with his 
own body and blood. And we note how he took Peter and 
James and John with him to such scenes as the Trans
figuration and Gethsemane. Evidently 
is meant to signify something of Importance, and we are 
by no means given a picture of the disciples as failing 
in it.

But after the Last Supper a terrible transfoim- 
■ ‘ m  takes place, culminating in xiv, 5i

To leave for a moment the prediction of 
this in xiv, 27, we are led up to it by the behaviour 
of the chosen three in Gethsemane. In such an 
Incident /
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incident as the Trans fi gxirat ion we have already- 
seen them unable to understand what is happening
and completely terrified ( ?K(jô \\|̂  Ivjqyo'rro $ iz, 6)#
But that is hardly to their discredit, and it is a 
different matter altogether v/hen we find the three 
disciples not bewildered but sleeping. The hour has 
come when Jesus must part company from his disciples, 
and go forward alone on the terrible last stages of 
his pilgrimage. These three disciples may be with 
him in the garden, but they are no longer with him in 
spirit, which hitherto, in spite of all their failures 
to understand, they have been.

The climax is also led up to by the outstanding 
failure of the disciple,, who not only forsakes but 
betrays him, Judas Iscariot. There is of course no 
biographical interest in Judas in the Gospel, Two 
things are completely lacking, the motive for the 
betrayal and the fact which was betrayed, and these 
would both be necessary for any real understanding of 
the happening. It is part of the Passion Story and 
has to be included. But it also serves to emphasize 
that the disciples are no longer with him. Judas has 
only gone a stage further, albeit an important stage 
further /
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further, tîian the rest*
But this collapse of the disciple band is the 

subject first of a prediction of Jesus^ one which has 
given much difficulty of interpretation, xiv, 27f**
We note that it is introduced by the clearest refer
ence of all to Jesus as the Shepherd in the quotation 
of Zechariah xiii, 7* In the light of the picture 
of the Shepherd vdiioh we have already seen, we must 
accordingly treat this as an important dogmatic point 
in the Gospel. Here the relation of the Shepherd 
to his sheep at the time of the Crucifixion is dealt 
with, and justified by the reference to Zechariah.
This importance is further emphasized by the cross- 
reference to xiv, 28 in xvi, 7. The Resurrection 
proves to be the Justification for the belief in Jesus 
as the Shepherd Son of David in spite of the scattering 
of the disciples. It did not look at the darkest hour 
as if there were any relation of Shepherd and sheep 
between Jesus and his disciples, but these two Justi^- 
cations assert firmly that he still was their Shepherd 
in spite of all. And it is not only that Jesus was 
put to death, but also that his disciples fled, which 
made the difficulty.

It /
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It follows from, this that we must interpret the 
much debated verb in these two verses in the sense
of the Shepherd leading his flock. Johannes Weiss^ 
maintained that it must be used in this strict sense* 
but his resulting interpretation of xvi, 7 seems 
scarcely tenable, and the more general interpretation 
is that followed by Lohmeyer,^ who regards both meanings 
«precede” and «lead” as linguistically possible, and 
«precede" as necessary for xvi, 7 to give sense. It 
is worth while considering the other uses of the verb 
in the New Testament. In this Gospel the nearest to 
a simple sense of "precede" is that of vi, 45, where 
Jesus tells the disciples to go ahead while he dismisses 
the crowd. In x, 32 and xi, 9 on the other hand it is 
used of those who were ahead in a travelling company.
In St. Matthew, apart from Marcan parallels, there is 
a definite sense of leading in ii, 9 while xxi, 31 may 
well mean that the and lead the way into the
kingdom of God. I Timothy i, 18 and v, 24 have a 
definite sense of leading, but Hebrews vii, 18 where 
the verb is used of a preceding commandment (now set 
aside) /

^ Das Urchristentum, pp. lOff.
^ Galil&â und Jerusalem, pp. 13f.
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aside) is rather a case by itself*
Summing up, we may say that the verb, when used 

metaphorically^may shade towards the sense ’♦precede", 
but doesn^ quite reach having simply that meaning, and 
that "lead" is its normal sense* And when we add to 
that the reference to the Shepherd immediately preceding 
we are forced to the conclusion that it is of leading 
the disciples that Jesus was speaking, according to 
St* klark*

Are we to understand then with Johannes V/eiss^ that 
what is referred to here is a triumphal return to
Galilee by a Risen Jesus at the head of his disciples?

f xvi, 1.
The objections seem fatal* ̂  The present ̂ Ço«<.̂ yĵ after 
the future tense in xiv, 28 must be deliberate, and 
it is of what is happening at that moment that the 
young man speaks to the women* And we are led to 
one of the strongest paradoxes of this paradoxical 
Gospel*

We must picture the disciples at that moment 
when the women stood at the empty tomb as being led 
back /

^ op. clt. , loc. cit.
^ See e. g, Kirsopp Lake in The Beginnings of Christianity 

Pt. I, Vol. V, p p . W
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baok to Galilee by Jesus without their realising it.
/That means they were in flight there, ®ie \r̂\ 

otmw of xiv, 50 means much more than a flight
from the actual spot of the arrest. It can only mean^ 
if this is right^an inglorious panic-stricken sauve 
qui peut back to their own homes. The fact that Peter 
was there long enou^ after the arrest to take part in 
the scene of the Denial does not affect the general 
position, especially as Peter is mentioned apart from 
the other disciples in xvi, 7. But, runs the message 
at the empty tomb, while this is the situation to all 
outward seeming, even in the opinion of the disciplestvj-
themselves, the real truth is^the Shepherd, unknown to 
them, is leading them back, and there in Galilee they 
will be re-established vdien they see their Risen Lord. 
We notice again that the verb contains the sense of 
understanding as v/ell as seeing. They v/111 under
stand that this is the real situation.

There is no real objection to this in the command 
5v \|iT£., diîSi (xvi. 7. )• For the verb

t / does not daaand a house in the vicinity to which 
the women were to deliver an immediate message. It is 
used in such a sense as that in the Johannine story of 
the /
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the Samaritan \nxnBn, (John iv, 16) but It is also used 
oÇ- more distant goings, typically of the end of the 

earthly life of Jesus in Mark xiv, 21, John viii, 14, 
21f* , xiii, 36, xiv, 4f., oto* If one were to give 
a generic sense for this verb, it would be that the 
incident is now closed and that the person addressed 
must go somewhere else for the next scene» Ihus we 
find it used (Mark v, 19, 34; Matt, ix, 6; xix, 21) 
as a sort of dismissal word after a miracle or other 
incident. The women then ere told that they have seen 
all that they will see here» Ihey must now leave the 
sepulchre and the next thing is to find the disciples 
and tell than about it. ■ And there is then no contra
diction in the 0(̂ 1 si’ftox of xvi, 8» fùT the
time for delivering the message to the disciples has 
not yet ccme.

It is not within the scope • of my purpose to decide 
between the Marcan and the Lucan traditions of the 
Resurrection story, but we notice that on this reading 
an explanation of the divergence is possible» To t if 
the historical fact were that Jesus rallied his 
disciples in Galilee and brought them back to 
Jerusalemj, it is not difficult to believe that there 
would /
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would be a tendency in the tradition to suppress this 
terribly inglorious part imdiioh the disciples played, 
and to speak of them as if they had never left 
Jerusalem* But I will deal with the Resurrection 
narrative more fully later, and it is time now to turn 
to the general picture of Jesus given throughout the 
Gospel, beginning with the earlier days*



CHAPTER Y.

GAI-TT.hTR-

The picture of the Gospel that has thus emerged 
might best be described, I think, as a dogmatic drama. 
There is a definite development running through the 
Gospel, but it is from a dogmatic interest and not a 
historical one that the path is followed. We begin 
roughly from the unique, mysterious vocation of Jesus,
(I am now to deal with the beginning more fully), and 
from that we are led up to the challenge to recognize 
him as the Shepherd Son of David. Ihen the interest 

V/ of t]he Gospel changes and we are led down the way of the 
Propihecies of the Passion to the Passion Story and the 
Resurrection. In following this order St. Mark is 
primarily interested in development of his Christology, 
and not in giving us a correct historical order. This 
does not mean of course that his historical line is not 
correct in the main^it would be almost childish to re
mark that in placing the Passion and Resurrection at the 
end he is following the sequence of events as they 
actually occurred! But it does mean that there is  ̂
a great simplification of the historical connection.
For /



116

X

v/

vV

For the sake of clarity themes are treated oonsecutiyely, 
vdien for all we know they may well have been concurrent, 
or have overlapped.

This is in itself sufficient explanation of the 
often pointed-out_fact, that whereas St. Mark only re
lates the final visit to Jerusalem, not only the Fourth 
Gospel but also the implication of some of the Marcan 
incidents point to more frequent visits by Jesus to the 
capital. The dogmatic motive has led St. Mark to sunder 
sharply what one mi^t call the fruitful activity of Jesus 
frcKi the sufferings and death, emd to set the one in 
Galilee and the other in Jerusalem, though we shall see 
that Jerusalem does spill over into Galilee, too. He 
wishes to develop one aspect of his Christology before 
the other. And this is also the reason for the pheno
mena vdiich have led Lohmeyer and Lightfoot^ to such remark*

2able conclusions. If, as Lightfoot says, Galilee is 
the seat of the revelation and Jerusalem of rejection, 
it is because St. Mark first develops the revelation in 
a unified scene, and then the rejection, and not because 
of any doctrine that Galilee and not Jerusalem was the 
land divinely chosen.

In /
r Lohmeyer, Galil&à Qnd Jerusalem, and Lightfoot, 

Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels.2 op. cit. , pp. 124ff.
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1In fact, in developing his position, Lohmeyer 
seems to me to put an altogether illegitimate construc
tion on Mark xiv, 70. It is surely altogether stretch
ing the meaning to say that this second question of the 
high priest’s maid means that someone from Galilee was 
necessarily a Christian, that Galilee was a terra Christ
iana, and the Galilaeans a populus christianus. Even 
with the Matthaean parallel this is too much. Taking 
the narrative at its face value we note that first the 
maid claims to recognize Peter as one she has seen with 
Jesus, and in the second question the fact that he is a 
Galilaean is merely mentioned as confirmatory evidence.
If we are to be as litereü.ly minded as Lohmeyer we could 
point out that were he right it would have been impos
sible for Peter to make the second denial. The fact 
that he was a Galilaean would have been then irrefutable 
evidence.

gSimilarly strained also is the emphasis Lohmeyer 
places on the Matthaean quotation of Isaiah viii, 23, 
ix, 1. (Matt, iv, 15f). The fact is that to St. Matthew 
anything that gives any reference to the Old Testament 
must be noted. And vAien we have said this what are we 
left /
T op. oit. , p. 28.2 op. cit. , pp. 36f.
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left with? Certainly we may grant Lohmeyer and Light- 
foot a strong impression of two parts of the Gospel set 
in opposition, but that may be more simply explained by 
this dramatic purpose of the Gospel-writer. He wanted
to oppose sharply the two sides of his message, and this 
he further simplified by setting the one simply in 
Galilee, and the other in Jerusalem, to lead up to the 
meals by the lakeside in Galilee and the crucifixion in 
Jerusalem.

And we notice further against Lohmeyer that Jerusalem 
is foreshadowed in the Galilaean ministry also. Galilee 
in the first part of the Gospel is very far from being 
pictured as a terra Christiana. It is of Galilee and
the Gcililaeans that the words
are spoken. It is presumably Galilaeans vdio do not 
recognize him for what he is, and try to identify him with 
John the Baptist, Elijah, or one of the prophets. He 
is rejected in his own heme country. And the Galilaean 
part of the story ends with the great anticlimax where 
even the disciples do not understand the miracles of the 
loaves. It is then dogmatic purpose and not local bias 
which causes the division of the Gospel into two clearly 
defined parts, and we need not look for opposed tradi
tions /
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traditions of Galilee and Jerusalem.
Opening of Gospel.

Before the first act of the drama comes the Prologue. 
I have already compared the first chapter of the Gospel 
to the Prologue of a Greek tragedy. 1 It gives us the 
setting for the dognatlc drama that is to follow. I 
have already drawn attention to the fact that the import
ant events at the beginning of the ministry of Jesus, the 
activity of the Baptist, the Baptism of Jesus, the Temp
tations, the first Preaching, are hastened through with 
the barest mention. This does not mean, however, there 
is not a definite picture of the person of Jesus right 
frcm the start. He does not come on the scene quietly 
and unobtrusively. He is ushered on with mighty pro
clamations. Ri^t from the first verse we are told 
what to expect in the Gospel, the picture of one in a 
unique relation to God, with a unique work of God to do.

The definite use of in this verse might
seem to contradict what I have said above on the reticence 
of St. Mark in loyalty to his own picture of Jesus. ̂  But 
we must remember that every reader would know that 
Christians gave Jesus the name , and that the
reticence /
1 See above, pp. Jvf.
^ See above, pp.
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reticence for the Gospel-writer is rather in refraining 
from giving actual proof than in refraining from mention
ing the name. This is the challenge as it comes to the 
reader of the Gospel, as opposed to the eye-witness of 
the life of Jesus, to recognize in the life described the 
right of Christians to call Jesus by that name.

But the challenge of the Gospel also concerns itself 
with the nature of the Messiahship of Jesus, and where 
St, Mark especially throws down his gauntlet in this open
ing verse is in the words (which seems to be the
best reading). This is not a definite title, it is 
simply the expression of the unique mission of Jesus.
In fact it is St. Mark’s own favourite expression of what 
I have suggested Jesus himself meant by Son of Man. It 
is the title of the Gospel, and it is also the verdict of 
the centurion at the end (xv, 39). Other occurrences 
may be due to the tradition, but it is surely not an 
accident that we find & mos o at the Baptism and
at the Transfiguration and 8 Tou in the crucial
question posed by Caiaphas (xiv, 61). It is at such 
important occasions, and in the recognition of Jesus by 
the demons, that we find him so described. But it does 
not solve the problem of udio this man is and what he 
does. /
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does. It merely poses It. ;ve remraiber the centuries 
of ChristolOGlcal controversy on the relation of Father 
end Son which followed, and we realize that St. Mark can
not have had a out and dried meaning in his mind.

The third gauntlet is in the identification of the 
Baptist with the messenger of Malachi iii, 1 and the voice 
of Isaiah zl, 3, as also in the Baptist*s own description

C, ■’ / /of 0 011̂ 05 who was to follow. In the Old
Testament these prophecies were spoken of the coming of 
Yahweh himself, hut even the of i, 2 should
not lead us to anything like an Athanasian conception of 
the Son of God. Rather we must postulate a Messianic 
interpretation of all referenoes to the coming of God in 
later Judaism.

