MARK'S GOSPEL
Introduction

Mark’s gospel was almost certainly the first gogpdbe written — Matthew and Luke both
seem to borrow from Mark as regards both ordercamtient and also an unknown source Q.
So here for the first time the words and worksesfus were remembered in a written form.
Throughout his gospel Mark bears witness to thetfat Jesus was the Messiah, the Son of
God. | believe Mark writes mainly in order to calén to faith, it's a withness document.

Mark himself was not an eyewitness to the event®berds, but he did travel quite a lot with
Paul and was Peter’s interpreter in Rome. Accagrtinchurch tradition (and an early
document appended to the manuscripts of Mark) dispgl was written in Italy (probably in
Rome). Traditionally the gospel has been dateddxt AD60 and ADG65, but | disagree
with that. Analysis of the scrolls from Qumranse® show fragments of Mark dating from
AD 50-55, and for me this makes much more senseilkes’'s gospel was written before Acts,
and it's hard to date Acts later than AD62-63.

As with all the synoptic gospels the material idesrthematically rather than by date.

Mark doesn't talk about the birth of Jesus (as Mait and especially Luke do) — I'm forced
to the conclusion that he didn’t consider it an amant part of the gospel.

The term ‘gospel’ derives from an old English wagddspel’ — which means good news.
However, the term wasn't first coined by Christiaksnong the Romans it meant joyful
tidings and was linked to the cult of emperor wgrgkagan celebrations of the emperor’s
birthday. The reports of such festivals were chilevangels” in the inscriptions and papyri
of the Roman Imperial Age. A calendar inscriptiooni about 9 B.C., found in Priene in
Asia Minor, says of the emperor Octavian (Augustttle birthday of the god was for the
world the beginning of joyful tidingahich have been proclaimed on his accoulmsdr.
Prieng 105, 40). This inscription is remarkably simitarMark’s initial line and it clarifies
the essential content of an evangel in the angientd: an historical event which introduces
a new situation for the worldn this perspective the Roman would understanckida
proclamation of Jesus the Messiah. Beginning wighibauguration of Jesus’ public ministry,
Mark announces Jesus’ coming as an event thatdabgut a radically new state of affairs
for mankind.

There is, however, another aspect to the meanifigospel.” Mark’s own understanding of
what constituted “joyful tidings” drew heavily ohé prophetic tradition of the Old
Testament, as the twofold citation of Ch. 1:2—-3 esa#lear. The explicit reference to Isaiah
indicates that the gospel receives its properpnétation only in the light of the coming
salvation promised in the prophetic word. Espegiallisaiah the Hebrew terms signifying
“good news” concern the announcement of futureagam, or of the time of salvation. In
this context to proclaim salvation on God’s auttyois itself a creative act; in a sense it
inaugurates the reality of which it speaks. Thi faoints up the difference between the
biblical concept of joyful tidings and that foundthe imperial cult. For the Roman an
evangel was retrospective, a reflection of the ysyevent which has already taken place. In
the prophetic word there is a distinctively forwdodking eschatological perspective. The
messenger of joy will announce the beginning oftifme of salvation and thereby introduce
it (cf. Isa. 52:7-10).



In keeping with this usage in Isaiah, Mark’s opgnerses center attention both on the
earliest apostolic preaching about “Jesus the Mbs#iie Son of God,” and on the joyful
tidings announced by Jesus himself (Ch. 1:14r.jhé initial phrase of Mark’s Gospel and
the summary of Jesus’ Galilean proclamation, thedwgospel” has not yet come to mean a
written document. It refers to a living word of leofstom the lips of an appointed messenger.

In Ch. 1:1 “gospel” is the technical term for Chias preaching, and the words which qualify
it should be understood objectively, “the good neascerninglesus the Messiah, the Son of
God.” Mark’s Gospel as a whole gives an interpeetiecount of the historical appearance of
Jesus; it is concerned with his teaching far lbas the other Gospels. Consistent with this
“Jesus the Messiah, the Son of God” in verse 1ldhmeiunderstood as the content of
Christian proclamation.

Mark 1:1-8

Mark emphasises that the good news regarding Jesigiseparably bound up with the
preparation provided by John the Baptist, whoséastmnserved to summon Jesus to the
wilderness. The word “beginning” has biblical aeeres which lend an awesome ring to the
opening phrase, and serves to recall that it is W@wal initiates redemption on behalf of men.
The coming of John signaled both the beginnindnefjoyful tidings of salvation and the
intrusion of the rule of God.

The citation formula, “even as it is written inisla the prophet,” indicates that the proper
context for understanding the gospel is the promidature salvation found in the latter half
of Isaiah. The citation which follows is a compedifuotation from Ex. 23:20; Mal. 3:1 and
Isa. 40:3, passages which evoke the image of tieeuioner Elijah. The blended citation
functions to draw attention to three factors whach significant to the evangelist in the
prologue: the herald, the Lord and the wildernbsthe verses which immediately follow,
the significance of each of these elements is esipbad by Mark, who sees in the coming of
John and Jesus to the wilderness the fulfilmeth®fpromised salvation of which the
prophet Isaiah had spoken. In stressing the eleofduatfilment at the beginning of his
account Mark conforms the narrative to the aposimieaching, in which the theme of
fulfilment was of strategic importance.

John the Baptist was the most important figurepioear in Israel for 400 years — because
they had no prophets during this time. Men clunthe hope that the “faithful prophet”
would appear, the Prophet like Moses, whose comvimgld signal the events of the “last
days” (Deut. 18:15-19; 1 Macc. 4:42-46; 14:41; 1Q31). The very fact of John’s
appearance was an eschatological event of thenfaighitude, and signified that the decisive
turning point in the history of salvation was ahfalt was John, the preacher of radical
repentance, who initiated the messianic crisissfeak of the gospel of Jesus is to speak of
the good news which began with John.

John the Baptist may have been a member of thenEsset at Qumran in his youth (we
know from Luke that his parents were old so he @@alsily have become an orphan and this
sect took in orphans), but his message differsadlgifrom theirs even though they both
centre on the wilderness and Isaiah 40:3.

From Mark’s perspective, John is important notHierown sake but as the beginning of the
unfolding drama of redemption which centers in desfuNazareth. The brevity of his
presentation of John serves to project into shaligfrtwo features of the Baptist’s ministry



which were of special significance to him: (1) Jeheareer was the result of divine
appointment in fulfilment of prophecy; (2) John éevitness to the supreme dignity and
power of the Messiah, whose coming was near.

Briefly and concisely verses 4-8 describe the B#ptministry. Mark focuses attention on
three elements in John’s ministry, each of whictelated to the OT prophecies with which
he has prefaced his Gospel: (1) John was a mdreafitderness; (2) he performed his
ministry of baptism in the wilderness, and so pregdhe way of the Lord; (3) he announced
one greater than himself who was to come after Bach detail of the five verses is related
to one or more of these three emphases.

Those who heard John would not have failed to neieeghe familiar prophetic call to
repentance. But in response to his preaching Jalteddor an action which was wholly
novel—baptism in the Jordan River. It has beenexiojed that John’s baptism was derived
from the Jewish practice of baptizing proselytedram the rites of initiation practiced at
Qumran. No clear line of dependence can be showapport of these theories. Baptism
appears rather as a unique activity of this prgphetophetic sign so striking that John
became known simply as “the Baptizer.”

The absence of qualifying clauses makes it diffitmlscertain the exact nuance in the
phrase, “a baptism of repentance for the forgivemésins.” The biblical concept of
repentance, however, is deeply rooted in the wiless traditiori’ In the earliest stratum of
OT prophecy, the summons to “turn” basically coesat return to the original relationship
with the Lord. This means a return to the beginmmh@od’s history with his people, a return
to the wilderness. Essential to the prophetic coneath repentance in Hosea, Amos and
Isaiah is the concept of Israel’s time in the wiltess as the period of true sonship to God, a
status into which the Lord is going to lead hisgleamnce again in a future time. Although
there is no trace of this understanding in orthadlewish circles in the first century, the
theology of the Qumran Community indicates thad gtrand of the prophetic tradition was
kept alive in sectarian JudaisthThe correlation between the wilderness and repertavas
not John’s innovation and must have been underdigdus contemporaries. John’s call to
repentance and his call to come out to him in théenness to be baptized are two aspects of
the same reality. It is a call to renew sonshithenwilderness. The peculiar urgency in the
call lies in the fact that the crisis of God’s fir&t is close at hand.

The same correlation should be seen between baptidithe wilderness. The summons to
be baptized in the Jordan meant that Israel museamnce more to the wilderness. As Israel
long ago had been separated from Egypt by a piggerthrough the waters of the Red Sea,
the nation is exhorted again to experience separatie people are called to a second
exodus in preparation for a new covenant with @umth John’s call to repentance and his
baptism are intelligible as aspects of the proghtegidition which expected the final salvation
of God to be unveiled in the wilderness.

Repentance in John’s proclamation is conditionethbyaction of God, who is about to enter
history in a definitive fashion. The opportunitydamrgency for repentance lie in the fact that
the one who will baptize with the Holy Spirit iosk at hand. As the people heed John’s call
and go out to him in the desert far more is invdltlgan contrition and confession. They
return to a place of judgment, the wilderness, wlilee status of Israel as God’s beloved son
must be re-established in the exchange of pridadarility. The willingness to return to the
wilderness signifies the acknowledgment of Israki&ory as one of disobedience and



rebellion, and a desire to begin once more. Jgmwslamation of the forgiveness of sins
provides the assurance that God extends gracelbasiyedgment. It is in the context of
judgment and grace that the people of Jerusalendaael go out to the wilderness to be
baptized by John.

John’s diet and clothing emphasise that he wasraahthe wilderness. They also remind us
of the prophet Isaiah. This identification is ma&glicit in chapter 9 (9:9-13).

John’s message is telescoped to focus upon a shngiee, the proclamation of a person still
to come who will baptize the people with the Hopir&. In referring to this new Baptizer,
whose dignity overshadowed his own, John avoidadittonal messianic terms. The
announcement is framed in accordance with Isragfectation either of the eschatological
coming of God himself or of his appointed repreagwe. The formulation, “the Coming
One,” echoes Mal. 3:1 f.; 4:5 f. with its warningncerning the Lord who comes suddenly in
sifting judgment, or Ps. 118:26 with its ascriptmfmpraise to “him who comes in the name of
the Lord.” The precise identity of the Coming Oeenained hidden, apparently, even from
John. “To come after someone” is technical ternagyglfor discipleship among the scribes
and rabbis of the first century, and this usagefiected in Jesus’ summons to ntercome

or follow afterhim (cf. Ch. 1:17). It is possible, therefore,tthahn is saying, “He who is
coming is a follower of mine.” Yet he affirms thad is not worthy of performing the most
menial task, from which even the Hebrew slave wé=ased, the removal of the master’s
sandals. In no stronger manner could the mysteshyttandignity of the Coming One be
emphasized.

The reference to the bestowal of the Spirit is appate to the wilderness context of John's
proclamation. Isaiah describes Israel’s trek inwliiderness as a march under the guidance
of the Spirit of God (Isa. 63:11); it was the Spivho gave the people rest in the wilderness
(Ch. 63:14). As the first exodus had been a gaamtpfinto the wilderness under the
leadership of God’s Spirit, the prophet announbessecond exodus as a time when there
will be a fresh outpouring of the Spirit (Chs. 32:244:3). With this concept in mind John
calls the people to the wilderness in anticipabbthe fulfilment of the prophetic promise. It
is this note of anticipation which Mark emphasibggeducing John’s message to two
statements, both of which point forward to someghimcome. They affirm that John is the
forerunner of the Messiah (Ch. 1:7) and that hjgtiben is a preparation for the messianic
baptism to come (Ch. 1:8).

Here John’s re-creating the crisis with which Jobnfronted Israel. We don't just need to
know who John was historically we need to compjetelderstand his mission.

verses 9-11

The baptism of Jesus. Jesus comes into the wédeno be baptised by John. The reference
to the Jordan links this with John’s previous b&ps. In submitting to John’s baptism Jesus
acknowledges the judgment of God upon Israel. Atsime time his baptism signifies that
his mission will be to endure the judgment of Gégsus comes to John as the true Israelite
whose repentance is perfect. idéhe beloved Son (his baptism doesn’'t make him &od’
son), but he comes to the wilderness because gomslst be reaffirmed in the wilderness.
John’s appearance in the wilderness, his callgermance and his baptism signify that the
time has come when God will execute a decisivenuelg from which a new Israel will
emerge. Jesus acknowledges this conviction whishrdwts in the prophetic tradition. He



comes to John as one willing to assume the brutiti®judgment. The bearing of its burden
constitutes his mission.

Many had come to the Jordan to be baptized by Jaltrgnly in the instance of Jesus, in
whom true submission to God was perfectly embodied the “coming up” from the water
answered by a “coming down” from above. The cossigaificance of this event is indicated
by the vision of the rending of the heavens, thedept of the Spirit and the testimony of the
voice from heaven. Mark’s distinctive language exshisa. 64:1, where the prophet prays,
“Oh that thou wouldstend the heavenshat thou wouldstome downthat the mountains
might quake at thy presence ...” The pattern had bstablished already in the first exodus
that God could not come down until the people heehtconsecrated (Ex. 19:10 f.). For this
reason Jesus expressed a vicarious confession of $iehalf of the many. He walked into
the waters of baptism in obedience to the FatlveitisHe had consecrated himself in faith,
even as every other man must do. But in this icgt&0d came down, and there was striking
attestation that sonship has been re-establisihedgh the one true Israelite whose
repentance was perfect.

The divine response to Jesus’ acknowledgment guttgment of God was the descent of the
Spirit as a dove and the voice from heaven. Botihede elements are to be associated with
the new exodus in the wilderness prophesied bghs@hs. 32:15; 44:3; 63:10-14). This
prophecy is fulfilled in proleptic fashion in thestent of the Spirit upon Jesus. It was in the
wilderness that Israel was first designated ashyoBod, and particularly the prophet Hosea
pointed forward to a time when God would renewdbsasonship in the wildernes&in

Jesus this ancient promise finds fulfilment prdgi®ecause his pilgrimage into the
wilderness was the only true exodus. Many went@udbhn but only Jesus understood that a
return to the wilderness involved the determinatmhve under the judgment of God.

The analogy between the Holy Spirit and a dove roasinderstood within a frame of
reference provided by the OT or post-biblical JadaiTwo interpretations commend
themselves more than others. (1) The referencarmn veiled allusion to Gen. 1:2, where
the brooding of the Spirit over the waters at ¢ogasuggested to Ben Zomea(A.D. 90) the
action of a dove. The descent of the Spirit sigsifnew creation, corresponding to the cosmic
overtones in the rending of the heavens. A latdition identified the Spirit in Gen. 1:2 as

the Spirit of the Messiah, which would be withhé&toim Israel until the nation was prepared
through repentance. Only rarely, however, did #iis identify the dove as a symbol of the
Holy Spirit. (2) More frequently the rabbis referthe dove as a symbol of the community of
Israel® and this association may have been in Mark’s mitdhe moment of his baptism
Jesus is the one true Israelite, in whom the @eaf God is concentrated. The descent of the
Spirit “as a dove” indicates that he is the unigeresentative of the new Israel created
through the Spirit.

In the voice from heaven God addresses Jesus asifjige Son, the object of his elective
love. In this expression of unqualified divine apgal there is recognition of Jesus’
competence to fulfill the messianic task for whighhas been set apart. It is common to find
in the pronouncement a reflection of Ps. 2:7 aad4&:1, but it is not a quotation and it is
legitimate to hear within it other echoes.

The declaration provides a unique appraisal ofsleBue designation “Son” is enriched by
the concept of the Servant of the Lord of Isa. 4But the primary emphasis is upon sonship.
In this context “Son” is not a messianic title, Imito be understood in the highest sense,
transcending messiahship. It signifies the unigtionship which Jesus sustains to the



Father, which exists apart from any thought ofaaddi function in history: Jesus is God’s
unique Son. The first clause of the declaratiori(\the verb in the present tense of the
indicative mood) expresses an eternal and esseelaionship. The second clause (the verb
is in the aorist indicative) implies a past chdimethe performance of a particular function in
history. The thought may be expressed in the foatran, Because you are my unique Son, |
have chosen you for the task upon which you aretaiocenter. The relationship between the
two clauses is exactly paralleled in the declaratibCh. 9:7, where the pronouncement of
the first clause, “This is my beloved Son,” furrestthe ground for the second, “listen to
him.” Jesus did ndtecomehe Son of God, at baptism or at the transfigaratheis the Son

of God, the one qualified to bestow the Holy Spiftie rending of the heavens, the descent
of the Spirit and the declaration of God do natralkesus’ essential status, but serve to
indicate the cosmic significance of Jesus’ subrorssd the Servant-vocation and affirm
God’s good pleasure in his Son. As such, the passeagks the high point of revelation in
the prologue to Mark’s Gospel and provides thespehsable background for all that
follows.

Jesus’ baptism must be seen from the aspect stliisoncealment. He was baptized as any
other person who came to John. There is no indicati Mark that anyone other than Jesus
understood the significance of that event. Onlyfithe perspective of the resurrection, and
the revelation that event made possible, is theereaf the Gospel able to enter into its
meaning. A. Schlatter well expresses its theoldgicmificance: “He associates himself with
sinners and ranges himself in the ranks of theyguibt to find salvation for himself, not on
account of his own guilt in his flight from the appching wrath, but because he is at one
with the Church and the bearer of divine mercy.”

verses 12-13

Jesus wadriven (sent not strong enough) out into the desert ttebmpted. He werdt once
emphasising the connection between the events.sfiheforces Jesus more deeply into the
wilderness. The references to 40 days recall Mestsy on Mt Sinai and Elijah’s
wandering through the desert to Mt Horeb. Marksthdtegive a detailed account of the
temptations. He doesn’t even record Jesus’s yicwer Satan. | think that's because Mark
sees temptation as going on throughout Jesus,sbfdesus’s whole life is a record of his
temptations.

Mark also refers to the ministering angels. Theihudtthe angel who guides and helps Israel
through the wilderness is prominent in many ofrtbgratives of the first exodus. The closest
parallel to the Marcan account, however, is pradidg 1 Kings 19:5-7 where an angel
supplies nourishment for Elijah in the barren wittess. Mark’s reference to a plurality of
angels indicates that Jesus is sustained by thargsrof God. There is no indication in Mark
that the service of the angels is withdrawn not ithserves to mark the termination of the
temptation. As Mauser remarks, “Mark thinks of temptation, the being with the animals
and the service of the angels as continuous ewetit® course of which all the forces of God
and Satan are simultaneously present.” This igp@nopriate description, for the Marcan
account of the ministry of Jesus is dominated yclnfrontation with demonic forces and
the sustaining of temptation. Jesus’ obediencedn i€ affirmed and sustainauthe
wildernessthe precise place where Israel’s rebellion hadigint death and alienation, in
order that the new Israel of God may be constituted

verses 14-20



Jesus calls his first disciples. It is significamit Jesus does not enter upon his own
distinctive ministry until after John has been sted. Mark’s formulation suggests that Jesus
is restrained by God from his ministry of proclaimatuntil the Baptist is removed from the
scene. His arrest indicates that the time has domkesus to act. Jesus enters into Galilee
proclaiming the gospel of God.

What is meant by the gospel is set out in verseJEsus declares that the critical moment has
come, God is beginning to act in a new and decisiag, bringing his promise of ultimate
redemption to fulfilment. By His sovereign decisi@od makes this point in time the critical
one in which all the moments of promise and ful&lmin the past find their significance in
one awesome moment. In comparison with John’s pneggcthe distinctive note sounded by
Jesus is the emphasis upon fulfilment.

What Jesus meant when he affirmed that the kingofo@od had drawn near is nowhere
explicitly defined. The emphasis upon the “kingdohgwever, links his proclamation to the
self-revelation of God in the OT and stresses thiguity between the new and older
revelation. In announcing “the kingdooh God” the accent falls upon God’s initiative and
action. The kingdom of God is a distinctive compuna redemptive history. It belongs to
the God who comes and invades history in ordeetor® man’s redemption. The emphasis
falls upon God whas doing something and who will do something thaigaltly affects men
in their alienation and rebellion against himself.

The kingdom may be proclaimed as near, if God’ssikx action in its realization has
already begun. John’s ministry had centered upemutgent demand for repentance because
God was about to act decisively in bringing amdrgpeople “the Coming One.” Jesus then
proclaims that the kingdom has drawn near, andeahd proclamation is veiled, Mark
clearly understands that it is Jesus’ own appearainich is the decisive event in the
redemptive plan of God. The coming of the kingdemains future, but it is certain precisely
because God has begun to bring it to pass in tmengpof his Son. The kingdom has drawn
near,spatiallyin the person of Jesus who embodied the kingdoawmeiled wayand
temporallybecause it is the only event which takes plaaar poi the end. In the person of
Jesus men are confronted by the kingdom of Gotsingarness. A faithful response to the
proclamation of the gospel is imperative.

The summons to “repent and believe in the gosgatibi new, but a fresh reiteration of the
word addressed to men through the prophets. Butdtesof urgency in the summons to
repent is sharpened, for now the nature of thegjasglearer than ever before. The brief
parable of the fig tree preserved by Mark in Ch283choes Jesus’ proclamation that the
kingdomhas come neaand clarifies why the nearness of the kingdom isesaadical
demands upon men: “When the branch becomes tend¢ha leaves are about to sprout,
you know that the summéas come near”j.e., the summer ithe next thinghat comes.
Jesus’ action in confronting Satan, sin, diseaskedaath, and subduing nature is the sign that
the end stands as the next act of God in man’sduRrovision has been made for men to
repent, but there is no time for delay. Only thiougpentance can a man participate with joy
in the kingdom when it does break forth. Jesusraiegly calls men to radical decision.

In Jesus men are confronted by the word and &@bdf he himself is the crucial term by
which belief and unbelief come to fruition. Jesusgaims the kingdom not to give content
but to convey a summons. He stands as God’s fined wf address to man in man’s last



hour.Either a man submits to the summons of Godhe chooses this world and its riches
and honor. The either/or character of this decigarf immense importance and permits of
no postponement. That is what repentance is allitabbe radicalness of Jesus’ kingdom
proclamation is well caught in the agraphon, “Heovidinear me is near to the fire; he who is
far from me is far from the kingdom”: Jesus hims#ibugh veiled in the midst of men,
becomes the crucial term by which men enter thgdom of God, or exclude themselves
from it. What he does is the work of God.

As the first act of the Galilean mission Mark resdhe calling of Simon and Andrew to be
fishers of men. Jesus found these brothers workénfishermen on the shores of the Sea of
Galilee, elsewhere designated the Lake of Gennesiatiee Sea of Tiberias. The inland sea,
which was twelve miles in length and six miles asrat its widest point, provided a point of
access between Galilee and Perea. There were manyg aind fishing villages especially on
the western and northern shores. The waters tewitiedife, and when Jesus summoned the
brothers they were casting their nets into the sea.

Jesus’ word to Simon and Andrew was rememberetsfervidness and urgency: “Come
after me, and | will make you fishers of men.” Tdal to come after someone implies
discipleship because it is the disciple who bredksther ties to follow his master as a
servant. Yet far more than this was involved in¢hk to become “fishers of men.” In the
OT prophetic tradition it's God who is a fishermmén. The fishing metaphor was kept alive
at Qumran and there it's the judgment aspect ofrta@phor which was stressed. It is this
understanding which provides the key both to tlgency in Jesus’ summons of Simon and
Andrew and to the radical obedience they displaggdsponding to his call. The summons
to be fishers of men is a call to the eschatolddask of gathering men in view of the
forthcoming judgment of God.

The immediate function of those called to be fist@rmen is to accompany Jesus as
witnesses to the proclamation of the nearnesseokitigdom and the necessity for men to
turn to God through radical repentance.

On this same occasion Jesus saw the sons of Zeklesees and John, in their boat preparing
the nets for another night’s fishing. The termsvinich they were called are not explicitly
stated, but the intimate relationship of these itveidents indicates that they also are
summoned to be fishers of men. The stress in Mdmkés report falls upon the sovereign
authority in Jesus’ call, and the radical obediesicégames and John. So compelling is the
claim of Jesus upon them that all prior claims linegr validity. Their father, the hired
servants, the boat and the nets are left behitldegscommit themselves in an exclusive
sense to follow Jesus. The urgency in Jesus’ ndltlae radical obedience of the fishermen
pose the question, “Who, then, is this who callB?& use of the fisher image in proximity to
Jesus’ proclamation summarized in Ch. 1:15 providesanswer; it is the eschatological

Lord who calls. He summons men by an act of grasetve as agents of the kingdom drawn
near, who shall gather a people for judgment.

Jesus will make these disciples fishers of men.atttrey will become depends upon their
following him.

Verses 21-28



Jesus now gives a new teaching — with authoritgpakently the four fishermen went with
him — “they went ...... ”. Probably that's where tishermen lived, certainly it was a town by
the lakeside. Mark concentrates upon a single &habbhen Jesus’ synagogue teaching
provoked the astonishment of the congregation. kMen’t really interested in explaining
what it was that Jesus taught his real focus iheauthority of Jesus’s teaching and the
response of the people to that teaching. Jesusl,ypoesented with a sovereign authority
which permitted neither debate nor theoreticakxibn, confronted the congregation with
the absolute claim of God upon their whole persesus’ teaching recalled the categorical

demand of the prophets rather than scribal traditio

Within the synagogue there was a man possessedl lnycéean spirit. His personality had
been damaged to the point that the demonic powkusarped the center of his self, and
spoke through him. The disturbance which Jesugibrvas expressed in the excited response
of this man, who sensed in Jesus a threat to Iysexéstence. His cry of terror, expressed in
verse 24, is laden with the language of defenseaesidtance. The demoniac does not
confess the dignity of Jesus, but uses the acceégted of opposition in the attempt to
disarm him. The note of conflict implied is impamt, for the demonic power understands
more clearly than the people the decisive sigmifteaof the presence of Jesus. In the
guestion “What haveve to do with you?” it is natural to find a referertoeall of the demonic
powers who shall be destroyed by Jesus. But Issdistinctly possible that the demoniac
identifies himself with the congregation and spefats their perspective: Jesus’ presence
entails the danger of judgment for all present.

That the demonic powers possess a certain knowlgfdgesus’ identity is clear from the cry
of recognition, “I know who you are, the Holy OnkeGod.” The unclean spirit recognizes
Jesus as the Holy One of God, the Bearer of thg Bpirit, and between the Holy Spirit and
an unclean spirit “there exists a deadly antith#ss the demons know.” The people address
Jesus as ‘Teacher’, ‘Son of David’ or ‘Master’ et demons know he’s the ‘Son of God’
and they'’re trying to gain mastery over him by gdiis real name.

Jesus rebuked the unclean spirit with the words, sStBenced! Come out of him.” The
defensive address of the demon was powerless hiti®sovereign command of Jesus. In
contrast to contemporary exorcists, who identifleemselves by name or by relationship to
some deity or power, who pronounced some speledopned some magical action, Jesus
utters only a few direct words, through which His@ute authority over the demonic power
that had held the man captive was demonstrateduiitiean spirit convulsed the possessed
man, and with a loud shriek left him.

The silencing and expulsion of the demon is th@pod that judgment which Jesus has come
to initiate. To have allowed the defensive utteeaot.the demon to go unrebuked would have
been to compromise the purpose for which Jesus gaméhe world, to confront Satan and
strip him of his power. As such, this initial adtexorcism in the ministry of Jesus is
programmatic of the sustained conflict with the deswhich is a marked characteristic in
the Marcan presentation of the gospel.

The people were utterly astonished and alarmedsatsIword. The same measure of
authority with which they had been confronted is t@aching was demonstrated in the word
of command to the demon. There had been no teabnimquspells or incantations, no
symbolic act. There had been only the word. It'ew teaching with authority.



Verses 29-31

Jesus now heals Peter’'s mother in law. The acdsuald from Peter’s viewpoint and Jesus
isn't mentioned. There’s a clear connection wité kast incident in the synagogue indicating
the healing occurred on the Sabbath. Probablizdlee shared by Peter and Andrew wasn’t
too far from the synagogue. Salvation had confeetier's house in response to his radical
obedience.

Verses 32-34

We now look at a healing of the sick in the eveniAgain this is connected to the previous
narratives by the time sequence, the referendeetdaor of the home of Peter and Andrew,
and the detail of the silencing of the demons. Adeator seems excited — “they brought all
that were sick”; “all the city was gathered at tloor.” The time was early evening and the
Sabbath was just over. Twice in this passage 132, 34) and in Ch. 6:13 a clear

distinction is observed between general sicknedslamonic possession. It is unwarranted to
obscure such distinctions with the hypothesis Wiait was described in antiquity as
possession by demons is identical with various soofipsychoses recognized today by the
medical profession.

Jesus responded to the expectations of those whe, deealing the sick and expelling the
demons. The term “many,” in the statement thatslasaled “many that were sick,” is used
inclusively and is equivalent to the “all” of ver32.

It is not adequate to read this narrative as art@success in the initial phase of the
Galilean mission. The people come to Jesus, na@tusecthey recognized his dignity and
function but because it is rumored that a miraabeker has come in their midst. Jesus had
come to preach repentance and the nearness ahtijagokn but the people think only of relief
from pain and affliction. They fail to perceive thignificance of Jesus’ conflict with
demonic power. In compassion and grace Jesus extertdem authentic healing, but it is
not primarily for this purpose that he has comeheBmorning he withdraws from the village
and the clamoring crowds.

Verses 35-39

Jesus decides to leave Capernaum. Again theisttold from Peter’'s perspective (don't
forget that Mark was Peter’s interpreter). The fhat Jesus left the village while it was yet
dark and sought a solitary place where he prayadasesting from two points of view. (1)

To describe the site of prayer Mark uses a dowdrha tneaning literally “wilderness place.”
The description is inappropriate geographically the land about Capernaum was cultivated
during this period. Its reference is to a placeaditude which in some sense recalls the
wilderness. This is confirmed from the other twassges where this terminology occurs
(Chs. 1:45; 6:31-33). These passages share cttaial characteristics with Ch. 1:35: in
each instance reference to the wilderness-plaoeeded by an account of Jesus’ preaching
and power; he then withdraws from the multitudechtseeks his gifts, with the result that
the people (in Ch. 1:35-37 their representatives3ye him to the solitary place to which he
has gone. These texts suggest that Jesus delipevittedraws from the people to return to

an area which has the character of the wildernéssewhe encountered Satan and sustained
temptation. The nature of the temptation in easkaimce may be related to the clamor of the

10



crowds, who are willing to find in Jesus a divinesmwho meets their needs and so wins
their following. The people, however, have no cqtios of what it means to go out to the
wilderness to bear the burden of judgment, as Jessisione. He turns from their acclaim,
returning to a place which recalls his determimatmfulfil the mission for which he has
come into the world. The passages which speak wfilterness place” thus refer back to the
prologue to the Gospel, with its distinctive wildess-theology.

(2) The second point of interest is the referencgesus’ praying. In Mark’s Gospel Jesus is
seen in prayer only three times: at the beginninge®account, when his ministry is being
defined (Ch. 1:35), in the middle after the feedifighe five thousand (Ch. 6:46), and near
the conclusion when Jesus is in Gethsemane (CB2142). These three occasions have the
character of a critical moment. The setting foudéprayer in each instance is night and
solitude, for even in Gethsemane Jesus is quiteeatospite of the three disciples who are
separated a short distance from him. The situagain recalls the wilderness when Jesus
confronts the temptation of Satan, and is sustdnydakelp from God. His strength is in
prayer through which he affirms his intention tdfifahe will of God, which means his
submission to the judgment of God on behalf ofrttaany who return to the wilderness
without understanding.

When the crowds returned to the house in the eapentof finding Jesus, Simon and those
with him, presumably Andrew, James and John, sologhitim. There is a note of reproach

in the statement, “All are seeking for you,” whicteans, What are you doing here when you
should be in the midst of the multitude who arerdang for you? A very considerable
impression had been made in Capernaum, and inigtaken thinking of the fishermen it
was this response which Jesus had sought to elicit.