One should in fact add a caution against treating 
Messianism as something too rigidly defined, as if the 
Son of David must be a different person from the Son of 
Man, or tJiat those looked for a Son of Man did not 
look for a Son of David, and so on. Messianlsm is in 
ossence the triumph of hope over e3Q>erienoe, in the belief 
that God works in history. That hope crystallized into 
the hope of a coming person, but though different figures 
were put forward , there must have been a tendency to apply 
the /
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the Messianic texts to any of them, and to run one into 
another.

And this is the opening background of the Gospel.
This is the figure for whom men hoped, - Just how he was 
to be that the Gospel goes on to describe, but at the 
beginning this much at least is claimed right away. In
other words, as it is so neatly put in the sentence on
the first preaching o 0̂5 (i, 15), and it
is under that that we must understand the life that we are 
to read about.

This is borne out by the voice at the Baptism, and 
the recognition of the Demon in i, 24. It is further
borne out by healing miracles, and by the impression

) /which the person of Jesus makes. The key-word is
twice used in i, 22, 27. And we note too the reactions

 ̂ Ayof others described by such words already as 
(i, 22) and (i, 27). Ihis then is the prin
cipal person of the drama, as we are introduced to him at 
the outset.

His message, that part of it at least which must be 
treated as the background, is summarised for us in Mark 
i, 15. It is a twofold message. First it is a procla
mation of the arrival of the time and the kingdom of God. 
For /
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1
For I think that the case made out by Dodd as far as the
phrase >j tcu is concerned is overwhelming.
The TM) ©too is ushered in by the fulfilment of the
times in the arrival of Jesus. We already have seen
that St. Mark seemed to have believed in a Parusia of the
Son of Man yet to come. But this was not what he took
the Kingdom of God to mean. The language does not
suggest any such thing at all. To confine oneself to
Marcan usage, the Kingdom is something one enters into
(ix, 47; X, 83ft). We have also seen the description
of its mysterious nature in the chapter on the Parables,
where it means roughly the relation of the sheep to their
Shepherd. To enter into the Kingdom of God, means to
come into that relation with Jesus.

But if the language about the Kingdom is unsuited
to the Parusia, it must refer to the earthly life of
Jesus, for the Kingdom must be brought by one of these 

2two comings. Thus we have an additional argument that
St. Mark so thought of the Kingdom, which is also an 
additional argument for Dodd’s thesis that Jesus himself 
so /

■    ■ ' —The Parables of the Kingdom, ch. II.
2 I do not quarrel with Dodd’s taking the future sense

away from the expression "the Day of the Son of Man"
in the teaching of Jesus himself (op. cit. , pp. 108f. ),
It is St. Mark who believes in a future Parusia and
in that he may have fallen away from the teaching of Jesus.



124

SO tau^t. And it is then easy to give the perfect 
its correct temporal sense in ix, 1.

Only one use of the phrase seems to d«nand a future 
sense in this Gospel. At first sight Mark xiv, S5 does 
not seœn to be consistent with the thou^t of the King
dom as a present reality. But this cannot refer to 
the Parusia either. St. Mark cannot have thought of 
Jesus as having to wait for that. To explain this 
verse I vould turn for help to the Matthaean expression

. The Kingdom of God is usually 
the breaking in with Jesus of Heaven into earth- But 
in this particular verse it is simply Heaven, the place 
to tidiioh Jesus was thought of as ascending after his 
Pesurrectioru

The rest of the message of Jesus requires comment 
for a different reason. As a background to all his 
activity in this Gospel, we must take the thou^t that 
he tau^t jA<tuvot\Ti T\\cuit\i ix "PÀ mvjVjtXfa, Tbis is certainly 
not the full Pauline theology of the Atonement, but in
s u ^ a position it is more of it than scholars have

/ -

8emetines allov/ed the Synoptic Gospels to contain. We 
note too that the baptism of the Baptist is described
as i’\5 ĉrix (1, 4), and
those /
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/ \ c. / pthose who were baptised as d.ywv
(i, 5). We add to tha^suoh a^ost chance references 
as the forgiveness of sins in the incident of ii, 1-12 
and the XvT̂ ov hi\ vAV'̂ '̂ of 45. Repent
ance and the consequent forgiveness of sins are the way 
of entering into the Kingdom of God, the relation of sheep 
to the Shepherd, and the failure of the miracle of the 
loaves then means that the death of Christ was necessary 
to establish this relation. The essentials of the 
Christian doctrine of the Atonement are here. One can 
ask, in fact, in view of the incidental way such refer
ences appear in all three Synoptic Gospels, how much 
of a fuller doctrine of the Atonement was really beyond 
them, and how much was not taken for granted. In any 
case, the interest of the Christology of St. Mark is 
soteriological. Repentance, faith, forgiveness of sins,
these are the things which give the relevance to life of 
the central figure of his drama.
GaliJtean Activity - (i) Preaching.

With this we pass from the Prologue to the first act 
of his great drama, the activity of Jesus in Galilee 
which culminated in the miracles of the loaves. Ihis 
activity of Jesus might be divided for convenience♦ sake 
into /
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into three heads, preaching, healing, and training the 
disciples. Under preaching one would also include the 
disputes which mark the story throughout, though in a 
sense they might also be described as the foreshadowing

i\Ly of vhat is to come, the ̂ ptilling over of Jerusalem into 
Galilee.

With the actual substance of the teaching, except 
for that given to the disciples later under the shadow 
of the Cross, St. Mark is not much directly concerned.
He looks rather on the teaching of Jesus as evidence for 
his unique greatness. It is typical that he sums up 
the first preaching as the preaching of one with .
That is more important to him than the content. There 
is however another note in vhich he is interested, allied 
to his conception of the Person of Christ, and that is 
the inward nature of religion. The Shepherd by his own 
person replaces the formal bases of religion, and the 
relation of men to the Shepherd must be a personal inward 
one.

Thus a large part of the teaching which the Gospel 
gives consists of clashes with the established order. 
Jesus flings his own person into conflict with foimal 
Judaism. This note is struck right away in the series 
of /
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of disputes in ii, 1 - iii, 6, a chain of disputes which 
culminates in the Pharisees and Herodians taking counsel
to put him to death. There is reason for thinking with

1 EAlbartz and K, L. Schmidt that this was a group of in
cidents told together before St. Mark, and, as Albertz 
suggests, told of a time much nearer the Crucifixion.
But our Gospel writer brings this note ri^t to tlie begin
ning of the Gospel by the place which he gives them here.

I cannot however accept the verdict of Albertz, 
when he lays stress on the fact that it is the enemies 
of Jesus who take the initiative in these disputes. 
Formally that may be true, but both in this collection 
and the later one (Mark, xl, 27 - xii, 40), it is Jesus 
who by his actions and his claims challenges the Pharisees 
and scribes and provokes their wrath. We have no picture 
here of a man who is doing good quietly and teaching a 
simple ethic, who is forced into controversy in spite of 
himself. The initiative is not in the first question 
of his enemies, but in the v/ord or action of Jesus or his 
disciples which provokes it.

And the subject of the conflict is the authority 
which /
Y ' ■ ’... ...... . -— ... .....

Die synoptischen Streitgesprache, p. 5.
^ Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, pp. 104ff.2 op. cit. , p. 65.
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which Jesus claims for his own person. He sets himself 
above the law, by his claim to forgive sins, to be Lord 
of the Sabbath, to eat with publicans and sinners. He 
does not attack the law so much as claim to be above it.
The Tdu y^o is Lord of the Sabbath and has
power on earth to forgive sins is not man in general, but 
he himself. ̂  There is no parallel in the New Testament 
to such a humanist doctrine as that man is master of his 
religion. But under the New Covenant the Shepherd takes 
the place of the law. And that fact in itself gives us 
definite warrant for claiming that the title cannot mean 
any but Jesus himself.

Tkiis section is thus completely in keeping with the 
Marcan interpretation of Jesus outlined above. Though 
he will not say who he is, yet he persists in challenging 
recognized authority with statements and actions which 
are tantamount to claims that the ultimate source of 
authority in religion rests in his own person. He is 
the Lord of the Law. With the coming of the New Covenant 
under the personal leadership of the Shepherd, the old 
bases /
Y '     ■ —  ' - I -I I I
As against Hering, Le Royaume de Dieu et sa Venue, 
pp. lOBf. Manson, % e  TeacJ^i^ of Jesus, pp.
Their position that o lôg simply meant
man in general before Caesarea Philippi further^

I falls to the ground if this title belong to the pre- 
Marcan collection which perhaps was originally told 

/ ( of a time much nearer the crucifixion.
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bases of religious life must take second place to him.
And therefore he inevitably comes into conflict with 
official religion vdiich must base everything on the recog
nized authorities of the Old Covenant and demands first 
of all evidence of conformity with it. Jesus claims to 
be his own authority, and that is what Pharisaism inevi
tably cannot grant him.

But side by side with this goes another ground of 
dispute with the Pharisees which shows itself more clearly 
in three disputes later in the first part of the Gospel, 
the authority by which he does miracles (iii, 22-30), 
the question of vdiat defiles a man (vii, 1-23), and the 
demand for a sign (viii, 10-12). If the formal ultimates 
of the Old Covenant are to be replaced by a purely 
personal relation to Jesus, it must follow that religion 
has a more inward and personal nature. The second of 
these three disputes is purely concerned with this in
wardness of religion, with food typically the symbol of 
religious value, for it is one of these incidents which 
are grouped round the miraculous meals.

But the other two also bring up more fundamentally 
the question of the authority of Jesus. It is typical 
of the first that it is introduced by the question of 
who /
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who are the true relations of Jesus. Kinship with him 
is a spiritual thing, and only spiritual kinship can see 
that he is not deriving his power from Beelzebub, It 
is also typical of this dispute, that the answer of Jesus 
to this charge is described by St. Mark as given ix .I 1
We must see this in the light of the Marcan understanding 
of ParableSp ïp' , There is no oerti-*
floats of the authority of Jesus, the only test is that 
of recognizing the value of his work.

But most telling is the third conflict at the climax 
of the Galilaean ministry, linked as it is to the failure 
of the disciples to understand the miracles of the loaves. 
The demand for the sign, for his credentials, is simply 
refused. There can be in the nature of the case no sign, 
no credentials. The dispute with the Pharisees is not 
developed, but instead, at this criticial point of the 
Gospel, the difference bet^^een the outlook of the Phari
sees and the outlook of Jesus is put to the disciples in 
the expression iGm •
The leaven of the Pharisees is this demand for conformity 
to an external authority, the subordination of Jesus to 
the outward canons of religion. And what the disciples 
failed to understand was in effect that he was his own 
authority. /
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authority. That is a necessary part of the picture of 
the Shepherd Son of David, which they failed to compre
hend.

The issue at stake then between Jesus and the Phar
isees is described by St. Mark as having been, first, the 
right of Jesus to speak and act with a unique authority, 
and second, the inward nature of that authority. The 
last word rests in himself, and men must accept him 
without asking for his credentials. We compare at once 
the Marcan picture of the miracles, where Jesus demanded 
faith, and yet seemed to be cutting away the grounds of 
faith by telling men not to speak of his miraculous cures. 
And this is in line with the picture of the Sower in the 
chapter on parables which we have already studied. There 
are the two elements in the representation, the Sower and 
the Soil. The emphasis in the Parable is of course less 
on the authority of Jesus than on the way in which men 
receive him. But that is the necessary complement.
Since his authority is such an inward personal thing, it 
depends entirely on the state of a man’s heart how he 
responds to it. He is in himself an ultimate. That 
is the meaning of the dispute on fasting (ii, 18-22).
He cannot be fitted into the old canons, any more than 
new /
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new win^into old wineskins.
It is important to recognize that even in Galilee 

days, Jesus is pictured by St. Mark as speaking primarily 
about himself. That may be partly due to the fact that 
this Gospel does not seem to be interested in his teach
ing for its own sake. He only gives what is needful 
for his portrait of the Christ. To what extent the 
same is true of the body of teaching known as Q, is an
other very large question. Are the Beatitudes for in
stance enunciating general truths or proclaiming start- 

results of his coming? But I cannot possibly take 
up such a question here. We note however that St. Mark, 
at least, gives no support at all to the picture of the 
man who went about speaking humbly of vdiat was good, 
without much reference to himself. Christianity is just 
as Christocentric here as in the Pauline and Johannine 
writings.
Galilean Activity - (ii) Miracles.

The socond main activity of Jesus as described in 
the Galilean part of the Gospel, is that of healing and 
other miracles. Once again it is wise to recall that 
for the purposes of this study, I am not directly con
cerned with the subject of historical truth. And the 
miracles /
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miracles are indeed the subject which most of all illus
trates the dangers of jumping too quickly to the subject 
of historicity. For in the last resort we must say that 
whether or not we believe in the historicity of the mir
acles depends on what estimation the Gospel-writers give 
to the person of Jesus and whether or not we think they 
were right in that. The first question, as Richardson^ 
so wisely points out, is not whether they were historic
ally true, but \^y the Gospel-v/riters included them, and 
v;hat they v/ere seeking to say through them.

2First of all we must recognize with Richardson that 
the miracles are no necessary proof of Messiahship or any 
other supernatural status. It was told in the Old Testa
ment how men like Elijah worked miracles, and the early 
Christians would accept these stories without doubt.
Did they not tell themselves how miracles had been worked 
by Simon Peter? And they were prepared to believe it 
even of the Sons of the Pharisees (Matt, xii, 27; Luke 
xi, 19).

3But we must also recognize with both Richardson
and /
The Miracle Stories of the Gospels, pp. 34ff.2 op, cit. , pp. 20ff.3 op. cit. , p. 43.
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and Hoskyns and Davey^ that Old Testament prophecy is 
full of the idea that the dawning of the Messianic Age 
will bring with it miraculous healing to men. There 
are quite a few passages such as Isaiah xxrv, 3-6,
Ixi, 1, etc. , Wiere healing is part of the Messianic 
office. Moreover in Luke vii, 19-23, the fulfilment 
of Isaiah xjgcv, 3-6 is pointed out in answer to the Bap
tist’s query. And of the Gtospel we are dealing with it

2is also true, as Hoskyns and Davey point out, that the 
atmosphere of the miracles as they are told is the ful
filment of prophecy.

Thus once again we are brou^t back to the situation 
where Jesus gives no proof of his Messianic position, but 
rather challenges men to recognize it, in the miracles 
which may be ordinary exorcisms or healings done by a 
holy man, but may on the other hand be the accompaniment 
of the Kingdom of God. The thought is made more explicit 
in the Beelzebub controversy in Matt, xii, 28; Luke xi, 20. 
And in fact as one reads the Gospel, one has the impres
sion that St. Mark is seeking, not so much to tell that 
Jesus did miracles and so prove his greatness, as to show 
that /

^ The Riddle of the New Testament, pp. 146-156.
2 Esp. pp. 149ff.
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that the miracles, which men Icnew already that he worked, 
were something out of the usual run of miracles, and 
therefore Messianic signs, always, however, in the spirit 
that he is leading rather than driving his readers to a 
conclusion. This point I have raised already,^ but it 
is necessary to return to it again.

Form-criticism distinguishes between two types of 
miracle-story in the Gospel, the miracle-story proper, 
and the Paradign or Apothegm in which the miracle is the 
background and the point of the story is the saying of 
Jesus. Here Richardson seems to me to go too far in 
his criticism of Dibelius. He is quite right to maintain 
that form cannot prove a secular origin of these stories, 
that any story of healing must have these same elements 
in it, whether religious or not. Yet we must recognize 
that there is the distinction in foim. The story of 
the Raising of Jairus* daughter is the story of how Jesus 
raised a girl from the dead, but the story of the Man 
with the withered Hand tells how Jesus taught that it is 
lawful to do good on the Sabbath day. Yet the more im
portant point is that this is a different thing altogether 
from giving the miracle-story proper a non-religious
significance. /
 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------

See above, pp. 99^=^^. 1̂9.̂
2 Op. cit. , pp. 24ff.
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significance.
And the distinction is frequently not so much of 

kind as of degree. In fact it is doubtful if in any 
^  the miracle is merely part of the background, and if in 

any the miracle is the whole point of the story. We 
can s&3̂ ii, 1-13; iii, 1-5; vii, 24-30 the miracle is 
of secondary importance as compared with the saying of 
Jesus in which the incident culminates, and we do right 
to consider these stories as falling into the class of 
Paradions, told first of all because of the teaching they 
involve. But if we go into the second part of the Gos
pel v/e find at once a miracle story, in ii, 14-29, which 
is certainly a miracle-story proper, but which ends in 
a very significant saying that this kind does not come 
out except by prayer. The story is not told for the 
sake of that saying, but it is an integral part of the 
incident.

It is typical of those miracles in the Gospel where 
the aim seems to be to show that these are more than 
ordinary miracles. The disciples were by this time men 
who could heal (vi, 13). But this time Jesus succeeded 
where they failed. We have the same stressing of some
thing unusual in the story of the Gadarene demoniac,
(v, 1-20), /
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(v, 1-20), where Jesus does battle not with one but a 
legion of demons, and the impression is t hat even he 
can only just succeed. We are taken riglit out of the 
plane of the ordinary exorcism into the stronghold of 
the enemy, and it is there that battle is done.

înd the two Nature-Miracles of the Stilling of the 
Storm and the ?ialking on the Sea are full of the same 
atmosphere. In some way which 1 frankly confess I do 
not understand, these two miracles are linked with the 
miracles of the loaves, and given to us as actions of 
the Shepherd. The double miracle at this stage of the 
Gospel, and the reference to the loaves in vi, 52, seem 
to indicate this strongly, as does the repetition of the 
Walking un the Jea in the same context in the Fourth 
Gospel. ,ind we note also that both ascribe amazement 
and fear to the disciples. Sven those two then are no 
mere seculfir vmnders. They have some sj ecial Messianic 
meaning, though I must confess failure to see what it 
is.^

But we can see the same t andancy at v/ork in the 
Paradigms also. In ii, 8ff, Jesus claims that the 
healing /
^ hie hardson, op. cit., pp. 90ff, and Hoskyns and Davey, 

op. cit. p. 154 certainly have the root of the 
matter in them when dealing with these miracles.
But I cannot help feeling ttiat there must be some
thing more, unknown to us today, of significance in
them. Their explanations, while correct as far as they go, are insufficient.
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healing or the man ¥vho was siok of the palsy attests his 
right to fcrgive sins, Now, strictly speaking, the 
ability to perform miracles did nothing of the kind. 
According to the other two ijynoptics the sons of the 
Pharisees coula perform miracles, and yet this story 
clearly shows that they would have regarded the claim 
to forgive sins as blasphemous. Jesus is then by no 
means saying the obvious. If I am right about the Son 
of Man as Lord of the Sabbath, the miracles on the 

J Sabbath day too^ although in Paradigms^are more than the 
ordinary miracle. It is not the ordinary exorcism, but 
the miracle which is the accompaniment of the Messianic 
iige, which can set aside the Sabbath day in this way.

-rt-s Richardson^ wisely puts it, the miracles are 
signs for those that have the eyes to see. They need 
not be more than any other wonder-story, but the impli
cation is continually there that they are. We are 
challenged to recognize them as these Messianic signs.

It is in line with this that emphasis is so continu
ally laid on faith as a condition of working miracles.
I have already dealt with this and heed not deal with 
them /
I----------------------------------------Op. cit. p. 44. Hoskyns and Davey, op. cit. p. 156,

also stresses the fact that they are more than
miracles.

^ See above, pp.
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them in detail again. Suffice it to say that there is 
no reason for interpreting this faith in any other than 
the simplest way. It is possible of course that St.
&iark thought of this faith as including some definite

d  I I I•doctrine, but when we find the words gl

applied to the woman who thought that the garment of 
Jesus had magical power (v 34) it is hardly probable. 
The trust which Jesus looked for was an intensely per
sonal one, founded on his person and not on any doctrine 
about him. vfe have seen that this was also the reason 
why he did not wish these miracles to be talked about.

They are then intensely religious miracles. They 
are not told from any joy in narration, nor simply to 
tell about a wonder. The whole interest is that they 
are to the Gospel-writer that peculiar type of miracle 
which is the sign of the arrival of the Messianic Age, 
or as he would call it himself, the Kingdom of God.

I have dealt fully with the matter of the training 
of the disciples in the preceding chapter, and do not 
wish to cover the ground again. Suffice it to recapi
tulate that the story of the ministry of Galilee is by 
no means the prevailing success that Lohmeyer would 
have it, nor is the failure of the disciples as complete 
as /



140

as Wredô would suggest. In general the disciples stand 
out a bote the average, so much so that they are fit to be 
sent out as heralds of the arrival of the Kingdom of,God, 
and to perform themselves the signs of its coming. It 
is on the final point, the significance of the miraculous 
meals with their implications as to the nature of the 

V Messiahship of Jesus^that they fail.
The Galilaean ministry then is the story of how 

Jesus seeks to establish a new dispensation, based on 
an intimate personal trust in him, where a new relation 
to him as Ghepherd supersedes all other grounds of 
faith and religious life. He himself is the exclusive 
authority for everything, and it is on inward and no 
foriral grounds that men are to recognize this. But In 
the end the Galilaean ministry is e failure. Men do not 
liave the ears to hear. And when Jesus finally puts 
the challenge in the miracles of the loaves, even the 
disciples fail to understand. Other ways must be 
sought if this new dispensation is to be founded. The 
challenge must be placed more crucially yet. ,&nd the 
f00usteps of Jesus turn towards the Cross.



CHAPTER V I .

JERUSAim.

The second act of this dogmatic drama Is that part 
of the Gospel which gathers around the three great 
prophecies of the Passion. It is the teaching of the 
Passion to the disciples. It has already been covered 
in the chapter on the disciples and accordingly I pass 
to what we might call the third act, the last week in 
Jerusalem and the Passion, noting that we shall have 
to return to this other section of the Gospel to pick 
up threads, and deal with points which were irrelevant 
to my previous chapter.

As the Gospel sweeps along relentlessly toward the 
Cross, we notice how the element of paradox which under
lies it becomes steadily stronger and a cuter. This 
is true right from these predictions of the Passion.
And this as I see it^is the significance of the use by 
Jesus of the title Son of Man in the second part of the 
Gospel. The idea of a suffering Messiah is bad enough, 
but to equate that suffering Messiah with the Danielic 
heavenly Son of tian is simply incomprehensible. And 
the more Jesus speaks about his own humiliation and 
suffering /
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suffering the more he uses the title Son of Man.
If this reflects history, it is small v^onder that the 
early Christians found the title baffling. St. Mark 
himself finds an escape in the thought of a Parusia, a 
second coming which was to be more Danielic in its 
nature. It is possible that in this he fell away 
somewhat from an even more complete paradox by Jesus 
himself, who may have represented himself as actually 
in his earthly life and his humiliation being the 
heavjnly Son of Man, but I do not wish to appear at 
all certain on that point. I only mention it to 
illustrate the atmosphere we are in, and where St.
Mark actually stands.

1 have already pointed out that the real crux 
of these sayings lay in the fact that it was the Son 
of Man that must die. And I have also pointed out 
the relation of the Confession of Peter and the Trans
figuration to these prophecies.^ As the subject of 
death is raised, so too the unique stature of Jesus is 
brought more clearly into the foreground. We have not 
yet an explicit acceptance by himself of the name
only a statement that Peter so called him. And the 
Transfiguration with its use of the name ,
rather /

^ see above pp.



143

rather gives an impression of transcending greatness 
than says anything definite. But the impression is 
growing stronger, even as it is getting more difficult 
to believe.
The final Week at Jerusalem.

The next great Messianic challenge is in the 
Triumphal entry, though just before it, too, the note 
is struck by the use of the name h<̂ '̂ b̂y Bartimaeus^ 
and his winning praise for his persistence in using that 
name. The Triumphal intry itself is typical of these 
Messianic challenges. Jesus is certainly pictured by 
St. Mark as seeming to act deliberately to fulfil the 
prophecy. With suggestions that this Messianic colour
ing was not historical I am not concerned. On the 
other hand we note that it is not Jesus himself but the

dpeople who gave the ovation, who use the language o 
h'i KvĴvoü and 'Sj ToO

• The Messianic honour is now paid to him 
by more than his disciples, but still Jesus himself will 
not be unequivocal, for many a man must have entered 
Jerusalem on the back of an ass since the days of 
Zechariah without seeming to fulfil the Messianic 
prophecy /
1 We need not of course find anything of appreciation 

of the Shepherd in the use of the title Son cf 
David by Bartixnaeus.
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prophecy. But still the Messianic atmosphere pervades 
everything, and now it has a wider group of believers.

And then in the parable of the Labourers in the Vine
yard (xii, 1-12), Jesus goes one stage further when he

> /flings the word in the face of his enemies.
It is true, and only to be expected, that he does not 
apply the word explicitly to himself. He still speaks

. But there is no difficulty in inter
preting this parable, for the veil has now become so thin 
that we are told that his enemies recognized that it was 
spoken against them. And typically it is vdien he is 
teaching that the Messiah must die that he comes so near 
to complete definiteness.

The nearer Jesus comes to his death,in other words, 
and the more the stumbling-block towards believing him 
to be the Messiah looms up, the more explicit he becomes. 
We are approaching the climax of the Gospel, and we shall 
see in the Passion Story how this paradox reaches its 
final point.

In agreement Vvlth this we notice how in other ways 
also the statura of Jesus seems to increase as we approach 
the Cross. The note of fear and amazement on the part
of those who see him reaches a still higher level than 
before. /
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before. The Transfiguration is a wonderful sight quite 
apart from any special significance it may have. And 
the men around the epileptic boy are amazed merely to see 
him when he comes down (iz, 15). And as he enters Judaea 
we get the impression of a wondering procession behind 
him. We are told how multitudes meet him as he crosses 
the border (z, 1), and of amazement among his disciples 
and fear among those vdio followed (x, 32 - though the 
reading is uncertain the general impression remains the 
same whichever reading we adopt). As he nears Jerusalem 
the multitude is thronging behind him at the healing of 
Bartimaeus, and the narrative sweeps on to the majesty 
of the Triumphal Entry.

But perhaps we see his surpassing greatness best 
in the Cleansing of the Temple and in the disputes of 
xi, 27 - xii, 37. For this motif of dispute with his 
enemies, the pillars of formal official religion, reaches 
its climax here too. And there are still the same two 
subjects of conflict, the authority of Jesus and the 
inward nature of religion. And once again it is Jesus 
yùio is the aggressor and his enemies who are on the 
defensive. His entry into Jerusalem is marked by an act 
as provocative as any could be in the Cleansing of the 
Temple, /
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Temple, an act which is done on his own pure moral 
authority and with no other justification at all. And 
indeed he refuses to give any external authority for 
his action. But instead he merely refers to the case 
of John the Baptist, whose authority too had rested in 
his own personal character* And the matter is followed 
up with the Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard, 
where Jesus, as we have seen, under the thinnest of 
veils, asserts this personal authority of his to be 
supreme.

The subject of the inwardness of religion is also 
made still more clearly the subject of debate. Legalism 
is dealt one devastating blow after another. This was 
already the case in the dispute of x, 2-12, where Jesus 
simply answers the question of the legality of divorce 
by stating the highest ideal of meurriage. He will not 
answer on any other terms. A similar lack of interest 
in the merely legal is shown in his reply to the question 
about the tribute money. It can be noticed in passing 
that to take this as the Christian justification of 
patriotism is to do exactly Wiat Jesus was refusing to 
do, especially as it is a moot point whether to a Jew 
of those days it was a patriotic thing to pay tribute 
to /
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to the foreign conqueror, The reply is simply a refusal 
to deal with ethics at the level of legality.

In the dispute with the Sadducees on the Resurrec
tion he again meets an objection put on formalistic grounds 
by rejecting the spirit of formalism, Bien in his own 
question to the Sadducees he gives the true type of 
criterion ^ich should be used in judging such issues.
That God is not the God of the dead but the living, that 
is a much more relevant point than details about the law 
of marriage. And again in the one conversation which is 
not a conflict (xii, 28-34), the law is really replaced 
by the spirit of love. The two great commandments give 
us the basis of a truly inward religious ethic.

But it is when Jesus turns to ask a question himself, 
that foimalist religion is reduced most completely to 
absurdity (xii, 35-37). How could the Son of David also 
be the Lord of David? Religion based on the letter of 
the law has nothing to answer to that, and the hollowness 
of seeking in such ways as those of the Pharisees to find 
the basis of authority is exposed. And the disputes end 
with a strong condemnation of the external ism and the 
ostentation which was the mark of the scribal religion.