Jesus’ answer indicates their failure to understandor his mission. Acts of healing and
expulsion of demons, as much as proclamation,ledtaidisclosure of the nature of the
kingdom of God and constituted a demand for degidy his decision a person was
qualified for participation in the kingdom or madktor judgment. The crowds that gathered
in Capernaum had made their decision, but it cooldbe the appropriate one because it
involved not repentance but attraction to Jesws@rformer of miracles. That is why Jesus
interrupts the miracles to go elsewhere to procfdima gospel of God.” His purpose is not to
heal as many people as possible as a manifestatitie kingdom of God drawn near in his
person, but to confront men with the demand foisiea in the perspective of God’s
absolute claim upon their person.

Jesus travelled throughout Galilee which was fllaoge villages — Galilee was a very rich
agricultural land and the villages according toepdss all had 15,000 people or more. Jesus
confronted them all with the absolute claim of God.

Verses 40-45

This little section deals with the cleansing oépdr. In Jesus’s time a whole variety of skin
diseases were described as leprosy, including whatow call leprosy. But, whatever this
man was suffering from life would have been miskrdtr him. He would have been subject
to the Levitical rules “The leper who has the déseshall wear torn clothes and let the hair of
his head hang loose, and he shall cover his ugpand cry, ‘Unclean, unclean’. He shall
remain unclean as long as he has the diseasephelean; he shall dwell alone in a
habitation without the camp” (Lev. 13:45 f.). Rabb refinement of that Levitical

legislation imposed many practical difficulties mpthe leper, for even a chance encounter
between the leper and the non-leper could ren@gendhn-leper unclean. Lepers were allowed
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to live unhampered wherever they chose, exceptrinsdlem and other cities which had been
walled from antiquity. They could even attend tiieagyogue services if a screen was
provided to isolate them from the rest of the ceggtion. In spite of these two provisions,
however, leprosy brought deep physical and memnigliah for both the afflicted individual
and the community in which or near which he lived.

This leper had evidently heard about Jesus’s mivasthealing powers and came to him to
be relieved of this terrible affliction.

Jesus is outraged at the ravages that diseaserbaghtvon this man and in compassion
reaches out and touches him. The touch of Jessisigraificant from two points of view.
From the perspective of the leper it was an unheaett of compassion which must have
moved him deeply and strengthened him in his cdiovidhe had not asked for help in vain.
From the perspective of Jesus’ relationship tactiiec and ritual system, it indicated that he
did not hesitate to act in violation of its regudats — here he was making himself ritually
unclean — when the situation demanded: “the cer@ahlaw gives place to the law of love
when the two come into collision.” Jesus’ touch amlsovereign pronouncement mean the
same thing: “I will, be clean.” This was not a [stig pronouncement, as is made clear in
verses 43-44, but a declaration that healing wimlldw immediately and completely. The
text describes an instantaneous radical healinghwias visible to all who met the man.

Jesus commanded the man two things. Firstly, davstimself to the priests and to offer the
sacrifices the Law demanded — the procedure iswgah Leviticus 14:2-31, and secondly to
be silent concerning his healing, but the man aiget this second instruction (we don’t
know if he obeyed the first) and this caused Jssesangelistic ministry to be compromised.

This was an important incident as it terminatesigegreaching tour of Galilean villages and
provides a point of transition to the five conflaatcounts which follow. The rabbis of
Jesus’s time said it was as difficult to heal aelegs to raise the dead. The cleansing of the
leper indicates the new character of God’s actioringing Jesus among men. Salvation
transcends cultic and ritual regulations, whicheyeowerless to arrest the hold that death
had upon the living, and issues in radical healing.

Chapter 2

The whole of chapter 2 and the beginning of chaptare about Jesus’s conflict with the
Pharisees in Galilee. The Pharisees are offengdédus’s action they said ‘he blasphemes’
(2:7), ‘he eats with publicans and sinners’ (2:48)l much more. The reaction of the scribes
and the Pharisees calls forth a powerful reactiomflesus.

Let’s begin by looking at the authority to forgisms which Jesus claimed, surrounding his
healing of a paralysed man.

Verses 2:1-12

Here Jesus returns from the wilderness to Caperna@sus’ preaching was interrupted by
the arrival of a small party of men who carriedaagbyzed man on a mattress. It is impossible
to say anything definite about the nature of th@'siaffliction beyond the fact that he was
unable to walk. The determination of those who ghithim to Jesus suggests that his
condition was wretched. When they were unable ¢althrough the crowd they ascended a
stairway on the side of the house to the flat mhbich they broke open in order to lower the
man before Jesus. Jesus recognized this bold expexti an expression of faith: the four
clearly believed that he had the power to healrtias.
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Jesus’ response to their faith was the unexpettdeinsent, “Son, your sins are forgiven!”
The pronouncement was startling because it seemaggbiopriate and even irrelevant to the
immediate situation. Jesus obviously perceivetitttamans greatest need was for spiritual
healing. That’s not to say that the man’s sinfagheaused his sickness, Jesus never taught
that, but he clearly badly needed a spiritual IngaliNevertheless, Jesus’ pronouncement of
pardon is the recognition that man can be genuivalyle only when the breach occasioned
by sin has been healed through God’s forgivenesmef

The scribes, who are introduced into the Marcaorneat this point, were men who were
schooled in the written Law of God and its orakmpretation. They were admitted to a closed
order of legal specialists only after they wererdee fully qualified and had been set apart
through the laying on of hands. They are mentidnegliently in Mark’s Gospel but only
once is the reference favorable (Ch. 12:28-34)guesdians of the teaching office they
challenged Jesus concerning both his message anefhsal to submit to thealakha the

oral law, which the scribes regarded as bindinigsiauthority.

The scribes who were present on this occasion efé@aded by Jesus’ declaration. In the OT
God alone can forgive sins, and later Judaism adhserupulously to this understanding.
The Messiah would exterminate the godless in Iscaigéh demonic power and protect his
people from the reign of sin, but the forgiveneksins was never attributed to him. Jesus
proclaimed the remission of sins like a prophebé?n. 12:13, “And Nathan said to David,
‘The Lord has pardoned your sins’ ”). The scribgected this pretension to the prophetic
office as so much arrogance. They sensed in Jdeakdration of forgiveness an affront to
the majesty and authority of God, which is the Besef blasphemy.

Mark introduces the offense of blasphemy earlyisngospel and it would later become a
basis for the accusation of Jesus before the Sanhed

Jesus’ pronouncement was clearly ambiguous. ThiBgaity was consistent with the
indirectness of revelation which characterizednhiisistry; there was both a revealing and a
veiling of his dignity. In the declaration of verSehere was nothing which suggested his
personalpower over sin. The reaction of the scribes da¢smply that they have understood
otherwise. They object to Jesus’ conviction thatéwe speak for God. Jesus did exercise the
divine prerogative but in a veiled way that couddrbcognized unambiguously only after the
resurrection.

Jesus sensed the sharp disapproval of the scridedraw the attention of those present to it
by addressing them with the pointed question,t“éasier to say to a paralysed man ‘Your
sins are forgiven’ or to say ‘Arise, pick up youattness and walk’?” Jesus’ use of a counter-
guestion in situations of debate recurs in otherati@es (Mark 3:4; 11:30; 12:37), and
appears to be characteristic of his response tiicollt is important to appreciate its
significance here. The scribes might think thaeelaration of forgiveness is easier than one
of healing, the efficacy of which would be openrtomediate verification. This judgment
seems to lie behind their contemptuous questiorhydbes this fellow speak like this?”
(verse 7). By use of a counter-question Jesusastgdl their facile assumption that he has
acted irresponsibly as a dispenser of cheap gha&lso prepares for the word of healing
which demonstrates that forgiveness has actuaéiy bealized in the experience of the
afflicted man. It is the declaration of forgivenedsich is the more essential—and the more
difficult—of the two actions.

Verse 10 constitutes a well-knowrux in the interpretation of this pericope. Structlysal
there is an awkward change of addressee in thelenoddhe verse. Jesappearsto be
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addressing the scribes: “But that you may know tihatSon of Man has authority on earth to
forgive sins”; the text, however, proceeds with afieupt transition, “he says to the paralytic,
‘I say unto you ..."”

It's surprising that Jesus calls himself the SoMah so early in the gospel. In Mark Jesus’s
identity is largely hidden until after he reveaimbkelf to the disciples before he goes to
Jerusalem.

This is the only place in the Gospel where the pamf sins is associated with the Son of
Man. Nowhere else in the Synoptic or apocalypadition (other than the corresponding
account in Luke 5) is it suggested that the Sodanh can forgive sins. It was only in the

light of the resurrection that the primitive Chureltognized unequivocally the full extent of
Jesus’ authority. Jesus demonstrated in this intithat he was more than a prophet; the
power manifested in the remission of sins and tadihg of the paralyzed man belonged
properly to him. The risen Christ still exerciske temission of sins on earth. The purpose of
Mark’s commentary is to make the community of badis aware that they have experienced
the messianic forgiveness of the Son of Man.

When Jesus caused the paralytic to walk beforeyhs of his critics, they were forced to
recognize that this declaration of forgiveness eeh effective. The inter-relationship of
forgiveness and healing is emphasized by the cemriuo the narrative: having received the
forgiveness of God, the afflicted man receivesihgalThis is the nature of the salvation
which Jesus brings. The healing of the paralytis mare than a display of mercy to a
wretched man. The announcement and presentati@dickl healing to a man in his entire
person was a sign of the Kingdom of God drawn riEae. paralytic experienced the
fulfilment of God’s promise that the lame would shan the joy of the coming salvation (Isa.
35:6; Jer. 31:8). The demonstration that God hawlecoear to his people was startling.

Verses 13-14

Jesus calls a tax collector. The call of Levinssgented in its barest essentials. Mark records
his name, his occupation, the word addressed tahuirhis response. No attempt is made to
identify him further. Moreover, when the evangetestords the names of those whom Jesus
chose to be with him (Ch. 3:13-19), there is nenegice to “Levi the son of Alphaeus.”
These facts indicate that in Ch. 2:14 Mark is coned to illustrate the radical character of
Jesus’ call, and that it is the nature of the cather than the name of the one called, which is
of primary importance.

Levi’'s seat of customs was located at Capernauenijrigt site of importance around the
northern end of the Sea encountered by travelters the territory of Herod Philip and from
the Decapolis. Levi would be a Jewish tax offianathe service of Herod Antipas. Such
officials were detested everywhere and were clagstcthe vilest of men. The practice of
leasing the customs duty of a district at a fixech®ncouraged gross oppression by tax
officers anxious to secure as large a profit asiptes When a Jew entered the customs
service he was regarded as an outcast from sobietyas disqualified as a judge or a
witness in a court session, was excommunicated fhensynagogue, and in the eyes of the
community his disgrace extended to his family.

In two inscriptions from Magnesia and Ephesus ssfee is made to “those who are
concerned with the toll on fish.” Apparently fistere taxed in these Asian cities, and it is
possible that a toll on incoming fish was colledie@apernaum as well. It is probable that
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Levi knew the fishermen who accompanied Jesus. &ehave also known Jesus, who spent
considerable time in Capernaum. This would do ntaaxplain his response to Jesus when
he was called to discipleship.

The important thing about this story is Levi’s iniree response to his call and his radical
obedience to Jesus’s brief summons. He just alertdeverything and got up and followed
Jesus.

Verses 15-17

Jesus eats with sinners. It would seem that ps@t@aneous expression of joy, Levi
immediately threw a banquet for his fellow tax eotbrs and friends. The term ‘sinners’ is
technical in this context for a class of people weve regarded by the Pharisees as inferior
because they showed no interest in the scribaltitvadWith the derisive epithet “the people
of the land,” the scribes often dismissed as inequential the common people who
possessed neither time nor inclination to regulade conduct by Pharisaic standards. They
were particularly despised because they did nothear food in a state of ceremonial
cleanness and because they failed to separatighibelthe designation “sinners” as used by
the scribes is roughly equivalent to “outcasts.& Jdint expression “publicans and sinners”
denotes well-known and despised classes amongtme

The Pharisees and their scribes were the spidestendants of thigasidimwho had
distinguished themselves by zeal for observantkeof.aw in spite of the repressive
measures of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. They were gedgloted to the Law and strictly
governed their own life by the interpretation pasdewn in the scribal tradition. They
criticized Jesus because he failed to observeistiaction between “the righteous” and “the
sinners” which was an essential component of fhieiry. As a teacher of the Law he should
have recognized that it was inappropriate for rometline at table with the men gathered in
Levi's house.

Jesus silenced their protest with a traditionalerb: “the healthy have no need of a
physician, but rather the sick.” With this maxinhieh the Pharisees recognized as valid,
Jesus implied that it was his responsibility toasitable fellowship with excisemen and the
despised common people. He is willing to adoptsitrébal distinction between the righteous
and sinners, but limits his own activity to the aagts.

| see in this meal an anticipation of the messiaaiequet in heaven. When Jesus broke
bread with the outcasts, Messiah ate with thenisatable and extended to them fellowship
with God. Mark’s interest in recording this inciddies precisely in the demonstration of
forgiveness which it affords. It takes its placeyveaturally with the two preceding sections
of the Gospel (Ch. 2:1-12, 13-14) as a sovereigmdstration of the forgiveness of sins.
The meal was an extension of the grace of God arah#cipation of the consummation
when Messiah will sit down with sinners in the Kalogn of God.

Verses 18-22
Jesus speaks about fasting.

Having exhibited Jesus’ relationship to sin andhers, Mark turns to the issues of fasting and
observance of the Sabbath. In these next narratiisesvident that opposition to Jesus has
become heightened and outspoken (Ch. 2:18, 2#adhes a point of culmination in the
decision to seek his death (Ch. 3:6). The issdasting may have been important to the
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community within which Mark wrote since he bringgéther three statements of the Lord
which have a bearing upon it.

In verse 17 Mark talks about the disciples of Jahd the Pharisees (the Pharisees as such
didn’t have disciples although individual scribégd)dasting. Under Jewish Law fasting was
only obligatory on one day — the Day of Atonemelnitthis context it's a preparation for
cleansing after repentance. However by Jesusksfiisting on Monday and Thursday each
week had become traditional amongst the Pharisé@®’s disciples were presumably
fasting simply as an expression of their repentance

The demand to know why Jesus’s disciples do notigasgitical in intention; the unidentified
guestioners wish to expose the disciples of Jestiwir disadvantage. In all probability
many of them had been disciples of John who wepe&xrd to maintain the discipline
encouraged by their master.

Jesus, in typical debate fashion, poses a coun&stigpn designed to center attention on the
new situation created by his presence with thapless. He replies: “Can the bridal guests
mourn during the bridal celebrations?” The statetmnaay be proverbial for any inappropriate
action, since a wedding was a time of great joyfestivity, heralded by music and gala
processions. To fast in the presence of the groooldibe unthinkable. Although the image
of the wedding feast was sometimes used by thegablexpress the joy of the messianic
era, neither in the OT nor in later Jewish literatwas the Messiah represented as the
bridegroom®* It is important to stress this fact, for it indiea that Jesus’ statement would not
have been recognized by his disciples or his advieisas an explicitly messianic assertion.
Jesus speaks of himself in an implicit, veiled nearbvecause he has not yet spoken openly
and in detail to his disciples about his distinetiission (see Ch. 8:32). The messianic
significance of this use of the bridal image wademstood only latet> The central
comparison between the wedding festivities andsleksciples lies irthe joy which they
possess in their mastelesus emphasizes this with his answer to thieatrguestion. The
reason for the fundamentally different positiorhaf disciples is that “the bridegroom is with
them,” and in his presence they experience joynkirethis veiled level of parabolic speech
something significant is said: an expression of@elis inappropriate to the new situation
which has come with Jesus’ presence.

Jesus is both the center and the cause of th&é@wis disciples experience. Yet this
condition will not remain undisturbed. Jesus reféno a period when the bridegroom would
be taken away and then his disciples would undsidtae meaning of sorrow.

Like the bridal metaphor, the sayings about the gamnent and the new wine describe
inappropriate actions (using valuable new clotmend a tattered garment; pouring
fermenting new wine into worn-out damaged wineskihsthis context the meaning of these
sayings is quite specific. If Jesus’ disciples werpursue the Pharisaic practice or continue
to emulate the Baptist, they would be like peopt®wwut a new piece of cloth on an old
garment, or who pour new wine into old skins. Thecpice of John’s disciples was oriented
to preparation for the coming of the Kingdom, esglcin its aspect of judgment. That is
why they fast. Jesus, on the other hand, cameaginaiclg that the time was fulfilled, and it is
his presence which is the decisive element oflfu#nt. The behavior of his disciples reflects
the joyful certainty of the breaking in of the tirmesalvation. They experience the joy of the
Kingdom because they belong to him.

Verses 23-28
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Jesus has a controversy over the Sabbath.

The disciples action in plucking grain in a fielésJvegitimate. The Mosaic Law provided
explicitly that “when you come into your neighboswnding grain, then you may pluck the
ears with your hands, but you shall not bring &lsicto your neighbor’s standing grain”
(Deut. 23:25). The disciples’ conduct came underdtitical scrutiny of the Pharisees only
because it occurred on the Sabbath. The actiotuokipg grain was interpreted as reaping,
an act of work in violation of the Sabbath restapag on the Sabbath was formally
prohibited by the Mosaic Law (Ex. 34:21), and of 89 main categories of work forbidden
on the Sabbath in the Mishnah, the third is reaping

Among the scribes it was assumed that a teacherespensible for the behavior of his
disciples. For this reason the Pharisees addresspttotest directly to Jesus. They raise a
guestion ohalakha of what is legally permitted or prohibited, pgobawvith the intention of
satisfying the legal requirement of a warning pt@prosecution for Sabbath violation.

Jesus’s reply is a bit strange because (i) theiteSamuel doesn’t say this incident took
place on the Sabbath and (ii) at the time Ahimelgak high priest not Abiathar. As regards
(i) it seems to have become the tradition by Jesusie that this incident took place on the
Sabbath. As regards (ii) it's either an errorhia manuscript or it was inserted by Mark to
show the section of Samuel where the text coulibbed. More generally, the fact that God
does not condemn David for his action indicates tt@ narrowness with which the scribes
interpreted the Law was not in accordance withiéiner of Scripture. Jesus argues that the
tradition of the Pharisees is unduly stringenteagmards details and exceeds the intention of
the Law.

It's interesting that verse 27 follows an old conmtaey on Exodus. There is twice recorded
in the Mekilta, the Tannaitic commentary on Exodhs,dictum of Rabbi Simeon ben
Menasyaa. 180 A.D.) that “the Sabbath is delivered overyiour sake, but you are not
delivered over to the Sabbath.” The Mekilta intesathat Rabbi Simeon was remembered
especially because of this striking pronouncemuauntno more than the statement and its
ground in Scripture is given. The fact that theteient is twice recorded, and that no
attempt is made to deny or challenge its valid#ysufficient indication that there is nothing
specifically “un-Jewish” about Jesus’ pronouncenmnthe Sabbath. Verse 27 should be
recognized, in the absence of clear evidence todhe&ary, as an authentic pronouncement
of Jesus expressing God’s purpose in establishimgéventh day as a period of joy and
refreshment. The divine intention was in no wayingfed by the plucking of heads of grain
on the part of Jesus’ disciples. The pronouncemewerse 27 rounds off the pericope and
constitutes its key point: the Sabbath was madenfor’'s enjoyment.

In verse 28, we need to understand Jesus’s trudtylig he is Lord of the Sabbath.
Chapter 3
Verses 1-6

The healing of the man with the withered hand fotheslast of this first series of five
conflict narratives. It takes its place at thismiaiaturally by topical association with the
previous incident and demonstrates that Jesug isdtd of the Sabbath. The high point of
the incident lies less in the act of healing thathie conflict between Jesus and his
adversaries, in which they are left silent befasesovereign word. It is striking that Jesus
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takes the initiative in asking what is permittedtba Sabbath, and that his adversaries are

silent before his question. This pattern recurthéseries of controversies which took place
in Jerusalem: in Ch. 12:34 Mark notes that no arediquestion Jesus further, while in Ch.
12:35 Jesus himself seizes the initiative in thectding conflict narrative.

The healing may well have taken place in the sygagat Capernaum, but we can't be sure,
it could have been any of the Galilean towns. Gardrupts over the healing of a man who
is just a silent participant. Jesus’s adversaviexe convinced that he was a violator of the
Sabbath, their attitude is well expressed by tagestent of a synagogue ruler (Luke 13:14).
It was an accepted principle that “any dangerfeotikes precedence over the Sabbath.” The
scribes, however, had determined precisely in whades it was proper to speak of
immediate danger to life, and to what extent aidld¢de granted. In none of the recorded
healings which Jesus performed on the Sabbath vibaldcribes have agreed that there was
any immediate threat to life. The presence in fmagogue of opponents who were
scrutinizing Jesus’ activity indicates that theyr@veonvinced of his ability to heal. They did
not regard his capability as extraordinary but pswaer he shared with others who did not
exercise it on the Sabbath.

Jesus commanded the man with the withered hartdrid ¢ the midst of the assembled
congregation, and then posed to his adversariestarical question: “Is it permitted on the
Sabbath to do good, or to do harm; to save a tite &ill?” Formulated in this way, the
guestion demands an answer in terms ohtdakhaas determined in scribal study of the
Law. The tradition clearly asserted that the Lavg wat opposed to the saving of life on the
SabbatH? The Pharisees refused to debatehélakhawith Jesus. They were indignant
because the healing of a paralyzed hand coulduméiitthe next day. They understood that
Jesus was not asking a theoretical question fosdke of halakhic refinement. The point at
issue was “doing good” on the Sabbath now in theciie instance of the man who stood in
their midst.

Jesus did not mistake the silence of his opporfentsonsent that the man should be healed.
He regarded them with an anger which expressedrtper of God. In their concern for legal
detail they had forgotten the mercy and grace shoyw@God to man when he made provision
for the Sabbath. When Jesus restored the mantshedemonstrated what it means “to do
good” and “to preserve life” on the Sabbath. Morghe provided a sign of the true
observance and joy of the Sabbath. As Lord of ti#b&th Jesus delivers both the Sabbath
and man from a state of distress.

The decision of the Pharisees to conspire wittHéedians to destroy Jesus is indicative of
the seriousness of the conflict with authority wherupted in Galilee. The Sabbath
controversies reported by Mark did not originatsubordinate departures from the scribal
tradition, but were symptomatic of Jesus’ entitéwate toward the oral law. Jesus refused to
observe the traditional rules; he moved in graeeatd sick individuals and healed them
without regard to the day of the week. From therBha point of view Jesus’ word and
action totally undermined their interpretation loé t_aw, their piety and their actions. Jesus
was not simply another scribe who advocated arpewi@ent opinion; he constituted a threat
to true religion and ancestral tradition. When 3dailed to submit to the scribal regulation
of the Sabbath he broke the tradition, and authconfronted authority. It was inevitable
that conflict should ensue, and that the Pharisbesld seek to destroy Jesus.

In their opposition to Jesus they had the suppgdit@Herodians, who are mentioned also in
Ch. 12:13 in association with the Pharisees. Afparh one reference in Josephus, the
Herodians are not mentioned in any other anciamtcgg a fact which indicates that they
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were not a sect or an organized party. The woad isatin formation Herodian)),
designating “adherents” or “partisans” of HerodGalilee this would mean Herod Antipas.
Their name suggests a common attitude of allegiemeterod in a country where large
numbers of people chafed under his rule. In Josefiteiterm clearly denotes those who
were sympathizers and supporters of the cause roidbhe Great.

The decision to destroy Jesus climaxes the cosfiicGalilee. God’s grace toward Israel,
proclaimed and demonstrated through Jesus, wikkjeeted by the responsible leaders of the
people. Their considered intention is an ominoge,dboth for Jesus and for Israel. For Jesus
it means that the passion already impinges upon Tins was inevitable from the moment

he decided to submit to the Father and bear tha& loftthe judgment upon the people. But
Jesus now feels the sting of that decision witlew reality. It was ominous for Israel
because it entailed the rejection of the Beareabfation. Jesus answered the question of
what is permitted on the Sabbath by healing the widnthe withered hand. Ironically, the
guardians of the Sabbath determine to do harmahill.t The decision points forward to the
Passion, but it also contains the seed of selidesdn. The rejection of Jesus entails the
rejection of life and redemption and leaves mely poalistress and death. This is the bitter
fruit of that hardness of heart which provokedesuk both anger and godly sorrow.

Verse 7 on

From her to the middle of chapter 6 we're dealintipthe later stages of Jesus’s ministry in
Galilee.

Verses 7-12

Withdrawal to the Sea of Galilee. This is repréastve of a return to the wilderness where
Jesus’s mission began.

The account reminds us of Mark 2:13. The peommfthe several regions are attracted to
Jesus because they believe he is a miracle wdtketbecause they have heard of all that
Jesus had done that they follow after him. Thegpteward him, hoping merely to touch
him and be relieved of their sufferings. In theitians they resemble the crowds who
followed Apollonius of Tyana or others like him wparaded as “divine-men” in the ancient
world. They have no thought of an exodus into tiidetness that sonship may be affirmed,
but openly seek physical healing from a man wheeapmpto be endowed with more than
natural power. They do not understand Jesus anisision. In the press of the crowd which
fails to understand the character of a return ¢éontliderness Jesus encounters renewed
temptation and the power of Satan to blind menisdsu

The presence of the demonic makes itself knowhercty of recognition on the part of the
evil spirits. This aspect of Jesus’ experiencehgydea displays the contrast and irony in the
situation: the demons know that Jesus is the S@odf(verse 11); the multitude think only
in terms of a miracle worker to whom they turn $eifish reasons (verses 8-10).

The several regions mentioned in verses 7-8 fulaisbmprehensive designation for Israel
and its immediate neighbors. Galilee, Judea angsdkm represent Israel proper, while
Idumea, Transjordan and the region of the coaitabcTyre and Sidoti constitute the
southern, eastern and northwestern borders oatite By twice referring to the “great
multitude” (verses 7b, 8) the evangelist distingasbetween the Galileans who were native
to the region and the crowds who had come fronstadce. The several districts enumerated
are important in the general scheme of the Gospéhhe course of the narrative Jesus is
active in all the places specified in Ch. 3:7 fthathe exception of Idumea. His entrance into
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Galilee is reported in Ch. 1:14. He visits the Bjardan in Ch. 5:1, the regions of Tyre and
Sidon in Ch. 7:24, 31, the territories of Judea arahsjordan in Ch. 10:1 and enters
Jerusalem in Ch. 11:11. The summary statement ir8CH. suggests that the Lord’s
astonishing authority awakened an active interekis person over a wide area and that
Jesus responded to this interest by visiting te&idis from which the multitude came. Jesus’
own outreach within and beyond Palestine propeacigates and authenticates the Church’s
mission to the world.

The disciples have a small boat ready to protestisl&éom the crowds, nevertheless he heals
many of them.

Among the crowd were demoniacs, unfortunate mesgss®d by unclean spirits whose
behavior betrayed domination by a will alien toitteevn. The demons addressed Jesus as the
divine Son of God in a futile attempt to render Hiarmless. These cries of recognition were
designed to control him and strip him of his powemccordance with the conception that
knowledge of the precise name or quality of a permfers mastery over him. In this
context “Son of God” is not a messianic titfeyut a recognition of the true status of their
adversary.

Jesus did not allow them to continue their usett®mor. With sovereign authority he
strictly ordered them not to make him known. Irstehcounter authority confronted
authority, and the unclean spirits were silentett least two factors stand behind the rebuke
of the demonic cry. (1) Jesissthe Son of God, the Bearer of the Holy Spirit, aetiveen
the Holy Spirit and the unclean spirits there exétategorical antithesis that the demons
must recognize. The confession which Jesus wighetidit was not one which a demonic
personality could provide. (2) More important, theclosure of Jesus’ divine Sonship by the
unclean spirits violated the character of his sedelation, in which there were elements of
restraint and veiledness as well as disclosure.

Before Jesus’ sovereign word of rebuke the demars Welpless; no formula of
adjuration could strip him of his power. Nevertlsslethe presence of the demons and their
attempts to disarm Jesus confirm that the withdraevithe sea provokes a confrontation with
Satan. It is like a return to the wilderness whisus was tempted by the adversary of God.
In the encounter with the demonic, Jesus affirrssSaunship and the decision to submit to the
judgment of God.

Verses 13-19

Jesus left the crowds which had pursued him torastde mountain” where he appointed
twelve men to be his disciples. The evangelist shoavinterest in the identification of the
site; it is the withdrawal to the mountain whichtgelf significant for the interpretation of the
narrative’® The mountain as a locus of revelation and redemitttion is familiar from the
OT and is the essential background to the evangalisderstanding of significant moments
in the mission and self-revelation of Jesus. Thmoagment of the Twelve marks the
formation of the messianic fellowship and anticgsathe extension of Jesus’ mission through
them (Ch. 6:7-13).

The account appears to focus solely upon Jesuthanbvelve. While it is possible to think

of a larger company of disciples from whom Jesymayed twelve to remain with him,

there is in the record no necessary thought ofexen of some from among others. It seems
preferable to hold that only twelve disciples werneolved from the beginning. The call of
Jesus simply denotes a summons, as elsewhere haftan narrative. After this initial
reference Mark’s distinctive formulation for disk@p of Jesus is “the Twelve.”
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The number twelve has a clear redemptive-histosicalificance. The Twelve represent in a
new form the people of the twelve tribes, Israélitoligh the choice of twelve disciples Jesus
made visible his claim upon the whole people inrteeveral divisions.

Jesus chose these twelve men for the specific parfat they might be with him and that he
might extend his mission through them. The proroisa future ministry is fulfilled initially

in the mission of the Twelve to the Galilean vikgggCh. 6:7—13), but finds its wider
significance in the apostolic mission after thauresction. These two phases of mission were
made possible through Jesus’ free choice of theseand his preparation of them for their
task. Their relationship to Jesus explains thesterce and their authorit§ Within the

limits imposed by his structure, Mark devotes pmnyrattention to the presence of the
disciples with Jesus and their preparation for imisslesus’ private instruction of the
disciples is particularly prominent in the secormdf of the Gospel, but this facet of the
mutual relationship between Jesus and the Twelgmb@lmost at onc&eing with Jesus
qualified the Twelve to bear witness to him angagticipate in his distinctive ministry of
proclamation and the overthrow of demonic poweke Ppromise given to the Twelve is that
they will share in the power of the Kingdom of Gehlich breaks through to men with the
coming of Jesus.

Mark then lists the 12. Many of those listed do aygpear again in this gospel. Matthew is
probably Levi (whose calling Mark had already refemf).

This calling of the 12 is a really important pairtMark’s gospel. It anticipates the fulfillment
of Jesus’s ministry through them and they are edsdral to his ministry prior to the
crucifixion. However, we mustn't forget that thevere many other followers of Jesus who
were important (Luke 8, 10 Mark 4).

Verses 20-30

Apparently Jesus’s family believed that he wascedzhis point — for me their coming to
believe after the crucifixion is one of the bettexces of evidence for the resurrection.
However, the early church didn’t like it and thegards have been redacted in some early
manuscript versions.

The home to which Jesus returned may have beesnthewned by Simon and Andrew in
Capernaum. The presence of an enthusiastic mudtitlednoring for attention evokes the
description of Ch. 1:29-37 and Ch. 2:1-2. The atrsefleisure in which to eat is
mentioned again in Ch. 6:31, following the retufhe disciples from their mission, and it
may have been a frequent occurrence.

The teachers of the Law accused Jesus of beingrdposessed. The arrival of a delegation
of legal specialists from Jerusalem suggests kieaGalilean mission of Jesus had attracted
the critical attention of the Sanhedrin. The s@ikeow that Jesus has a considerable
following and that he possesses the power to edgrabns. It is possible that they were
official emissaries from the Great Sanhedrin whmedo examine Jesus’ miracles and to
determine whether Capernaum should be declareddaited city,” the prey of an apostate
preacher. Such a declaration required a thorouggstigation made on the spot by official
envoys in order to determine the extent of theat&fe and to distinguish between the
instigators, the apostates and the innocent.

The scribes bring two separate, but related acomsaagainst Jesus: he is demon-possessed,
and he casts out demons through collusion witlptimee of the demons. The first accusation
is repeated in the concluding statement “they waggng he was possessed by an unclean
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spirit” (verse 30). Jesus answers the second clurgetly with the parabolic language of
verses 24-27; the pronouncement of verses 28—2&srips answer to the first. These
accusations were utterly serious and bordered asphemy.

The name “Beelzebub” occurs in no other Jewishingjtwhich may indicate that it was a
passing colloquialism for a demon-prince. Thisuggested both by the scribal reference to
“the prince of demons” and by the general refereéaqassession by an unclean spirit in
verse 30. By their accusations the scribes brasuksJaork as unlawful, and consign him to
the category of a magician. The related chargefesy became widespread and is attested
both in the Talmud and early Patristic literature.

Jesus addresses himself to the charge of collwgibrBeelzebub through pithy proverbial
sayings which expose the fallacy in the scribaligation: Satan is not able to cast out Satan.
By tacitly substituting “Satan” for “Beelzebub” desbrings the controversy within the
perspective of his mission as a direct confrontatuith Satan. His argument is cumulative in
its force: If what you say is true there existsithpossible circumstance that Satan is
destroying his own realm. For it is self-eviderdtta kingdom divided against itself will fall,
while a household divided against itself cannoesiblished. If your accusation is factual,
then Satan has become divided in his allegiances. Sifould mean that he has become
powerlessYet this is clearly not s&atan remains strong, and this fact exposestlaey of
your charge.

To this point Jesus has concentrated on the sexttarde. With verse 27 he directs himself
also to the accusation that he is demon-posseSaéh is the strong man whose strength is
evidenced in the enslavement of men through sissgssion, disease and death; the demons
are his servants in this destructive work. Hekis B champion who exercises his sovereignty
in the sphere of death. Only one who is strongan the can enter into his realm, bind him
and plunder his goods. This Jesus has done. Thesgxp of demons is nothing less than a
forceful attack on the lordship of Satan. Jesusitglbo cast out demons means that one
stronger than Satan has come to restrain his gcéad to release the enslaved. The heart of
Jesus’ mission is to confront Satan and to crushdn all fields, and in the fulfilment of his
task he is conscious of being the agent of irrgdéspower.

Jesus affirms that all the sins of men are opdartpveness, with one fearful exception.
Blasphemy against the Holy Spirit forever removesaam beyond the sphere where
forgiveness is possible. This solemn warning mesnkerpreted in the light of the specific
situation in which it was uttered. Blasphemy iseapression of defiant hostility toward God.
The scribes were thoroughly familiar with this ceptunder the rubric “the profanation of
the Name,” which generally denoted speech whicled&bod’s power and majesty. The
scribal tradition considered blasphemy no lesssasly than did Jesus. “The Holy One,
blessed be he, pardons everything else, but oamatbdbn of the Name [i.e. blasphemy] he
takes vengeance immediately.” This is the dangertich the scribes exposed themselves
when they attributed to the agency of Satan themgdion brought by Jesus. The expulsion
of demons was a sign of the intrusion of the Kingdaf God. Yet the scribal accusations
against Jesus amount to a denial of the power egatrgess of the Spirit of God. By assigning
the action of God to a demonic origin the scribesdy a perversion of spirit which, in
defiance of the truth, chooses to call light dadee

In this historical context, blasphemy against ttudytSpirit denotes the conscious and
deliberate rejection of the saving power and gdgod released through Jesus’ word and
act. This severe warning was not addressed todayut to carefully trained legal
specialists whose task was to interpret the bibliesv to the people. It was their
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responsibility to be aware of God’s redemptive@ttiTheir insensitivity to the Spirit
through whom Jesus was qualified for his missigmosed them to grave peril. Their own
tradition condemned their gross callousness aphas Jesus’ word. The admonition
concerning blasphemy of the Holy Spirit is not eodivorced from this historical context and
applied generally. Mark emphasizes this by ternmigathe incident with a reference to the
specific accusation that Jesus was possessedunyctran spirit. The use of the imperfect
tense of the verb in the explanatory note, “bec#usgwere sayinthat he is possessed,”
implies repetition and a fixed attitude of minde tiokens of callousness which brought the
scribes to the brink of unforgivable blasphemy.

Verses 31-35

The insertion of the passage about Beelzebub asplémy indicates a parallel between the
attitude of the scribes and teachers of the lawthadttitude of Jesus’s family. This is the
requisite background to Jesus’ pronouncement camgehis true family. The arrival of
Jesus’ mother and brothers on the scene resumasdbant suspended in verse 21. Jesus
was seated within a house surrounded by his descgohd certain others who had pressed in
to listen to his teaching (cf. verses 19b—20). Wienfamily was unable to penetrate the
crowd they sent for him and stood outside callffrgm the fact that those within the house
knew that it was Jesus’ immediate family it is matwo think of a message passed through
the crowd from one to another until it reachedltbel. It is impossible to know whether
Jesus was aware of the specific purpose behindhsistent call of his family. He was
undoubtedly alert to the unbelief of his brothéte.also knew from the Scriptures that there
were occasions when pursuance of the will of Gadateled severance of family tits.

This was his own experience and he had no hesitarmalling men to abandon their homes
and families in radical obedience to the gospel @@h28-30). It is, therefore, not surprising
that he failed to heed the call of his family. Thagho sat before him felt compelled to call
his attention to the persistent outcry, for in thkinking both the Law of God and common
piety demanded that he respect the request of diilsen

Jesus seized upon the interruption as an occasidadching. The rhetorical question, “Who
are my mother and my brothers?” focuses attentiotihhe deeper issue involved in an
authentic relationship to him. With a look whichpapently took in those who sat closest to
him, Jesus announced “Behold, my mother and myhbret” It is probable that the group
indicated did not embrace more than the Twelve.|&hger context stresses their special
position as those who are with Jesus in obedieanbestsummons (Ch. 3:14). Their openness
to God’s action in sending Jesus bound them tovitimties more intimate than those
achieved through physical relationship. By follog/ihesus the Twelve are marked off as
those who do the will of God. Jesus’ statementndigg the true family, however, looks
beyond the Twelve to a larger company of men anch&vo ‘whoevershall do the will of

God is my brother, and sister, and mother.” Ihis performance of the will of God which is
decisive in determining kinship with Jesus. In tiesv family which Jesus calls into being
there is demanded the radical obedience to Godhwieademonstrated in his submission to
the Father and which the disciples manifestedeir tiesponse to his call. The one context
which makes Jesus’ word intelligible is that praddoy the demands of the Kingdom of God
which has drawn near in his person. Because thgdéim is breaking in upon men there is a
new urgency in the demand for obedience. At theesiaime this demand creates a fellowship
in which the common pursuance of the will of Godds a man closely to Jesus and permits
him to know another as brother, sister or mother.
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Chapter 4

This is a series of parables teaching about thgddm of God. This is the largest unit in this
gospel devoted entirely to the teaching of Jesnsluded are three parables of growth: the
sower (Ch. 4:3-8), the growth of the seed (Ch.-422% and the mustard seed (Ch. 4:30-32).
It is not Mark’s intention to present an exhausteeount of Jesus’ parabolic teaching, but to
illustrate its form and content. Each of the threféects upon sowing, growth and harvest-
elements which illumine the character of the Kingdaf God. Mark appears to have selected
these parables and placed them at this point ipresentation to illustrate the character of
the coming of the Kingdom of God proclaimed by $esu

Verses 1-20

This is recorded in all three synoptic gospelsluke's gospel chapter 8, in Mark chapter 4
and in Matthew chapter 13. I'm mainly going tod@t Mark and Luke as Matthew's account
is quite similar to Mark's.

Let's start by looking at the text from Luke’s gep

“After this, Jesus travelled about from one towd aillage to another, proclaiming the good
news of the kingdom of God. The Twelve were withhhand also some women who had
been cured of evil spirits and diseases: Mary ddllagdalene) from whom seven demons
had come out; Joanna the wife of Chuza, the maradd¢erod’s household; Susanna; and
many others. These women were helping to suppent thut of their own means. While a
large crowd was gathering and people were comidgs$as from town after town, he told
this parable: "A farmer went out to sow his seeslh& was scattering the seed, some fell
along the path; it was trampled on, and the bifde@air ate it up. Some fell on rock, and
when it came up, the plants withered because thdyib moisture. Other seed fell among
thorns, which grew up with it and choked the plaBtdl other seed fell on good soil. It came
up and yielded a crop, a hundred times more thansaan."” When he said this, he called
out, "He who has ears to hear, let him hear." @8kL-8 NIV)

Both Mark and Luke make it clear that Jesus wasesdthg a crowd. Luke makes it clear
that Jesus had other followers in addition to tRelikciples. This is Luke's first mention of
the disciples since they were called. | think thiticates that some of the people Jesus
healed stayed with him forming a kind of commumitgund him. Having these single
women (they were almost certainly single or widoiserwise they probably wouldn't have
had resources to dispose of) travelling around wittand of men would have been regarded
as scandalous. It's interesting that in Luke'pgb3esus apparently told AND explained this
parable to a large crowd, not just his disciplegrghs in Mark's gospel Jesus explains to the
disciples alone - | think this latter is more likehlthough the crowd were probably still
around.

Mark's comments in verses 11 and 12 have giverigigauch controversy:

“He told them, "The secret of the kingdom of God baen given to you. But to those on the
outside everything is said in parables so thateyitmay be ever seeing but never perceiving,
and ever hearing but never understanding; othertvessemight turn and be forgiven!”

(Mark 4:11-12 NIV)

but | think that they just mean that the naturéhefkingdom of God will not become clear

and be explained to those who (like the crowdskehat become believers and have not been
called according to God's sovereign purposes.

24



According to the account in Mark’s gospel this feds of fundamental importance in
understanding Jesus’ teaching, Jesus says thaefadl understanthis parable will mean a
failure to understandll parables. The parable has first position in Magspel, but Luke
squeezes it in. | know this parable of Jesususgliyscalled the Parable of the Sower, but |
think that's misleading, because this story islyeal about the different soil conditions that
seed can be sown into and what happens to theaseedesult. There’s nothing to indicate
that the sower did anything different with the drént batches of seed, or that anything was
wrong with any of the seed, rather it was the déifeé conditions which that seed encountered
that were the determining factor. That's why laadled it the “Parable of the Sower and the
Soils. Although, of course, Jesus has an importdathere as the sower of the gospel and
like the sower in the parable we have to sow tleel & the gospel everywhere, even on
unpromising ground.

As we shall see the theme of this parable is ath@uauthentic hearing and receiving of
God's word:

“He who has ears to hear, let him hear” (Luke 8:8);

“so that ... though hearing they may not understghdke 8:10);

“those who hear” (in various forms, Luke 8:12, 13, 15);

“consider carefully how you listen” (Luke 8:18);cn

“those who hear God’s word” (Luke 8:21).

In those days the farmer would sow his seed by vghedlled the broadcast method. He
would carry the seed in a pouch at his side arteagalked through the tilled field he would
toss it out onto the ground, scattering it libgrallt was then usually ploughed into the
ground, but the parable doesn’t mention that bexdissnot really relevant to the meaning of
the story. In Jesus’ parable the seed encoudiféesent kinds of soil conditions: a path
which would have been hard soil, rocky soil, a thpatch and good soil. What happens to
the seed is different in each of those four places.

When | was re-reading this parable to preparehigrmorning | was reminded of a story that
a colleague told me about “sowing” or investing imigney in four different investment funds
some years ago. Last December he went to searnbarianager to get a report on what had
happened to his investments. “Well” the fund managid to him, “there’s good news and
bad news”. You’'ll remember that we invested a tgrasf your money into a bank based
fund — well it was always a solid performer in fheest, but with the financial crisis times
have been very hard for banks and so that investimemtirely gone. You’'ll also remember
that we invested another quarter of your money amalternative energy project making bio
fuels, well that initially showed very strong ratar but I'm afraid that with the collapse in oil
prices and the increases in the costs of grairodmat raw materials they used the company
became unprofitable and went bankrupt. Next wesited the third quarter of your money in
mortgage backed securities, but people were graedyought houses they couldn’t afford
and so I'm afraid that they have become worthl€ss what's the good news shouted my
colleague. Well smiled the fund manager, we ireeshe last quarter of your money as
venture capital into a start up company and theydaing incredibly well and I'm sure that
with a little patience that investment will pay @ifty or even a hundred times over.

I’'m sure you can see that my story loosely follalgsus’ parable, but let’s go back to the
original story.

Jesus teaches a large crowd by means of this pardbbk at verse 4:
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“While a large crowd was gathering and people weraing to Jesus from town after town,
he told this parable:” (Luke 8:4)
The parable likens the evangelistic teaching ofigés a Farmer sowing seed.

In verse 11 Jesus tells us that the seed in ttablearepresents the word of God:

“'This is the meaning of the parable: The seetiésvtord of God.”

and in verses 12 to 15 He tells us that the diffekends of soils represent different reactions
of people each hearing God’s word.

According to Jesus the first kind of soil was hsoil — look at verse 5:

“'A farmer went out to sow his seed. As he wastecalg the seed, some fell along the path;
it was trampled on, and the birds of the air atepit

Jesus explains this in verse 12:

“Those along the path are the ones who hear, ardthie devil comes and takes away the
word from their hearts, so that they may not b&iaad be saved.”

So the parable is all about hearing — genuine hgani superficial hearing. We’'re all here
today, so we’'ve heard at least some of God’s wdrblepe —, but do we really believe it.
We've received the seed — but what's happenedinooitir lives? Has it really entered into
our hearts and minds or are we hardened and ctosedo that it never really gets a chance
to germinate. This often happens if we've haddeerience, an unmet expectation or a
hurt, especially a really deep hurt. Those thiteys create a hardness in us so that we don’t
let God’s word through. We all suffer pain andteur some of us more so than others. If
you are hurting today, I'm really sorry, but donin from God, run to God — He’s the only
one who can heal you and make you whole. Give kiaurto God and get better not bitter.
A bitter life is a barren and wasted life, bittesa@nly prolongs and amplifies the pain.

This hardness and closed-ness to God can alsausedatay pride when we think we can do it
by ourselves, we think we don’t need any help fGad. If we're filled with pride this
morning, let's remember the old adage that prideeobefore a fall and repent and turn to
God before it's too late. Hardness can also beeazhby fear, perhaps a fear of what God
might say to us or demand of us, but he will faitlyfforgive us our sins if we turn to him in
repentance and won’t demand of us more than weldeeto give. If he does ask to do
something in his service he’ll be with us everypstéthe way strengthening and supporting
us.

So if your heart and mind have been closed to Gaap your defences, open your mind and
let God speak to you. Don't let the birds eat yeerd. The seed of God’s word will bring
you healing. As it says in verse 12, belief irstiword will also bring you God'’s salvation —
eternal life with him.

Jesus said that the second kind of soil was rodkypk-at verse 6:

“Some fell on rock, and when it came up, the plaviteered because they had no moisture.”
In the Middle East a lot of soil is very shallowtlwlimestone rock only a few inches below
the surface, so plants trying to grow in that saih’'t develop enough of a root system to
support them, when the sun comes they wither.

Jesus explains the application of this in verse 13:

“Those on the rock are the ones who receive the wath joy when they hear it, but they
have no root. They believe for a while, but in tinee of testing they fall away.”
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Some of us are like that. When we first hear Godisd we receive it eagerly, but we don’t
develop our relationship with God, we don’t rootsmives deeply in his word — the Bible.

So when problems come we turn away from God andadtlr dies. There are many who
initially receive the word, but a year later therab perceptible change in them, or their lives,
and when problems come, when the heat is on, diesvfay. If you've heard God’s word

but haven't put it into practice then most likelywy faith will not last. You need to spend
time each day with your Bible, to spend time eaapid prayer. You need to spend time in
fellowship with other Christians, perhaps in a hagnaup. In summary you need
commitment to God, his people and his word to dgvgbur Christian roots.

The third kind of conditions the seed found wastlp of thorns — see verse 7:

“Other seed fell among thorns, which grew up witarid choked the plants.”

This is explained in verse 14:

“The seed that fell among thorns stands for thdse kear, but as they go on their way they
are choked by life’s worries, riches and pleasuwaed, they do not mature.”

With people like that the seed lands and starggdav. This growth lasts longer than that on
rocky soil, but it doesn’t bear fruit because itsgghoked by what Jesus called “thorns”. He
names these in verse 14 — worries, riches anduyitess These things distract us and
preoccupy our minds. But, you know riches andsleas don't bring any lasting satisfaction
— | see more unhappy people in Monaco, where nadtggalth abounds, than amongst the
Tonga tribe in Zimbabwe, who are starving from la€kood and suffering political
repression. Only God can fill the void within usdeonly in surrender to him and allowing
him to show us the purpose he has for our livebwélfind peace and freedom. But, we
can't find God’s purpose for us and our lives bytahéng TV or movies or playing sport.
We've got to spend time with our Bible and in pnay@&hat doesn’t mean that pleasures and
the good things of this world have no place inloxgs. God gave us all the good things of
this world to enjoy. After all God gave us thelépito have fun and experience pleasure in
the first place. But, God wants us to enjoy adisth things in the way he intended — drink
wine, but don’t get drunk AND we must not let angar anything come before God in our
lives. God won't accept our leftovers.

Those who are still listening carefully, may hawiced that | haven’'t mentioned worries
yet. | believe it's no accident that Jesus puirtfiiest in his list. They can be the worst
distraction. Fear can paralyse us. God doesmit wato be afraid he wants us to trust in
him to deal with our fears and worries. As Johyssa his first letter “perfect love casts out
fear”.

These thorns that choke our faith are mainly alre$uneglect in our lives — neglecting to
spend time with God regularly, neglecting to read Bible regularly and neglecting
fellowship with our Christian brothers. That kiafineglect will allow the thorns to grow up
all around us which will initially choke the spirdl joy out of us and finally kill off our faith
entirely.

The remainder of the seed fell on good soil — s¥se/8:

“Still other seed fell on good soil. It came up amelded a crop, a hundred times more than
was sown." When he said this, he called out, "He hés ears to hear, let him hear."
Which Jesus explained in verse 15:

“But the seed on good soil stands for those witiolale and good heart, who hear the word,
retain it, and by persevering produce a crop.”
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A 100 fold yield would have been incredibly good &farmer in Palestine, so this is an
indication of how great the blessing from hearing eeceiving God's word really is. So
these people not only hear the word of God but th&in it. They think about it and study
it. They put it into practice and persevere withThe result is a productive life and a
productive life is generally happy and satisfyingghat distinguishes these people from the
others is not really the lack of problems, but thaty yield a crop — they bear fruit.

If we want to make our lives really count, if wamt our lives to be productive and fulfilled,
then we must study God’s word and spend time withih prayer. As Jesus said in verse 8
of our reading - “He who has ears to hear, let hgar”. We need an authentic and
appropriate hearing of God’s word which leads tea and lasting faith. And we mustn’t
just be hearers of God’s word, we must act onatsaimething about it and let it make a real
difference in our lives.

But don’t be impatient. Remember that Jesus usedyacultural analogy, remember the
kinds of words he uses ‘mature’ in verse 14, ‘pegse’ in verse 15. So we need to give our
spiritual development time, it takes time for pepas well as plants to grow and mature.
That'’s a difficult concept in our society which damds instant gratification — but real
satisfaction and real development take time. Weata an instant miracle — and God CAN
do that, but it's not the way he usually works. Wwmnts to test us, to develop our strength’s
and root out our weaknesses.

The question Jesus really wants us to ask ourselwelsat kind of soil is in our lives? The
evidence of that is in our fruit. Are we growingoaur faith, is God changing us slowly from
the inside, are we beginning to experience thénlggteace and joy that only he brings? If
not we need to change our spiritual soil. The Iperaever blames the sower or the seed, it's
the soil — our attitudes — which cause the diftiesl

We need to change our mental attitudes, the gaenih our lives and turn to Jesus, the only
one who can heal us and make us whole and matucebgzar much fruit. That fruit can of
course be many or all of the fruits of the spiribwe, joy, peace, patience, kindness,
goodness, faithfulness, gentleness and self cof@alhtians 5:22), but at this point in our
Christian lives we need to put ourselves in theglaf the sower and start to cast the seeds of
God’s word into the fields of untouched souls afiumd us. Remember that verse 4 says that
the sower sowelis seed, not someone else’s. God will give eachobiis our seed to sow.
We shouldn’t necessarily try and copy what otheesdaing, we just need to follow God’s
leading. Maybe we’ll sow seeds into the lives thfess which will grow and blossom and be
multiplied a 100 times or even more.

Verses 21-25

The more interesting features of Mark’s formulataoe the use of the definite article before
“lamp” and the choice of the verb “come”: “Dote lamp coméor the purpose of being
placed under the measure or under the couch? Doescomefor the purpose of being

placed on the lampstand?” The use of “coth&’ intriguing, precisely because lamps do not
come but “are brought,” and this more usual undeding is reflected in the rendering of the
ASV and RSV. Mark’s term at this point is whollytefigible, however, if Jesus was
speaking of himself as the lamp that has been &hdhd that has come, in keeping with the
mission pronouncements of Jesus which stress tip@gel for his coming. It seems
reasonable that Mark understood the simile inwag. Assuming this to be the correct
understanding, the use of the article with “lampudicates to those who have eyes to see “the
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lamp whose identity is known.” Mark’s placementlof parable after Ch. 4:11-20 suggests
further that he has in view the secret of the Korgdf God which is present in the person of
Jesus, whose mission remains for many a veiledremid@he reference throughout is to the
mission of Jesus. The contrast that is drawn ise/@d. is between hiddenness—“under the
bushel” or “under the couch”™—and open manifestatibnpon the stand.” Verse 22, with its
“secrecy” language, sustains this contrast andiesphat there is something hidden now
which shall later be unveiled; there is a secrdatwikhall become known.

In the context of Jesus’ mission the parable méaatgust as a man would not kindle a clay
lamp to conceal its light under a bushel-measurender a dining couch, it should not be
thought that God has brought near the Kingdom enpgrson of Jesus for the ultimate
purpose of concealing his dignity. No, there wilhte a day when the veil is taken away and
He will be known as the Bearer of the Kingdom idisclosure which all will see.

The sayings which follow may have been suggestédiaid by the reference to the bushel
measure in verse 21. They constitute the paralileeafineasure. They are introduced with the
warning “take heed what you hear.” If addressetthéomultitude’® they are an appeal for
spiritual perception and appropriation of the wattich Jesus proclaims. Precisely because
there is going to be an unveiling which unravets¢higma and reveals the mystery, hearing
with true perception is importanbw. The reason for the urgency in the appeal is ssgc
through two words traditional to Judaism, but whiehhis context have specific reference to
the proclamation of the Kingdom of God. The firgirdl indicates that hearing is now “the
measure with which a man measures.” If this measuieh and profound, if the word of
proclamation is appropriated with eagerness andiojke measure a rich share will be
received in the eschatological revelation of theg@iom, and “even more shall be given.”
The ultimate disclosure will result in a salvatfan richer than a man can possibly anticipate
even by faithful hearing and appropriation. Theoselcword carries the thought one step
further: what will ultimately be received in therijdom of God will depend upon that which
a man possesses of it now. Present possessiondsepeon hearing, upon appropriation or
rejection of the word of the Kingdom that has beeattered like seed. With respect to the
man who through faith appropriates that word thengpshall be true which declares “he that
has, to him shall (even more) be given,” where N&plassive indicates the full thought
“shall be giverby God” But the man who, in hardness of heart, refusesatord shall
experience that absolute loss described in thestéamd he that has not, even that (little)
which he has shall be taken from him.” In this setie unity of the mission of Jesus and the
unveiling of the Kingdom will be seen: what oneewes from the Sower will be received
from the Judge in double meas@f®nly those who penetrate the mystery in the ptesih
share in the glory which is yet to be revealed.d8se God enters the world through the word
of the Kingdom proclaimed by Jesus, the mattemaf ®response to Jesus is of ultimate
seriousness. For this reason Mark introduces thabfeof the measure with the solemn
caution, Take heed what you hear!

Verses 26-29

The parable of the growth of the seed. The stredi® parable thus falls upon the sowing of
the seed as a messianic work which unleashes noystdorces which operate of themselves
in the achievement of the sovereign purposes of God

The parable clarifies the relationship between wvest then seen of Jesus within the context
of his mission and what may still be expected af.Hiis work was sowing; only after a
certain lapse of time will there be the gatherifthe harvest. The period between sowing
and harvest, however, is not insignificant; fothat periodsomething happen this
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connection there occur some remarkable expressémesrding to verse 27, the seed
germinates and sprouts; it springs up and matarasnysterious manner that goes almost
unnoticed. This is the emphasis behind Mark’s phtae knows not how.” In verse 28 it is
stressed that it is not by human intervention thatseed grows; the earth produces fruit
“spontaneously.” This does not mean that the s@alandons his work, nor that he is
uninterested in what takes place, for this is hetgoint in the reference to his sleeping and
rising. It means that the seed must be allowedpsinted course, as the process of growth
and ripening advances toward a harvest that isoapping. The sower takes account of the
growth of the seed, but he cannot fully undersiartdis ultimate interest is in the purpose
for which the seed was sown—the harvest; when tthia ¢s ripened, he immediately sends
forth the sickle into the grain. These expressextsbit aspects of the mysterious
manifestation of the Kingdom of God in historycttmes mysteriously, by God’s initiative
and appointment, without human intervention.

Important elements in the parable are the certaihtize harvest in spite of the sower’s
temporary passivitgndthe germinal power of the seed as the pledge aadhgtee of its
maturation.

Verses 30-32 The Parable of the Mustard Seed

The mustard seed was well known to the Jews asntladlest seed. Unlike the previous
parable, there is no real reflection upon the agtavth of the seed. All attention is focused
upon the contrast between the smallest of the sewtithe tallest of the shruBsThe

Kingdom is not likened to the mustard seed, buthat happens to the mustard seed. The
whole life picture, in which there is significamflection on the beginning and the end of an
action, provides the basis of the comparison. Eference to the birds of the air which find
shelter in the branches of the mustard shrub meg haleeper significané®put it seems
more probable that they are part of the picturthefsurprising character of the end when
considered from the beginning. Though insignificants beginning, the matured result is
the provision of strength and protection for thed® come within its shade.

This parable is concerned with the enigmatic presamifestation of the Kingdom as
embodied in Jesus’ person. Its appearance maydraathrized by weakness and apparent
insignificance—but remember the mustard seed. Blyendll come when the Kingdom of
God will surpass in glory the mightiest kingdomgleod earth, for it is the consequence of
God’s sovereign action. The mustard seed is thel wbGod proclaimed by Christ. This
word possesses the power which one day will mdkéiags new. When the glory of that
manifestation breaks forth before men they wilbsestartled as the man who considers the
tiny mustard seed and the mighty shrub.

Verses 33-34

Mark concludes his parables section with a statémhen indicates he’s just selected some
parables from amongst many used by Jesus. Jeg)id the multitude through parables, but
offered more detailed explanations to the discipigwivate. Jesus is adopting his teaching
to the level of understanding he finds in his andee

Had Jesus spoken to the crowds in a direct mahegntould have been forced to make a
decision immediately. That decision could have egped only unbelief and rejection. Jesus’
adoption of the indirect address of the parable acasrdingly an expression both of grace
and of judgment. It was an expression of grace lwhllowed time for reflection on his
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appeal to penetrate beneath his words to “the Wiirdias an expression of judgment upon
their lack of preparation to receive directly therd of the Kingdom of God.

Verses 35-41 Jesus Calms a Storm
This sounds like an eyewitness account — lot’setéidlincluding unnecessary detail.

From a small boat Jesus had been teaching thetma@tined up on the shore (Ch. 4:2). Now
that evening had come he determined to cross ouv@eteastern side of the lake (probably in
keeping with the principle expressed in Ch. 1:88f his mission must be extended
elsewhere). The disciples included among their remmfishermen who were experienced
sailors, and the multitude was soon left behinthas boat, with others along the shore,
moved out into deep water. The Sea of Galileepsuded by high mountains, is like a basin.
Sudden violent storms on the sea are well knowalevit winds from the southwest enter the
basin from the southern cleft and create a sitnatiavhich storm and calm succeed one
another rapidly. Since the wind is nearly alwaysrgger in the afternoon than in the morning
or evening, fishing was done at night. But whemoans arises in the evening, it is all the
more dangerous. Such a storm struck as a fierdeofusnd came upon the lake, driving the
waves over the sides of the boat, which was beiaaggped with water.

While the storm raged, Jesus lay sleeping in e stpon the pillow that was customarily
kept under the coxswain’s seat for those who wetenvolved in the actual sailing or
fishing. The severity of the storm may be estimdtedh the fact that apparently even the
experienced fishermen were terrified. They rudehlkened Jesus, and their cry carries a
sharp tone of rebuke, “Teacher, are we to drowralioyou care? Jesus rebuked the wind
and the sea; the wind fell and there was a gréat. @&s suddenly as the storm had come it
had subsided, subdued by Jesus’ sovereign comitRReake, be still.”

The question of what was involved in the muzzlifghe storm cannot be avoided. The God
of Israel is the Lord of history and nature. Hise@ignty was demonstrated in the stilling of
the roaring s€d and the silencing of the howling wind. He is tleegonal, living God who
intervenes in the experience of men with a revatatif his power and his will. He is the God
who acts, not some pale abstraction.

Jesus subjects the storm to the sovereign authafr®od.

Jesus rebuked the disciples for the lack of faittressed in their terror and fear. This is the
first in a series of rebukes (cf. Chs. 7:18; 8:121, 32 f.; 9:19) and its placement at this
point is important. It indicates that in spite di.@:11, 34, the difference is one of degree,
not of kind, between the disciples who have reakiheough revelation some insight into the
secret of the Kingdom of God as having come ne#hia@rperson of Jesus and the multitude
who see only a riddle. The disciples themselvesgiteuite blind and filled with
misunderstanding. When Jesus asks, “Do you ndigmt faith?” he means specifically faith
in God’s saving power as this is present and relb#srough his own person. The failure of
the disciples to understand this is expressedein #we-inspired question, “Who then is this,
that even the wind and the sea obey him?”

Chapter 5
Verses 1-20

Again this sounds like an eyewitness account. Maknot included the narrative in his
Gospel merely because he delights in a well-tadysfThis account, more graphically than
any other in the Gospels, indicates that the fonotf demonic possession is to distort and
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destroy the image of God in man. The subordinat&ilce the destruction of the herd of
swine has bearing upon this fact. For this vergoealesus could not avoid a significant
confrontation with demonic possession. His soveraigthority and the quality of the
salvation that he brings finds graphic illustratiorthis historic account.

It would normally take two hours or so to cross lties, but it is impossible to know whether
Jesus and the disciples arrived in the eveningaynimg. The point of arrival is indicated in a
general way as the district of the Gerasenes, prosably in reference to a town whose
name is preserved in the modern Kersa or Kdussithe site of Kersa the shore is level, and
there are no tombs. But about a mile further sthuthe is a fairly steep slope within forty
yards from the shore, and about two miles fromeloavern tombs are found which appear to
have been used for dwellings.

The man who was demon-possessed is elaboratatglitted, perhaps in a manner reflecting
the excited report of townsmen who had long beemlif@a with his existence. His dwelling

in the midst of the tombs and the inability of ¢tgaand fetters to bind him is especially
stressed, but every word emphasizes his pathatditoan. The people of the town
undoubtedly felt that the man was mad, for his apgrece and behavior conformed to the
popular diagnosis of insanity. In accordance whih practice of the day they had attempted
to bind him by chains to protect themselves fromviblence. When this proved to be futile,
they had driven him off to wander restlessly inwhkel hill country and to dwell in the
subterranean caves which served as tombs and dggefbr the poorest people of the
district® At intervals during the night and the day he wdwédseen among the tombs or on
the mountains, wildly shrieking, cutting his flesith sharp stones, attempting to destroy
himself and bring to an end the torment of an urdiga existence. In the several features of
the description the purpose of demonic possesseidistort and destroy the divine likeness of
man according to creation is made indelibly cl@&e attitude and actions of the people of
the town were an added cruelty based on popularnderstanding. But ultimate
responsibility for the wretchedness of the man thiedbrutal treatment he had endured rested
with the demons who had taken possession of thercehhis personality.