We must be very clear however about what is meant
by /
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by an inward religion. The very last thought vdiioh the 
Gospel would suggest, is the mystical piety of inward 
contemplation, retreating rather frcm the world. We saw 
before that we must understand it in the context of a 
personal trust in the Shepherd Son of David. Now we must 
see it in the context that he has declared that he is 
going to Jerusalem to die. If religion were a matter 
of externals that would certainly mean his defeat. It 
is the type of inwardness which can overcome the scandal 
of the Cross which has to be ever more emphasized as the 
Cross draws near. That God is not the God of the dead 
but the living, that is the type of faith that is needed 
for this darkest hour.

As we have seen St. Mark pictures Jesus as demanding 
faith, yet seeming also to make it as difficult as 
possible. No artificial buttresses to that faith were 
allowed. Were he to say by what authority he did these 
things, he would remove the grounds of faitli from him
self to that authority, and hence it is that the question 
can never be answered. We are challenged indeed again 
and again to recognize him, and as the stumbling-block 
of the Cross looms up before our si^t, we are helped by 
ever clearer indications. But we still have to make 
our /
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our own decision and to make it in the face of these pro
phecies of the Passion. So the mystery which we have 
seen in Galilee is developed and intensified.
The Passion Story.

And with that we come to the Passion Story proper.
In this we reach the climax and centre of the Gospel.
On the other hand we are here to some extent on surer 
ground. The Gospel-writers themselves came closer to 
one another at this point, and indeed there is less room 
for variety of interpretation in this strongly focal
ized narrative. Further^up to now we have been dealing 
with events which all led up to this crisis, and there
fore seeking to answer the questions of the Passion story 
all the time. For these reasons and not from any minim
ising of the importance of this part of the Gospel, the 
treatment will be more brief than that of the earlier 
parts.

A caveat must be entered before we turn to these 
final events. As Dibelius^ shows ̂ the Passion Story would 
be the first part of the tradition to exist as a greater 
unity. And here more then anywhere else the Gospel- 
wri ter would consider himself bound by the tradition.
There is then the probability that St. Mark would not 
consider /

op. cit. , pp. 178ff.
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consider himself so free here to alter its course of events 
just as he wished. Any particular emphasis may have been 
merely preserved by the Gospel-writer from the older source, 
and not be due to his own particular interest. But of 
course we have also to add^to that the mere fact that an 
interest is pre-Mar can does not mean that St. Mark did not 
share it, and it is only when a nev/ element would change 
our picture that we have to remember this caution. To 
this we can also add that the Lucan account of the Passion 
Story does diverge sufficiently from the Marcan to show 
the possibility of variations according to individual 
outlook.

Nowhere perhaps does the importance of taking account 
of form show itself so clearly as in the story of the Last 
Supper. Ihis story is divided into two parts, the fore
telling of the betrayal, and the words of institution.
These two, which are originally separately told, thou^ 
always of course recognized as belonging to the same 
occasion, are simply set side by side. And the second 
is not really a narrative at all, but rather a formula, 
the interest in the relating of which is that of cult and 
not of history at all.^ We cannot then try to detect frcm 
the /

There is of course a historical interest in the histor- 
icity of the meal. What there is not is an interest 
to present its details as a historical scene.
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the nexrative whether this is a Passover or a Kiddvish, 
the point of interest being entirely that it is the founda
tion of the Christian Eucharist. Similarly it is quite 
illegitimate to deduce from the narrative, that the actual 
order was first a me^l, during Ydiich Judas went out, and 
then the institution of the Sacrament. These two things 
are elements in the Passion Story, and as such are simply 
set one after the other in the simplest way, the interest 
being theological, not biographical.

The theological interest is shown clearly in Mark 
xiv, 27, for it is certainly no coincidence, if my previous 
interpretation of the miraculous meals is right, that the 
Shepherd should appear again directly after the Last 
Supper. In other words this verse is no mere proof- 
tezt, it is the key to the meaning of both the Supper 
and the Passion. When the Shepherd had sougîit to feed 
his flock by the side of the Lake of Galilee, he had found 

J  that men just did not understand. And then at once Jesus 
had turned to speak of his sufferings and death. And now 
under the shadow of the Cross comes the meal which this 
verse proclaims to symbolize the true feeding of his flock. 
In paradoxical fashion that can only be done while the 
shepherd is being smitten and the sheep scattered. And 
in /
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in its turn the Last Supper establishes the fact that it 
is really the feeding of his flock, and not failure to 
feed them, that the smiting of the Shepherd means.

We have already seen reason to believe that this 
scattering of the sheep meant a considerably greater1
failure of the disciples than is generally supposed.
And we further find in integral connection the special 
failure of two, Judas the betrayer in connection with the 
Last Supper, (xiv, 18-21), and Peter,whose denial is now 
foretold (xiv, 29-31). As we are given this picture of 
the Good Shepherd more clearly, we are also given the 
picture of the man who seems to have no flock at all.
It is no longer only his enemies who are against him, he 
is deserted by his friends. Could anything be more un
like Messianic dignity? But the quotation from Zechariah 
is more explicit than anything in the earlier part of the 
Gospel.

But the loneliness and forsaken position of Jesus go 
deeper yet. St. Mark goes as near as he could dare to 
picture him as forsaken by God. Certainly the Marcan' 
passion narrative seems to be seeking to draw a picture 
from which any but the robustest faith would recoil.
How can anyone believe in the Messiahship of the lonely 
figure /

See above, pp. 111 %
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figure in the garden here? Not only do the three dis
ciples sleep, there is no indication in this Gospel, as 
opposed to St. Luke (xxii, 43), that God does not keep 
silent. Ihere is no theophany this time, nothing to 
tell us now of anything superhuman about this man.

Again we must notice that the interest is theo
logical and not biographical. It is on the face of it 
the merest flippancy to ask how if the disciples were 
asleep they could know wlmt happened. Their sleep was 
broken, and so is our picture of Jesus. But when we 
turn to the divergences in the Lucan narrative we notice 
that first and foremost they are religious divergences.
It is because St. Luke wished to soften this picture of 
loneliness that his details are different and not vice 
versa.

But this sense of the man forsaken by God reaches 
its strongest point in the cry of dereliction from the 
Cross (zv, 34). It does not abolish this fact to point 
out that the words are a quotation from Psalm xxii, 1. 
Certainly the Jewish reader would at once recognize them 
as such, but that in no way alters the fact that he would 
also recognize them as meaning, "My God, my God, why hast 
thou forsaken me?" And with these words Jesus is 
pictured /
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pictured as dying. For the fact of quotation from Old 
Testament scripture does not deprive * them of their quite 
unambiguous meaning.

On the other hand I do not detract in any way from 
the importance of recognizing them as a quotation from 
the Psalm which depicts the afflictions of the righteous, 
to which a Messianic interpretation could easily be given. 
This is simply the paradox of the Gospel stated again in 
a peculiarly intense form. V/e are by the fact challenged 
to see the forsaken of God as the supreme righteous suffer
er. îîie very thing which makes the Messianic claim 
absurdly impossible to all seeming, is also a challenge 
to see here the Messiah.

The very Crucifixion itself is of course, in treat
ing Jesus as a lawless malefactor, an indication that 
Jesus was forsaken of God. We are familiar with this 
thought in St. Paul, and I need not go into the details 
of so well-knovm a part of the Pauline doctrine of the 
Atonement. But the Marcan tradition makes the situation 
peculiarly poignant, and represents Jesus as particularly 
lonely in that even the criminals crucified beside him 
reproached him (xv, 32b). Once again we notice here a 
difference of spirit in the Lucan Passion Story.
(xxiii, 39-43). /
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(xxiil, 59-43). Another such emphasis is the preference 
of a man like Barabbas for release (xv, 6-15). Such 
thoughts as these are of course elementary to readers 
of the Passion Story. I mention them again as fitting 
into the background I wish to stress.

But as 1 have pointed out already this is only one 
side of the narrative. The Last Supper had declared 
that in his very suffering and shame Jesus was doing the 
true work of the Messiah, and this fact is kept continu
ally before our eyes as the suffering and shame grow.
This is for instance the whole significance of the story 
of the trial before Caiaphas (xiv, 55-65). It is no 
account of legal action, written from legal interest, 
that we are here presented with, and we do wrong to 
discuss too seriously the legality or illegality of the 
procedure. After all the Gospel writers were not at all 
interested in representing Caiaphas as holding even to 
the letter of the law, and they would probably take 
illegalities for granted. But that is not what is 
pressed in the story.

Taking account of form we may say that this is the 
story of how Jesus, alone, forsaken and friendless, at 
last answered the question about his Messiahship with a 
clear /
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I > 1clear and unambiguous • That is the point
of the narrative. He is standing before the chief re
ligious court of the land, accused of grievous wrong.
His friends have forsaken him, and we notice how the 
denial of Peter is foreshadowed in xiv, 54. Altogether 
it is a most unmessianic figure. And, there, in such cir
cumstances as that, we get at last the clear statement we 
have been led to wait for through all the Gospel. This 
is then no resolution of the contradiction of this Gospel, 
as such a confession of his Messiahship at an earlier 
stage would have been. It is still a challenge and 
not an assistance to faith that is given. There is 
once again however a development. The challenge is 
given in a still a cuter form, as crucial as any words of 
Jesus could make it. There is only one more crucial form 
it can take, the contrast which the death of Jesus with 
the cry of dereliction on his lips makes with the empty tomb.

There is however the promise of the final resolu
tion of the contradiction. We have seen how the further 
reply of Jesus i&X wîov T®\]

jktlA TMX T&v probably
has attached to it the sense that men will understand 
what /
T The point of this reply is well brought out by 

Menzies, The liarliest Gospel, p. ’267. See 
also Dib.elius, op. cit., p. 193.
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1
what that prophecy meant. To Caiaphas this was a 
threat. But to the reader St. Mark gives it also as 
a promise, a hope that this intolerable oontradiotion 
will one day be made clear.

And -üiis is the real blasphemy. It may be true,
2as Menzies points out, that there were no real grounds 

for a charge of blasphemy in the claim to be Messiah, 
but St. Mark tolls it, not for the sake of recording an 
illegality, but in order to emphasize again the gulf be- 
tv/een his claim and the sanctions of formal Judaism.
If legalist Judaism, the religion of either the Pharisee 
or the SadduceOjis right, it is the vhole Gospel that 
is blasphemy. And this is in fact Ihe final word of 
Judaism of that type upon Jesus and on the Christian 
faith. The conflict bet? een Jesus and the established 
religion of his country here comes to the final irrecon
cilable crisis.

The conflict is between him and the Jewish religious 
leaders, not between him and the Roman government, and 
therefore the trial before Pilate contains no such 
crisis, (xv, 1-15). It is to be regarded rather as the 
first incident in the sufferings that follow. • There 
is, of course, the fact that Pilate regards him as 
harmless /
r See above, jfp. IĈa—am.
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harmless to remind us where the true conflict lay 
(xT, 14). And there is the silence of Jesus with its 
suggestion of Isaiah liii, 7 (xv, 5). But in general 
this is just the necessary pass-over from the condemna
tion before Caiaphas to the Crucifixion itself.

The manner of telling the story of the Crucifixion 
is highly instructive and significant. We have con
sidered already one element of it, the last cry of 
dereliction. But what we have seen to be true of it 
is also true of the whole account, which is based 
especially on Psalm xxii. This fact is in itself no 
evidence against the historicity of the story.^ What 
would have happened is not that the ifivangelists would 
have invented incidents to correspond with the Old 
Testament passages, but that they would have regarded 
Old Testament passages which corresponded to the actual 
events as Messianic. Were this merely a made-up story 
there would certainly have been more than three such 
references. But we can say this, that the narrative 
here is not intended to give us a detailed account of 
the death of Jesus, but to impress on us the fact that 
Jesus died in the spirit of this Psalm. And it is 
from /
For a very sensible discussion of the relation of the 

fulfilment of O.T. prophecy to historicity, see 
Dibelius, op. cit., pp. IBBf,
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from that point we must begin if we are to read it 
aright.

We have already seen how the Psalm was used in the 
Cry of Dereliction to make what appeared to be the 
denial of the Messiahship of Jesus into a paradoxical 
affirmation of its truth. That is the spirit of all 
the account. Through the use of the Psalm, the very 
things which show the humiliation of Jesus, the scoffing 
and the parting of his garments, are made to testify to 
his glory. That is clear in the words of the scoffers
(xv, 29-32). We are told how he is directly challenged
to show himself as Messiah, at a moment when it was of 
the greatest consequence to himself if he could show 
superhuman power, and he simply goes on hanging there
helplessly. How obvious it is that he is not the
Messiah! But the scoffing is related also deliberate
ly to recall Psalm xxii, 8, and thus the question is put 
before us if it is not a proof of his Messiahship after 
all.^

In addition to Psalm xxii, we have also references 
to Isaiah liii. The silence of Jesus before Pilate 
(xv, 5) recalls to us Isaiah liii, 7, and his crucifixion 
between /
^ An interesting point though irrelevant to my present 

purpose is if this contradiction in these events is 
not proof of historicity.
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betv/een two thieves (xv, 37) suggests Isaiah liii, 9 and 
12. The object is again the same, to present to us the 
very things which make for humiliation as evidence of 
the reverse.

We have already noticed that the Prophecies of the 
Passion are also prophecies of the Resurrection.^ Uow 
does this strain of thought maintain itself in the 
Passion Story itselfJ We may say that so long as we
are only dealing with prophecies of the Passion, the 
foretelling of the Resurrection is q̂ uite explicit.
And that rule, of course, covers the Last Supper. The

C| ^  C / 5 /words of institution include the words iqs
c/ Tdv (xiv, 25). And even more

explicit is that following the prophecy of the scatter
ing of the sheep, (xiv, 28). The
Resurrection is assumed as the beginning of the 
reversal of fortunes whereby Jesus takes charge of his 
seemingly fleeing disciples. In both these instances 
it is not the Resurrection itself but what is to follow 
that is the point of interest. And the same could be 
said of the reply of Jesus to Caiaphas in xiv, 62.
The interest has now passed beyond the Resurrection 
to what it was to bring in its train.