The demons are fully aware of Jesus’s divine orighmultitude of them have taken
possession of the man.

The reference to the herd of swine grazing on thantainside is not strange in a narrative
which takes place in the Decapolis, with its pred@ntly Gentile population. It is simply
another indication of the pagan environment. Thaales made a specific request to enter
into the swine, and when Jesus complied, the deefiithe man and entered their new
hosts. In panic the herd rushed down the slopeti@ea and drowned. This element in the
narrative has invited special attention and vaci@dectures, which need not be reviewed
here. What must be seen above all else is thdataef the swine demonstrates the ultimate
intention of the demons with respect to the may tred possessed. It is their purpose to
destroy the creation of God, and halted in thestrdetion of a man, they fulfilled their
purpose with the swine.

The drowning of the swine was not an unforeseesaguence in Jesus’ concession; it was
the express purpose which lay behind the requasieademons. Accordingly, the question
why Jesus allowed them to enter the swine musadedt The answer would seem to have
two elements. First, Jesus recognized that the dintiee ultimate vanquishment of the
demons had not yet come; his encounter and triumaphthe demonic does not yet put an
end to Satan’s power. It is the pledge and the sywitthat definitive triumph, but the time
when that triumph will be fully realized is yet defed. It must await the appointment of God.
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Therefore, Jesus allows the demons to continue diestructive work, but not upon a nfan.
The second element is related to this: Jesus afldkveedemons to enter the swine to indicate
beyond question that their real purpose was tla detstruction of their host. While this point
may have been obscured in the case of the mae, Was the blatant evidence in the instance
of the swine. Their intention was no different witlgard to the man whom they had
possessed.

The herdsmen who had tended the swine fled theesareth hastened to the town and the
small hamlets surrounding it to report the losth®owners. As a result people came quickly
together to see what had happened. By a seriéses participles Mark emphasizes the
features which must have gripped the attentiomo$é¢ who came: they saw Jesus and the
man who had been possessed seated, clothed amedest wholeness of mind. Mark adds
with emphasis, “the one who had been possessdtelgdion.” The man whom neither
chains nor men could restrain was sitting in aldatianner before Jesus; he who had
terrified others as he ran naked among the tomissww clothed; the one who had shrieked
wildly and behaved violently was now fully recovér&o radical was the transformation that
the townspeople were stunned and frightened.

They seem to be afraid to have someone of Jesow/eramongst them. However the man
who was exorcised wants to be a disciple of Jedasus refuses his request and tells him to
go back to his family.

It is striking that no restriction is placed uptwe tman by Jesus, in contrast to the injunctions
to silence found in other instances of healing. abeent falls upon apprehension of the
divine action and declaration in a manner whichcgrdtes the primitive Christian mission
rather than upon secrecy and silence. This maybedalthe fact that the man was a Gentile
and his proclamation is confined to a predomina@Gintile area. It is, nevertheless, an
exception to the more usual pattern observed hysJesGalilee. It should also be observed
that the object of the man’s declaration was netgérson of Jesus directly, bat Jesus

had dondn restoring him to wholeness. Thus in the middhe Gentiles, the God of Israel
was glorified through the proclamation of what 3elsad accomplished.

The story was remembered in the tradition becatifeealramatic evidence it offered of the
purpose of demonic possession and of the full dedivce brought by Jesus. It declared that
the victory of Jesus over evil forces is a reahtyvhich the liberating power of the Kingdom
of God is manifested in an extension of the sawegcy of God.

Verses 21-24

The narrative of the radical healing of Jairus’ glater is presented in two parts (Ch. 5:21-24,
35-43) which are separated by the account of thknigeof the woman who had lived with a
hemorrhage for twelve years. The two incidents heaye become associated in this way
merely because there was an interruption to thengyuwhich proved disastrous for the
young girl. But it is possible that Mark saw monethis association: the healing of a woman
who has lived with the impingement of death anaitgs the healing of a girl who has
actually experienced death. The structural devidgetercalating one incident within another
is paralleled by other instances in which Mark ukesdevice of anticipation. The detail with
which Mark recalls the woman with the hemorrhagkdates that his concern extends
beyond the mere passage of time. The healing eqpad by the woman is itself a reversal
of death and a pledge of the raising of Jairusptiéer.

Jesus returned to the western shore of the lakkapge to Capernaum, and a multitude
gathered around him while he was yet by the Seantlioation is given whether the crowd
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came together as soon as he arrived or after anaad period of time; it is simply the first
fact that Mark records, offering a contrast to 3eésuperience on the eastern shore where the
inhabitants urged him to depart. All of the intériesfocused upon Jairt/sand his urgent
appeal to Jesus. He may have had contact with pesususly, since as synagogue-ruler he
was a lay official responsible for supervisiontoé building and arranging the service. His
request that Jesus should come and lay hands lingne@on his daughter reflects a common
practice of the day’ What was unusual was his confidence that if Jasusd come, his
daughter’s life would be saved. Jesus went with, fiatlowed by the crowd. Mark’s

reference to the fact that they were pressingraliad him prepares for the following account
of the woman who touched Jesus in order to be teale

Verses 25-34 deal with the woman with the hemorrhagy

The woman who unobtrusively touched Jesus had exmed a flow of blood for a period of
twelve years. It is common to think of chronic herhaging from the womb, but from

Mark’s description it is not possible to know treuse for her loss of blodd She had
consulted a number of physicians, had endured a vadety of treatments, and had spent all
of her money in a desperate attempt to better tradition. All this was in vain; in fact, her
condition grew worse. Her existence was wretch@adlrge she was in a constant state of
uncleanness and would be generally shunned by @sopde contact with her rendered
others unclean. What she had experienced fromdbis may be estimated from the
Talmud, which has preserved a record of the meelcamd treatments applied to an illness of
this nature'’® None of these remedies had benefited the womaringl&ieard reports of the
healing power of Jesus, she determined her cotiiaeion. Despite her ritual uncleanness
she entered the crowd behind him and reached dus tgarment. The desire to touch Jesus’
clothing probably reflects the popular belief ttta dignity and power of a person are
transferred to what he wears. On this understantie@gtouch combined faith with quasi-
magical notions which were widespread in that day.

The intense conviction that if she could only todelsus’ garments she would be made whole
was undoubtedly part of “the whole truth” which theman declared before Jesus (verse 33).
She may have known that others had touched hinthaddbeen made well (cf. Ch. 3:10;

6:56). At the moment she had fulfilled her intentghe experienced the cessation of her
hemorrhage, and knew that she had been healed.

Concurrent with the moment of healing, Jesus ke ‘power” had gone forth from him.
This unusual expression, which occurs only hemdank’s Gospel, must be interpreted from
the context of “the power of God” in the ScriptuRawer is a constitutive element in the
biblical concept of the personal God. Jesus possdks power of God as the representative
of the Father. Nevertheless, the Father remainsnitrol of his own power. The healing of
the woman occurred through God'’s free and graai@ession to bestow upon her the power
which was active in Jesus. By an act of sovereijnGod determined to honor the woman'’s
faith in spite of the fact that it was tinged witleas which bordered on magic.

Jesus’ question “Who touched my garments?” seeroedigss to the disciples since he had
been jostled and touched by a host of individuEtiir impatience with the Lord reflects an
awareness that their immediate mission was totasgisl who was dying, and delay could
be fatal. It also betrays that they had no undedstey of what had taken place. Certainly not
every contact with the person of Jesus resultedtransmission of power. Involved in the
situation was not a unilateral event in which toueleased power, but a mutual event in
which the personal relationship between Jesustenddman released power. Jesus,
therefore, could not allow the woman to recede théocrowd still entertaining ideas tinged
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with superstition and magic. He stopped and loakezhtly upon the people surrounding him
in order to see whhad touched him with an expectation of salvation.

With fear and trembling the woman acknowledgedhait had happened. Her action in
making herself known indicates both courage antitgde, and it is here that the accent
should fall rather than upon her fear. Mark plaaiesf the emphasis upon the fact that she
knew she had experienced the healing of her pewdh.awe, and only partial
understanding of what had taken place, she dectheetiuth to Jesus.

Jesus’ insistence that the woman identify hersadfether with his gentle correction of any
erroneous ideas she may have had, calls attewtithre tessential aspect of her experience. It
wasthe grasp of her faithather than her hand that had secured the hestiemgought. Her
touch had brought together two elements—faith &sdig—and that had made it effective.
Power had gone forth from Jesus to the woman pthcise reason that she sought healing
from him The woman'’s faith that Jesus could make her @gitessed an appropriate
decision with respect to his person.

The final words spoken to the woman, “Go in peaaeg’a traditional valediction, but here
are informed by her entire experience. The peatewlich she departed signified more
than release from agitation over a wretched extgtem from fear of recrimination for having
touched Jesus. It was the profound experience Ibeag which is related to salvation
from God. When Jesus declares, “Be whole from ydfliction,” he confirms that her
healing was permanent and affirms his active ppetmn with the Father’s will to honor the
woman'’s faith.

Later tradition embellished the Gospel accountkisgeto answer the questions asked by
generations of people. In the Greek tradition thengmous woman was given the name
Berenice, while in the Coptic and Latin traditidregeceived the related name Veronica.
Eusebius states that she was from Caesarea Phdipgpthat by the door of her home there
was erected on a high stone a copper statue ofreawdéneeling, her hands outstretched
before her, entreating one purported to resemlisigsIét the feet of the male figure a
“strange sort of herb” is said to grow on the catuwhich possessed medicinal powers
against a wide variety of diseas@#n this way the evangelical tradition was embh#id.
What was not appreciated was that the woman hagriexgged an aspect of salvation in
anticipation of the more radical healing to be eigreed by the daughter of Jairus. From
Mark’s perspective, the entire incident is a cailriadical faith.

Verses 35-43 the healing of Jairus’s daughter

The healing of the woman with a chronic hemorrha&gelted in a delay which was
catastrophic for Jairus’s daughter. A party from lome informed the synagogue official

that his daughter had died; any further disturbarickesus was futile. Jesus heard what they
said but deliberately ignored its import. His rasgp® “fear not, only believe,” was a call for
intense faith. Jairus had exercised faith whenameecto Jesus in the confidence that he could
save his daughter. He had witnessed the healittgeafoman which demonstrated the
relationship between faith and divine help. Buit@s now asked to believe that his child
would live even as he stood in the presence ohd&aitch faith is radical trust in the ability

of Jesus to confront a crisis situation with thevpoof God.

Jesus would not allow any of those who had accoreddnm to continue with him except

the father and the three disciples who sustaimadre intimate relationship to him, Peter,
James and John. The seriousness of the situatiarated that only those whom Jesus chose
as witnesses should know what really took place.
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Arriving at the house Jesus saw that preparatiadsieen made already for the funeral. The
minstrels and professional mourners were perforrthieg duties as the first part of the
mourning ceremony. The wailing consisted of choradntiphonal song accompanied by
handclapping. Since even the poorest man was eshhyr common custom to hire a
minimum of two fluteplayers and one professionaumer in the event of his wife’s dedth,

it is probable that one who held the rank of symggeruler would be expected to hire a large
number of professional mourners. It was necessargrove the mourners from the girl’s
room. Jesus rebuked their noisy tumult and decjdtled child is not dead, but is sleeping.”
His statement is ambiguofsand could allow the interpretation that the giesain a state of
very deep unconsciousness that is to be distingdiflom death itself. Jesus demonstrated
his mercy to the girl at a highly critical momenten he healed her. It is certain, however,
that this is not Luke’s understanding of what tptéce because he speaks of resuscitation. It
is probable that Mark intended his account to b#ewstood in the same wi{Jesus’
statement means that in spite of the girl's realklieshe has not been delivered over to the
realm of death with all of its consequences. Mawgns inappropriate because she
experiences a sleep from which she will soon awake.

The mourners were absolutely certain that thewgd dead, and responded to Jesus’ words
with scornful laughter. The fact that wailing amaits could be exchanged so quickly for
laughter indicates how conventional and artifitied mourning customs had becofidesus
cast the scoffers out of the house, and allowirlg the parents of the girl and his three
disciples to accompany him, entered the room wtiergioung girl lay. Taking hold of her
hand he spoke the Aramaic worbBalitha cumj “Little girl, arise.” The girl rose up and
walked about, for she was already a “young daugjatmording to Jewish classification.

The retention of Aramaic formulae in Marcan healiogtexts (Chs. 5:41; 7:34) has led to
the conjecture that, analogous to pagan custongatg Christians commonly believed in
the efficacy of esoteric utterances composed @idoror incomprehensible words. There is
no support for this proposal either in Mark orhe subsequent tradition. The evangelist
retains Aramaic with translation in other contaxtselated to healing. Moreover, there is no
evidence that “Talitha cumi” or “Ephphatha” wereeseused by Christian healers as a magic
spell”® Their presence in the narrative reflects a faltigss to the tradition that Jesus had
actually spoken these words on specific occasions.

The unpreparedness of the parents and the diségledat they had witnessed is expressed
with emphatic language. There was, apparently,quiotlin their minds that they had stood in
the presence of death. God had intervened so daiyathey were left speechless with utter
amazement.

Mark records that Jesus strictly charged thoseepta®ot to disclose to others what had
happened. This injunction to silence has attraptaticular attention, for it is alleged to be
impracticable. It was widely known that the girdhdied; it would be impossible to keep her
in isolation for an extended period of time. Acdagly, William Wrede and others have
found in Ch. 5:43 strong confirmation that the segrphenomena in the Gospel is a
theological construction for which Mark himselfressponsible.

It is clear, however, that this context lends nppsut to the theory of secret messiahship, as
Wrede conceived it. Fundamental to the narratithesemarkable disclosure of Jesus’
authority made to the parents of the girl and tiseiples. These five received the privilege of
a special revelation which they were not to shatk athers. The secret is, accordingly, “a
witnessed secret” which is to be kept from othengnv Jesus had excluded. The accent of
the narrative alternates between disclosure ofrtbgsiahship and veiling. Special motivation
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for the injunction to silence may be found in taak unbelief of those who had ridiculed
Jesus with their scornful laughter. It is cleaotighout Mark that Jesus revealed his
messiahship only with reserve. It is appropriatéhte consistent pattern of behavior that he
was unwilling to make himself known to the raucaushelieving group that had gathered
outside Jairus’ house. He did not permit them tmeds the saving action by which the girl
was restored to her parents, and he directedttehould continue to remain unknown to
those outside. He recognized that the respongilailithe parents in this regard could not
continue indefinitely. When the child appeared ublgc the facts would speak for
themselves. The parents could, however, withholdtwiad happened and thus fulfill the
intention of Jesu§’ Before it was known that the girl was yet alivee purpose for which the
charge had been given would have been fulfilledusevould have departed and could no
longer be subject to ostentatious acclaim.

There is a fine human touch in Mark’s final not&ttin the midst of the excitement and
confusion Jesus realized that the girl would need f

The resuscitation of Jairus’ daughter is both alddecompassion and a pledge of the
conquering power of Jesus over the combined fastdeath and unbelief, in which the
Kingdom of God was disclosed as a saving realiti. precisely in deliverance from death
that the salvation which Jesus brings finds itstrpogted expression.

Chapter 6
Verses 1-6

Jesus left Capernaum and travelled southward il country until he came to the
village where he had spent his youth and the gadys of his maturity. While Mark does not
name Nazareth, he has earlier indicated that tassthe village from which Jesus came, and
it is undoubtedly in view under the phrase “his avauntry.” Jesus returned to Nazareth as
would a rabbi, accompanied by his disciples. Tlereace to the disciples is important, for
during this period Jesus had been concerned wgih tilaining in preparation for the mission
which Mark reports in Ch. 6:7-13.

On the sabbath day Jesus attended the synagogueaargiven the opportunity to expound
the reading from the Torah and the Haftarah, the &ad the prophetic portion. The entire
congregatiohwas astonished at his teaching, which promptesdtipres concerning the
source of his doctrine and wisdom and of the pomrech had been exhibited elsewhere in
miracles of healing and exorcism. It is possibkg the people entertained the dark suspicions
voiced earlier by the Jerusalem scribes (Ch. 3:B3us had not been schooled in rabbinic
fashion but had been trained as a manual laborgiintinediate family were well known to
the villagers, who judged that there was nothingeexdinary about them that would have
led them to expect something unusual from JesustWas the source of his wisdom, and
who had empowered him to speak and act with sutfoaty? To these questions two
answers lie close at hand: the source was Gotiw@s demonic. Their first impressions of
astonishment shaded off to resentment when theyledclesus’ earlier vocation and
standing in Nazareth. Not knowing the source ofWisglom, they find his office as a teacher
offensive. In spite of what they heard and saw fladgd to penetrate the veil of ordinariness
which characterized this one who had grown up énviliage.

The rhetorical question, “Is not this the carperitee son of Mary?” deserves careful
attention both to the text and its meaning. Sigaifit strands of the Marcan textual tradition
agree essentially with the Matthean formulatios:ttis not the son of the carpenter? Is not
his mother called Miriam?” (Mt. 13:55). Moreovegaanst the allegation of Celsus that Jesus
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was only a carpenter Origen answered forthriglmtét th none of the Gospels accepted by
the Church was Jesus himself designated a cargewteile the textual question is so
complex that equally competent interpreters hawptadl differing points of view, it seems
preferable to adopt the text of the uncials in Whlesus is designated “the carpenter, the son
of Mary.” The variant reading was apparently confed to the text of Matthew in the

interest of the virgin birth and perhaps to avbid attribution of a menial trade to Jesus when
to do so in the Graeco-Roman world would be totestcorr The Marcan text as it stands is
derogatory. “Is not this the carpenter?” meanggelsiot a common worker with his hands
even as the rest of us are? The additional phthsesbn of Mary” is probably disparaging. It
was contrary to Jewish usage to describe a mameason of his mother, even when she was a
widow, except in insulting terms. Rumors to theseffthat Jesus was illegitimate appear to
have circulated in his own lifetime and may lie inehthis reference as wéefl.The rhetorical
guestion of the people indicates that they knowsesly in a superficial way. They find no
reason to believe that he possesses the anointh&aid.

Jesus responded with an aphorism to which therewareerous parallels in Jewish and Greek
literature. The comparison of his experience to tfahe prophets who were dishonored
among their own people is ironicdllt anticipates his ultimate rejection by Israetiat the
same time recalls Ch. 3:20-21, 31-35 when Jesoshfand kinsmen expressed the opinion
that he was insane and attempted to halt his &eswviorcibly.

In the presence of gross unbelief Jesus restriggedctivity to the healing of a few sick
individuals. It is not Mark’s intention to stresssiis’inability when he states that he could
perform no miracles at Nazareth. His purpose iserab indicate that Jesus was not free to
exercise his powen these circumstance$¥he performance of miracles in the absence of
faith could have resulted only in the aggravatibhuman guilt and the hardening of men’s
hearts against God. The power of God which Jesssgssed could be materialized in a
genuinely salutary fashion only when there wagéueptivity of faith. Unbelief excluded the
people of Nazareth from the dynamic disclosure of’'& grace that others had experienced.

Apparently Jesus had not anticipated the reactidheopeople. The statement that he
“marvelled” is the sole instance when Mark uses Wairb of Jesus. It vividly suggests the
degree of resistance he encountered in Nazare@h.l8:5-6a Mark draws attention not to
the limits of Jesus’ power but rather to the piiwag which result from unbelief.

In the Marcan outline the rejection at Nazaretimtisnately related to the subsequent mission
of the Twelve (Ch. 6:7-13). The tension betweethfand unbelief permeates both accounts.
Moreover in Ch. 6:11 there is a distinct indicattbat the disciples will also experience
rejection. By situating these two incidents at i@t in his Gospel the evangelist shows that
unbelief is the context in which the Christian nossadvances and that rejection is an
experience common to the Lord and the Church. paiist had immediate relevance for his
own hard-pressed community. It is probable thatltegnized in the juxtaposition of
rejection and mission a pattern confirmed in theateon of Jesus by the nation, climaxed by
crucifixion and resurrection, which created thesiplic mission.

Verses 6-13 the mission of the 12 in Galilee

It is difficult to be certain whether Mark intenddte reference to Jesus’ itinerant ministry to
be intimately associated with the rejection at Mattaor the commissioning of the Twelve.

As a succinct summary statement of the activityesfus, verse 6b is able to stand upon its
own, without close association with either contéxtonnection with Ch. 6:1-6a would
suggest that as a result of the rejection at N#zdesus entered upon an extended tour of the
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Galilean villages. While the commissioning of the€lve is the next event reported, that
development has no necessary relationship to tlag&iministry. On the other hand, if verse
6b is tied to Ch. 6:7-13 it indicates that as altexf his tour Jesus determined to extend his
ministry yet further through the direct commissianof the Twelve. The text of Mark is
intelligible on either reading, and both have fosogport. This is the third tour of the
Galilean villages reported by Mark (cf. Ch. 1:19).3

With the commissioning of the Twelve Mark reachgmant for which he has carefully
prepared. The call to be fishers of men (Ch. 1:06?ints forward to the election of Levi
(Ch. 2:14), and then of the Twelve, who are settapderms of a specific promise (Ch.
3:13-19). They will be sent forth to preach and ba given authority to expel demons.

Since their election the disciples had been witudand had shared his experiences. Private
instruction (Ch. 4:11, 34) and exposure to his powwer demonic possession, sickness and
death (Ch. 5) had prepared them for more direalir@ment in his ministry.

Jesus authorized the disciples to be his delegatesespect to both word and power. Their
message and deeds were to be an extension of hisTé commissioning of the Twelve has
a rich background in the juridical practice of Jsdg which recognized the official character
of actions performed by authorized individuals. &l to its simplest form, the law
acknowledged that “the sent one is as the man whuorissioned him.” This formulation lies
behind the mission of the Twelve, who are senhfad “appointed representatives” of Jesus
in the legal sense of the term. Their return taidesd the report concerning all that they had
taught and done in fulfilment of the commission (6180) is consistent with this legal
background. The fulfilment of a commission by paifsnessengers is attested elsewhere in
Judaisnt’ The division of the Twelve into groups of two comhs their mission to the

Mosaic provision that the truthfulness of a testime to be established “by the mouth of
two witnesses.” There is in the context no thowgfhthe creation at this time of a permanent
office, but rather the fulfilment of a specific corission® This is an important

consideration; it signifies that the instructionsieh Jesus gave to the disciples do not have a
general and permanent validity. They are relevatiis particular commission. The
insistence that the disciples take neither foodmoney, but depend wholly on hospitality, is
a matter of special authorization within limits whiwere both local and temporary.

The specific terms of the commission demandedefitbciples a rigorous commitment to
total dependence upon God for food and shelterlé¥he minimum requirements for the
journey—staff and sandals—were permitted, they wetake nothing else. Bread, the
beggar’s bag, the smallest coin in the belt, aasd tunic to keep out the night chill were
all excluded.

The disciples were instructed to accept the hddpitahich was offered. Whenever a home
was opened to them they were to stay there umyl tleparted from the village. They were
not to dishonor the home by accepting more comitetprovisions offered by another host.

The clear intimation that the disciples would exgece rejection injects an ominous note
into the charge. There would be villages where ogpitality would be offered and where
their word would not be tolerated. In this situatibey were to shake the dust from their feet,
as a testimony and warning to the villagers, andlgewhere. This instruction is intelligible

in the light of Jewish practice. It was the custinpious Jews who had travelled outside of
Israel to remove carefully from their feet and blog all dust of the alien lands in which they
had travelled. By this action they dissociated thelwes from the pollution of those lands
and their ultimate judgment. An analogous actionhenpart of the disciples would declare
that a village was pagan in character. It would/le warning that the disciples had fulfilled
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their responsibility and that those who had reg¢ke mission would have to answer to
God?’ The removal of dust from the feet belongs to titegory of symbolic realism; it is a
prophetic act designed to provoke thought on tiiegddhe rejecting villagers. The mission
of the disciples has a selective character. Thegnce in a town or village determines
which of the inhabitants are open to the word efkingdom which they bear. Should they
wipe the dust from their feet and break communicatith a village they consign it to
judgment. This provision indicates that the conohghe disciples, like that of Jesus himself,
had the character of sifting and gathering the pre@ple of God.

In obedience to their commission the Twelve proctd the gospel through their word and
deed. Their message and the exercise of powerrgotife representative character of their
mission. They preach the message of repentancénwhagus had proclaimed; they cast out
demons and heal the sick because these activdgbsharacterized his ministry. Their
coming to a village brought healing and salvatiothie most comprehensive terbecause
they were his representativekesus had commissioned them and they came nahis.
What Jesus did in his own power as commissione@ddy, the disciples did in his power.

The essential element in the mission is the intrusif the Kingdom of God “with power.”
The expulsion of demons is clearly distinguisheuirfthe anointing of the sié%,but both
actions were visible functions of the Kingdom. Thikelared that it was God’s intention to
apply salvation to man in his wholeness. The faquan the words and works of Christ
anticipates the character of the more permanergiomshe disciples received by the
appointment of the risen Christ.

Verses 14-16 speculations about the identity of Jes

If the connection with Ch. 6:6-13 may be pressedas the mission activity of Jesus and the
Twelve throughout Galilee which brought to Herodfgention popular reports concerning
Jesus. Herod Antipas, the son of Herod the Grehiviaithace, was tetrarch of Galilee and
Perea from his father’s death in 4 B.C. to A.D. B total disregard for Jewish sensitivity
was displayed not only in his marriage to Herodms,in the selection of an ancient
cemetery as the site for his capital, Tiberiasttidy choice Herod virtually excluded Jewish
settlers, for residence in the city would rendentiperpetually unclean in terms of the ritual
law. The royal title had been denied to Antipasilogustus. Goaded by the ambitious
Herodias, it was Antipas’ request for the title'kaihg” which officially led to his dismissal
and exile in A.D. 39® Mark’s use of the royal title may reflect localstom, or it may be a
point of irony. Herod had modeled his court aftex imperial pattern, and it is possible that
the irony of designating him by a title he covetedt, failed to secure, would be appreciated
in Rome where his sentence had been sealed.

Accepting the indefinite plural as the originaldewgy, it was the people who recognized in
Jesus’ ministry the powers of the Age to Come selddhrough resurrection. On this
understanding, verses 14-15 refer to three popstanates of the person of Jesus: he is John
the Baptist, or he is Elijah, or he is one of tkteeo prophets. The people view Jesus in the
perspective of a prophet; their only question comeédis identity. Herod had been informed
concerning the prophet who was exciting the aspmatof the people within his district, and
had formed his own opinion.

The three popular estimates of Jesus constitut@btie earliest attempts to explain the
enigma of his person and work. The conviction flesus is John risen from the dead comes
from a group of people who had no direct experiemite Jesus or the Baptist, since they did
not know that Jesus was a contemporary of Johitaddbeen baptized by him. Because
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Jesus had not begun his ministry in Galilee uffi@rahe imprisonment of John (Ch. 1:4), the
people had a distinct impression of successiorerdttan of contemporaneity. They
understood the new proclaimer in terms of a mocentand, to them, better known figure,
the prophet John. If they had even heard that Jgasdaptized by John they could not
possibly have identified him with the Baptist. Jebmot known to have performed any
miracles during the course of his ministry (Jn410Q:John did no sign”), and it was the
element of power in Jesus’ ministry which led thenbelieve that John had risen from the
dead. The resurrection permitted the powers oh#ve age to be channeled through him. The
opinion that John has returned from the dead irséimee body he had possessed before his
execution sheds light on the popular conceptioih@fresurrection and indicates that the
people had no knowledge of Jesus prior to his mmnis Galilee. They think of him as one
who appeared suddenly upon the earth a short fitmethe Baptist's death. The
identification of Jesus with John, through whom dheient gift of prophecy had been
affirmed after so long a silence, appears to imegrpesus as the promised eschatological
Prophet whose word would herald the last ddys.

The opinion that Jesus is Elijah identifies Jesiik the Coming One” announced by John
(Ch. 1:7). It probably reflects the conviction bétBaptist’s followers. Although he left the
identity of the one mightier than himself unnaméahn had defined his function in terms
which pointed unmistakably to “the Messenger of@w¥enant,” the prophet Elijah, in the
closing paragraphs of Malachi (Chs. 3:1f.; 4:5fghn must have been responsible for
communicating to his followers that Jesus was Eliggs promised in the prophetic word. The
identification of Jesus as the precursor to “theagand terrible day of the Lord” was a
response of faith which stands in contrast to thygufar opinion that Jesus was John risen
from the dead.

The third estimate is to be distinguished fromgbeond by its reference to Jesus as an
ordinary prophet, not one like Elijah whose comiggn ominous portent of the end. He is
one more prophet in the succession of prophetshakie spoken and acted for God in
Israel’s history. If the reading supported by thégstern” text (“he is one of the prophets”) is
correct, however, Jesus is identified with oneheféncient prophets who has returned for a
new and final phase of ministry. This understandsngnly a variant form of the previous
two: Jesus is the eschatological prophet. The r&rtlee returning prophet is not provided,
since the people thought alternately of Elijah, B&<Enoch or Jeremiah.

Herod, disturbed by an uneasy conscience dispasgaperstition, feared that John had come
back to haunt him. This judgment presupposes gmtslwas unknown to the tetrarch until
after John’s death. He felt that in Jesus he wafaoted with the Baptist once more, but
now returned from the grave with the result thagioa powers were at work in him. The
reference to Herod’s execution of John servesttoduce the extended account of the
Baptist’'s death in Ch. 6:17-29. It also indicatesddl’s sense of his responsibility for John’s
death, which was brought home to him in a pointagt tay the popular rumors stimulated by
the activity of Jesus. In Jewish thinking resuiimacts the prelude to judgment, and the terror
of judgment may be caught in Herod’s statementhfiJavhom | beheaded, is risen.”

Verses 17-29 the beheading of John the Baptist

The Gospel of Mark contains two “passion narrativéee first of which reports the
imprisonment and death of John the Baptist. Thailéekt narration of the circumstances
resulting in the death of John stands in sharpraento the brief description of his mission in
Ch. 1:4-8. It is probable that the present nareatéflects a special source which circulated
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among the disciples of John. It is included heré/layk both to clarify the statements in Ch.
6:14, 16 and to point forward to the suffering aleath of Jesus.

The historical integrity of this narrative has beeniously challenged. Alleged differences
between Mark and Josephus, the presence of mdiithwecall the conflict of Elijah with
Jezebel or the story of Esther, and the improligimfia princess degrading herself by
performing a sensuous solo dance at a royal bargunesh the base for critical objection.
On the other hand, between Mark and Josephus dhergositive points of agreement. Both
writers note the offensive adulterous union of Hienath Herodias, the fact of a daughter
born of Herodias’ first marriage who would have meéthe age demanded by the Marcan
narrative, the influence of Herodias on her weasbland, and the death of John by
beheading. The differences which are alleged tst é&satween Mark and Josephus concern
(1) the name of the first husband of Herodiastl{2)reason for John’s execution and (3) the
place of his imprisonment and execution.

(1) Josephus states that Herodias’ first husbarsdHesiod, the son of Herod the Great
and Mariamne I, and half-brother to Antipas. Mat&ntifies this man as Philip. There is no
necessary discrepancy between the two accounts searly every son of Herod the Great
bore the name “Herod” as a family designation (H&rod Archelaus, Herod Philip, Herod
Antipas, and the grandson Herod Agrippa). Joseffailaire to provide the personal name of
this man should not obscure the fact that he waenga second name. It is common to
suppose that “Philip” can only mean Herod Philije son of Herod the Great and Cleopatra,
who was tetrarch of Iturea and Trachonitis. Buttdtearch and the husband of Herodias were
the sons of different mothers and there is no fieason why they could not have received
the same name. The full name of Herodias’ firsblamsl is unknown, but no evidence exists
that it was not Herod Philip. Moreover, no detaiMark’s narrative lends support to the
supposition that his reference is to the tetrartaig?