In / 
see above pp.
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In the Crucifixion story itself, prophecies 
of the Resurrection are out of place. What must be 
opposed to it is not a prophecy but a fact. So long 
as the suffering is only foretold, it is fitting that 
the triumph should be also foretold. But once we 
reach the actual happening of the Passion itself, we 
must wait for the narrative of the event of the Resur
rection to give the reply.

We must notice however that the two scripture 
passages, Isaiah liii and Psalm xxii, both end on a note 
of triumph. Psalm xxii, 22-31 and Isaiah liii, 10-12 
are their final words. Thus we see in the repeated 
suggestion of them an indication, not only of the real 
person of Jesus, but also of the complete change in 
the situation that is still to take place. But for the 
moment this part of the Gospel message does retreat 
further into the background. And in the description 
of the final humiliation of Jesus it is fitting that 
this should be so.

Thus the Passion Story follows up and brings to a 
climax the mystery of the Kingdom of God and the 
Shepherd Son of David. The contradiction between the 
surface appearance and what we are challenged to believe 
becomes /
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becomes ever clearer and more apparent through the 
developing narrative, until we are finally confronted 
with a self-confessed Messiah who is rejected and put 
to death• St. Mark has not solved his riddle, he has 
only made clearer and more critical what the riddle is



CHAPTER VII.

THE iaaPTY TOMB.

When we pass to the Resurrection Narrative in St. 
Mark’s Gospel, we are of course at once confronted 
with a more immediate riddle, the well-known problem 
of the ending of the Gospel. The first fact admits 
of no doubt, that we have nothing left of the original 
Gospel beyond the of xvi, 8. The manuscript
evidence on that at least cannot be controverted.

The great majority of scholars follow on from 
here to see a problem of a Lost Ending. Streeter for 
instance writes, "At any rate the author of the Gospel 
cannot have originally meant it to end without the 
account of the Appearance to the Apostles in Galilee 
which is twice prophesied in the text. Indeed the 
words \jĴ in Greek may not even be the end of a
sentence; they lead us to expect a clause beginning 
with p  . . And that may be taken as a good succinct
statement of the usual attitude to the problem.

And indeed the Christology of the Gospel as I 
have interpreted it sorely tempts one to follow Streeter 
still further, and accept the solution which he puts 
forward /
r The Four Gospels, p. 337.
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forward as "scientific guessing,” namely that the 
Second Gospel originally ended with the Appearance 
to the Twelve by the Lake of Galilee narrated in John 
xxi.^ There is a good deal to be said for some of the 
arguments which Streeter brings forward in support of 
this idea, and the case as he himself presents it is 
already attractive. I do not propose to follow out 
his argument that an unmutilated copy of the Gospel 
might have been %r eserved in Ephesus even if not in 
Rome, as I feel that the matter must first be decided 
on internal evidence, and that only thereafter do 
such considerations have weight. But on internal 
evidence alone, his thesis is at least well worthy of 
consideration.

Most attractive is the argument that had this 
story stood alone in a separate document, without the 
note stating that this was the third appearance, we 
should have inferred that it was meant to be the first 
The disciples are pictured as thorou^ly disillusioned, 
and taken completely by surprise by the appearance of 
Jesus. But the Gospel has in xiv, 27 and xvi, 7 seemed 
to /
1 ibid. pp. 351ff.

op. cit., p. 355
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to foreshadow a first appearance, if an appearance 
at all, in Galilee. We have seen that the verb ,
in contrast to  ̂ has the sense of understanding
as opposed to mere seeing in a purely physical sense, 
but we have seen too that it is the verb used of the
Resurrection Appearances, these being religious

1 Zrevelations. And as Streeter also points out, the
fragment we have of the Apocryphal Gospel of Peter 
where it breaks off seems to be leading up to an 
appearance to the disciples fishing on the Lake, and 
that too as a first appearance.

Then there is also the point of the especial 
importance attached to the person of Peter in this 
story. Throughout the Gospel according to St. Mark, 
Peter has been given a place of special interest, 
often in a rather unfavourable light. This of course 
culminates in the story of his denial, and it would 
be very fitting if the Gospel were to end with this 
special commission to Peter which restores him to the 
position of pre-eminence. And indeed something of 
the like does seem to be foreshadowed in the mention 
of /

see above pp.
2 op. oit. , pp. 353f.
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of Peter apart from the other disciples in xvi, 7 .
But to these points of Streeter we can now add 

some other very important considerations. We have 
noted the place of the symbolism of the meal. And 
here in this narrative of John xxi, Jesus greets his 
disciples with the words |u>j
(xxi, ; and a meal follows where again Jesus pre
sides. And as we have seen Jesus pictured as the 
Shepherd Son of David in St. Mark's Gospel we note that 
the commission to Peter takes the form T«L

po (xxi, 15), rioipivi "R pu (xxi, 16) and
-K pu (xxi, 17). There seems to be very

strong reason now for "scientific guessing" that this 
is the Lost Ending of the Gospel, that here we have 
the refounding of the New Covenant after the Resurrec
tion by the symbolical meal, the re-establishment of 
Jesus as Shepherd of his people under that Covenant, 
and the commission to the disciples, and especially to 
Peter, that theirs is to be the task, under their 
Master, of shepherding his flock.

In this suggestion of course Streeter is not
1breaking new ground, and where he does, in his sugges

tion that St Mark also contained the Johannine account
of /
T op. cit., pp. 3î)6ff



167

of the appearance to Mary Itogdalene, he does not seem 
to me to be so happy. True it is that this is told 
in a vivid dramatic manner. But that is after all a 
characteristic of the Fourth Gospel as well as the 
Second. The miracle of Cana in Galilee, the story 
of the Man Born Blind, the Raising of Lazarus from 
the Dead all have this same quality in the manner of 
their narration. And Streeter has missed completely 
the importance of the fragment of the Gospel of Peter 
h e r e I t  is not merely that it does not relate the 
appearance to Mary. Its narrative of the empty tomb 
closes with the words I0U  ,
evidence if anything is that its author was following 
a version of St. Mark, which ended the incident, if 
not the whole Gospel as ours do, with the words

• Streeter cannot have it both ways.
If the Gospel of Peter was following the original 
St. Mark vAiich contained the Appearance by the Lakeside, 
that original did not also contain the Appearance to 
Mary Magdalene.

But before we accept the Appearance of John xxi, 
as the original ending of the Second Gospel, it is 
well /
T op. cit., pp. 359f.
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well to consider very carefully what we are doing.
The mere fact that it would have made a good ending 
to the story doesj^prove, does not even in fact make 
it probable that this was the original ending, unless 
we can go on to say that there are reasons amounting 

,X to almost certainty that there is an ending that is 
missing. Certainly it is true that those who say 
there must have been a lost ending are in good com
pany. Apart from the great majority of modern 
scholars they have certainly St. Matthew, probably 
St. Luke, and we must add now probably the author of 
the Gospel of Peter, as well as those who added the 
Longer and Shorter endings in the early centuries 
of the Church. The balance of opinion, both ancient 
and modern, is certainly heavily on their side. Yet 
I feel the question must be exaDiined again on its own 
merits.

We are not concerned here with rewriting the 
Gospel to our own taste, or even with deciding what 
would make the bust ending to the Gospel from the 
Marcan viewpoint, but with what St. Mark actually 
wrote and that alone. | And only if we can decide 
that it is impossible, or nearly impossible that 3t. 
Mark /
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Mark ended his Gospel this way are we justified in 
saying that anything further followed. But the argu
ments when we consider them carefully are not nearly 
strong enough tol^any such conclusion, and it is one 
which we should adopt only if we are forced to it.

The grammatical arguments in favour of a muti
lated ending to the Gospel have been so well dealt 
with by Lightfoot^ that it is scarcely necessary to 
do more than refer to him. He sums up the evidence 
collected from various classical writers to show that ^  
far from being an impossible ending for a sentence,
it is found quite a few times in such writers as Plato, 
Aristotle, Homer, Aeschylus, Euripides, at the end of 
a paragraph, a speech, or some such unity of sense, and 
moreover each time as here in a short explanatory sen
tence of a verb or adjective and the particle alone.
It is true that it is not found ending a book, but 
then we would not claim St. Mark is a Greek prose 
writer in the class of Plato and Aristotle. Examples 
of such sentences are also quoted by him from the IJCX: 
and the Papyri. This argument then only reaches 
validity in the claim that it is not a good ending to 
a book, and that is scarcely sufficient grounds for 
building /
r Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels, pp. 10-18.
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y building a Lost Ending on. The other argument that 
would require an object or a ^  clause, 

Lightfoot disposes of completely by showing that of 
eleven occurrences of the verb in this Gospel, five 
are examples of the verb used absolutely.

But there is also further evidence on formal
grounds. If we treat the story from the viewpoint
of Form-Criticism, we have here a perfect example of a
story working up to a definite saying, xvi, 6 and 7,
with the effect of the saying completing the story 

1in xvi, 8. It could easily be told as a single 
story if we only assume that what the reference to 
Galilee meant was known, or even if the purpose was 
to make the reader ponder the reference to Galilee.

But more important still is the fact that as we 
look back, we see that St. Mark has been preparing 
the way, not for an Appearance of the Risen Lord, 
but for an empty tomb. He gives us in xv, 42-47 
a careful description of the burial together with 
the names of eyewitnesses. The mention of eye
witnesses seems to have been a feature of the Passion 
Story, possibly pre-Marcan, and that would seem to be, 
as /
^ on the ending: of the Paradigm, cp. Dibelius. Die 

Forméeschichte des Evangeliums. pp. 54f.
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as is in fact commonly supposed, the explanation of 
such verses as xiv, 51, 52, xv, 21, and xv, 40. But 
the burial could be only sufficiently important to 
deserve such treatment on one supposition, that the 
empty tomb being the evidence of the Resurrection, it 
was important to establish clearly in the first place 

u/ that there was a full tomb. Had St. Mark merely used 
the empty tomb as an introduction to an appearance of 
the Risen Jesus, we would surely have found rather 
stress laid on the fact that he was really dead. But 
XV, 44 is scarcely strong enough so to be described.

When we turn from form to content we might perhaps 
feel that there is a stronger case for saying that the 
Grospel ending with xvi, 8 is incomplete, but that is 
really only true until we have taken account of the 
peculiar theology of the Gospel as I have sought to 
picture it. A caution must be given before we approach 
this. Our minds have been so influenced by the very 
popular hypothesis, which however we must remember is 
only a hypothesis, that the earliest Resurrection story 
had only appearances of a more **spiritual” nature, and 
that the empty tomb was later, that it is rather hard 
to adjust ourselves to the idea that the earliest Gospel 
only /
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only told of the empty tomb and nothing more. But in 
itself the ;lnpty Tomb is quite a valid and sufficient 
proclamation of the fact that God had reversed the 
verdict of Calvary. *

It is doubtful however if we can go so far. We 
cannot pass by the strong impression of stability in the 
primitive Church’s doctrine given by I Corinthians xv, 
5 - 8 ,  that the appearances of the Risen Lord were the 
foundations of the Church’s Resurrection faith. That 
is laid down as if it were something universal among 
the first generation of Christians. xuad that seems to
me to be the real answer to that somewhat arbitrary

1 2 interpretation of Lohmeyer and Lightfoot when they
want rather to refer the ivSl to a parusia
yet to come. For this reason rather than on any a 
priori grounds it does seem likely that St. Mark in 
writing these words was thinking of an appearance to the 
disciples in Galilee. It may well be that he was think
ing of substantially the same story as is related in 
John xxi. The picture of the Shepherd after his 
Resurrection leading his disciples back to Galilee 
while /
^ op. cit., p. 14.
^ op. cit., pp. 61 ff. Lightfoot is however cautious 

about calling it a Parusia in so many words in his 
note, p.77, as indeed is also Lohmeyer in his 
comraentary. Das livangelium des Marcus, pp. 559 ff.
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while to outward, seeming they were in ignominious rout 
does seem to imply a time when the eyes of the disciples 
were opened.

But to say that is a very different thing from 
saying that 3t. Mark must necessarily have related the 
story of a Kesurraction Appearance in his Gospel. He 
is a highly selective writer. He knew of the tempta
tions of Jesus, but only narrated the bare fact that he 
was tempted. And in the absence of any compelling rea
son for accepting a Lost lading, we must say that 3t.
Mark ended his Gospel here at the fknpty Tomb, because 
here his dogmatic drama reached its end. There was no 
need to tell any more than this.

For in the iltapty Tomb we have the mystery of the 
Gospel posited in its final form. The'reticence about 
the person of Jesus which has characterized the Gospel 
throughout is here given its most significant expression. 
Once again we are not told the whole truth but only given 
the pointer which will lead-us to find it for ourselves, 
ünd if the words of the Gospel at the end do point in the 
direction of a Resurrection Appearance to the disciples 
in Galilee, the spirit of the Gospel points in another 
direction. There can be only one adequate sequel to 
the /
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the story of that empty tomb, and that Is the 
Kesurrection Appearance iwhere the reader of the Gospel 
says with St. Paul, "And last of all he was seen of me 
also, as of one born out of due ti/ae.” The mystery 
is left unsolved right to the very end, because it Is 
from no book that the reader can get the final know
ledge of his Good Shepherd, but only from that personal 
relation waich we have seen is the note of the Gospel 
throughout.



CHAPTER VIII.

THE GOOD SHEPHERD.

Before looking at the conclusions to be drawn 
from this study, it might be well to turn again to 
what might seem to be the weakest part of this recon
struction of Mar can thought, the picture of the Shep
herd Son of David on which I have built so much. I 
say it might well be called the weakest part, for 
the evidence for such a Messianic doctrine is admit
tedly very slender, and anything which is built on 
slender foundations will only remain standing on one 
condition, that it is perfectly balanced. When we have 
little more than the two passages in Jeremiah and 
Ezekiel, and a few other Old Testament verses on the 
one hand, and only the vaguest references in the Gospel 
on the other, we must be prepared to show that this 
idea gives such balance to the Gospel that it must be 
the key to its undoubted mystery.

Our architecture must balance on this idea in 
three directions.

(i) It must give unity of meaning to the Gospel 
itself.

(ii) It /
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(ii) It must give harmony with Old Testament 
thought or at least such interpreta
tion of the Old Testament as was 
possible in Judaism of that time.

(iii) It must give hamony with the development of 
the Christological outlook of the Church 
in the first days.