(2) Josephus’ report that Herod imprisoned and @eelcthe Baptist because he feared a
political uprising to which John might give leaddsis thoroughly understandable. The
territory of Antipas included the narrow strip dgsated Perea, which bordered on the
Nabatean Kingdom. His marriage to Herodias hadirequhe repudiation of a former wife,
the daughter of Aretas IV of Nabatea. It is cl¢aerefore, that John’s proclamation of the
unlawfulness of Herod’s adulterous union couldriierpreted as a call to insurrection which
threatened the tetrarch from within his province@sously as did the incensed Nabateans to
the east of his province. It should be remembératitosephus was writing some sixty years
after the event for a Roman public who would findAintipas’ desire to suppress a potential
public disturbance merely the action of a RomanigtatMark, whose interests are very
different from those of Josephus, stresses thamogeof Herodias. This emphasis is
thoroughly consistent with what Josephus has redat length concerning the active role
played by women and their intrigues in the conaiii¢ierodian affairs. There is no sufficient
reason for doubting the historical accuracy ofNM@can narrative on this account.

(3) Josephus states that Herod sent John to Maahdbe southern tip of Perea tangent
to the northeast corner of the Dead Sea. The piitxohthis area to the Judean wilderness
where John seems to have concentrated his missids ktrong probability to the correctness
of this detail. Mark does not say where John wawmisoned. Because “the first men of
Galilee” were present at the banquet, and Jesasepce in Galilee is the occasion for
Herod'’s disturbed thoughts, it is natural to thaikTiberias in Galilee, the tetrarch’s capital.
There is nothing in Mark; however, which demand$il&aas the scene of John’s
imprisonment, and it is proper to read Mark throtigh eyes of Josephus at this point,
placing the scene of the action in Machaerus.

42



It is possible that Mark incorporated details ia tlarrative which would call to mind the
Elijah-Jezebel conflict, for it is clear that Jesater identifies John as Elijah. The parallels
with Esther are those which are normal in the depicof an oriental court scene. The final
objection, that it is wholly improbable that a Hetan princess would debase herself by
dancing before the company of men assembled bietrech, loses its force when
consideration is given to the moral depravity otipas and Herodias. It is clear from the
Marcan narrative that there was calculation on Hea part to achieve her will; the dancing
of her daughter was a crucial element in her @ad, was probably arranged by Herodias
herself. The objections to the historical integafythe Marcan narrative are not substantial
and should be set aside. There was no discipletof present to report the details of what
had taken place, but it was inevitable that whaipleaed would first be whispered about, and
then take shape in a popular report. Mark narnates was being said at that time.

Going back to the text, John has denounced theviullaoyal marriage. Not even the royal
house was exempt from his call to radical reperarterod’s motives for arresting the
Baptist appear to have been mixed. John’s preaciasgpolitically explosive. The powerful
Nabatean forces across Herod’s border posed atéetfineat to his security, and the tetrarch
could not afford to have the provincials also infled against him. Nevertheless, he
recognized that John was a man of God and soudgdeteio him in protective custody against
the vindictive intentions of his wife. Herodias wihe daughter of Aristobulus (the son of
Herod and Mariamne), and the niece of Antipas.\&®near her fortieth year at the time of
her second marriag@ Her union with Antipas was adulterous and shockiagause the
Mosaic Law clearly prohibited marriage to a broth&vife while the brother was yet alive
(Lev. 18:16; 20:21). This flouting of the Law inghi places could not but call forth the stern
denunciation of the wilderness prophet.

It is impossible to know whether John had addrefisedoyal court directly or not. It seems
clear, however, that just as the weak Ahab haddduvut his troubles to Jezebel, Antipas
had not concealed from Herodias what John was gayime prophet’s charge infuriated her.
She nurtured a sustained grudge against John aireédléo silence his disturbing accusation
in a manner that had ample precedent in the Hanahaals—arranged “accident” or
execution. Antipas would not permit this, for hellsasuperstitious fear of John whom he
recognized as a righteous and holy man. The impm&mnt of John was thus a compromise
measure; it silenced his proclamation to the pedplecould be rationalized as a protective
measure against the whims of his wife. More wealk ttruel, Herod listened to John with an
undeniable fascination. John’s word left him pexpts and in anguish. Yet he found a
strange pleasure in the authoritative preachirtgiefholy man, whose stringent life gave
added power to his probing word. Too weak to follan’s counsel, he nevertheless had to
listen.

While Herodias had been restrained from executargarath upon John for a period of time,
an appropriate occasion presented itself when Hestebrated his birthday with a banquet
for the leading courtiers and men of his provinikdee narrative seems to imply that she was
biding her time, but that she deliberately sentdarghter into the feast to dance, in order to
induce Herod to grant her desire. This understandifers the most plausible explanation for
Salome’s dance.

The terms describing the guests at the banquetf agecial interest: “his great men, his
commanders of battalions, and the first persor@adilee.” The first term, which occurs only
here in the Gospels, is appropriate to an oriertaironment; Tacitus uses it of the barons of
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Armenia who resisted the Roman incursions, whildecontext of Belshazzar’s feast it
designates the petty lords of the monarch. In Miagk‘great men” are the inner circle of the
tetrarch’s government. The second term has digtildiman overtoneghiliarch being the
usual equivalent to the Lattribunus militum designating “commanders of a thousand.” The
term is appropriate to Herod'’s tetrarchy, wherehasts would be only at battalion strength.
A second Roman term occurs in verse 27, which muection with the present reference
indicates the court and administration of a pettyidh prince who patterned his
establishment after the imperial model. The leadi@gy of Galilee are presumably Herod’s
courtiers, men of substance who possessed bothisiiee and inclination to accompany him
to Machaerus whenever Antipas was resident there.

Josephus identifies the name of Herodias’ daugi#&alome. She was later married to the
tetrarch Herod Philip, who was considerably old@ntshe was, and after his death in 34
A.D. to another Herodian named Aristobulus. She, w@pparently, in her middle teens at the
time of her infamous performan&&That she was not yet married seems clear frorfattte

that she was still under the influence of her mgtbertainly no prince would have permitted
his wife to perform artistically before the compasfyassembled men. The dance was
unquestionably lascivious, designed to captivatefarther the ends of the dancer. It appears
to have had its origins not in a Semitic contextibwa distinctly Hellenistic one. The
performance pleased both Herod and his guestsap&precisely because it was the princess
who danced. They had undoubtedly seen professitamaers in the past, but Mark seems to
stress that it was actually the daughter of Hemodiao performed. In a boisterous manner
appropriate to the feast and the presence of ne$ cten, Herod invited the girl to specify
what her reward should be, sealing his words witlea@h. The invitation, together with the
formulation, “unto the half of my kingdom,” recaltspecially the words of Ahasuerus to
Esther (Esth. 5:3, 6). It is clear, however, froanghlel references that Herod is employing a
proverbial reference for generosity which Salomdanstood was not to be taken prosaically.
Generosity suited the occasion, and would undolypteith the assent of his guests.

If the supposition that Salome danced at the iagtg of her mother is correct, Herodias had
not fully revealed her intention. She had merestnmcted her daughter to perform in such a
manner as to win Herod’s approval. When Salomedhghk®t she should claim for herself,
Herodias responded with a bluntness and promptmleish betrays calculation—the head of
John the Baptist. She had waited for this momeatw khat it had come she found it
satisfying. Her request in no way shocked Salont® astened back at once to Herod to
demand the head of John. The grim detail “on agilaseems to be her own, an expression
of black humor inspired by the banquet yet in pesgr

The request of Salome, expressed with arrogancenatide, immediately sobered Antipas.
Only moments before he had revelled in boisteramviwiality; now he experienced the
deepest grief. Herod was filled with conflictinggefgs. He was reluctant to grant the request
but finally decided that he had no other choicesine had sealed his invitation with an oath
in the presence of his great men. As had to haphidarod gave the order that the girl’s
demand was to be honored.

The designation for the guardsman charged witlexeeution transliterates the Latin form
speculator Thespeculatoresvere a well-known division of the imperial guatcdRome.

These soldiers served as a police force, and ipdges of Tacitus tend to figure in moments
of military intrigue. The use of the Latin term fibre guardsman ordered to execute John is
appropriate to the context, and offers furthesiitation of Herod’s attempt to pattern his
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court after the imperial administration. John wakdnaded in the dungeon of the fortress, and
in due course the head was presented on a platsetp Salome, and then to her mother.

Verses 30-44 Feeding of the five thousand

At the conclusion of their mission to the Galilealtages the disciples returned to Jesus. He
had commissioned them to be his emissaries (Ch18)7and it is appropriate to this
circumstance that they should report to him howy thed fulfilled their commission. The
designation of the Twelve as “the apostles,” whachurs only here in Mark’s Gospel, has
specific reference to the mission they have jusiediaken. In this context the term is
descriptive of the disciples’ function rather tremofficial title, and could be rendered
“missionaries.” It was in consequence of their moisof preaching and exorcism in Galilee
that the Twelve were designated “apostles,” i.eséhwho had been sent forth and
empowered by Jesus.

The mission activity of the Twelve had caught tttergtion of large numbers of people, who
pursued after the disciples even as earlier thdysbaght the benefactions of Jesus. Mark
conveys the impression of one group following aeots he reports that “many were coming
and going,” with the result that the Twelve hadeisure to eat. Jesus’ directive to withdraw
to a wilderness-place signifies more than a deserwst after strenuous labor. What is in
view is the concept of rest within the wildernddsurk indicates this by repeating the
expressions “a wilderness-place apart” in verseariil32. The site toward which the
disciples set sail cannot be identified with angrée of certainty; but this was not important
to the evangelist. What was significant was theattar of the place to which Jesus and his
disciples withdrew, and this is sufficiently indied by the descriptive phrase “wilderness-
place.” That God provides rest for his people wattiie wilderness is a recurring theme in the
Scripture® It was the literal rest of the wilderness generated by Moses and Joshua which
became the type of the final rest promised to #@pfe of God in a second exodus in the
preaching of Isaiah and Jeremiah. The ancient bbpest within the wilderness is to be
fulfilled as Jesus gathers his disciples to a wildes-place that they may be by themselves.
The disciples and the multitudes who pursue thesugoto be the people of the new exodus.
The presence of Jesus and the provision of Godywi to this time of withdrawal the
character of rest within the wilderness.

The second introductory unit is thematically unitedhe first by wilderness motifs. Its
purpose is to indicate that the withdrawal of thdtitude from the several Galilean villages
to the wilderness where they experienced Jesuspaesion was the direct result of the
mission activity of the Twelve. By accenting th&at®nship of the multitude to the disciples
(“they sawthem and they recognizetiemand they ran on foot from all the towns and got
there ahead dhent) Mark shows that the provision of rest in thedtness was the
ultimate intention behind the disciples’ commissipnJesus.

The comparison of the people to “sheep not havigsigegpherd” is an allusion to Num. 27:17
and Ezek. 34:5. In the context of both of thesesg@gss, Mark’s statement belongs to the
wilderness theme. In Num. 27:17 Moses prays theat.drd will appoint a leader to take his
place prior to his death in the wilderness lestaeple “be as sheep which have no
shepherd.” It is significant that God appointedhspherd Joshua, whose name in the
Septuagint is “Jesus.” In Ezek. 34 the shepherd@isalso associated with the wilderness.
There is no shepherd for the sheep, but God prentigecoming of a faithful shepherd, “my
servant David” (Ch. 34:23), who will establish avepant of peace, causing the people to
“dwell securely in the wilderness” (Ch. 34:25).Marse 34 Mark proclaims Jesus on the
background provided by these passages: he is thagpointed by God to be the leader of
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the people in their exodus into the wildernessshi@od’s servant David who provides rest
for the people in the wilderness. These theologioats are not extraneous to Mark’s
presentation. They provide the indispensable backgt for understanding the feeding
narrative which follows. The multitude who pursesus and the disciples are representative
of Israel once more in the wilderness. There theg@egence the compassion of the Messiah,
who teaches them “at length” concerning the Kingddr&od? In the carefully constructed
twofold introduction to the feeding narrative ittree wilderness motif which exhibits the
deeper significance that Mark found in the evemtsdtords. The time of rest in the
wilderness has come when the Son of God establmbasfellowship with his people.

The account of the feeding of the multitude ongheres of Lake Gennesaret possesses a
particular significance in the framework of Markspel. Its elaborate introduction (Ch.
6:30-34), the extended dialogue with the discipleds 6:35—-38), as well as subsequent
references to this occasion (Chs. 6:52; 8:17-2d)itarsequel in the feeding of the four
thousand (Ch. 8:1-10), show that the evangelistrozgl this event as crucial for
understanding the dignity of Jesus. Its positiothenMarcan framework after the account of
Herod’s feast juxtaposes the sumptuous orienta atithe Herodian court with the austere
circumstances in which Jesus satisfied the mukituidh the staples of a peasant’s diet. In
spite of the tetrarch’s pretensions to royalty,geeple are as leaderless as sheep who possess
no shepherd. In contrast to the drunken debaudfeéhe Herodian feast, Mark exhibits the
glory of God unveiled through the abundant provised bread in the wilderness where Jesus
is Israel’s faithful shepherd.

The extended conversation of Jesus with his dissipbncerning bread is the distinctive
element in the Marcan account of the feeding ointlutitude. Jesus, in contrast to the
circumstances depicted in all of the other mirgcgpears deliberately to create the situation
in which the people must be fed. His instructiamghie disciples to feed the people and to
count their reserves of bread signify unambiguottsy the food had to be provided through
the disciples, not from the multitude. Jesus kntrars the beginning what he will do and the
exchange with the Twelve moves toward a well-defieed. His instructions to the disciples,
which perplex and baffle them, are intended to kba&dn to understanding. The Twelve,
however, display an increasing lack of understagidimeir attitude of disrespect and
incredulity declares that the conduct of Jesugyhd their comprehension. This dialogical
structure of the Marcan account gives to it a paléir tone and provides the basis for the
criticism that the disciples did not understandawuse their hearts were hardened (Ch. 6:52).

In Judaism it was a stringent rule that nothinguthde eaten without thanking God before
and after the meal. On this occasion Jesus pertbtheeduty of the host in pronouncing the
blessing over the loaves and the fish. Mark’s sege®f words describes the characteristic
procedure at ordinary Jewish mé&isnd indicates that Jesus faithfully followed the
accepted form: he took the bread in his hands,qunoced the blessing, broke the bread into
pieces and distributed it. The only deviation froarmal practice was that while praying
Jesus looked toward heaven rather than downwamateasribed. This is not an ordinary
meal, and it is proper to see in Jesus’ prayeoniyt the customary praise and thanksgiving
but a reliance upon the Father for the extraorgipaiver necessary to meet the people’s
need. The object of the blessing pronounced wathedbaves and the fish, but “the Lord,”
since every prayer before a meal began with theslylg of the name of God: “Praise unto
thee, O Lord our God, King of the world.” The contation of the prayer depended on the
nature of the food involved; in the case of brddessing was invoked on God, “who makes
bread to come forth from the eartf?>This recognition that the bread was God’s provisio
was confirmed by those who were present with thhemen.” In the act of blessing God the
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few loaves and fish were consecrated to the seofitdee Kingdom. The actual fact of the
miracle is not recounted and cannot be describdtetiér the bread increased in the hands of
Jesus or in the hands of the disciples who dideibu was not considered important in the
tradition. Here the Kingdom of God was functioniiithe God who gave manna in the
wilderness and who made startling provision ford@ssants Elijah and Elisha now gives to
the people their daily bread, visibly and yet inidden manner.

The text is emphatic that the loaves and fish waraculously increased. In sharp contrast to
the deficiency of funds and the scarcity of foothatd Mark poses “all” who “eat and are
filled” with much left over, in spite of the vasie of the gathering. In contrast to a
sacramental meal in which the people receive omhpesel, Mark emphasizes that their
hunger was fully satisfied. When they returnechimwilderness in response to the mission of
the Twelve the Galileans met the Lord who “opersshi@ind and satisfies the desire of every
living thing” (Ps. 145:16). Reflecting the traditial respect for bread as the gift of God, it
was a regulation that scraps which had fallen uperground during a meal were to be
gathered. The fragments were collected in the swieker basket$® that every Jew carried
with him as a part of his daily attire. Each of thsciples returned with his basket full. The
guantity of the remaining fragments witnesses &oftiiness of the meal and confirms the
satisfaction noted in verse 42. The arrangemetiteomultitude in table companies and field
groups would permit a quick estimation of the nunresent. Five thousand men was an
immense gathering since large neighboring towres@Glpernaum and Bethsaida had only
2000-3000 inhabitants each.

The miracle took place before the multitude, bet¢his no indication in the Marcan text that
they had any realization of what was taking plddes simplicity of the meal Jesus provided
is congruous with his general reluctance to perforinacles and give signs; there was
nothing extraordinary in the peasants’ fare whiculd call attention to itself. The messianic
meal remained hidden from the thousands. The esémtended to be revelatory to the
disciples alone. They are the ones who promptdhierg who bring the loaves and fish, who
distribute the meal and who gather the fragmentsohtrast to their usually passive stance
Jesus actively involved them in the total procegdhiis extended discussion with them prior
to the event baffled them, while his wordless disale of his divine power through the event
exceeded all understanding. In the eyes of thelpelgsus remained an enigmatic prophetic
teacher (cf. Ch. 6:14 f.), but he should have lreeagnized by the disciples as the Son of
God at whose disposal are all of the riches oFlaiher. The people fail to perceive who
Jesus is and they do not understand him. The tiscifm not understand him although they
were given an abundant opportunity to see his glbinat is why they alone are reproved for
their hardness of heart and their failure to gtagpmeaning of the miracle of the loaves in
the subsequent narrative (Chs. 6:52; 8:17-21).

It is appropriate to see in the feeding of the rtude a fresh affirmation of the promise that
the Messiah will feast with men in the wildernelss(25:6-9). The austerity of the meal,
however, is more reminiscent of the manna in tHdesness than of the rich fare promised
for the eschatological banquet. Moreover, the atesehan enduring relationship between
Jesus and the people indicates that the fellowshiph they shared was essentially that
which exists between a host and his guests. Théwasaeschatological to the degree that
the people experienced rest in the wilderness ard wurtured by the faithful Shepherd of
Israel, but it pointed beyond itself to an uninigted fellowship in the Kingdom of God. In
the center of the event stands Jesus, who créegestiation and arranges everything that
pertains to the meal. He orders the camp in threings, takes and breaks the bread and
divides the fish, and through his hands the miraalelds for those who have eyes to see. If
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the crowd has been described as sheep withoupphette Jesus is presented as the Shepherd
who provides for all of their needs so that thegklaothing.

Verses 45-52 Jesus Walks on Water

This is the second occasion on which Jesus denadedthis sovereignty over the water and
wave (the first being the stilling of the stormcimapter 4). Here his whole person in
involved as he walks across the water. On bothsions the disciples fail to understand
who Jesus is and experience stark fear and amatehmenincident is more firmly welded
into the context than most of the paragraphs bahgntyp the Galilean ministry. The dismissal
of the crowd, the hurried departure of the disa@plader constraint, and the reference to the
loaves in verse 52 inseparably link the narrativth the feeding of the multitude. When the
third person plural of the narration is transpagethe first person plural of direct discourse
the section reads like the excited report of onthefTwelve who had experienced terror
upon seeing the Lord of the Sea.

The abruptness with which Jesus constrained tlogotks to return to their boat and directed
them to Bethsaida Julias in the territory of HeRddlip suggests a crisis which is
unexplained in the Marcan narrative. Perhaps thvvads wanted to proclaim Jesus king by
force after he fed them in the wilderness. Jesfised to be the warrior-Messiah of popular
expectations.

This analysis is confirmed when the reference sugén prayer is seen in the context of
Mark’s structure. The evangelist speaks of Jesithdnawal to a solitary place for prayer
after the excitement of the sabbath activity in €apum (Ch. 1:35-39), after the miracle of
the loaves (Ch. 6:45 f.), and following the Laspfer (Ch. 14:26—42). In each case it is night
and Jesus finds himself in a moment of crisis prtechiby the enthusiasm of the crowds or
the impending passion. On this occasion it waghheat inherent in irresponsible excitement
which prompted Jesus to retreat from the peopleatAlse beginning of his ministry (Ch.

1:12 f.), Jesus’ presence in the wilderness proda@ke renewal of temptation: refusing the
acclaim of the multitude he gave himself to a Ipegiod of solitude in order to affirm his
obedience to the Father.

By the time Jesus had finished praying it was tud tiours before dawn and the disciples
were well out to sea. The observation that the @aton the sea and Jesus was alone on the
land seems labored until it is seen as an elemeamtécurring pattern in Mark. Whenever the
master is absent from the disciples (or appedsg 0, as in Ch. 4:35-41), they find
themselves in distress. And each time they expegianguish it is because they lack faith
(Chs. 4:35 ff.; 6:45 ff.; 9:14 ff.). This is clegrhe case in this episode where the physical
exhaustion of the disciples was aggravated by séar&r when they encountered what they
believed to be a night spectre. Mark’s notice iatBs that the crowd has dispersed and brings
into focus the principals in the drama which unéaldn the sea.

The reason that Jesus came to the disciples abmssugh sea about 3:00 A.M. was that he
had seen his disciples exerting themselves agaisisong wind which blew presumably
from the north or north-east and drove them ofirtbeurse. Because the text stresses that
Jesus’ coming to the disciples was the direct teduilis perceiving their distress, the
explanation that “he meant to pass by them” seamggratic, if not alien to the context.
Among the several proposals that have been oftbree are worthy of serious
consideration. (1) The words record the impres#hainthe disciples had at that time that the
spectral figure intended to pass by them. The cerpt verses 48-50 becomes intelligible
when transposed into the first person: “He meampiass by us, but when we saw him
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walking upon the sea we thought it was a ghost,caied out; for we all saw him and were
terrified.” (2) The several modern translationsjahihcreate the impression of an independent
and more or less isolated statement, fail to reprelark’s intention. The text should be
rendered, “for he intended to pass their way.” iHitgal particle is to be understood in an
explicative sense rather than as a coordinatinguoction; it introduces a subordinate clause
clarifying why Jesus came walking on the water.séet8 thus forms a composite whole:
when Jesus saw that the disciples were wearingsless out, he already felt the desire to
reveal his presence to them by passing their wiig groposal is grammatically feasible and
introduces cohesion and balance into the accoBnEdr Mark the event is a theophany, a
manifestation of the transcendent Lord who will$Spdy” as God did at Sinai before Moses
(Ex. 33:19, 22) or on Horeb before Elijah (1 Kirigs11). The text simply uses the language
of theophany familiar from the Septuagint. It ispible that the evangelist intends his
readers to recognize an allusion to Job 9:8, 1d whlks upon the waves of the sea ... If he
goes by me, | will not see him, and if he passesby| will not recognize him.” In this
instance the divine appearance occurred for the m@pose of being seen. In wonderful
fashion Jesus put his authority at the dispostii@flisciples and passed by to assure them of
his presence with them.

The disciples reacted to Jesus’ appearance withr f@onvinced that they had encountered a
water spirit. The popular belief that spirits oé thight brought disaster is illustrated by a
tradition preserved in the Talmud: “Rabbah saidf&ers told me that the wave that sinks a
ship appears with a white fringe of fire at itsstre@nd when stricken with clubs on which is
engraven, ‘| am that | am, Yah, the Lord of Hogtsien, Amen, Selah,’ it subsides.” When
Jesus perceived the terror of the disciples hgedléheir fears and corrected their delusion
with a summons to courage. The emphatic “I” in @56 is ambiguous. It can be understood
as a normal statement of identity (“it is I, Jegubut it can also possess deeper significance
as the recognized formula of self-revelation whigsts ultimately on the “I am that | am” of
Ex. 3:14. Not only the immediate context of the kirag) upon the water but the words with
which the emphatic “I” is framed favor the theopitanterpretation. The admonitions to
“take heart” and to “have no fear” which introdw®d conclude the “I am he” are an integral
part of the divine formula of self-revelation (eRs. 115:9 ff.; 118:5f.; Isa. 41:4 ff., 13 ff.;
43:1 ff.; 44:2 ff.; 51:9 ff.). In the darkness, whihe disciples are deceived by their eyes,
Jesus affirms his identity with the words “I am fesgr not.” But the emphatic overtone
should not be missed and is confirmed by the ev@tgecontinuation in verse 51f.

Jesus assured the disciples with his word andresepce. When he joined them in the boat
the wind suddenly died down. Since the abatemetiteofvind may be ascribed to natural
causes it is unnecessary to find here an additaeralonstration of Jesus’ sovereignty. The
disciples, however, were utterly astonished. Theyewindoubtedly physically drained from
their rowing against a strong head-wind and ematlgrdrained from their experience of
terror. They had no categories for understandisgslgresence with them in the boat. Mark
alone explains that they had failed to understdrmiaithe loaves and that their hearts were
hardened (verse 52; cf. Ch. 8:17). The disciplest#y realized that the multitude had been
fed with five loaves and two fish, but they hadddito grasp that this event pointed beyond
itself to the secret of Jesus’ person. Becausewlseg not truly open to the action of God in
Jesus they had missed the significance of the micidhe loaves for them, and saw only “a
marvel.” That is why they displayed not confideao®l joy in Jesus’ unexpected presence
but faithless panic. Mark’s concluding explanatisimportant in three respects: (1) it
indicates that some events in Jesus’ ministry pagedbolic” in that they provide the key to
other event$?’ If the disciples had understood the miracle ofitizes they would have
recognized Jesus’ identity as the sovereign Lord walks upon the waves of the sea. (2)
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The problem of understanding is not intellectual, éxistential; it is a matter of faith. The
disciples did understand Jesus’ incidental insimastand they understood that the multitude
had been fed. But their confused reaction to Jeslisates that they failed to recognize that
God was acting in history through him. Their miserstanding reflects unbelief. (3) The
disciples’ reaction to Jesuacttions(as well as his teachings) throughout Mark’s Gbspe
characterized by non-understanding. In tracingltk of understanding to “hardness of
heart” Mark indicates that at this stage in Jesusistry the disciples are not essentially
different from his opponents, who also fail to rgeize his unique character and exhibit
hardness of heart (cf. Chs. 3:5; 10:5).

The proper framework for understanding this unusp@ode is provided by the OT. There
the power of the Lord over seas and rivers, st@niswind, is repeatedly proclaimed. As the
creator of the sea God subdues it and treads ingowdves in demonstration of his majesty.
Because he is the Lord men do not need to be afmaidatter how the sea may rage or the
wind blow. Jesus’ appearance on the Sea of Gatilest be appreciated as a reality and a
sign that the living God has come nearer to meherrevelation of the Son. Jesus had no
intention of simply passing by his disciples inisptay of enigmatic glory. His walking upon
the water proclaimed that the hostility of natugaiast man must cease with the coming of
the Lord, whose concealed majesty is unveiled enpitoclamation “I am he.” At an early
date this episode was interpreted as a pledge $tGhaid; it provided the martyrs with the
assurance of Jesus’ saving nearness to all whevieedind obey him.

Verses 53-56 Healing

The account of healing in the region of Gennesartte evangelist's summary of Jesus’
activity just prior to his departure for the codsities of Tyre and Sidon (Ch. 7:24). It is tied
to its context as the natural sequel to the accoliiite storm at sea which subsided when
Jesus joined his disciples in the boat (Ch. 6:Bthough the disciples had rowed toward
Bethsaida, a short distance from the northeasecaithe lake, the strong head-wind
appears to have driven them severely southwardfértile plain of Gennesaret extended for
about three miles between Capernaum and Tibeag) dhe western shore of the Sea of
Galilee, and in the first century was thickly pogeld.

Though the people were not expecting Jesus, hémvaediately recognized. He was well
known from his ministry at Capernaum and reportsisfhealing power had penetrated the
entire region (cf. Ch. 1:28). The presence of Jesemted an immense excitement. Mark’s
picture of the people hastening from place to pEgeeports of his presence were received,
carrying their sick on mattresses, graphically @ysvthe impression of a determined effort to
seize an unexpected opportunity for healing. Tradiihg of a paralyzed man who had been
carried to Jesus on a mattress (Ch. 2:1-12), dsawef others who had been brought to him
(Ch. 1:32—34), undoubtedly had been the subjebanéar conversation in many towns and
cities and created the climate of expectation whieeted Jesus in Gennesaret.

Whenever Jesus entered villages, cities or hartileteeport that he was coming had
preceded him. He found the sick assembled in th&etzace or any open space where they
could be carried in anticipation of his arrivalpngoced that if they could only touch the

fringe of his garment they would be restored tdthedhe statement that as many as touched
him were healed is to be understood in the ligh¥lafk’s treatment of this mutual

relationship between Jesus and the afflicted in5226—34. What was involved was not
simply material contact with Jesus’ clothing, the touch of faith. At the same time, this
vignette is reminiscent of other crowds which hkanored to touch Jesus in a feverish mood
of excitement bordering on hysteria (see on Ch-B7 and recalls an earlier situation when
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Jesus found it necessary to avoid towns and attegether (Ch. 1:45). The works of Jesus
appear to be an epiphany of divine power and toplpdreat him as a miracle worker or
divine man whose power is released through toucthi$ connection the absence of any
reference to preaching or teaching activity is siggnt. The people are not prepared for
Jesus’ proclamation of the word, and the publicistiy interrupted in Ch. 6:31 has not been
resumed. They understand only that power is chadrterough his person. Jesus patiently
bears with their limited insight and graciously Isehose who reach out to him from the bed
of affliction.

Chapter 7
Verses 1-8 Conflict with the Pharisees over defileemt

Jesus’ teaching differed fundamentally from thathef Pharisees on essential points of
common piety. This has already been illustrateth waspect to sharing table-fellowship with
outcasts (Ch. 2:15-17), fasting (Ch. 2:18-22) aaob&th observance (Ch. 2:23-28), and is
now exhibited in regard to ritual defilement. Thignificant category extended beyond
various washings to the distinctions between riyugean and unclean foods and the vast
complex of dietary laws. The reference to the Jdeus scribes recalls the sharp conflict that
was instigated by their charge that Jesus exertimegdower of Beelzebul and was himself a
possessed man (Ch. 3:22-30). It serves noticdahatore is involved in the exchange
between the scribes and Jesus than a rabbinicediebathich alternative decisions will be
preserved and made the subject of further congidard he eating of bread without proper
concern for the removal of ritual defilement wasehgethe immediate occasion for this
confrontation. Its ultimate occasion was Jesugiewi disregard for the whole structure of
oral tradition which examined virtually every aspetpersonal and corporate life and sought
to regulate it in a manner consistent with the lader conditions often vastly different from
those in which the Law was first handed down. Baarwhere the Law was silent the
tradition was vocal, drawing the conclusions felbe implicit in the mandates of the written
code. The result was a vast legal complex, orédnm but definite in formulation, which was
entrusted to the scribes, the recognized intenzetethe Law, and was regarded as binding
upon all Israel.

Aware that most of his readers will not understredtechnical nature of the scribal charge
nor its background in Jewish practice, Mark prosidesimple definition of defilement and a
thumbnail sketch of Pharisaic practice. The evasgleas been criticized for ascribing
Pharisaic practice to “all the Jews,” since the cwn people, the so-called “sinners” (see on
Ch. 2:15), certainly were not careful about ritwalshings. In generalizing his explanation
Mark was following accepted Jewish practice in dégstg Jewish customs to a Gentile
audience. A close parallel is provided by the LretfeAristeas 8§ 305: “And as the custom of
all the Jewsthey washed their hands and prayed to God.” @heedistinctions in practice
which were current in first-century Judaism coudddibserved in the second century B.C.
when this document was composed, but were not deres relevant to the issue under
discussion.