Unity of the Ck)spel.
I feel that my argument up till now has provided on 

the whole a detailed justification of the first claim. 
There are two main difficulties in this Gospel. The 
first is the purely formal one. If the Gospel is not 
merely a straightforward narrative of the life of Jesus, 
and if it is not merely a loose collection of incidents 
strung together as the Form-Critics would have, what is 
it? And it does seem to be without doubt that the 
first place to look for a clue as to the construction 
of the Gospel is in its theology. Failing a simpler 
conclusion, we must first ask if it is the message of 
St. Mark that has created the form of his Gospel. My 
claim is that this has been established in the preceding 
pages. We have seen there a developing dogmatic drama, 
yiheTe a question which must in the last resort be answer
ed by the reader himself, is posed in an ever more acute 
and crucial form. And further I would claim that the 
precise nature of this question has been formulated, 
not /
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not by picking verses at random through the Gospel, 
but by giving the greatest emphasis to those parts 
of the Gospel on which the Gospel-writer himself 
seems to dwell. The emphasis on mystery in the Par
able of the Sower, the great section centred round the 
two Miracles of the Loaves, the Three Prophecies of 
the Passion and finally the Passion Story itself and 
the Empty Tomb which follows it, these could justly be 
called the great moments of the Gospel. We must let 
those decide for us what the Christology of the Gospel- 
wri ter is, if there is any meaning in the construction 
of the Gospel at all.

But the greater difficulty of the Gospel is that 
of content, the contradiction Kdiich drove V/rede to his 
artificial reconstruction of the tradition. We might 
sum it up as the contradiction between the command to 
the disciples at Caesarea Philippi not to speak of him 
as Messiah and the bold before Caiaphas.
There have been different ways of meeting this contra
diction proposed. ‘Rie method of Wrede is to attribute 
the Messianism entirely to the post-Resurrection days, 
and to see in this contradiction a twisting of the 
tradition to meet a later Christology. A much modified 
version /
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version of this is represented by the more recent work 
1of Ebeling, who finds in the difference an expression 

merely of the needs of the Apostolic Preaching. Accord
ing to him the nature of the Gospels is determined by 
the fact that they are really telling us about the Risen 
Christ and not the earthly Jesus at all. It is from 
that angle we must view the contradiction. This 
means that in effect the question of the historicity of

C/ the Gospels is more by-passed than anything else.
Another much modified version of V/rede *s position is 
that of Bering, who unlike %rede accepts as authentic 
a refusal of the Messianic title by Jesus, but who 
like Wrede regards the use of the title referring to 
him as a later Christology. The command at Caesarea 
Philippi is authentic, the confession before the High 
Priest is not.

Against this group of resolutions stands what we 
might call the stock reply to the objections of Wrede. 
The contradiction is due to the exact nature of the 
Messianic claim. The refusal of Jesus is the refusal 
to /

^ Das Messiasgeheimnis und die Botschaft des Marcus- 
Evangelisten, esp. pp. 98ff, E20ff. I will 
deal with the question of historicity with special 
reference to Ebeling’s standpoint in the next 
chapter.

2 Le Royaume de Dieu et Sa Venue, pp. lllff.
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to t&ke the ooDmon connotation of that title, but he 
did lay claim to a Messiahahip of a more spiritual 
nature. It is to this solution of the difficulty 
that the solution which I have elaborated is allied.
But as it is too often put this argument is woefully 
weak. It simply will not do to say that he claimed 
a Messiahship of a more spiritual nature and leave it 
at that. This leaves the way open to subjectivism, 
sentimentalism and a host of other enemies of a 
genuine historical study. We must first of all be 
prepared to define more exactly the nature of this 
more spiritual Messiahship, and to find its roots not 
in the ideals of the nineteenth and twentieth cen
turies, but in the thought of Judaism of the time.
If we can find evidence for a Jewish Messianic thou^t, 
vdiioh would Involve a reserve about the use of the 
name, then we would be Justified in proposing this 
solution on the lines of that thought. And this is 
what I would claim to have done. The intensely 
personal nature of the idea of the aiepherd meant from 
its very nature that faith must be anchored in the 
person and not the name, and therefore the name was 
held back that the person himself might more surely 
be /
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be the grounds of faith. But is such a Messianic 
thought a possible one? Ihere is no direct evidence 
for its existence at the time of Jesus. To under
stand we must look before and after.

One thing more must be said however on the Gospel 
itself, St. Mark seems to be suppressing the name of 
Shepherd as a Messianic title. It has to be read into 
his narrative. This would be a fatal objection but 
for the fact that the Gospel is throughout inviting us 
to read something into it. The refusal to give the 
name definitely, coupled with the consistent demand for 
faith has about it the air of being much too deliberate 
to be explained away as the conflict of varying tra
ditions. And we add to that the extraordinary working 
out of the chapter on the parables, and we feel able to 
say that "he that hath ears to hear, let him hear" is 
the motto of the Gospel. It is suggestive of esoteric 
doctrine. This doctrine of the Shepherd then is its 
secret. Why it should be a secret we have just seen. 
It is because the name Shepherd must be learned thpou^ 
a knov/ledge of the person of Jesus and not vice versa. 
Continuity with Old Testament Thought.

The second condition that this solution must 
satisfy /
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satisfy is that it gives us oontinuity with Old Testament 
thought, or at least be a thoioght that be easily read 
into the Old Testament by Jesus or his disciples. And 
here again we can claim success. Jot there is a strand 
of thought running through the Old Testament, and es
pecially through the prophets vfhioh would lead precisely 
in this direction.

Dissatisfaction with the Promised Land seems to have 
followed close on the division of the Kingdom. Probably 
it was not so much that political disaster as disgust 
with Baal-v/orship which drove the Nazir 1 tes and Hecha- 
bites to adopt the nomadic life, the idea behind the 
movements being that Tahvmh was a wilderness God and 
that in the days of the wilderness Israel were more 
loyal to him. But this thought finds more explicit 
expression in the first two great prophets whose writ
ings we have. Amos (ii, 9f; v, 25) and still more 
Hosea (xi, 1-4) hark back with longing to the days when 
the children of Israel were being led through the desert 
by their God. No doubt their picture of the journey 
through the wilderness is a much idealized one com
pared with our narrative. But that is beside the 
point. The dissatisfaction with the present, while 
harking /



182

harking back to the past was shaping the hope for the 
future that was to follow.

In fact that hope for the future already appears
in Hosea. It is in the wilderness that salvation will
be found (ii, 14). But as we have seen it is in the
New Covenant of Jeremianic thought that the centring
of religion round such formal things as the Law, the
Temple, and the Promised Land is most definitely re- 

1fused. The new religion is to be a more personal and 
inward thing. And Jeremiah ixiii, 1-6 expresses this 
hope in the personality of a shepherd, an idea Wiloh is 
worked out in Ezekiel xxxiv, xxxvii, 24. This is in 
the main the reading into the future of that idealized 
picture of the past of the earlier prophets. And it 
was of course this more inward idea of religion which 
kept Judaism alive in the days of the Exile, when the 
Temple was destroyed and they were far from their land. 
This thought can scarcely yet be called Messianic, 
although it brings us to the threshold of Messianism. 
For it was out of the discontent with the present day 
that this hope for the Messiah arose. Unfortunately 
by /

See above, pp.S3.?f.
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by the time that it took definite shape the reason 
for the discontent had fallen somewhat from the lofty 
reasons of the prophets, and had become rather dis
satisfaction with the subject condition of their country 
under the foreign conqueror. The return from exile 
too, and the Ihriestly Reformation under Ezra had brought 
to the surface again the old idea of locality and 
formal religion. So it is a very different Son of 
David who finally appears as Messiah in the Psalms of 
Solomon. We must not of course exaggerate the differ
ence. Even in the Psalms of Solomon the reign of 
the Messiah is to be spiritual, holy and just. And 
the shepherds of Jeremiah and Ezekiel who are casti
gated are the princes of Judah. The same is true of 
the shepherds of Zeohariah xi and xiii, 7. Shepherd 
and King then are not to be treated as contrasting 
ideas. So it is not surprising to find even here 
(Ps. Sol. xvii, 45) the Messiah as a shepherd tending 
his flock. But the difference rather lies in the more 
narrow and nationalist idea of righteousness and piety 
which these Psalms breathe.

Yet the larger idea of Jeremiah did not leave 
itself without a witness in later Judaism. The 
Testaments /
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Testaments of the Tv/elve Patriarchs give us a different 
idea. Whereas in the Psalms of Solomon the lews of 
the Dispersion are regarded as rather under the dis
pleasure of God (iï, 2) in the Testament of Levi we 
have the great thought that the fear of the Lord and 
wisdom will be a fatherland to the exiles in a strange 
land (xiii). Here we are in the tradition of 
Jeremiah xxiv. And Naphtali (iv, 3) has the promise 
of the compassion of the Lord to come on those who were 
scattered in the form of a man working righteousness 
and mercy to them that are afar and them that are near. 
So the outlook of the early Christians has its back
ground in one strain of the Judaism of the time, as 
well as in the Old Testament writings.

We are left however with a missing link, the 
Messiah as Shepherd as a definite teaching. Yet that 
missing link is not hard to supply. If we nowhere 
have the Jeremianic shepherd identified with the 
Messiah in pre-Christian days, yet where do we have 
the identification of Messiah and Suffering Servant 
of Deutero-Isaiah? The evidence is surely abundant 
that either Jesus himself or his first followers, 
while following also a strain of Judaism of the time 
and /
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and developing the Christian thought from it, yet went 
back to the Old Testament too, and reinterpreted pas
sages there to give an ideal of Messiahship which came 
nearer to the vocation of Jesus. So it was with the
Suffering Servant without doubt. But that is only one
example. The Messianic interpretation of Psalm xxii 
is peculiarly Christian. And Hoskyns and Davey in the 
•Riddle of the New Testament • provide a number of what 
are really further examples of the same thing, the ex
treme being of course the reference by St. Matthew of 
Isaiah vii, 14 to the Virgin Birth.

So we need not find it at all surprising if a 
passage of the Old Testament is given in the New a 
Messianic significance, particularly when it is a 
natural development of thought. And in this case it 
is.
Continuity with other Books of the New Testament.

But this brings us to the third question Does 
this doctrine of the Shepherd-Messiah find natural 
affinity with vhat we know of Christological thou^t 
in the first decades of the faith? Can we say that 
if not pre-Christian then it can be fitted as an 
integral part of the Christian contribution to 
Messianic /
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Messianic thought? Here there is no doubt that the 
great contribution was the belief that the Messiah had 
corne in the person of Jesus, and also the doctrine of 
the Sufferln̂ i; Messiah. But other factors appeared in 
harmony with these.

It must first be noted that there is a general 
trend of thought similar to the Jeremianic appearing 
in the New Testament, away from the formal to the per
sonal emphasis in faith. We can see that developing 
in the Book of Acts, if we can accept it as a true 
account of the movement of thought. The Teaching of 
Stephen in Acts vi, vii marks a new step forward when 
the supremacy of Jerusalem and the Temple are chal
lenged, and the God who was with his people before they 
entered the Promised Land emphasised. But we have 
indications that here Stephen was only reviving an 
attack of Jesus himself. According to the Gospels 
his attitude to the Temple was one of the things which 
counted in bringing Jesus to trial. It is true that 
St. Mark rpresents the v/ords
as spoken by false witnesses (xiv, 58), but that need 
not mean more than that they were given a twist in 
meaning, for they also are made the subject of a 
taunt /
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taimt to Jesus on the Cross in xv, 29, while St, John 
is careful to explain that they were spoken by Jesus 
iTiP' (ii, 22). And it is
significant that Stephen seems to have been success
ful in rousing again Pharisee, as opposed to Sadducee, 
hostility, which had been dormant since the Cruci
fixion.

But it is in the Pauline teaching that we see 
this development at its full. Two things are 
central to the thought of St. Paul, first the con
ception if Xycm by which he expresses the per
sonal nature of his faith, and second his complete 
breaking free from all formal limits to religious 
activity, especially his refusal to allow circum
cision to be a necessity. But in his thought the 
second of these is a direct consequence of the first. 
It is because Christians are ^  that the
barriers between circumcision and uncircumcision, 
bond and free, etc, , are now broken down (I Cor. , 
xii, 13; Gal., iii, 28; v, 6; Eph. ii, 13-16;
Col. iii, 11). And again a similar stress on the 
person rather than any formal reason behind the 
person forms the theme of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
The /
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The high Priest after the order of Melchizedek has no 
authority for his position save that of his ovm 
person alone (vii, 3).

Thus the general trend of New Testament thought 
does without any doubt run along this line. But we 
can also find confirmation on the narrower point, 
the name of the Shepherd itself. It is not a 
frequent title, but we find on closer examination 
how much that is due to the fact that it is entirely 
lacking in St. Paul. He does not ever use the term 
Shepherd of Jesus. Is it because the care of 
animals was not a reality in his experience (op. I 
Cor. , ix, 9)? But elsewhere in the New Testament 
it surprises us, not certainly by its frequency, but 
by its natural use, suggestive of a familiar title.

This is especially true of its use in Hebrews 
xiii, 20, I Peter ii, 25 and v, 4. These certainly 
do suggest most strongly that as a title of
Jesus was something with which the readers were already 
familiar. It is a technical term in these verses.
And moreover it is connected closely with the Suffer
ings, Resurrection and Second Coming of Jesus, one 
in each verse. This is of course what we should 
expect /
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expect as the New Testament antecedent to the later 
thought which caused the Good Shepherd to be drawn on 
the walls of the catacombs. And we can add to these 
passages perhaps the natural way in which the Son of 
Man as Judge is made also a Shepherd in the Parable 
of the Sheep end the Goats (Matt, xzv, 52}• The 
name fits in with the other Messianic categories.

But further we have seen how two parables take 
yet further point from being given a directly 
Messianic understanding. ̂  In St. Luke xv, 1*7 the 
scandal caused by the Messiah eating with is
met by the picture of the Shepherd seeking the Lost 
Sheep. This is how we must understand Messianic 
activity from now on, the parable seems to proclaim, 
not by the old categories of thought. And the parable 
of St. John X, 11-18 is the answer to those who would 
find the death of Jesus a fatal stumbling-block to 
belief in his Messiahship. As a warrior leader or 
king or any such figure it is impossible that the 
Messiah should die as Jesus did. But on the other 
hand once we understand the Messiah as shepherd, then 
it does become part of his office that the shepherd 
should lay down his life for his sheep if need be.