The biblical mandate that the priests had to wash hands and feet prior to entering the
Tabernacle (Ex. 30:19; 40:13) provided the fouratafor the wide-spread practice of ritual
washings in Palestinian and diaspora Judaism.ast ks early as the second century B.C.
many Jews voluntarily assumed the purity laws efghests and regularly washed their
hands before morning prayer. The accompanying betmdwas designed not for the
priests, but for laymen: “Blessed be Thou O Lorahg<of the universe, who sanctified us by
thy laws and commanded us to wash the hatidBtie custom of washing the hands before
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eating bread was also grounded in priestly praciicthe conviction that daily food should
be eaten as if it were priestly food. By the thagashtury A.D. the eating of bread without
washing was strongly condemned, and this seemavi® Ieen a tendency already evident in
Jesus’ day. The Pharisees surpassed the prigbtsnizeal to safeguard themselves from
ritual defilement and were strong proponents oé ‘hiesthood of all believers” in the sense
that they considered the priestly regulations toldeatory for all men. It is important to
appreciate the concern to sanctify ordinary actgefvhich lay behind this extension of
priestly regulations to the laity. Its finest inteem was the demonstration that all Israel was
devoted to God and the Law, and the fulfilmenthaf injunction: “You shall be holy to me”
(Lev. 20:26). The Pharisees were convinced thastitie discipline of human conduct was
the necessary prelude to the true acknowledgme@bdfas sovereign.

To restore Levitical purity after defilement it wascessary to cleanse by water, and Mark
refers to the most common act of cultic cleansihg,washing of the hands, which was
formally required only before the consumption ofdt. The washing was accomplished by
pouring water on the handand this fact excludes all suggestions of immersire hands
from Mark’s reference in verse 3. The evangelistaxily specifies that handful of water
was required. The position of the hand was cuppét,the fingers flexed to allow the water
to pass between them so as to reach all partedfahd. By cupping the hand the entire hand
could be washed with a very small quantity of wafex distinction was maintained between
this type of washing, sprinkling, and bathing ae tmmersion of the hands up to the joint of
the fingers, and apparently it is this third catggaf ablutions to which reference is made in
verse 4 in connection with food purchased in theketplace. Up to this point Mark’s
statements are factual and accurate. It is prolibbtea tone of irony is intended, however,
when he makes a sweeping reference to the oraiorad’and many other things there are,
which they have received to hold”) and concludeaschitalogue with reference to the
“washing of cups and pots and copper vessels.”éltr&ry be here a certain justifiable
impatience with the mass of detail which was latatified in the Mishnah tractakelim
(Vessels), but it has the effect of exposing tted law to ridicule. Mark’s final remark serves
to broaden the issue from the washing of handslt@ cleansinger se

The sentence begun in verse 2a is completed i &e1@stensibly the issue raised by the
Pharisees and their scribes was the failure ohicedf the disciples to observe the purity
laws. The crucial element in the question as foataa, however, concerns walking
according to the tradition of the elders. The hiagdtharacter of the decisions handed down
by honored Jewish teachers of the Law was an eakeotmponent in Pharisaic thinking. It
was Jesus’ failure to support the validity of tlaldaw which made him an object of
concerted attack by the scribes. The question pgsadarly a challenge to Jesus himself,
and in his response, no reference is made to sogotks. The deeper intention behind the
guestion of eating with defiled hands is suggebted passage in the Mishnah: “But whom
did they place under a ban? Eleazar ben Enochubede cast doubt on (the tradition of the
Elders concerning) the cleansing of hands.”

The question of the scribes receives a twofold ansin immediate reply is provided by the
pointed citation of Isa. 29:13, introduced with thenic comment “Well did Isaiah prophesy
of you hypocrites!” This quotation is directly amgal to the scribes and Pharisees in verse 8.
A second answer is provided by the pregnant saadlulgessed to the crowd in verses 14 f.,
which exposes the deeper issue of the source iémeit which remains unaffected by
cultic cleansing.
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The quotation differs slightly in form from the Segagint text and may have been drawn
from a florilegium of prophetic passages used imRolt is probable that Jesus himself cited
the Hebrew text or the Targum currently used insyreagogue. It has often been held that
the charge of abandoning the commandment of Gothéotradition of men (in verse 8)
depends for its validity upon the Greek text whedkffers from the Hebrew. This is clearly
not the case. The Massoretic text contrasts folimalervice to God with devotion from the
heart and concludes, “this fear of me is a commamdraf men which has been taught (to
them).” This is certainly relevant to the largesue of the oral tradition which was diligently
handed down to each generation of the Phariseiesplies that even the concern to sanctify
all of life, which is presupposed in the assumptibthe priestly purity laws, rests less upon
the commandmeimtbove all others, the love of God with the whatart (Deut. 6:4; cf. Mk.
12:28-34), than upon a tradition which has beeaived and passed on as an expression of
formal piety. This gives pointedness to the charfgeypocrisy which emphasizes the
contradiction between what a man seems to be ingheon of his peers and what he is
before God. In the outward appearance of theiythet Pharisees were impeccable since
they scrupulously observed numerous prescriptiodscammandments. It was, nevertheless,
a lie because they had not surrendered themselvgsd.

Jesus’ sharp rebuttal sets in radical oppositierctimmandment of God and the halakhic
formulations of the scribal tradition. Theoretigalihe oral law was a fence which
safeguarded the people from infringing the Lawadtuality it represented a tampering with
the Law which resulted inevitably in distortion apssification of the living word of God.

The exaggerated reverence with which the scribd$P&arisees regarded the oral law was an
expression of false piety supported by human pitsagvoid of authority. Jesus

categorically rejects the authority of the oral law

Verses 9-13 The Conflict Between Commandment and &dition

Jesus’ counter-charge that the scribes and Phaitsee abandoned the commandment of
God in their zeal to observe the oral traditiongoet stand unsupported. The charge is
reaffirmed in verse 9 with biting irony and is théastrated concretely with reference to the
conflict between the fifth commandment and the fomsiof the elders on the sanctity of an
oath. The scribes had referred deferentially toottad law as “the tradition of the elders”
(verse 5); Jesus cited Isaiah in support of hiscthat it deserved to be designated “the
tradition of men” (verses 7-8), an example of hurtlamerness. He now baldly labels it
“your tradition” and affirms that in order to esliah it God’s commandment is nullified.
Jesus refused to permit his adversaries to invgieasat him a tradition which was capable of
violating the Law of God.

The theoretical foundations of oral law were trabadkward through a chain of tradition
extending from the elders and the men of the GBgatgogue to the prophets and Joshua to
Moses himself. Jesus, therefore, cites Moses agamsievelopments in legal casuistry
which were an essential component of the scrilaglition. The fitth commandment is cited

in both its positive and negative formulations limest literal agreement with the Septuagint
text of Ex. 20:12a (= Deut. 5:16a) and 21:16. Témosad text indicates the seriousness of an
offense against parents: the death penalty waseéeédor those who cursed their parents or
treated them with contemptin spite of Moses’ unequivocal affirmation of i

responsibility, the effect of the scribal tradition the binding character of an oath, even
when uttered rashly, was to prohibit compliancénviite commandment.

Qorbanis a technical term within the priestly traditiohthe OT (its use is limited to Lev.,
Num. and Ezek.) where it always denotes an offemage to God. In Mark’s explanatory
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note the term “gift” is a technical designation & oblation precisely as in the Greek text of
Lev. 2:1, 4, 12f. A fine contemporary parallel ke tuse ofjorbanin Mark has been provided
by a recently recovered Jewish ossuary inscriptidhithat a man may find-to-his-profit in
this ossuary (is) an offering to God from him whlaiithin it.” The importance of this
inscription is that it preserves the formula inatsnpleteness and furnishes a concrete
example of how the formula was used. It indicabed §esus was referring to a dedicatory-
formula which was commonly used by Jews in thedasturies B.C. and well into the
Christian era. The basic purpose of the formulategdace a ban on something, reserving it
for sacred use and withdrawing it from profane lsg@another person. The vow creates a
prohibition with regard to an object and fixes upiotme character of an offering dedicated to
God. This did not necessarily mean that the olglectaredjorbanhad actually to be offered
to God; it signified rather that it was withdrawnrh its intended use and was no longer
available for a particular individual “as if it wean offering.” In the hypothetical situation
proposed by Jesus, if the son declared his propgertyanto his parents, he neither promised
it to the Temple nor prohibited its use to himsklft he legally excluded his parents from the
right of benefit. Should the son regret his achon seek to alleviate the harsh vow which
would deprive his parents of all of the help thegimnormally expect from him, he would
be told by the scribes to whose arbitration the eass submitted that his vow was valid and
must be honore®. Jesus’ statement that the scribes do not allowtbido “anything” for his
parents is not extreme. The renunciation of alfifability extended beyond financial support
to such practical kindness as assistance in tHerpgnce of religious duties or the provision
of care in sickness.

The scribes sought to satisfy God’s legal claire;récognition of the validity of a vow

fulfills the letter of the commandment in Num. 3011, on the basis of a vow, the claims of
God must be upheld even in opposition to thoserméa’s parents, that is because God’s
claims are fundamentally higher than man’s and rhagiven precedence. This argument
acquires special force gorbanin this case signifies a genuine transferenceacémtal

claims to God and the transfer of property to teenple. But Jesus categorically rejects the
practice of using one biblical commandment to negaiother. This interpretation of Num.
30:1f. seized upon the letter of the passage ih augay as to miss the meaning of the Law
as a whole. It is in this context that the citatadrisa. 29:13 is particularly intelligible. For
Jesus this is God’s own judgment on the scribahgtts to satisfy his legal claim. The
guotation indicates that Jesus is not so muchkatig@ particular scribal practice as he is
showing that the scribes cannot properly honor Gotheir concern for the fulfilment of the
letter of Scripture they forget that the Law wasyided not for its own sake but to benefit
men. It is an expression of God’s covenant faitindgk as well as of his righteousness and in
no circumstance was obedience to one commandmntentlied to nullify another. The fault
lay not in the commandments but in an interpretigdition which failed to see Scripture in
its wholeness. Jesus implicated the scribes wharldtefore him in this indictment when he
referred pointedly to “your tradition, which youveadelivered.” They are not merely passive
guardians of an inherited tradition but have hadeive and responsible role in shaping and
transmitting the oral law. The case of twwbanvow, Jesus adds, is not an isolated example,
but one of many which could be cited where thentibe of Scripture had been obscured by
the scribal tradition.

Verses 14-23 True Defilement

Jesus’ demonstration of the contradiction betwlerhtlakhic tradition and the scriptural
commandment was designed to shame and silencev@ssaries. The question asked by the
scribes and Pharisees in verse 5 receives a met déply in the teaching of verses 14b-15.

54



Essential to a biblical consideration of defilemantl cleansing is the question of the source
of defilement and it is this deeper issue whiclude®w exposes through a single pregnant
statement addressed to the crowd. The solemnocatténtive hearing recalls the summons
of Ch. 4:3 and has its ultimate background in tfeppetic call to hearing which provides the
setting for the revelation of the word of God.ntlicates that what follows is of revelatory
significance and that it demands careful reflection

With a mode of expression calculated to provokeigin, Jesus sets in radical opposition
material purity and moral purity. The meaning & thist half of the riddle was intelligible in
the light of the controversy with the scribes: annsanot defiled by what he eats, even when
his hands are not properly washed. The secondhwifever, remained enigmatic, for it
stands without an immediate context. The princip& uncleanness comes from within and
not from without is grounded in the biblical teawipiconcerning the heart as the source of all
spiritual and moral condué®,but this was not apparent to the crowd or to ikeiples. The
implications of Jesus’ teaching that nothing exaéto men defiles were to have far-reaching
consequences for the Church, which Mark spellsrotite light of further revelation in verse
19b. Here, however, Jesus’ expression is genedaéaigmatic. It did not abrogate the
Mosaic laws on purification or erase the distinesidoetween clean and unclean and declare
them invalid. It rather attacked the delusion giatul men can attain to true purity before
God through the scrupulous observance of cultidywhich is powerless to cleanse the
defilement of the heart. It is this latter emphagsch is stressed in the exposition to the
disciples in verses 17-19a.

It is in the nature of a pregnant saying thatetsor is not immediately apparent. The pattern
of public teaching in parabolic speech and privaterpretation to the disciples was
characteristic of Jesus’ ministry according to £B3f., and Mark frequently designates “the
house” as the place of revelation (Chs. 9:28, 831Q). In view of the character of the riddle
in verse 15 an inquiry by the disciples was quétural. Their lack of understanding,
however, indicates that in spite of their privildgelationship to Jesus they are not
fundamentally different from the crowd. The failwkthe disciples to understand Jesus’
mighty acts and teaching is particularly emphasindtiis section of the Gospel (Chs. 6:52;
7:18; 8:14-21) and is traced to hardness of heart.

The new element in Jesus’ interpretation is theifipeeference to “the heart.” In Semitic
expression the heart is the center of human pelisondich determines man’s entire action
and inaction. This key to the statement in versea$ already available in the citation of Isa.
29:13: “This people honors me with their lips, their heartis far from me.” Jesus now
makes this explicit when he traces the source filedeent to the heart, and shows that in an
ultimate sense “food” and “the heart” have nothimglo with each other. The relevance of
this explanation to the question posed in versedpparent: fulfilling the dictates of the oral
law on cultic purity does not alter the heart ofrwéth its warring impulses: the minutiae of
the tradition are powerless to remove the pollutrom the heart, the source of defilement in
the actions of men. Jesus has no intention of dgrtyiat the purity laws occupy a significant
place in the Mosaic code (Lev. 11:1-47; Deut. 120)-er of detracting from the dignity of
men who suffered death rather than violate the da@od governing unclean foods (1
Macc. 1:62 f.). Rather he presses home the redoqgritiat the ultimate seat of purity or
defilement before God is the heart.

The form of the concluding verses deserves caegfahtion. The elliptical expression in
verse 19b (“cleansing all meats”) is almost cetyaam interpretative comment of the
evangelist which drew out the implications of Jéstatement. Verse 20 introduces an
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indirect, rather than a direct quotation and regmesMark’s paraphrase of what Jesus said.
The possibility of catechetical influence on theaagement of verses 21-22 is clear and is
suggested by the symmetrical arrangement of thenlitss present form: the general category
“evil thoughts” is followed by six nouns in the pélidenoting evil acts and six nouns in the
singular denoting moral defects or vices. Theselsoned features support the hypothesis that
in verses 19b-23 there is another example of a woddessed to the Christian reader of the
Gospel. It represents Mark’s interpretation ofweed and explanation of Jesus.

The Church vacillated in its attitude toward the/idé food laws and did not resolve this
issue without anguish and controversy (Gal. 2:11Rbin. 14:14; Col. 2:20-22). The
guestion of table-fellowship with Hellenistic Chigss and even of the admission of Gentiles
to the Church hinged upon the decisions which waten with regard to cultic purity. The
thrice-repeated vision which Peter received in doppth its sharp admonition, “What God
has cleansed you must not call common,” had aigedisfluence on the Church’s

recognition that the purity laws had fulfilled thé&inction and were abolished (Acts 10:9-16;
11:2-18; 15:7-29). The ancient ritual prescriptiaese only a sign of a more profound
interior purification: that which God has purifiédlcts 10:15). In the light of this further
revelation to Peter (which offers the closest palsin vocabulary to the language of
defilement in Mk. 7) it could be seen that Jestetesnent in verse 15 called into question not
only the voluntary assumption of the priestly putéws but the whole ritual system. “This

he said, cleansing all meats” is Mark’s commerttisoreaders in Rome, some of whom may
have continued to find this conclusion difficulf.(Rom. 14:14). It expresses the implication
of Jesus’ teaching, but not what he actually sattieatime.

Mark does not linger on this insight but developsu®’ explanation at the point where he had
placed the emphasis—upon the heart as the centiee @fhole inner life and source of
human action. The structure of the exposition fefidhe pattern of verses 18-19 where the
substance of verse 15a was repeated (verse 18hemeéxplained (verse 19a). Similarly,
the substance of verse 15b is repeated in verdelRfiyed by the explanation (verses 21—
23). The source of true defilement in men is thenam heart, and the tragedy of man’s
having to sin reaches its demonic fulfilment in rsamanting to sin. There is no heart in
which this radical evil has failed to take root.el¢atalogue of sinful acts and dispositions
which flow from the heart is thoroughly Jewish macacter. At the head of the list is “evil
thoughts” which stand behind the evil actions ohmfeornication is a broad term covering all
acts of sexual immorality; it is wider than adutewhich presupposes the breach of the
marriage bond, and “licentiousness,” which cartfesnuance of open immorality Theft,
murder and adultery occur side by side in the deread and in Hos. 4:2. “Acts of coveting”
may include deeds committed in lust since this weffdequently associated with other terms
denoting sexual sins. “Wickedness” appears to ¢penaral term denoting acts of deliberate
malice. “Deceit” implies the components of cunnargl treachery. “An evil eye” is a Semitic
expression for stinginess (Deut. 15:9; Ecclus. Q431:13) or for that grudging jealousy with
which a man looks upon the possessions of andfRailing” can refer to “slander” (as in the
RSV) directed toward a man, but in the OT it alwdgscribes an affront to the majesty of
God, and a more accurate translation would be pilasy.” “Pride” carries the nuance of
arrogance which expresses itself in self-approbatiéoolishness” describes the dominant
disposition of the man who is morally and spirituathsensitive; he does not know God and
he does not wish to know him. These acts and dispos, Jesus affirms, are what defile a
man and they have their source in a heart whialhapen rebellion against God.

This explanation places the question of defilenagrt purity on a fundamentally different
plane than that presupposed by the scribes andisBésr By this interpretation Jesus does not
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alleviate the demand for purity but sharpens ie Téguirement of cultic purity possessed an
inner value and justification as a symbol pointoeyond itself to God’s demand for spiritual
and moral purity. The capacity for fellowship wiBod is not destroyed by material
uncleanness of food or hands; it is destroyed bygoal sin. With this fundamentally biblical
insight the older ritual concept of purity is traaaded. At the same time every human
attempt to manipulate the law and to make it maallgeand complimentary to human self-
complacency is shown to be useless and impiovsditces men to the category of those who
seem to honor God at the very moment their heaenved from his judging and saving
action. The focus upon the desperate need foreti@wal and cleansing of the human heart
lends to the entire discussion the character oéssmanic sign.

Verses 24-30

This little story called the Canaanite Woman in mading from Matthew’s gospel is also
referred to by Mark as the Syro-Phoenician Womaar{dw:24-30). The two descriptions
are really trying to refer to the same thing, thevan was a gentile woman of Canaanite
ethnic origin from the region of Tyre and Sidonhe$e were the main Canaanite port towns
in the region generally referred to as Phoenibithen the Israelites had invaded the
Promised Land, the Canaanites inhabited the caegain of Israel including the area of Tyre
and Sidon. Sidon was about 25 miles North of Byré Tyre was itself about 25 miles from
Jesus’s usual haunts in Galilee. The Canaanites aveultured race and the first known
alphabet comes from Canaanites working for the Egyp in the mines of Sinai around
3,000 BC. However they were a pagan people whasted on a veneration of the dead in
the form of household gods and goddesses and aishipped many other gods — for
example Baal and Asherah. Since the Jews camé¢hi@teromised Land a thousand years
before Jesus’s time the Jews and the Canaanitdsaasacbitter enemies.

In our reading, Jesus has apparently withdrawnreamte area, Matthew never says that
Jesus entered the pagan cities of Tyre and Sidewmesr sought contact with the local people.
This isn’t a mission to the gentiles, it's morelwe nature of a retreat. In this retreat he
somehow meets the Canaanite woman, who has conte se¢k him — he doesn’t go to a
gentile house. She clearly has some prior knovdexdgesus and who he is and reaches out
to him across the twin divides of race and genddre’s both a gentile and a woman and
rabbis didn’t talk to either women or gentiles.

The story deals with the Canaanite woman asking fogaling for her daughter — although
it's interesting that she doesn’t say have mercyngrdaughter but rather have mercy one
The mother was clearly in pain and distress. dtis of very few stories of Jesus providing
healing to non-Jews — indeed | can only think af tthers, the healing of the servant of the
centurion in (Matthew 8:5-13) and the exorcism perfed by Jesus in the Decapolis
(Matthew 8:28-34). Of course, Jesus did also gi®wniraculous provision to non-Jews in
the feeding of the four thousand (Matthew 15:29-38)t that wasn’'t a healing. At first
sight the gentile issue seems to present a protidecause Jesus is initially reluctant to grant
The Canaanite woman’s daughter a healing even thbeglisplayed no similar reluctance to
heal the centurion’s servant.

The woman wasn’t in any way demanding a rewardhferit, she was asking for grace. She
addresses Jesus very respectfully as ‘Lord’ and @david’. She asks for a healing for her
daughter, although she doesn’t tell us how olddaeighter is, she says her daughter is
terribly demon possessed. She’s saying that hegtder is in a bad state.
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The disciples wanted to send this woman away, &sdlear that they regarded her as a
nuisance — she kept shouting after them. She&gtent. There’s an implication that the
disciples are asking Jesus to grant the womanisestgand so get rid of her.

In v24 Jesus tells the woman that his mission thedost sheep of Israel. Jesus never went
out into the gentile world, he was addressing #vesJand spent all his time in Galilee and
Judea.

The woman humbles herself and kneels before JesusgsLord help me — notice that she
says help me rather than help my daughter shefermg.

Jesus’s answer to the woman’s plea appears hascially when he likens gentiles to dogs
— which were unclean animals almost as despispdyas Jesus is saying quite strongly that
his mission is to Jews and not Gentiles.

The woman accepts what Jesus is saying and agrelkim in her words in v27, but she
gives a feisty response. If gentiles are dogs kbetmhem have their due — the crumbs from
the table. After all dogs have a right to be f&he’s saying that gentiles have their place too
and whilst Jesus’s main obligation may be to féedJews, the gentiles can eat the scraps
that fall from the table.

Jesus then completely reverses his position aniduagigpthe boldness of her refusal to accept
defeat. Jesus tells her that her great faith ésgted in him granting the healing she
requested — not just a healing for her daughtealhdaling for the woman as weét it be

unto you as you desirdt’s another healing at a distance, just likat thf the centurion’s
servant we spoke of a moment ago. It's intergdtmat both these healings at a distance, the
only ones we know of, both involve gentiles. Pehiwas to avoid Jesus having to enter a
gentile house, but we don't really know.

Many Christians have difficulty with this story feially Matthew’s version), they see
Jesus’s attitude as being dismissive or downrigtié rand they don’t like him referring to
gentiles as dogs — but actually Jesus is justpdglyard to get to test the woman’s faith. He’s
setting this woman a tough test not putting hermoudesus draws out and develops the
woman’s faith and his strategy works. Apart frdra healing of the centurion’s servant
we've already referred to, this is the only timeéMatthew when faith is described as ‘great’.
Jesus often uses the same strategy of drawinghdudeveloping faith with us. Also Jesus’s
ultimate mission very much included the gentilag, s earthly ministry was directed

almost exclusively towards the Jews.

In later tradition this account was retold and eltidgleed. The mother was given the name
Justa and her daughter received the name Berévar&, however, reduces the story to its
bare minimum and presents this episode as an egavhpiue faith toward the person of
Jesus. While the scribes and Pharisees forgeediigyrof life in their attachment to casuistry
and the disciples remain dull and hard-hearted {C=23), a Hellenistic woman shows a
profound confidence in Jesus and is not disappadimnmtéer expectations.

Verses 31-37

The episode of the healing of a man with defedtearing and speech is recorded only by
Mark. The significance the evangelist finds in tinisident is apparent when the account is
seen in its larger context. In Ch. 6:31-7:37 Maak presented a cycle of tradition which
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includes the feeding of the multitude, the encouwigh Pharisaic unbelief and acts of
healing. With Ch. 8:1 a new cycle is introducedjaliFfollows a similar pattern, climaxed by
the confession of Ch. 8:27-30. The recognitiorhed parallel in structural arrangement
sheds light on the function of Ch. 7:31-37 in tharb&n outline. It serves to bring the first
cycle of tradition to a close on a doxological ndtee focus of the entire account is on the
confession that Jesus does all things well.

31 The Phoenician republic of Sidon was located enctbast some twenty miles north of
Tyre. Jesus apparently journeyed northward to isteict of Sidon and then turned
southeastward through Philip’s territory towardagnp on the eastern shore of the Lake of
Galilee within the region of the Decapolis. Thetsofollowed is only vaguely indicated and
cannot be retraced now, but it may have been dedignpreclude the necessity of entering
Galilee. Jesus remained in territory with strongntde associations. The location of the
episode in the Decapolis, however, proves nothinp dhe participants since there were
sizeable colonies of Jews in nearly all of theesitilt is difficult from the text to determine
whether the crowd which approached Jesus was JewiSkntile in complexion.

32 A crowd brought to Jesus a man with defectiveihgaand speech. He was deaf and
had a speech impediment so severe he could notlaté his words. He apparently suffered
from a spasmodic condition of the tongue which egend to the facial muscles as well. If
the man had been born deaf and mute he would wetlbarned to speak and would possess
no concept of language. This was not the situatfenhad become deaf later in life
apparently as a result of disease or injury anddcgpeak only with great effort. Mark’s use
of an extremely rare word to describe the man’sspelefect is almost certainly an allusion
to Isa. 35:5f. which celebrates God as the one eamees in order to unstop the ears of the
deaf and to provide song for the man of inartiigieech. The fulfilment of the prophecy
was expected in the Days of the Messiah in theetiead tradition of the rabbis. By means of
the biblical allusion Mark provides his readershaatsign that the promised intervention of
God took place in the ministry of Jesus. The refeegpoints forward to the confession of
faith in verse 37.

The request for the laying on of hands (cf. Ch8356:5) indicates the presence of Jews
or of Gentiles who were familiar with this Jewistagtice in connection with blessing and
healing. The great surprise exhibited by the peafilen the afflicted man spoke clearly
suggests that they had not expected healing, lubtwaight the man to Jesus for his blessing.

33-35Jesus took the man aside from the crowd in omestablish contact with him. He
regarded the personal relationship between hinaselfthe sick to be of supreme importance,
and in this instance all of his actions are ingdtlie in the light of the necessity of
communicating with a person who had learned todssipe in life. Through touch and the
use of spittle Jesus entered into the mental wadrtle man and gained his confidence. He
stretched open his ears and made it clear to hatrhiéh wished to make his tongue alive with
his own life. Jesus prayed with him and for him apénly expressed the strong emotion he
seems to have always felt in the presence of thegess of demonic possession and disease.
This sequence of actions indicated to the manrthatas to expect healing from the one who
stood before him. The act of healing itself wasoagglished with the word of liberation
addressed not to the defective auditory organsaoilte man as a whole person: “Be
opened.”

The results of Jesus’ actions are simply descritierlears were opened, the tongue was
loosened, and the man began to speak clearly.ofsehing of the tongue followed
immediately upon the opening of the ears. Thergarallels in Hellenistic texts to the
statement that “the tongue was loosened” which Ipaempted the suggestion that this
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affliction was due to demonic possession; Jesesdited the man from the fetters of the
demon responsible for his severe condition. Therething in the Marcan text, however, to
support this proposal and it is better to regaedphrase as a figurative description of the
cure. Mark has stressed Jesus’ encounter witheghedic throughout the first half of the
Gospel and it can be presumed that he would havedsthat the man was possessed by a
deaf and dumb spirit if this were the case.

The healing did not consist in the fact that therspoke, but that he spoke without
defect. His command of language confirms that lterita been born deaf and dumb. His
normal speech formed the surprising contrast tddnrmer stammering.

36—37Jesus’ repeated injunctions to be silent concgminat had taken place were
immediately disregarded; those who had witnessedhéaling were exuberant and engaged
in kerygmatic activity (cf. Chs. 1:45; 5:20). Tharallel with Ch. 1:44 f. is particularly close
since the violation of the injunction is describedboth places as “proclamation,” the
technical designation for preaching the gospel. idlkatical language in Ch. 1:44 f. and Ch.
7:36 suggests that the purpose of the injunctios twavoid a recurrence of the situation
which developed subsequent to the healing of herleshen the presence of crowds in each
town clamoring for Jesus’ healing touch hinderedrhovement and interrupted his
preaching mission. It was apparently Jesus’ inbento remain in the region of the Decapolis
for a period of time and he did not wish to be rdgd as a Hellenistic wonder-worker.

The narrative concludes with a confession of faitfich focuses on the messianic
significance of the incident. In their excitemem trowd generalized the healing, perhaps
with reference to what they had previously heafd@bs. 3:8; 5:20) and was now confirmed
by what they had seen. But Mark intends an allugidsa. 35:5f. The choral exclamation of
the crowd is the response of faith which recogniresl the works of Jesus the promised
intervention of God.

Chapter 8
Verses 1-10 The Feeding of the 4,000

Well this story sounds a lot like the account @& theding of the five thousand recorded in
chapter 6 of Marks Gospel — which we skipped oméhis sermon series on Mark — and
indeed some commentators have supposed that bexfaheesimilarities there was really

only one feeding event. | totally reject that ideacause in Mark 8:19-20 Jesus' words make
it absolutely clear that there were two separaentsy Mark clearly understood and explains
that there were two entirely separate occasionslooch Jesus fed a multitude.

So as we study the events from our gospel readuethier, you can find the main passage on
page [***] of the church bibles and all the scripgu'm going to refer to will be projected on
the screen.

Let's begin our study of this passage by lookingeases 1-3:

“During those days another large crowd gathereaceSihey had nothing to eat, Jesus called
his disciples to him and said, "I have compasswiiese people; they have already been
with me three days and have nothing to eat. [htishem home hungry, they will collapse on
the way, because some of them have come a lorandest” (verses 1-3)

The opening words "during those days" make it dlear the events of our reading are linked
with Jesus' time in the Decapolis (Mark 7:31-3The Decapolis — which is Greek for ten
cities — was a federation of ten cities with a Grelearacter in Northeastern Palestine
occupying the whole region of Bashan and GileadrkMioesn't specifically say that this
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event took place in Greek or Gentile territory, the opening words do seem to locate it in
Gentile territory on the East side of the sea dil&g so the crowd was very likely a mainly
Gentile assembly. Indeed I think that's probaliyWlark included both the account of
Jesus feeding the five thousand, who were mostintrely Jews, and this feeding of four
thousand, who were probably largely Gentiles.

In describing the crowd Mark uses a rare and infiedsform of the word translated 'been
with me' by the NIV - prosmenein, which impliespesial adherence and commitment to
Jesus. The crowd has not just been coincidentadiggmt but intentionally with him and for
the long period of three days. This is an unusyadlsitive description of a crowd in Mark

and the 'three days' implies a long and extensaehting ministry. If I'm correct in thinking
that this was largely a Gentile crowd, then Jegudsfa reception among Gentiles that he has
not found among Jews. We're being prepared fofatttehat Jesus is not just for the Jewish
nation but for all mankind.

In the story of the feeding of the five thousanel diisciples raise the issue of a need to feed
the people, here Jesus raises this issue himskBays that he has compassion on the people
because they have nothing to eat. In fact thelGQuseed here implies that Jesus has really
deep emotions about the crowd and their plightrii\éays that Jesus ‘called his disciples to
him' — a phrase that Mark often uses when Jesalsoist to intervene. The detail Mark adds
that ‘'some of them have come a long distance\Wa# with the austere and rugged
geography of the Decapolis region, which had feiems and settlements than did the
western Galilean side of the lake. Certainly isw@ place to be without provisions; as Jesus
says, in this condition 'they will collapse on thay.'

Let's move on to look at verse 4:

“His disciples answered, "But where in this remulice can anyone get enough bread to
feed them?™ (verse 4)

The apparent perplexity of the disciples here s onthe main reasons that some
commentators believe that this event is just amatbscription of the earlier feeding of the
five thousand, but | don't think this really pretsens with any difficulty. Firstly, it was
probably some months after the feeding of the tinaisand that these events took place and
secondly, the disciples were probably reluctaqressume that Jesus would again perform a
miraculous multiplication of the available foodteshad done on just one single earlier
occasion. Thirsting after miracles was a signesiud' opponents not his disciples as we shall
see when we look at verses 11-13. The translafitinis verse 4 is going to be important for
us in a moment and we need to note that the dexgihtement could be better

translated: "For who is able in this remote regmsatisfy [Greek chortazein] these [people]
with bread?"

Let's continue with verses 5-8:

“'How many loaves do you have?" Jesus asked. "Seéttezy replied. He told the crowd to

sit down on the ground. When he had taken the sieaes and given thanks, he broke them
and gave them to his disciples to set before tloplpeand they did so. They had a few small
fish as well; he gave thanks for them also and ttoéddisciples to distribute them. The people
ate and were satisfied. Afterwards the disciplekea up seven basketfuls of broken pieces
that were left over.” (verses 5-8)

Perhaps the number of loaves available — sevesymbolic, but | don't really think so.