This /
^ See above, pp.Tlf.
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This brings us to the point which must not be 
ignored. If the early Christians taught that Jesus 
the Messiah died, and we have seen that the claim that 
the early chapters of Acts imply a doctrine that he

1became Messiah after the Resurrection is not justified, 
then it follows that there must have been in the first 
Church a conception of Messiahship which made such an
idea possible. It is probably the lack of this more
than anything else which has caused such a forced inter
pretation of Acts ii, 36 to have currency. This has 
of course been long a matter of controversy, with 
respect to the Messianic Consciousness of Jesus himself. 
Those who have sought to expound his own outlook on 
the matter positively have yet felt the difficulty that 
they could not fit him into known Messianic categories. 
We.might instance the great-hearted attempt by Bousset
to follow the ”tortuous paths in the soul-life of 

ZJesus”, and we see the conclusion to which he is
driven. ”Thus the Messianic idea was the only
possible form in which Jesus could clothe his inner 
consciousness, and yet an inadequate form; it was a 
necessity, /
1
2
See above, p̂ . .
Jesus, p. 203 (E. T. ).
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necessity, but also a heavy burden which he bore in 
silence almost to the end of his life; it was a eon-

1viction which he could never enjoy with a whole heart. " 
But how much lighter we make this difficulty, vdien we 
remember that the Son of David the Shepherd is mention
ed in Jeremiah and Ezekiel.

I have not been of course concerned with the 
personal consciousness of Jesus, but only with the 
doctrine of St. Mark. But we have been forced to 
see that the two things, and also the general doctrine 
of the first Church cannot be treated apart from one 
another. To this problem I turn in my concluding 
chapter. But summing up, we may say that we have 
seen that from all three aspects, the evidence for 
the idea of the Messiah as Shepherd, while slight in 
amount, is strong in quality, and that it so gives 
light on much of the difficulties of the Second Gospel 
as to add very considerably to the strength of its 
claim for consideration. The question yet remains.
In what way, if at all, is this doctrine of the Second 
Gospel relevant to the question of the historical 
Jesus? Does it bring us any nearer to that great 
goal /
I------------------------------------------

op. cit. , p. 180.



192

goal of Hew Testament research, the better understanding 
of its principal figure?



CHAPTER IX.

CHRIST WAGY AND HISTORY IN THE GOSPgL.

We must now come back to the question with which 
I began this study. Is such a dogma underlying the 
Gospel simply to be treated as a barrier in our way 
as we seek to arrive at the portrait of the Jesus of 
History, or has it positive evidence to contribute, 
just as much as the single scenes and sayings which the 
Gospel-writer relates? ̂  This question can be under
stood more clearly when once we have seen what the 
dogma is.

It is of the very essence of a position such as 
that of Wrede, that the dogma must be a barrier to 
hir,tory. For the doctrine of the Messianic Secret 
as expounded by him in itself implies, that there was 
an original time when Jesus was not known as Messiah, 
at least as far as his earthly life was concerned, and 

I the secrecy is the addition which makes the title appli- 
cable to that time. We are thus, by the very nature 
of things compelled to discard all these doctrinal 
tendencies /it:See above, pp.%
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tendencies if we wish to arrive at the life of Jesus 
himself. If this is how the Christology of the Gospel 
arose, then that Cliristology must be a hindrance and 
nothing else. 
ii)beling and Historicity.

One of the most recent criticisms of Wrede, that
of iSbeling^ gives us another position with regard to
this question. It is really the logical outcome of
the too exclusive emphasis laid by Form-criticism on the
relation of the narrative to the needs of the community
to which it was told, rather than its relation to actualA A
historical truth. Just as the emphasis of Form- 
criticism, however, on the "setting in life" of the 
story is in moderation a contribution of value, so the 
position of ifibeling contains much that is welcome. But
in its full form it leads us away from the study of the
Jesus of History altogether.

Briefly, his attitude is that we must look on these 
contradictions and difficulties which Wrede brought into 
prominence as occasioned by the religious needs of the 
first Christians. In fact he leaves us with the feel
ing that the historical life of the earthly Jesus is 
almost /

^ Das Messiasgeheimnis und die Botschaft des 
Marcusevangeli sten.
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almost irrelevant to the study of the Gospels, or only 
relevant in so far as it is the Crucified who is the 
Risen C h r i s t C e r t a i n l y  he admits that with this 
goes a ’general idea* of the life of Jesus, it was not 
merely an identification of persons, but led also to a 
’supernaturaliSing’ of incidents in the earthly life. 
But misunderstanding and secrecy simply point to the 
nature of the Gospel as revelation, that it is the Lord 
from beyond who speaks and acts.

This position is reached by a sharp distinction 
drawn between the earthly Jesus and the Risen and 
Ascended Christ, between the personal impression given 
by the earthly Jesus, and faith in the world-ruler and

4world-judge. In fact the question is raised if the
experience of the Ascended Christ which the disciples 
had was caused by the self-revelation of God or the 
deepening and intensifying of past experience to make 
it seem present.^ From this standpoint Ebeling can 
say such things as that "even recollections of the 
earthly Jesus, which though faded and broken are yet 
handed /
1 Op. cit., pp. 97, IlOf.
^ Op. cit., p. 220.
^ Op. cit., p. 222
4 Op. cit., p. 101.
5 Op. cit., pp 107f.
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handed on consciously as such, cannot be in question 
in the Gospels’?̂  In support of his attitude he stresses 
ttie complete breakdown which the Cross must have meant 
to the disciples, no faith could have come from there.^ 
Another minor point he raises is the 500 brethren of 
I Cor. XV, 6, asking if they were all followers of the 
earthly Jesus or if it was just a Mass-psychosis.
The solution to all is sought in the reality of the 
Risen Christ; with that experience there was no need 
to try to reconcile a fact of the life of Jesus with 
the Christian faith.^

5This is allias R be ling himself recognises^ beyond
history, and the real criticism of his position must be
made in the sphere, not of historical method, but of
systematic theology. We are bound to ask, since he
himself raises the dogmatic question by stressing the
objective reality of the Resurrection appearances, if
his working out of these valuable ideas is not a
Christological heresy. Ceui we in the religious realm
draw such a sharp cleavage between subjectivity and
objectivity? Is that not to say that transcendence is
a / ______________________________________________________
^ Op. cit. p. 98.
^ Op. cit., pp. 104ff.
^ Op. cit., p. 109.
^ Op. cit., pp. lllff.
^ Op. cit., pp. 106f.
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a denial of immanence? When we remember that here 
there is no such hard and fast distinction, then we may 
add that remembrance of the earthly Jesus may well be a 
factor in the experience of the Risen Christ, even if 
that is an experience of a real objective Lord.

But we must go further and say that remembrance of 
the earthly Jesus must have entered into such an exper
ience to those who knew him personally, just as the read
ing of the Gospel story must enter into it to-day. For 
in spite of the break of the Cross and the flight of the 
disciples, there must have been a continuity of some sert, 
and a continuity to a very important degree, betv/een 
their relation with the earthly Jesus and their faith 
in the Risen Lord. Otherwise why write about the 
earthly Jesus at all, even if it is true that the 
Gospels are just extended Passion-stories?^ It is 
true that the tradition is understood throughout in the 
light of the Easter morning,^ but it is equally true 
that the Resurrection appearances and all that happened 
after are understood in the light of the earthly life 
and of the Cross. With St. Thomas we must stand 
before this Risen Lord of Ebaling and say, "Except I 
shall /
^ Ebeling, op. cit., p. 221. 
^ Ebeling, op. cit., p. 97.
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aball see on the hands the prints of the nails • . . .
I shall not believe". If the Risen Christ does not 
bear the authentic marks of all that went to make up 
the events in the human activities of Jesus, the credal 
assertion of "very Gk>d, perfect man" is lost. If 
there be such a gulf as fibeling maintains between 
the teaching of Jesus and the Apostolic preaching,^ 
then the Gospel begins not with John the Baptist, 
but with Pentecost. We cannot thus fly from history in 
the name of theology.

This is not to deny the truth that it is the 
faith of the first Christians which produced these 
Gospels. We have already seen reason to believe that 
St. Mark emphasizes a failure of the disciples to 
understand, where it is most important that his readers 
should understand.^ Such motives do play their part 
in the formation of the Gospels without any doubt. I 
would not propose to depart from this even to the 
modified attempt made by iS. F. Scott to re-establish 
the broad distinction between the Second Gospel as 
historical and the Fourth as theological. The 
recognition that such a distinction is largely illusory 
is /
^ op. cit., pp. lOBf.
^ see above, pp.
^ The Validity of the Gospel Record, pp. 48ff.
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is one of the valuable contributions of the Form- 
critical school.

It is not a matter of getting behind doctrine to 
history, but of seeing that doctrine must lead back 
to history; it is not a matter of by-passing the faith 
of the early Church to reach the historical Jesus, 
but of recognizing that the Risen Christ had the prints 
of the mils in his hands. It might be possible that 
some experience, some element in the faith of the Early 
Church had no relation whatsoever to anything in the 
historical story of Jesus of Nazareth, but the reverse 
would be the rule. Were anything else true, what 
did they mean by asserting so confidently that it was 
the Crucified, and not some unknown heavenly being, 
whom they had met, risen again from the dead.

It is from this standpoint that we must examine 
the doctrine of the Second Gospel which we have un
folded to see how far we can treat it as evidence 
for the Jesus of History. In the first place, it is 
not, as Wrede*s interpretation of the thought of the 
Gospel would make it, secondary frcm its very nature. 
There is from the nature of the case no reason why * 
Jesus should not have had juut such a Messianic Self- 
consciousness, /



2C0

consciousness, thinking of himself as the Good Shepherd 
who had to establish a personal relation in place of the 
more formal grounds of faith, and therefore avoiding 
the use of the name llessiah, while yet challenging 
faith to give it. There is in fact no reason from 
the nature of the case, why he should not have led a 
Galilean ministry up to a climax of the symbolic 
miracles of feeding, - unless of course we accept the 
very questionable premise that he could not have per
formed miracles, - and then when nobody understood the 
real significance, have turned to Jerusalem to die, 
after performing his real work of feeding with the Last 
Supper.

But all that is very far from proved. The whole 
picture, at the other extreme, may be merely the freak 
of St. Mark’s fancy, or the thought merely of a small 
circle, not shared even by the great mass of contempo
rary Christians. Can we say anything at all about the 
probabilities?

In the first place the balance of probability is 
most definitely against the more general aspect of this 
Christology being purely Marcan. The history of the
first days of Christianity is in fact the story of the 
replacement /
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replacement of temple, law ajad Holy Land by the person 
of Jesus Christ. We have seen the new impetus given 
to this by Stephen, and how it reaches its fulfilment 
in the Pauline conception h and the universalism
which was the consequence of t h a t S o  it is too with 
the Parable of the Vine of the Fourth Gospel (iv, 1-10) 
and the oft-repeated ty of that Gospel in general.
So far at least then St. Mark seems to be following the 
general thought of the first Church.

Can we attribute that tendency of thought back to 
Jesus himself^ Here we are on much less safe ground; 
Though I have pointed out that there seems to be reason
for thinking that the Gospels have tried to gloss over

%that charge of speaking of destroying the temple, yet 
that is bringing us rather near to that dangerous 
practice of reading behind the Gospels. It does at 
least however raise the question as to why he was cruci
fied at all. There is no evidence whatsoever to support 
the idea that it was really the Romans whose hate he 
encountered - Klausner is reduced to desperate devices 
in his efforts to clear the Sanhédrin. And if the 
crucifixion did take place at the instigation of the 
Jewish leaders, then Jesus must at least have said and 
done /.
^ See above, pp. IKfr.  ̂ oLjt op.

Jesus of Nazareth, pp. 345-548. '
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done what would drive them to it. The doubt expressed 
by inany coimnentaries as to the competence of the charge 
of blasphemy for making a Messianic claim at least makes 
it unlikely that it was only for this that he was arres
ted to begin with.^ But what if even the Messianic 
claim is a later reading into the tradition by the com
munity^

But if he taught the complete replacement of the 
formal bases of religion by this personal relation to 
himself, the whole thing at once becomes intelligible, 
and even inevitable. The whole framework on which 
Judaism was built would have been threatened by such 
teaching. One might alter the words of Louis XIV to 

religion, c*est moi^" and his claims would have 
had just the same disastrous results on constitutional 
authority as those of the absolute monarch. Here then 
the doctrine of the Grospels would harmonise^ with one 
of the few points which the historian can follow up in
dependently of that doctrine, for he could have been 
crucified for making exactly the same claim as the 
Gospels represent him as making. True it is that St. 
Mark represents him as making that claim in a veiled 
way, but he also represents the veil as wearing 
consistently /
r Nearly all commentaries on the Gospels at least 

discuss this point ad loc.
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consistently thinner.
But when we ask what place the conception of 

himself as Son of David the Shepherd took in the claims 
of Jesus we are on much less certain grounds. Cer
tainly it is true as we have seen that the use of this 
name almost as a title in I Peter and Hebrews and the 
two parables in St, Luke and St. John point to a much 
wider use of the idea than that it be merely an idea 
of St. Mark’s Gospel,^ If my interpretation of the 
Christology of the Second Gospel be correct* the 
writer was standing there well inside the general 
traditions of the first Christians,

But it is when we turn to the historical evaluation 
itself that we meet with what may well be an insuperable 
difficulty. How can we assert that it is true or un
true that Jesus thought of himself in a certain way 
without revealing his thoughts? His own inmost 
thoughts on the meaning of his life which he kept 
hidden lie beyond our powers of recovering. This 
picture which we have unravelled must of necessity be 
Marcan interpretation. The most that we can ask is
on what the interpretation is founded. He may of 
course /
^ See above pp.
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course have given hints and indications which led his 
followers to read the riddle. Or they may have read 
it so themselves unaided by him from their study of 
Old Testament prophecy. We know that this study of 
the Old Testament underlay the thoughts of the New 
Testament writers.^ But in this were they only fol
lowing the passages to which Jesus himself had pointed 
them or did they go further on their own initiative^ 
The two parables on the Good Shepherd bear all the 
ufirks of genuineness, but did Jesus give his followers 
any more than that, or was the rest simply their 
Christologizing on the basis of them? We cannot tell. 
It may well be on the other hand that before the end 
he had led them on to understand that this was why he 
went to Jerusalem to die, or at least told them so 
much that they could understand it later. We can go 
no further from this approach at least.