Mark is rarely given to using symbolic descripti@ms meanings. Unlike the feeding of the
five thousand, Jesus personally seats the crowdmr#ttan having the disciples do so.
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Assuming that the crowd was largely Gentiles, tles$ing of God’s name before the
distribution of the bread would have been a noegba for many of them. This may explain
the rather unusual pronouncement of thanksgivireg ésh in verse 7. The pronouncement
of blessing over bread was the normal Jewish meadtir beginning a meal, but the blessing
of God’s Name prior to the distribution of the fislas not normal practice and seems to have
been intended to teach the people to thank Goth&r daily food. The offering of praise and
thanksgiving acknowledges that the multiplied fa®the gracious provision of God.

Verse 8 tell us that this gracious provision of Glaugh the person of Jesus 'satsified’
[Greek chortazein] the people. That brings us llaclerse 4 where the same Greek word
chortazein is used and you'll remember | saidulcddave better been translated 'satisfy’. So
in verse 4 the disciples asked how the people doellshtisfied and in verse 8 we have our
answer — Jesus can satisfy them. And he carsatifify us today. Indeed Jesus is the only
person or thing which can ever completely satisfy-and he will satisfy us if we just turn to
him in faith. Turn to Christ in faith and receitree bread of life which satisfies our souls.

Let's conclude the feeding story with verses 9 Hmnd

“About four thousand men were present. And haverg hem away, he got into the boat
with his disciples and went to the region of Dalnma.” (verses 9-10)

The NIV says that about four thousand 'men’' wetaercrowd, but actually the Greek
doesn't really imply that this was just a countha men in the crowd — unlike the Greek used
in describing the feeding of the five thousand iarkichapter six where the implication is
that there were five thousand men in the crowds pludoubt women and children. So the
crowd we've been reading about today was probahbtshnsmaller than the crowd which
Jesus had miraculously fed on an earlier occastaut that in no way detracts from the
miraculous nature of Jesus' provision for them.

From the early church fathers onward the churctrighdly perceived that in the feeding of
the four thousand Jesus brings saving bread tG#mtiles, as he brought it earlier to the
Jews in the feeding of the five thousand. Thenewyrto the Gentiles, starting in chapter 7
that we talked about earlier, shows us that theti®srare not beyond the reach of salvation
and that they are more receptive to it than thesJduke the book of Jonah, this story reveals
that supposed Gentile outsiders are in fact sungisreceptive to the word of God in Jesus.

The journey of Jesus to Tyre, Sidon, and the Ddsapmves that, although the Gentiles are
ostracized by the Jews, they are not ostracize@daly Jewish abuse and insults against the
Gentiles does not reflect God's attitude towardsGentiles. There is a lesson here for the
people of God in every age, that their enemiesaitber forsaken by God nor beyond the
compassion of Jesus. On the contrary, the Geplilkesothers “a long distance” away, are
the objects of Jesus’ compassion. The differeeteden the Jews’ response to the Gentiles
and Jesus’ response can be seen in Mark’s conglydirase, “And [Jesus] sent them away.”
The Greek word for “send away,” apolyein, can mei#mer “to dismiss”, to “get rid of”; or

“to release”, to “liberate.” The first, get rid a§ the Jewish response; the second, to liberate,
is Jesus’ response. Jesus satisfies the hungegsistand liberates them.

Verses 11-13

Let's look at the final three verses of our readirig13:
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“The Pharisees came and began to question Jestsstltum, they asked him for a sign from
heaven. He sighed deeply and said, "Why does #risrgtion ask for a miraculous sign? |
tell you the truth, no sign will be given to it.'h&n he left them, got back into the boat and
crossed to the other side.” (verses 11-13)

This little encounter is so significant that theaRbees' demand for a sign from Jesus is
recorded in all four gospels. The Greek of verséslactually quite antagonistic towards
Jesus, leaving no doubt of the Pharisees opposdibim. They're not trying to test him in
any fair or objective sense, they're trying to hslit him.

Behind the demand for a sign was the prior, firmwction that Jesus’ authority was
demonic in origin, his works an expression of bla@gic (see Mark 3:22). The Pharisaic
expectation of “a sign from heaven” is echoed bylBatatement that: “Jews demand
miraculous signs” (1 Corinthians 1:22). In Jewtisbught, true prophecy was corroborated
by the fulfilment of what a prophet predicted (Deonomy 18:22). A Jewish commentary
on Deuteronomy 18 runs: “If a prophet begins tgppesy, listen to him if he does a sign and
miracle; but it he does not do them, do not hear:’hi

The sign requested by the Pharisees is not simgguest for a miracle, because in the
Synoptic Gospels a “sign” is not a miracle, noa imiracle called a sign. Only John's gospel
refers to miracles as signs. Moreover, Jesus neadl done many miracles which the
Pharisees must have known about. The word Mankally uses for “miracle” (Greek
dynamis) is absent here. Rather, the Phariseassetp sign (Greelemeion) from

heaven,” that is, a confirmation of Jesus’ ministom God himself, an “outward compelling
proof of divine authority.” They reason that if dess working in God’s name, then God
should divinely authorize his work.

In verse 12 Jesus groaned in his spirit (agairileek is stronger than the NIV translation)
and says there will be no sign. He categoricatliyiels the Pharisees request. Israel's
disobedience in the wilderness in Moses’ day (Deumi@my 32:5-20) has been carried down
to Jesus’ day. Jesus isn't denying the Pharissigg decause of the Messianic secret, he's
performed plenty of miracles in public, rather iecause of their wilful disbelief. In the
Synoptic Gospels the demand for “signs” is itsedfgn of attempting to gain by empirical
means what can only be gained by faith and trliss. the false prophet who seeks to deceive
by signs and wonders (Mark 13:22). Jesus forssikes, because: “to force the evidence
upon his audience would make a faith responseshyeity nature impossible.” Faith that
depends on proof is not faith, but only veiled doub

| love my wife, but | can't prove it to you heredamow today. Love can't easily be
empirically proven. Faith also, just like lovencat easily be proven; it can only be
demonstrated over time by trust and active comnritmeet's demonstrate our faith in Christ
by our commitment and obedience to Him. At the ehdur story, the Pharisees turn and
walk away; but the disciples follow Jesus intoeat. Eduard Schweizer draws an
insightful conclusion from this closing descriptidre says: "faith comes when one steps into
the boat with Jesus and does not prefer to remasafety on the shore.”

So what about you, have you demonstrated your lgitstepping into the boat with Jesus.

Have you committed yourself to him in faith andsttuLet's all climb aboard and embark on
a voyage with our Lord and Master that will takenas across the Sea of Galilee but across
the ocean of the rest of our lives until Chrishige us safely to the far shore of the kingdom
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of heaven where we shall spend the rest of eteimitiye place he has prepared for us. All
aboard the Jesus boat whilst there's still timer‘tdjet left behind.

Verses 14-21 Failure to Understand

14-15The reference to the one loaf within the boatttiese verses to the preceding
account where Jesus returned to the lake, leakm@harisees standing on the shore. The
sequence of developments seems to be clear. hbtiapt departure the disciples had
forgotten to take bread with them. Jesus choseofipsrtunity to caution his disciples about
“the leaven of the Pharisees” because he wanted tihndear his warning while the impact of
the encounter reported in Ch. 8:11f. was fresh. Mthe disciples interpreted Jesus’ words as
an indirect reproach for their failure to bring piions and began quarreling concerning
whose responsibility it was to procure bread, lpeaached them for their failure to
understand. The intimate connection between CH-&1 and the preceding verses
determines the context for the interpretation obgels.

The metaphor of leaven turns on the ability of aute amount of yeast to impregnate the
material with which it is mixed with its own fermition. In both Jewish and Hellenistic
circles leaven was a common metaphor for corruptiothis context the reference draws
upon the Jewish understanding of leaven as thend/éind its expression. The disciples are
warned against the evil disposition of the Phasseleo ask for a sign when their judgment
has already been passed. The reference to Henueliggible if Dalmanutha (Magdala?) was
in the neighborhood of Tiberias where Antipas hisdchpital. In Ch. 6:14-16 Herod had
betrayed a hostile interest in Jesus, and a toadiiot recorded by Mark indicates his own
desire to see a sign (Lk. 23:8). The figure of &zathus describes the disposition to believe
only if signs which compel faith are produced. éamtrast, Jesus’ warning constitutes a fresh
call to faith and understanding apart from signs.

16 The disciples heard only a reference to bready @isxovered their lack of provisions
and began quarreling about whose irresponsibititpanted for this situation. The overt
reference to the Pharisees and to Herod was siignpdyed. The dispute among the disciples,
which indicated how completely they were absorlpettheir temporal preoccupations, was
the immediate occasion for Jesus’ sharp condemmafithe lack of understanding in men
whose privileged position should have led themereive the truth of his person and the
importance of hearing his word.

17-18Jesus’ rebuke is expressed in a series of solestiqns which focus on the
persistent blindness displayed by the Twelve (bk.@:13, 40; 6:52; 7:18). Repeated
exposure to Jesus’ teaching and mighty works hateddo reflection on their significance
but to a basic insensitivity and dullness. Marksloet attribute the severity of the rebuke to
the failure of the disciples to grasp the alludimm sign-oriented disposition in verse 15, but
to their failure to perceive the meaning of Jeguesence with them. The indignant questions
concerning hardness of heart and blindness of digspo echo the description of Israel in
prophetic literature (Jer. 5:21; Ezek. 12:2; I1sl.f§ and are related to the distinction
between the crowd and the Twelve in Ch. 4:11 f.ré&tlleose who are “outside” were
contrasted with the disciples who listen to Jesus'd. Here the Twelve appear to be no
better than the crowds who profit from Jesus’ nie@gaevithout reflection and who seek his
teaching without applying it to themselves.

19-20By question and answer Jesus leads the disciplgstb the two feedings of a
multitude. The numbers are precisely given andypes of baskets used on each occasion to
collect the fragments are carefully distinguishBge disciples remembered the facts
perfectly and responded to Jesus’ questions withesitation. Nevertheless, they failed to
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understand the significance of what had taken ptafere their eyes. They were no different
from the unseeing crowd! It is this harsh realityheir existence that Jesus calls to their
attention with his reference to the feeding offtkie thousand and of the four thousand.

The two multiplications of the loaves were recalbgtthe quarrel concerning bread. At
the same time they indicate that Jesus’ mighty w@ak well as his teaching) were parabolic
in the sense that they pointed beyond themselv®etsecret of his own person. The
feedings are thus not mentioned in compensatiothorefusal to provide a sign, as if they
were a kind of sign themselves. The concept ofssgyesupposes the existence of categories
according to which a judgment may be passed, lenetare no traditional categories which
can grasp the feedings. The reference to the ldhuwsscalls into question the desire to think
in terms of signs and reinforces the teaching ed&d5. The broken fragments of bread force
attention upon the presence of Jesus as that wlagmeaning for men. It is this fact which
the contrast between the demand for a sign anohifaeles of the loaves seeks to make
precise.

21 The pointed climax indicates that the disciplegehaot yet understood the secret to
which Jesus’ works pointed. The introductory wotdsd he was saying to them” are an
indication of paraphrase or sharp reduction of wiesus said in order to focus on the most
salient point. The word which follows is address®the Christian audience of the Gospel as
well as to the disciples. What they should undesfaom the miracles of the loaves is the
secret that Jesus is none other than the Messthhad. It is tempting to find a veiled
reference to this in the language of verse 14huslissthe one true loaf that is with the
disciples in the boat. The repeated question conagunderstanding (verses 18, 21)
indicates that the didactic goal of Jesus’ ministrihe disciples has not been attained and
points forward to the miracle of understanding WwH&ads to the confession of Ch. 8:27-30.

Verses 22-26 Opening Blind Eyes

The crossing reported in Ch. 8:13 brought Jesustendwelve to the capital of the district
of Gaulanitis, Bethsaida Julias, situated on thiheastern shore of the Sea of Galilee in the
territory of Herod Philip (cf. Ch. 6:45). This wase of the large sites on the lake which had
the size of a city but the organization of a vidagnd Mark’s designation of it as such in
verse 23 is precise. There a number of persongybt@ublind man to Jesus and begged him
to touch the man in healing.

23-25It is difficult to be certain why Jesus led thendiman out of the town. It was not
his usual procedure to isolate himself from a ceggtion of people when healing or
exorcising unclean spirits (Chs. 1:23-28; 3:1-%4927), and he does not do so on a later
occasion when he restored the sight of Bar-Tim§€hs 10:46-52). Moreover, in all of the
redactional summaries where Mark speaks of healmgexorcism he indicates the presence
of crowds around Jesus (Chs. 1:32-34; 3:7-12; 663+ it is proper to speak of a
tendency in Mark, the sphere of miracle is puldither than secret. The three exceptions to
this general observation derive, apparently, froseteof circumstances inherent in the
situation itself. This is certainly true in Ch. 5:313 where Jesus excludes the scornful,
unbelieving group of professional mourners fromréneelation of his life-giving power. In
Ch. 7:33 the removal of the man from the crowd amgnportant action in establishing
communication with an individual who had learnedbéopassive in society. This may
provide the key to Ch. 8:23 as well. When Jesuk the blind man’s hand and led him
outside the city he established a personal relstito him that was an important element in
the man’s confidence that his cure could be expecten Jesus. Beyond this, the restoring
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of sight to a blind person among the mixed poparfatf Bethsaida would have led to the
type of false veneration that Jesus constantlydaeb{Ch. 1:35-39, 45; 3:7-9; 6:45).

The application of spittle to the eyes and therlgyn of hands in healing have
significant parallels in Jewish practice and in @wspel (see on Chs. 6:5; 7:33). By these
actions Jesus entered into the thought-world ofriha and established significant contact
with him. The report of the healing, however, camtahree elements which are without
parallel in the evangelical tradition: (1) Jesuséstion if his action has been effective (“Do
you see anything?”); (2) the explicit referencemty partial healing (“I can actually see
people, but they look to me like trees—only theyuaking!”); (3) the laying on of hands a
second time, resulting in complete restorationigtits(“l see everything clearly—even at a
distance”). These features distinguish this indigérealing from all of the others and
suggest that the man’s sight was restored onlyugddand with difficulty. It is impossible
to recover the larger context of the situation Wwhaould shed light on many questions
prompted by these unique features.

The reference to men like trees walking indicales the man had not been born blind.
Persons blind from birth do not have an exact wfezbjects and cannot properly visualize a
tree. On the other hand, optical images becomefraddis blindness continues, and the
visualization of men under the form of trees intbsathat the man had been blind for a long
period of time. The vivid progression from verset@4erse 25 expresses something of the
man’s excitement and intense involvement in theadyios of his recovery of sight, and
stresses the completeness of the restoration.

26 The instruction to go home (cf. Chs. 2:11; 5:18pweinforced with the admonition,
“Do not (first) go into the town.” It is common fmd here a further instance of an injunction
to silence (cf. Chs. 1:44; 5:43; 7:36), and thiswade explicit in certain strands of the textual
tradition which report the instruction, “Say notpito anyone in the town.” If this represents
a valid interpretation of the intention behind thstruction, it is appropriate to find here a
precaution Jesus found necessary because on cttasians spectacular healings had
actually led to an interruption of his planned ratry (Ch. 1:44 f.). The statement occurs,
however, without qualification in a narrative whidisplays unique traits and it is perilous to
insist that the purpose behind Jesus’ final insimacmust conform to his apparent intention
on other occasions.

Like making the deaf to hear and the dumb to spib@krestoring of sight to the blind
was the promised action of God (Ps. 146:8; I1sal&%385:5). In this regard Ch. 8:22-26
invites comparison with Ch. 7:31-37 where the tbgiglal point that the promised
intervention of God has taken place in the minisfryesus is established by an allusion to
Isa. 35:5f. and a confession of faith (Ch. 7:32, Both of these accounts are preserved only
by Mark and it is almost certain that he regardweht as forming a pair. He has placed them
in parallel positions in relation to the two feeglimiracles and both concern healings
promised in Isa. 35:5-6. The relationship betwéese distinct episodes is underlined by
striking linguistic agreements in the opening tvesses of each account where the situation is
described. After that the accounts diverge andalyspqually striking differences which arise
not only out of the situation but from the languagel structure of the units themselves. To
cite only two examples, there are no biblical atlas in Ch. 8:22-26, and there is no
counterpart to the confession of faith in Ch. 7Blfese “omissions” are apparently
deliberate to force the recognition that the hgatihCh. 8:22—26 comes under the rubric of
Isa. 35:5 provided in Ch. 7:31-37, and finds itgrapriate conclusion only in the confession
of faith recorded in Ch. 8:27-30. This supposifiods confirmation from the conversation
with the disciples which immediately precedes thalimg of the blind man. In Ch. 8:18 Jesus
speaks of the blindness and deafness of the Twéteecontinue to show themselves
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insensitive to his person and word. An action dgced as the literal unstopping of deaf ears
and loosening of a bound tongue and the openifdjrad eyes was required to lead them to
understanding and confession. That action wastatd by Jesus’ extension of grace to a
deaf man with defective speech in the Decapolistaradblind man outside of Bethsaida, and
Mark has underscored this fact by linguistic amdcttiral arrangement. In this context the
confessions of Ch. 7:37 and Ch. 8:29 acquire aateggnificance for the Christian
community for which Mark prepared the Gospel: ithbgassages they recognize their Lord.
In Ch. 7:37 they sing a hymn to Christ who has dalhthings well, making the deaf to hear
and the dumb to speak; in Ch. 8:29 they recogmhiedvtessiah who has just opened the eyes
of the blind.

Verses 27-30 The Recognition of the Messiah
Read Matthew 16:16

Mark has placed at the center of his narrativa¢lcegnition that Jesus is the Messiah. The
pivotal importance of this moment is indicated by fact that already in the first line of the
Gospel the evangelist designates Jesus as thediie¥&t between Ch. 1:1 and Ch. 8:29
there is no recognition of this fact in spite akaarkable sequence of events which
demanded a decision concerning Jesus’ identityarBgngement and emphasis Mark
indicates the crucial significance which he findshe events which clustered around the
sojourn in the territory of Herod Philip. Jesussplay of extraordinary power astonished his
countrymen and provoked the question of the soofrbés authority and wisdom, but his true
dignity remained unrecognized (Chs. 1:27; 2:7;.@43 association with sinners and
disregard for accepted conventions of piety sodalsed the guardians of an inherited
tradition that they could think only in terms oetdemonic (Chs. 2:15-20; 3:22-30; 7:1-5).
The recognition of the demons communicated nottortge bystanders but frenzied
opposition to Jesus (Chs. 1:24 f.; 3:10 f.; 5:7The disciples raised the question of Jesus’
identity but found no categories by which they cowhderstand him (Ch. 4:41; 6:51 f.), and
failed to penetrate the veiledness which charasdrhis words and works (Ch. 8:17-21). By
weaving these several strands of the traditionttegen the first half of the Gospel, Mark
creates a climate of tension which can be resabwdyl by the recognition of Jesus’ dignity.
The pointed question of Ch. 8:21, “Do you not ustknd?” cries for the answer provided in
Ch. 8:29, “You are the Messiah.”

The central importance of Peter’s confession inMlaecan structure is confirmed by the
sharp change of tone and orientation which it chikes. If there had been earlier indication
that Jesus would be taken away from the discif@és 2:20) or that his adversaries
determined to destroy him (Ch. 3:6), they remawaited allusions to what appeared to be a
distant event. In direct response to Peter’s detitar, however, Jesus spoke of the necessity
of his passion with a directness which scandalihedlisciples (Ch. 8:31-33). The
distinctive theology of the cross and resurrectioplied by this announcement dominates
the remainder of the Gospel. The recognition tkaud is the Messiah is thus the point of
intersection toward which all of the theologicatremts of the first half of the Gospel
converge and from which the dynamic of the secaifldi the Gospel derives. In no other
way could Mark more sharply indicate the histor@atl theological significance of the
conversation in the neighborhood of Caesarea Bhilip

27 Jesus led his disciples some 25 miles north fret&@aida (Ch. 8:22) to the district of
Iturea dominated by Caesarea Philippi, the resiel@hé¢ierod Philip. The capital was located
at the source of the Jordan River on the slop&sanint Hermon in a region famed for its
beauty and fertility. When the area was first gitvetdierod the Great by Augustus he built a
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temple in honor of the emperor near a grotto caiased to the Greek god Pan. In 3 B.C.
Philip rebuilt the neighboring village of Paneah&sresidence and named the new city in
honor of Caesar. The area was thus dominated twygsRRoman associations, and it may be
theologically significant that Jesus’ dignity wast recognized in a region devoted to the
affirmation that Caesar is lord. Here Jesus questidiis disciples concerning what was
popularly being said concerning him. In Mark thespions of Jesus frequently lead to a new
teaching (cf. Chs. 9:33; 12:24, 35). The purposthisfquestion was to prepare for the more
personal question of verse 29 and the radically teawhing of verses 31ff. Moreover, in the
Gospel the term “men” is usually shaded to measdHmom whom revelation remains veiled
(Chs. 1:17; 7:7f.; 9:31; 10:27; 11:30) as opposeithé disciples who have been extended
special grace. The double question of verses 228rdus permits a sharp differentiation
between the inadequate opinions of “men” and tharaition of faith uttered by Peter.

28 The response to Jesus’ question indicates thatutieconcerning his dignity and
function remains veiled from the people. In Ch46f1the same popular opinions were
presented in the same order. While it is importamtistinguish between these points of view,
they are equally inadequate. The conviction thatigés John or Elijah indicates that he is
nothing in himself but only the eschatological reaion of a more recent or more distant
past event. The affirmation that he is an ordimapphet fails to distinguish between Jesus
and the messengers of God who had appeared sotmesythroughout Israel’s history. All
three opinions assign to Jesus only a preparatdéeyand deny to him the definitive role
associated with consummation and the achievemesslaétion.

29 By question and response the contrast betweee thlbs perceive and acknowledge
Jesus’ messianic dignity and those who know hiny onbn inadequate way is clearly
presented. The fact that Jesus led the discipldgg@ffirmation of faith is significant. He
elicited the open avowal of his messiahship attims because it was imperative to define
the dimensions of his messianic ministry and tdah what this would require of his
followers.

The declaration that Jesus is the Messiah was ma@eter, whom Jesus had set apart
for a decisive future role in building up the peopf God when he bestowed upon him his
new name (Ch. 3:16). Here, as later, he functi@sethe spokesman for the Twelve (cf. Chs.
9:5; 10:28; 11:21; 14:29). In Mark Peter’s confeass given in its simplest, most direct and
moving form. The basic meaning of “Messiah” is pass‘the one anointed by God.” It
implies divine election and appointment to a pattictask and a special endowment of
power for its performance. In the OT the royaleptly and prophetic offices are associated
with an anointing with oil which symbolized conssoon to God’s service and enjoyment of
the divine protection (e.g. Ex. 29:7, 21; 1 Sam1]16; 16:13; 1 Kings 19:16; Ps. 105:15; Isa.
61:1 ff.). The expectation of a future anointeddirawas grounded in the promise of a
faithful ruler from David’s line (cf. 2 Sam. 7:146llsa. 55:3-5; Jer. 23:5; 4 Q Patriarchal
Blessings i. 3—4, “the righteous Messiah, the BhamicDavid”). In later Judaism the term
“Messiah” became increasingly fluid in the emergeata variety of messianic projections;
the concept of a Davidic Messiah was only one dtifrexpectation among many. The
thought of a special relationship to God and topbeple of God, however, remained
dominant. In the first century the crucial questimmcerned the function of messiahship, and
it was precisely at this point that Jesus’ teacluoigcerning his own function stood in radical
opposition to contemporary expectatiGA®eter’s confession recognized that Jesus was the
appointed agent of God whose coming marks thdrafnt of the divine promise and the
realization of Israel’s hopes. Of the deeper andencostly dimensions of messiahship,
however, he had no intimation.
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30 False and narrow hopes clustered about the desigridessiah” in the first century,
and Jesus showed a marked reluctance to usetkhisitnself (cf. Ch. 12:35-37; 14:61f.). He
clearly knew himself to be “the anointed of the d’olbut his destiny was to be fulfilled along
lines other than those projected for the royalrégof popular expectations. Peter’s
affirmation was an exultant expression of faithe Bubsequent narrative, however, indicates
that it was also a reflection of a profound misustinding (Ch. 8:31-33; 10:35ff.). The
disciples as yet had no way of knowing what conoepiesus had of his messianic vocation
and it was imperative that they should not be adidwo fill the content of the term with their
own dreams. Peter's words were correct in themselwat his conception was wrong, and
Jesus sternly charged them to tell no one aboutiecisely as he had done earlier when the
demons identified him (Ch. 1:25; 3:12). The exptaomafor this injunction is provided
immediately in verse 31, where Jesus begins tméefhat it means for him to be the
Messiah.

Verses 31-33 Jesus Predicts His Death

With verse 31 an entirely new orientation is givenhe Gospel. This change is defined by
the explicit and new teaching concerning the negestJesus’ passion and by a sharp
change in tone. In the Marcan structure, Jesughm@oy of his rejection and suffering is his
response to Peter’s confession of faith. The falhgwsection is entirely dominated and
structured by this solemn pronouncement, whiclepeated twice more (Chs. 9:31; 10:33f.).
In no other Gospel do the three cardinal announn&syad forthcoming humiliation have as
structured a function as they do in Mark. They fsiirthe framework, the tone and the
subject of Chs. 8:31-10:52. The primary purposthigfsection is to explain what it means
for Jesus to be the Messiah and what it requiré tdentified with him. In the movement of
the Gospel it serves to bring Jesus near Jerusakere his suffering will be accomplished.
Throughout this section there is sustained emphgia the journey to Jerusalem. Already
in Ch. 8:27 Jesus and the Twelve were “on the veaydng the villages of Caesarea Philippi;
in Ch. 9:30 they make their way through Galileepping briefly in Capernaum (Ch. 9:33);
by Ch. 10:1 they have entered Judea near the ldovdan; when interrupted by a wealthy
man they are again “on the way” (Ch. 10:17), buturdil Ch. 10:32f. is the destination of
the journey announced: “we are going to Jerusaldime’meaning of the journey to
Jerusalem is defined by the repeated announcemkedsus’ passion: he goes to Jerusalem
to fulfill his messianic destiny. He leads his gies in the way of the cross by instructing
them concerning the necessity of his sufferingsarttie requirement this imposes upon
them.

The fact that Jesus’ solemn declaration is repehreg times within a section entirely
devoted to the mystery of the sufferings of the &ils and his people indicates its crucial
importance for the theology of Mark. The three aaablpronouncements constitute the first
of three movements in a programmatic pattern. Tméession of Ch. 8:29 was a moment of
revelation and insight. Nevertheless, the discifddsed to understand the significance of
Jesus’ messiahship, and Mark underscores thigdadliter each of Jesus’ affirmations of his
rejection and humiliation: Peter rebuked him (CB2§; the disciples did not understand, and
were afraid to ask, and reasoned who was greaterd(@2ff.); they were amazed and afraid,
James and John asked for the places of honor gidmng, and the others were indignant (Ch.
10:35-37, 41). On each of these occasions Jeded tia¢ Twelve to authentic discipleship
involving humility, service and suffering (Chs. 8-388; 9:33-37; 10:38-45). The parallel
themes of Jesus’ suffering in fulfilment of the vaf God, misunderstanding, and the call to
true discipleship exhibit emphases which Mark rdgdras so essential for his community to
understand that he made them the heart of his Gospe
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The change of tone is stressed by the evangelisekhas by the tradition he
incorporates. In Ch. 4:33f. Mark stressed thatIpalie, veiled speech characterized Jesus’
ministry before the people (“And with many suchgides he was speaking the word to them,
to the degree that they were able to hear it”). Vdiked reference to Jesus’ death in Ch. 2:20
offers an example of his parabolic speech. In C32,Ghowever, Mark states “and he was
speaking the word openly (and with frankness) feference to the unmistakable note of
rejection and violent death in Ch. 8:31. MoreoweICh. 8:34 Jesus calls the crowd and
speaks to them in the same forceful, open ternalbeesses to the disciples (in contrast to
Ch. 7:14-15, 17-23). This openness is theologicadjgificant within the larger context of
Jesus’ messianic self-revelation in the Gospel afiMit points beyond Jesus’ hiddenness,
which reaches its climax on the cross, to his rexkglory. In the cross and resurrection of
Jesus the secret of the Kingdom is thoroughly deale well as gloriously revealed. Mark
exposes this tension, which is inherent in the ghgprough the reaction of the disciples to
Jesus’ sober teaching throughout Chs. 8:31-10:52.

It was imperative for Jesus to teach the discipleat it means to acknowledge that he is the
Messiah. That teaching is provided in verse 3luslestatement regarding his impending
death and resurrection is a prophetic utteransenténtion, like that of most of the OT
prophecies, was not to record history in advancedprovide certainty that when these
events took place they represented what God hauh@thand fulfilled. The full import of
prophecy cannot be grasped until after the evdrdt $olemn pronouncement, however, has
a function beyond the information it conveys conasg Jesus’ passion. It follows
immediately on verse 30 as the explanation of ttemsommand not to speak to anyone
concerning Jesus’ identity. It was not necessaayttie people recognize that he is the
Messiah until after he had fulfilled his messiavcation through death and resurrection
(Ch. 9:9; 13:9f.; 14:9; cf. Ch. 4:21-23). Thishe tonly time in Mark that an injunction to
silence is explained and it provides the key tmathe previous injunctions to silence. The
necessity of the passion in obedience to the WiB@d accounts for the so-called secrecy
phenomena in the Gospel. The “messianic secr&bdi$'s intention to provide salvation
through a suffering Savior who is identified wittetpeople by his free decision to bear the
burden of judgment upon human rebellion. The regzbatjunctions to silence throughout the
Gospel of Mark are an expression of Jesus’ fidétitthe divine plan of salvation. That plan,
though announced in Scripture, was unrecognizéstael. The function of Jesus’ prophetic
declaration in verse 31 is to make clear what tkeigles could have known had they
possessed the thought of God as expressed in@er(perse 33). The close association of
Ch. 8:31-33 with the declaration of Ch. 8:29 inthsahat confession in itself is insufficient
to establish Christian faith. Jesus had to leadliba@ples beyond messianic confession to an
awareness of the dimensions of messiahship asedeliy the revealed will of God.

311In his response to Peter’s confession Jesus neiticepted nor refused the designation
“Messiah.” He spoke of “the Son of Man” who coulttiaipate suffering and rejection
issuing in violent death and resurrection, and disslosure, which is described as new
teaching, dominates the remainder of the Gospel.génerally recognized that “the son of
man” is not a genuine Greek idiom, but a literahslation of the Aramaicar-nash/bar
nasha. This expression was in common use, both as a feuman) and as a substitute for
the indefinite pronoun (= someone, anyone, a cedae) in early as well as in later stages of
the development of the Galilean dialect. In a reémsh examination of the total corpus of
early Palestinian Aramaic, G. Vermeés has offerattksive evidence that the idiom
sometimes functioned as a circumlocution for “t.btcurs with this meaning primarily in
sentences containing an allusion to humiliatiomgea or death, although use of the idiom in
reference to one’s self was sometimes dictateduyility or modesty’® Geographically, the
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idiom is Palestinian-Galilean, and it is well atégsin the earliest strata of Galilean Aramaic
(represented by the Palestinian Pentateuch Tartpenderusalem Talmud and Genesis
Rabba). This has important bearing on Ch. 8:3hditates that it was not necessary that the
disciples should have recognized in Jesus’ usafgh@kon of man” any more than the
circumlocution for “I.” The explicit reference taumiliation would account for the indirect
idiom. Only in the light of Jesus’ subsequent téagltoncerning the enthronement and
judging function of the Son of Man (Chs. 8:38; ¥3:24:62) was it possible to recognize an
allusion to the mysterious figure of Dan. 7:13fwibom God appointed celestial glory,
dominion over all nations and an everlasting kingd®eter’s strong protest was not because
he recognized a reference to Dan. 7 or realizednkpeakable incongruity between the
transcendent majesty of the Son of Man and Jesaphpcy of suffering. It was rather the
incongruity between “Messiah” (Ch. 8:29) and Jesdififmation which accounts for his
reaction. This illustrates the ambiguity of theoiti which made it singularly appropriate to
express the tension between concealment and revelatlesus’ ministry.