And what are we to say of the whole dogmatic drama 
as we have seen it develop in St. Mark’s pages; Here 
the whole issue is vitiated by the fact that the First 
and Third Gospels are dependent on the Second for 
their structure, and that to decide whether or not the 
idea /
T cp. Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament, 

passim.
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idea of a Galilean ministry first followed by the 
road to Jerusalem was the normal teaching of the early 
Church, we simply have to choose between St. Mark and 
St. John. It might be argued certainly that the mere 
fact that the other two were content to accept this 
from their source is an indication of a wider belief 
that this was the order of events in the main. But 
Lightfoot shows us to what extent we must qualify this 
in St. Luke, where^ although he is still content to 
accept St. Mark’s setting of the early ministry as a 
whole, the topography is vague in the section Luke 
iv, 31 - vii, 50, and references to Judaea in iv, 44i 
vi, 17 and vii, 17 imply an interest in the work of 
Jesus in Juiaea also.^ And of course we have also in 
St. Luke that long account of the activity of Jesus on 
his way from Galilee to Jerusalem.

Thus it does seem possible that on the whole the 
Second Gospel here is right against the Fourth, that 
the activity began in Galilee and moved southward.
That he was condemned and crucified in Jerusalem can 
of course be regarded as beyond doubt. But another 
indication where we can act independently of the 
doctrine /
r Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels, pp. 132ff.
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doctrine of the Gospels seems to confirm this. It 
cannot be theologizing which gave to the chief of the 
disciples a Galil&ean home, iiarly on Jesus found in 
these Galilean fishermen his best followers, for 
though Acts i, 21,22 may be an exaggeration in making 
all the disciples acquainted with his earthly life 
all the time yet it must be founded on the facts.
And even the appendix to the Fourth Gospel brings 
seven of them back to the lake of Galilee as to their 
natural home, (xxi, 2)•

But even the Fourth Gospel, opposed as it is to 
dividing the life of Jesus into a Galikaan period and 
a Jerusalem period, cannot pass by the story of the 
Feeding of the Five Thousand by the side of the lake. 
True though it may be that it seeks to contradict the 
meaning given to it by St, Mark,^ and asserts that 
this is not the true feeding of his people by Jesus, 
yet this very fact in itself means that this miraculous 
feeding is no mere incident, but something of importance 
in the understanding of the life of Jesus, It could 
not be dealt with by ignoring, and had to be related 
to the teaching of Jesus on the meaning of the Last 
Supper. /

^ see above pp, 4%.
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Supper. Thus we find ourselves faced by a general 
Church doctrine that this Miracle too had sacramental 
significance, descriptive of the office and activity 
of Jesus, and the strong possibility that in that it 
was founded in history. Certainly something like 
that must have happened before it could be so inter
preted, and it is likely that it had some special signi
ficance historically too, though whether it was twice 
repeated is another matter. It also may not have been 
miraculous in actual fact, but to rule out the miracu
lous merely as such is to beg the whole question of 
the significance of the life of Jesus. St. Luke xxiv, 
30 too would suggest that we are here in the presence 
of a general activity of Jesus, of which this was a 
quite unusual particular instance.

The evidence then would point in this direction, 
that on the whole the Marcan development is correct, 
though considerably simplified and schematized.
Though we must be prepared to admit that these earlier 
days were in fact punctuated by visits, it may be 
frequent visits^ to Judaea, yet we cannot carry that 
as far as the Fourth Gospel does, and we can accept 
the general idea of a Galilxean period and a Judaean. 
Further /
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Further the idea of his activity was somehow summed up 
in this great meal, which somehow failed in its purpose, 
for we notice that in the Fourth Gospel also Jesus ex
presses disappointment with its result (vi, 26)# And 
it was with the thought of this on his mind that Jesus 
chose the Last Supper as the means of teaching the 
meaning of his death, for both Second and Fourth 
Gospels bear witness to a contrast between the two.

With so much that seems to bear the imprint of 
historicity, we are in a stronger position for feeling 
that there may be more that is historical in the rest 
of the Marcan sketch. And this is perhaps the most 
that we can say at the end of this study. For we have 
not been seeking to reconstruct the life of the histori
cal Jesus, but only to see whether or not a Marcan 
Christology could be treated as evidence for that life. 
And the answer I feel can be claimed to be a definite 
positive. If this dogmatic drama was really the 
purpose of the Second Gospel, it is a picture which 
cannot be ignored, and which can be of great value in 
helping to the portrait of the Jesus of History.

There are other ways of course of finding evidence 
for that. One which is of especial interest here, as 
working /
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working through doctrine and not round it, is that which 
is scarcely more than outlined with examples by Dodd in 
"History and the Grospel^^ The method is that of 
picking out from all Gospels a group of stories or 
sayings of widely differing form or nature, but all con
taining in common a central point, which is almost a 
background of thought to them. His first example is, 
for instance those sayings and incidents which reveal 
the attitude of Jesus to the sinner and to the self- 
righteous. Here we have a vary strong tradition that 
this was the attitude which he took’. But to follow this 
up lies outside the scope of v/hat I am attempting. I 
mention it chiefly to show how far the fact of theology 
in the Gospels is from being a reason for pessimism as to 
historicity. But the approach to the historical problem 
must be not by discarding the theology, but by first of 
all seeing where it would lead us.

One final word should be said, however. I mention
ed the miraculous and insisted that it must not be re
jected merely because it is miraculous. This is in 
fact part of a bigger issue. The whole tendency of 
the /
r pp. 92-103. Dodd acknowledges indebtedness to

Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament, 
pp. 162-207, but brings out the relevance to his- 
toricity much more clearly than the other book does.
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the doctrinal element in the Gospels is to magnify the 
earthly Jesus, The more we have taken St, Mark 
seriously as a theologian, the more there has emerged 
a great mysterious figure too great for human under
standing. It is most seriously begging the question 
to say that Jesus must have been a lesser man than that, 
and that, therefore, this must be all a supernaturalising 
of the life which took place after the Resurrection.
Here I go furthest from JSbeling who says that the right 
to go back to the impression of the personality of Jesus 
on the disciples, reduces itself perhaps to the simple 
recognition that Jesus was no average man.^ Certainly 
it was no average man! Ebeling goes on to stress the 
collapse of the disciples at the Crucifixion, but un
less we are to assume romancing based on Greek mystery 
religions or something like that as the basis of what 
happened afterwards, then we must say that either the 
impression made by Jesus overcame this collapse, or if 
libeling is right he himself did. That is not to say 
that both may not have, and if we are to assume any 
continuity at all, if Jesus conquered death so did the 
impression he made on his disciples during his earthly 
life /
^ Op. cit., p. 109,
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life.
That is to Say that we have no right, in default of 

clear evidence in that direction, to assume that the 
history of Christianity began with the story of a man 
who was only above the average, and whose life story 
was greatly magnified afterwards. The New Testament 
writers are unanimous in pointing in the other direc
tion, that they are writing about a life that they , 
scarcely know hov/ to describe for its very greatness.
And if their story does seem in parts incoherent and 
inconsistent it may just as well be, not because they 
are supernaturalising^ an exceptional but only reason
ably exceptional life, but for the opposite reason, 
that hinted at by Szra Pound in his **Ballad of the 
Goodly Fere" -

"They’ll no’get him a’ in a book I think 
Though they write it cunningly;
No mouse of the scrolls was the Goodly Fere 
But aye loved the open sea. "

This is not a problem for the historian in the last 
resort, or at least it is a problem that the histo
rian must leave in suspense. All we can say is 
that the evidence of the Gospel writers is, if we can 
take them as honest, that the historical Jesus was still 
greater, and not less than the portrait of him which 
they /
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they have given, and we must be very careful before 
we dismiss it as false. This great mysterious figure 
which we see moving through the pages of Jt. Mark*s 
Gospel bears all the hallmarks of genuineness. Per
haps he is only imperfectly understood there, but it 
is his very greatness which has made that so.



THS DOCTRINE OF THE CHRIST IN  ST. MARK*3 G03PSL

BIBLIOGRiiFHICAL NOTE

It is impossible to list all the books on which 
the ideas of this thesis are dependent. So many have 
played their part in creating a background of thought 
in addition to those actually quoted in the text.
The following bibliography is an attempt to classify 
the various trends of Gospel Criticism since Wrede 
and Schweitzer v/hich bear upon my subject, with special 
reference to those books which 1 found especially 
valuable. Where an iinglish translation of a German 
work existed I have quoted in the course of the work 
from it, with the exception of the standard work of 
Dibelius, Die Fcarmgeschichte des avangeliums, where in 
view of its especial importance 1 have quoted through
out from the German second edition.

An explanatory note may also be in place here.
The bulk of the preparation of this thesis was com
pleted by 1942. But it was late 1946 before return 
from Active Service allowed the final work to be done. 
This means that the use of recent bibliography is that 
of the earlier years, the works of Richardson and 
Ibeling /



214

i!:beling in particular not having been given the place 
one might expect in a thesis presented on this subject 
at this time.

The two books which turned the tide of Gospel 
Research were;

A/rede: Das Mossiaagehelanis in den Jvangellen,1901.
wichweitzer: Von Reimarus zu Wrede, 1906. (4th ^dn.,

Die Goschichte der Leben-Jesu Forschung, 1926. 
S.T., The )st of the iiistorical Jesus, by 
W. Montgomery, 2nd, z;dn. 1922.).

But the #est of the Historical Jesus continued 
though with weakening impetus. The older approach 
was maintained by the following:

Bousset: Jesus, 1904. (3rd ün., 1907. 2.T.
by J. P. Trevelyan, 1906.)

vSanday: Outlines of the Life of Christ, 1905.
The Life of Christ in Recent Research, 1907.

Burkitt; Gospel History and its Transmission,
1907. (5th Jdn. 1925)
The :Arliest Jources of the Life of Jesus,
1910 (2nd ^dn., 1922),
Christian Beginnings, 1924.

and more recently reaffirmed by;
F. Goott: The Validity of the Gospel Record,

1938.
The •lives♦ of the 20th century have been 

numerous, but many arc of secondary importance, and 
any works of imagination rather than scholarship.
The r.iost scholarly are, apart from that of Bousset 
mentioned,/
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mentioned :
Headlam, The Life and Teaching of Jesus the 

Christ, 1924.
MacKinnon, The Historic Jesus, 1931.

and less orthodox:
Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth. (E.T. by Danby of 

Hebrew), 1924
Goguel, La Vie de Jesus, 1932 (E.T. by Wyon, The 

Life of Jesus, 1935).
Guignebert, Jesus, 1933. (E.T. by Hooke, 1935).
But the influence of Schweitzer led to a concentra*

tion rather on esohatology and Messianic claims. We
see the development in:

E. F. Scott, The Kingdom and The Messiah, 1917 
T. W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus, 1931.
Otto, Reich Gottes und Menschensohn, 1934, (E.T.

by Filson and Woolf, 1936)•
Dgdd, The Parables of the Kingdom, 1935.
Hering, Le Royaume de Dieu et sa Venue, 1937.
W. Manson, Jésus the Messiah, 1943.
Before passing to Form-Criticism one should refer

to the works of Source-Criticism relevant to St. Mark.
They are in addition to the above-mentioned works of
Burkitt,

Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, 1899. 2nd edn. 1909 
Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, 1911,

but especially
Streeter, The Four Gospels, 1924, 5th imp. 1936.
It was the influence of Wrede which produced

Form-Criticiam /
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Form-criticism, which had a large bibliography in a 
short time. Most important are

K. L. Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, 
1919.

Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums, 
1919, (2nd Edn., 1935. E.T. by Woolf,
From Tradition to Gospel, 1934).

Bultmann, Die Geschichte der synoptisohen 
Tradition, 1921, 2nd Edn., 1931.^

Albertz, Die synoptischen Streitgesprache, 1921
Fascher, Die Formgeschichtliche Methods, 1924.
Easton, The Gospel before the Gospels, 1928.
Taylor, The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, 

1933.
Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the 

Gospels, 1935.
Dibelius, Gospel Criticism and Christology,

1935.
Special problems were raised by Formgeschichte 

and these have been followed up in various directions 
by

Bauernfeind, Die V/orte der Damonen im Markus- 
evangelium, 1927.

Lohmeyer, GaliTàft und Jerusalem, 1936
Das Abendmahl in der Urgemeinde, in 

Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. LVI,
Pt. Ill, 1937.

Lightfoot,Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels, 
1938.

Ebeling, Das Messiasgeheimnis und die
Botschaft des Markusevangelisten, 1939.

But we may separate especially the following, who 
have sought while retaining the theological approach 
of Formgeschichte, to avoid its negative approach to 
history. It is in their tradition especially that

I /
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en

I have sought to work.
Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testa

ment, 1931.
Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom, 1935.
History and the Gospel, 1938.
Richardson, The Miraole-8tories of the Gospels, 

1941.
Works on the Parables, though akin to Form-

Criticism, perhaps owe their inspiration more to the
first-mentioned older work. They are in addition to
that of Dodd;

Jillicher, Die Gleichnisrede Jesu, Vol. I, 1888, 
Vol. II, 1899.

A. T. Cadoux, The Parables of Jesus, 1932.
B. T. D. Smith, The Parables of the Synoptic

Gospels, 1937.
Commentaries on St. Mark's Gospel are both good

and numerous. The following are the most important,
the first three being very good indeed.

Menzies, The Earliest Gospel, 1901.
Rawlinson, The Gospel according to St. Mark 

(Westminster), 1925, 4th Edn. 1936.
Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des Markus, (Meyer), 

1937.
Swete, The Gospel according to St. Mark, 1898,

2nd Edn., 1908.
Klfistennann, Das Markusevangelium, (Handbuch 

zum N. T. ), 1907, 2nd Edn. 1926.
Lagrange, L 'Evangile selon Saint Marc, 1911 
Branscomb, The Gospel of Mark (Moffatt), 1937. 
Montefiore, The Synoptic Gospels, Vol. I, 1909.

And the following books on the Gospel are not strictly
commentaries:

J. Weiss, /
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nJ. Vv'eiss, Das alteste Evangelium, 1903
Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, 1925.
Among many works dealing with the situation of 

the early Church in which the Gospels were written, 
and giving other necessary background, the following 
perhaps are the most worth mention ;

Bousset, Kyrios Christos, 1913, 2nd Edn. 1921.
J. Weiss, Das Urchristentum, 1917.
Jackson and Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, 

Vol. I, Pts. I - V. (Pt. V. ed. Lake and 
Cadbury). The Acts of the Apostles, 1920- 
1933.'

Rawlinson, The New Testament Doctrine of the 
Christ, 1926.