Mark clearly understands and intends the old kablkontext of Son of Man as defined in
the vision of Daniel 7. Even in this first propleeinnouncement of his coming suffering
Jesus made a veiled allusion to his own identithhagranscendent Son of Man. But in this
context Son of Man receives a deep paradoxical mgatihe man of transcendent glory goes
the way of suffering and his hidden majesty willrbeealed only after his rejection by the
leaders of Israel and his violent death. The dedign is thus appropriate to a comprehensive
theology of history extending from glory (Dan. 7t33hrough humiliation (Mk. 8:31) to
glory (Mk. 8:38). “Son of Man” occurs fourteen tisia the Gospel of Mark. Its significance
to the evangelist, as Jesus’ own self-designatieserves special attention. It is useful to
distinguish four categories of text:

Son of Man in Mark

A Ch. 2:10 The authority to forgive sins
Ch. 2:28 The Lord of the Sabbath
B Ch. 8:31 Prophecy of the Passion
Ch. 9:31 Prophecy of the Passion
Ch. 10:33f. Prophecy of the Passion
C Ch. 9:9 Resurrection
Ch. 9:12 Sufferings
Ch. 10:45 His life is a ransom for the
many
Ch. 14:21 Goes (to death)
Ch. 14:21 Betrayed
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Ch. 14:41 Betrayed

D Ch. 8:38 Will come in glory
Ch. 13:26 Will come on the clouds
Ch. 14:62 Will come on the clouds

The two texts of Group A represent the sole useaof of Man in the first half of the Gospel
and have been shown to represent Mark’s use ofl#sgnation to indicate the theological
significance of an incident for his Christian readée six texts of Group C are allusions to
the three prophetic announcements of the passi@naop B. The remaining passages
(Groups B and D) consist of three cardinal textsoamcing Jesus’ suffering balanced by
three texts promising his parousia in glory. Tteselformulation between the three texts in
each series indicates the importance of this tegchioth historically, at the level of Jesus’
ministry to the disciples, and existentially, a tevel of the evangelist and his community.
There can be no understanding of the gospel (treoGospel of Mark) apart from an
appropriation of these separate, but related, jghaiséesus’ ministry on behalf of the people
of God. In the Gospel of Mark there exists a remgf relationship between these two series
of texts. The open announcement of coming suffenhigh is made possible by the
recognition that Jesus is the Messiah liberatesngsianic glory which had remained veiled
even in the presence of Jesus’ extraordinary w{@ks 9:1-9). The tension between
concealment and openness in the self-revelati@oofs Son is thus exhibited in the texts of
Groups B and D. Only the eye of faith can percéieeidentity between the broken figure
upon the cross and the transcendent majesty antmeoned Son of Man whose coming
consummates history and initiates universal judgmen

This paradox indicates how intimately these sixlral texts are related to “the
messianic secret.” The nerve-center of the sesfbiei necessity of the passion in the plan of
God. But the manifestation of the glory of the ®dian is also an integral part of the
design for redemption. The incisive promise, “yall 8ee,” repeated three times (Chs. 8:38—
9:1; 13:26; 14:62), can only refer to an open agfthdive unveiling of what God has kept
concealed. Only then will it be recognized by afimhat the glorious Son of Man entered
into his triumph only through rejection and abjeatniliation. This is central to Mark’s
theology, and to the structure of his Gospel. Bx¢stof Groups B and D are complementary:
on three occasions Jesus solemnly announces thesitgoof his passion, and on three
occasions he affirms in awesome fashion the glerioanifestation of the Son of Man.

Reflection upon Ps. 110:1 and Dan. 7:13f. exergwetbund influence upon the
formulation of the texts referring to Jesus’ enttement and coming in majesty. It is more
difficult to detect the influence of Dan. 7 on {®phecies referring to the sufferings of the
Son of Man. In connection with these texts, howgtrere is an insistence that the key is
provided by Scripture (Chs. 9:12; 14:21 “as it istten”; Ch. 8:31 “must,” because it is
God’s announced will). There can be no proper gaddpark’s theology apart from a
recovery of the texts of Scripture to which refeemns made. The extent of the biblical
nuances can be shown only in a careful examinatidine individual passages themselves. It
is clear, however, that the prophecies of the passflect an identification of the Son of
Man with the suffering Servant of the Lord as setifin Isa. 52:13-53:12. A rich range of
texts informed Jesus’ understanding of his messantation, but the suffering and atoning
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work of the Servant appears to have provided theixrfar his reflection upon his mission.
Mark does not have to develop this tradition; fieatly existed in the churcffand he
presupposes it when he builds the traditional gsyabout the destiny of the Son of Man into
the heart of his Gospel.

Jesus’ interpretation of “Messiah” in terms of adlogy of suffering is an index to his
realism as well as his awareness of the FathelfsMie scribes regarded him as
blasphemous (Ch. 2:7) and demonic (Ch. 3:22-38)lahal provisions against men deemed
“heretics” or “seducing prophets” were explicitetmurder of John the Baptist indicated the
destiny of God’s appointed messengers (Ch. 6:17ef2€h. 12:2—-8). The Scriptures were
explicit that the Servant of the Lord experienagsation, stark humiliation and death on
behalf of the people of God. These several strah@sophecy and experience are drawn
together in the solemn declaration that the Sdviari must suffer many things.

The necessity, under which Jesus’ suffering, daathresurrection stand, belongs to the
mysterious divine work of judgment and salvatiorthia last time. The statement that the Son
of Man mustsuffer many things points to the overruling pugo$ God and reflects Jesus’
conviction that the intention revealed in Scriptat&ins its fulfilment in the shame of the
crucifixion as well as in the triumph of the regation. The disciples may behold in Jesus’
submission to the divine will the perfect humarpmsse to the regal claims of God. If the
formula “suffer many things” stands under the ieflge of Isa. 53:4, 11 it is equivalent to
“bear (the sins of) many” (cf. Ch. 10:45). In tight of Isa. 53, Jesus’ humiliation is an
obedient suffering in execution of a divine comnuss The extent of this humiliation is
defined in terms of rejection and violent deatlsudeasserts that he will be made the object of
the testing wisdom and insight of the Jewish autilesy and will be rejected. An allusion to
Ps. 118:22 is confirmed by Ch. 12:10, where Jesoteg the passage about the rejected
stone precisely before the high priests, scribésedaters (cf. Ch. 11:27; Acts 4:11). The
reference to these three prominent classes of rherntegether constituted the Sanhedrin
indicates the totality of the failure to recogniesus and stresses that all of the leaders of
Israel must equally assume responsibility for #jeation of the Son (cf. Ch. 14:64). The
general term “and be killed” implies a violent deé&tf. 1 Thess. 2:14) but provides no hint of
crucifixion. The form that Jesus’ death would asswmas not apparent until the crisis of the
conflict with authority in Ch. 15. The precise n&wf the humiliation and its inscrutable
paradox were only very gradually revealed to tlseigies.

Jesus’ prophecy announced not only suffering aathgdéut victory and vindication
expressed through resurrection (cf. Ch. 9:9, 3134;(014:28). In Isaiah the final triumph of
the Servant is presented as a triumph over desal {tsa. 52:13; 53:10-12), and this
assurance is reflected in Jesus’ reference townisresurrection after three days. The
fundamental OT passage on resurrection in thedastury, however, was Hos. 6:1 f. Hosea
spoke about the national revival by God of a ctetrtnd repentant Israel: “Come, let us
return to the Lord; for he has torn, that he masl lns; he has stricken, and he will bind us
up—atfter two days he will revive us; on the thialydhe will raise us up, that we may live
before him.” By the first century the passage hamie€ to be interpreted eschatologically of
the consolation of Israel in the last days, sebietesurrection. This interpretation is
reflected in the Targum read in the synagogue mmeotion with the call to repentance in
preparation for the Day of Atonement:

“They will say: Come, and let us return to the sm\of the Lord; for he who has
smitten us will heal us; and he who has brought agion us will give us rest.

He will revive us on the days of consolation whagk about to come;

On the day of the resurrection of the dead heraile us up and we shall be revived
before him.”
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Reflection upon this interpretation of Hos. 6:2afsay have informed Jesus’ conviction
concerning his resurrection “after three days.” Whkhiere is some evidence that “after three
days” can be regarded in a Semitic context as atgnvto “on the third day” (Gen. 42:17f,;

2 Chron. 10:5, 12), it is probable that Jesus’refee to three days was an indefinite
expression for a short period of time. A convictigrounded upon Scripture, was that “the
Holy One, blessed be he, does not leave his owlistress for more than three days.” The
reference to resurrection already points forwar@ho 8:38 where Jesus warns the people of
the Son of Man’s enthronement as eschatologicalgudihe opposition and rejection
experienced at the hands of Israel's leaders wilbberturned in startling fashion.

32-33When the disciples looked back upon Jesus’ statethey were amazed at the
openness with which he had spoken to them. Evenivate discourse he had never spoken
as clearly concerning his mission and destiny adidhen this occasion. Mark’s term for
open speech denotes an outspokenness that cono#aisy. The comment that Jesus was
speaking the word openly indicates the decisiveattar of this incident in the context of
Jesus’ persistent use of veiled, parabolic spe€bh4:33f.). Peter’s reaction shows that it
was impossible to miss what Jesus intended toesay though the divine necessity for his
suffering appeared inconceivable.

Mark describes Peter’s impetuous action in sharpgeemploying the same strong
vocable used throughout the Gospel in connectidh thie silencing of the demons: he
rebukedJesus (cf. 1:25; 3:12). How difficult it was taomcile the designation “Messiah”
and suffering is well illustrated by the Targumida. 53, where the positive statements are
interpreted to refer to King Messiah but the suifigs to the people. The rebuke indicates that
Jesus’ declaration was radically new and that tbeigles were totally unprepared to receive
it: a rejected Messiah was incompatible with Jewishvictions and hopes. Peter’s reaction
was therefore understandable but presumptuoust andot allowed to stand.

The presence of the other disciples, who undoupttired Peter’s conviction that Jesus
was wrong, necessitated a sharp and open rebugies dalled them to witness that he
resolutely refused the temptation represented tarBevords. It had been appointed by God
that the Messiah was to achieve victory over tmed® of evil in the world through the shame
of the cross. The suggestion that he should rehespassion may be construed as a
temptation coming from Satan himself who desirethveart the divine plan of salvation (cf.
Chs. 1:12 f.; 3:23ff.). The sharpness of the relsikens from the suggestion of disobedience
to God’s will and the frustration of a course oérts which will lead to the enthronement of
the Son of Man, the achievement of the salvatiom®tlect, and the judgment of the world
(Ch. 8:38). Jesus, therefore, unmasks the sourBetef’s thought and commands him to
return to his rank as a true disciple. His respaasksus’ solemn prophecy betrayed no
higher level than that characteristic of unregeteehaman nature. An inability to accept a
suffering Savior involves the refusal of the will&od, whose sovereign disposition of the
problem of sin and human rebellion fails to confdmthe niceties of human expectations
(cf. Isa. 55:8f.). Jesus shows no inclination &tify the ways of God to men. He simply
affirms that the way of the cross is the will of@Go

Verses 8:34 — 9:1 Requirements for Following Jesus

This section consists of a group of short, pungagings which concern personal
commitment to Jesus in circumstances which requitgage and sacrifice. They appear to
have been brought together in the tradition orheyevangelist through catchword
association. They reflect similar formulation aret&bulary. Mark includes this unit, which
concerns essential requirements for being a follmfdesus, because of a strong pastoral
concern for his own people. Here he speaks beymndtistorical situation in Jesus’ ministry
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to a church harassed by persecution, their rantisndg¢ed by the subtle as well as more overt
pressures exerted against Christians in imperiat&RdMark shows that this situation is quite
normal. Jesus had called his own disciples togh&zation that suffering is not only his
destiny but theirs. The humiliation of the Messiahnounced in Ch. 8:31, is the mysterious
prototype of that of the Christian. But even asusespoke of death followed by resurrection,
his followers may look beyond a pagan tribunahte tribunal of the Son of Man where
loyalty to Jesus will be honored with vindicatidrhis unit amounts to a call for complete

and confident identification with Christ.

34 The reference to the crowd is sudden and unexgpécteCh. 7:15; 8:1), but serves a
vital function in the narrative. By calling the evd Jesus indicates that the conditions for
following him are relevant for all believers, anot for the disciples alone. This had
important implications for the Christians in Rommelalsewhere. It indicated that the
stringent demand for self-renunciation and crosaibg extends not only to Church leaders
but to all who confess that Jesus is the Messiatag the Lord’s intention that those who
follow him should not be detached observers oplission, but men who grow in faith and
understanding through participation in his suffgenOnly in following on the way to the
cross is it possible to understand either the rséiyesf Jesus’ humiliation or Jesus himself.
The common address of these sober words to thedcaod the disciples recognizes that
there is no essential difference between them whbafronted with the sufferings of Christ:
both alike have very human thoughts uninformedhywill of God (Ch. 8:33), and it was
imperative for them to know what it means to folldesus. Precisely in following on the way
to the cross the distinction between a privilegexig and those outside (Ch. 4:11)
disappears. “Following” in this context does nosgess the technical meaning of
“discipleship,” but refers to that common commitrnenJesus which distinguishes all
Christians from those who fail to recognize hinGasl’s appointed Savidf?

Jesus stipulated that those who wish to follow most be prepared to shift the center of
gravity in their lives from a concern for self tckless abandon to the will of God. The
central thought in self-denial is a disowning oy @haim that may be urged by the self, a
sustained willingness to say ‘No’ to oneself inartb be able to say ‘Yes’ to God. This
involves a radical denunciation of all self-idolaaind of every attempt to establish one’s own
life in accordance with the dictates of the selfisldemand is reinforced and intensified by
the horrifying image of a death march. Bearingdtass was not a Jewish metaphor, and
Jesus’ statement must have sounded repugnant ¢toave and the disciples alike. The
saying evokes the picture of a condemned man gaihtp die who is forced to carry on his
back the cross-beam upon which he is to be nailéteglace of executiof?? By the time
Mark prepared his Gospel this had become cruatyehbth for Jesus and the Church. Jesus’
words were a sober caution that the commitmenfoch he asked permitted no turning
back, and if necessary, a willingness to submiiéocross in pursuance of the will of God.
His followers must be prepared to die, for theyreha the same veiledness that permits his
own humiliation. The call to follow Jesus, whiclcagitulates the action in which self-denial
and cross-bearing are to be manifested, providegdreminder that suffering with the
Messiah is the condition of glorification with hifRom. 8:17).

35 This statement, which exposes the ambivalent gurafdife, follows meaningfully
the call to disown self and to be prepared to Saeriife itself in verse 34. The
irreplaceability of life, which is considered elemt@ for earthly existence, is shown to be the
crucial issue in reference to eternal existencguslavords envision men before a court
where denial of association with him will bringeake while affirmation of “Jesus and the
gospel” issues in martyrdom. He thoroughly apptesighe frailty of human life threatened
by death, but warns that the man who seeks to sdxsiown existence by denial of his Lord
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brings about his own destruction. Paradoxicallg,rian who yields his life in loyalty to

Jesus safeguards it in a deeper sense. The cdmtagen ordinary human life and life as the
expression of the eschatological salvation whidudgrovides in verse 35b indicates the
irony in the alternation between “save” and “suffess” in verse 35a. It defines an opposition
corresponding in sharpness to the distinction betveternal loss and salvation. Jesus’
pregnant statement deals realistically with thecoete, existential character of the dynamism
of life. The theology of life affirmed is ground@dthe paradox that a man can guarantee that
dynamism only by sacrificing it.

The context in which denial or confession is detaative of life is “Jesus and the
gospel.” The absoluteness of Jesus’ claim upomltegiance of man to his own person was
affirmed unequivocally here for the first time. #trto this it was possible to hear a call for
commitment to his message, but now the locus ofnaitiment is Jesus himself. The identity
between Jesus and the message is underlined bgfénence to suffering for the gospel,
which is found only in Mark, and may have been adojethe evangelist as an explanatory
comment with particular relevance to the ChristismBome. In the second half of Mark “the
gospel” always denotes the message announced @htimeh, of which Jesus is the content
(Chs. 8:35; 10:29; 13:10; 14:9), precisely as in Ch. Mark knew experientially that for the
gospel men abandoned their goods (Ch. 10:29) aveltbair lives (Ch. 8:35). It is possible
that he has preserved an early Christian slogan Christ and the gospel,” for which
believers suffered and overcame.

36—-37In developing the thought of the supreme valuf®in its deepest sense, Jesus
employed language drawn from commercial life: gr@jain, loss, give in exchange. A
comparison of values is the proper setting formswmteration of profit and loss.
Corresponding to the advantage gained—the whol&was the payment which must be
forfeited—authentic life. But the ledger involvealwes which cannot really be compared.
The loss even of ordinary human life is in no waynpensated by winning the world; how
much more is this true of eternal life! The pointbdtorical questions of verses 36-37
suggest reflection on Ps. 49:7-9, where the Pstaisngpeaking of men “who trust in their
wealth and boast of the abundance of their rich&@suly no man can ransom himself, or
give to God the price of his life, for the ransofrhs life is costly and can never suffice that
he should continue to live on forever, and nevertee Pit.” The absurdity of the man who
secures his own life (verse 35a) in preferencettiqgipation in the salvation provided by
God (verse 35b) emphasizes the fateful consequefckEsying Jesus, even when human
life is at stake. When a man has forfeited etdifealhe experiences absolute loss, even
though he may have won the approval of the wholeédweith his denial of Jesus and the
gospel.

38 Each of Jesus’ successive statements reinforeeidaiy of verse 35a, that the man
who gains his life through denial of Jesus andgtbepel suffers infinite loss. The character of
the loss is now defined with reference to the fjndgment which has been committed to the
Son of Man. Verse 38 is parallel in structure tosee35 and complementary in intention. It
returns to the situation envisioned in verse 35aardes it to its final consequences. The
motive for denial of Jesus and his words is shaama but of an anxiety for one’s life and a
basic unwillingness to be made an object of contemine world. Ashamed of past
association with the Lord, the decision to seekaygd from the world rather than from him
exposes the Lord himself to contempt. This defthesseriousness of denial in terms of its
immediate consequences for the world before whausland the gospel must be confessed.
The world is defined qualitatively as “an adultes@nd sinful generation,” an expression
colored by the strictures of the prophets agaaairy (cf. Isa. 1:4, 21; Ezek. 16:32; Hos.
2:4). Denial confirms the world in its idolatrousacacter and approves the unfaithfulness to
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God expressed in its rejection of Jesus and okthd® display uncompromising loyalty to
him.

Denial, however, entails ultimate consequencefi®mman who is ashamed of Jesus, for
the Son of Man will expose him to contempt whercbenes to execute the final judgment.
Jesus’ veiled reference to his future role is appabte because of the presence of the crowd.
This is the only occasion when Jesus used the g “Son of Man” publicly prior to his
arraignment before the High Priest, where he sjpokecumstances of the utmost veiledness
(Ch. 14:62), and his reserve is consistent withntlessianic veiledness throughout his
ministry. The critical opinion that Jesus spokéehaf Son of Man as a person distinct from
himself reflects a failure to perceive the esclagiglal and literary parallelism in this
statement, in which an element of the first clagsatroduced in a different manner in the
second clause. In verse 38a Jesus refers to himdak first person; in verse 38b he refers to
himself by the designation most appropriate toglloey of the parousia when he will come
for judgment. The statement receives its pregnigntfecance precisely because Jesus and
the Son of Man are treameperson, and the denial of Jesus entails the dehihk final
Judge himself. For this startling reason the dgatefor a man’s acceptance or rejection
before the Son of Man is his loyalty or disloyalbyJesus now. The judgment of those who
range themselves against Jesus is the corollaheofindication and salvation of those who
have faithfully followed him. The underlying iromy the situation depicted derives from the
veiledness which characterized Jesus’ earthly tnynike is one of whom men may be
ashamed, but he will be openly revealed as themmepossesses the glory of his Father.

The reference to the Father’s glory and to the mp@amying train of angels (cf. Ch.
13:26f.) serves to set Jesus’ entire ministry dogological perspective. Jesus was sent to
reveal the glory of God in a world whose intoxioatwith its own glory is well expressed in
the thought of gaining the world (Ch. 8:36). He eanomplish his mission only if his own
glory means nothing to him and the Father’s gloeans everything. For Jesus this required
submission to the contempt and shame of the cBagsGod does not fail to recognize his
self-renunciation and cross-bearing, and the honres when the Son of Man is exhibited
glorified by the Father for whose sole glory heetivand died. This had immediate relevance
for the persecuted and justly frightened Christianglark’s congregation. In Jesus’ own
commitment to the Father they possessed a parddigiimeir commitment to him and to the
gospel. The sober words of Ch. 8:34-38 represaraetheoretical reflections but the law of
life by which Jesus gauged his own conduct in ddvoostile to God. His vindication and
coming triumph provided assurance that they wohltesin his glory if they held fast their
commitment to him (cf. Ch. 13:9-13).

Chapter 9

1 The introductory formula, “and he was saying tenty’ indicates that Jesus’ solemn
affirmation is the conclusion to a larger discoursghich only the most salient point has
been preserved (see on Ch. 2:27). Ch. 9:1 serviespamtant function in the structure of
Chs. 8:34-9:1. The call to responsible commitméht 8:34) is followed by the contrast
between a man who secures his own existence thierghl and one who is killed because
of his unwavering confession of Jesus and the ¢¢Spe 8:35). The statements which
follow explore the consequences of denial (Ch.-8389, but refer only by implication to
those whose commitment will lead to their deathsdlbte allegiance to Jesus demands
response, and this is provided in Ch. 9:1. In cdantiesus’ prophecy is a word of comfort
addressed to those who heed his call to followihispite of the cost involved. The
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Semitism “taste death” alludes to the harsh realityiolent death contemplated in Ch.
8:35b; men who are faithful to Jesus and the gospidiose their lives. But they are given
the assurance that this anomalous situation ia tatermined period of time and they shall
see an open manifestation of God’s sovereigntyr'wdwer.” The solemn introduction with
which Jesus prefaces his words, “Amen, | say tqQ’yguarantees their truthfulness. His
promise is grounded upon absolute certainty.

It has been shown that in the Gospel of Mark thegom of God and the person of Jesus
are so integrally bound together as to be inseparahis has important bearing on Ch. 9:1.
The concept of “the Kingdom of God come with poweke the concept of the Son of Man
coming with glory (Ch. 8:38), has a strictly Chois¢ntric orientation. It refers to an event
which provides an open manifestation of Jesus’itiigdesus’ solemn affirmation expresses
from a different perspective the fundamental sspenunciated in Ch. 8:38: the ambiguity
of the situation in which God’s sovereignty maydjuestioned, his anointed emissary treated
with contempt, and his people exposed to shamebwitesolved in a revelation of definitive
power. Essential to both Ch. 8:38 and Ch. 9:1asctintrast between concealment and
revelation which expresses the tension betweehititeen character of Jesus’ earthly
ministry and his manifestation in glory and poweth@ consummation. The function and the
perspective of these two passages, however, ithaeaame. Ch. 8:38 served to warn those
who choose to stand with the world in its contefoptlesus that his apparent weakness and
openness to humiliation will be reversed in an awes manifestation of his glory as the
eschatological Judge. The function of Ch. 9:1, wgheference to “the Kingdom come with
power,” is to provide certainty that the Son of Maill indeed come with glory, and that
those who now share his sufferings will also shafgs exaltation. Its reference is to an
event sufficiently near that certain individualegent will be privileged to see a
manifestation of the sovereignty of God in a tridrapunveiling of Jesus’ dignityNothing
short of this can satisfy the expectation promggdesus’ promise, which is intended to
strengthen the people of God for their coming dtdBae tension of their own “hiddenness”
in a world which seeks to lead them to denial ahtciwheaps abuse upon them when they
are steadfast is acute, and requires an open rtatit; of God’s sovereignty.

The immediate sequel to Jesus’ solemn promisesia¢hount of the transfiguration (Ch.
9:2-8). This indicates that Mark understood Jestagement to refer to this moment of
transcendent glory conceived as an enthronemerarmadticipation of the glory which is to
come. It is instructive to compare 2 Peter 1:16llch speaks of “the power and the
parousia of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Peter made kntmahis churches the powtrat was to
be revealedt Jesus’ coming in terms of the glavisich had been revealed the
transfiguration. This expresses precisely theiaeiahip between Ch. 8:38 (parousia) and Ch.
9:1 (transfiguration). The transfiguration was annenitary, but real (and witnessed)
manifestation of Jesus’ sovereign power which mmiriieyond itself to the parousia, when he
will come “with power and glory” (Ch. 13:26). Thalfilment of Jesus’ promise a short time
later (Ch. 9:2) provided encouragement to the lsa@d€hristians in Rome and elsewhere
that their commitment to Jesus and the gospel wkd.\I he parousia is an absolute
certainty. The transfiguration constituted a wagnio all others that the ambiguity which
permits the humiliation of Jesus and of those faitto him will be resolved in the decisive
intervention of God promised in Ch. 8:38.

Verses 2-8 The Transfiguration

In Mark, the transfiguration is a dramatic indioatiof the resplendent glory which belongs to
Jesus as God’s unique Son. As a revelation ofdheealed splendor of the Son of Man, the
event points forward to the advent promised in&8&8, when Jesus’ status as the
eschatological Judge will be manifested to the ekdfhe episode provides a personal and
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preliminary revelation that he whom the disciplelofv on a way marked by suffering and
humiliation is the Son of Man whose total minigtgs cosmic implications. Ch. 9:2—-8 serves
as a prelude to Chs. 14:1-16:8 and correspondsctibn to Isa. 52:13-15 in relationship to
Ch. 53:1-12: it offers assurance that despite gppabandonment by God, Jesus is the
Lord’s Servant who prospers in the task he has beehto accomplish. The revelation of
Jesus’ mysterious, transcendent dignity servesnéirm Peter's acknowledgment that Jesus
is the Messiah (Ch. 8:29), and Jesus’ own propbétys impending passion and vindication
(Ch. 8:31). The event is oriented toward the dissigCh. 9:2 “befor¢ghem” 4 “appeared to
them” 7 “This is my beloved Son: listen to him”) taehgthen them in their commitment

and to prepare them for the sufferings which thexgtnshare.

The theory that the transfiguration is a misplaaecbunt of a resurrection appearance of
the Lord continues to find support in spite of oadid objections which have been marshalled
against such an interpretatibhit is necessary to recognize in the narrativepiesence of
details which ground the event in history: the med¢ime reference (Ch. 9:2), the designation
“Rabbi” and the proposal of verse 5. Mark cleadyiéved that he was reporting a factual
event which had primary significance for the digegpas a disclosure of Jesus’ transcendent
sonship. While the language used to describe thptevas supplied from the vocabulary of
theophany in the OT and in Jewish apocalypticaittaal content of the revelation finds its
closest parallel in the witness of the heavenlg&at Jesus’ baptism with its attendant
cosmic overtones (Ch. 1:9-11). There is room fecusion concerning the form of the event
(i.e. it is possible that the disciples saw a \nsib Elijah and Moses and heard the heavenly
voice within the scope of that vision) but the sfiguration as an entity must be regarded as
an act of revelation for which God was responsible.

The desire to find the Feast of Tabernacles intpfiai the background of the
transfiguration account is based on details withentext, especially the reference to the
“booths” in verse 5. The Feast of Tabernacles,tlieePassover, had come to have significant
reference to the final deliverance promised by GQd several elements in the account,
however, can be traced back to the reports of M@seent to Sinai and his vision of the
glory of God (Ex. 24:12-18); a more decisive influe seems to have been exerted upon the
narrative from this tradition rather than from aiier. The transfiguration scene develops as
a new “Sinai” theophany with Jesus as the cenalé.

2-3The precise temporal reference (“after six daysnusual in Mark and indicates
that the evangelist attached special importantkiscepisode. The six days appear to refer
back to the whole complex of teaching which folloWeeter’'s affirmation of Jesus’
messianic dignity, and more particularly to theegwh promise of Ch. 9:1. The unveiling of
Jesus’ glory in the presence of the three discipbegesponds to the assurance Huahe will
see The transfiguration is presented in the termigglof a theophany which reveals the
powerful coming of the Kingdom of God. Understoadhis light, the precise time reference
in verse 2 recalls Ex. 24:16f. where six days desligs a time of preparation for the reception
of revelation. Mark evidently regarded Jesus’ amuement of his approaching suffering as
the preparation required for witnessing the digalef Christ’s true character. In this way
the suffering and glorification of Jesus are asrnately associated at the beginning of the
narrative as at its close when Jesus speaks &ahef Man as an object of contempt (Ch.
9:12). The choice of Peter, James and John tdhedeansfiguration corresponds to the
privileged relationship these three disciples sthavith Jesus on other occasions (Chs. 5:37;
13:3; 14:33) and served to qualify them as witnessehe event after Jesus’ resurrection
(Ch. 9:9). The “high mountain” recalls the theopiearon the mountain of God (Sinai, Ex.
24; Horeb, 1 Kings 19) where Moses and Elijah neztia vision of the glory of God. In the
choice of location Jesus was not merely seekintusiel. In order to bring the feeling and
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thoughts of the disciples closer to the signifi@eantthe hour he used the evocative
significance of the mountain in the wilderness itrad of the OT.

Before the eyes of his most intimate discipleshthenan appearance of Jesus was
perceptibly altered in accordance with the splermdahe transfigured world. For a brief
moment the veil of his humanity was lifted and 3b&ody presented itself in the form of
tenuously material light. In the OT the glory of dbis always conceived as shining brilliance
or bright light. The reference to the glisteninguacter of Jesus’ clothing reflects this
concept and the language of apocalyptic wherentiage of radiance and resplendent light is
borrowed to describe the glory of the Messiah. Asvelation of the hidden quality of Jesus’
life the transfiguration was an anticipation an@duguntee of an eschatological reality: the
glory of the Consummator. The disciples thus salselosure of the mystery of the parousia
(Ch. 8:38), when there will be a vindication of tjlery of God superseding all previous
revelations of that glory, at Sinai or elsewhere.

4 It was appropriate that Jesus, whose work wagunated in the wilderness at his
baptism and whose way through the desert was diadnt the Spirit (Ch. 1:9-13), should be
accompanied in this moment of high revelation l®/¢minent prophets of the wilderness
who stand by his side to testify to his charachel mission. Jesus is the one in whom the
promise of the second exodus becomes a realitye®agpears as the representative of the
old covenant and the promise, now shortly to b&lled in the death of Jesus, and Elijah as
the appointed restorer of all things (Chs. 1:2f119. The stress on Elijah’s presence at the
transfiguration indicates that the fulfilment ofl“things” has arrived (Ch. 9:12). The
transfiguration is the prelude to the passion, Elijeh is there to testify to the ultimate
importance of the impending events in an histosegjuence which culminates in
consummation. The presence of Elijah with Moses tilas eschatological significance in the
specific sense that they proclaim the coming ofetie.

5—-6 Peter’s impulsive response is in keeping withdmaracter and the numinous nature
of the incident. He recognizes two of the most emirfigures in the history of revelation and
feels that it is good that he and the sons of Zebedle present so they can serve Jesus and
his heavenly attendants. His proposal to buildetabernacles evidently rests upon a
misunderstanding of the significance of the sitwatiThe desire to erect new tents of meeting
where God can again communicate with men impliasPleter regards the time of the
second exodus as fulfilled and the goal of the adbiest achieved. He is anxious to find the
fulfilment of the promised glory now, prior to tlsefferings Jesus had announced as
necessary. His comment reflects a failure to apgi@that the transfiguration was only a
momentary anticipation of the glory of the consurted&ingdom. The blessings of the new
age, which will be shared @}l the people of God (Ch. 13:26f.), cannot be secureiti
Jesus has accomplished the sufferings which aggriadtto his appointed task, culminating in
his death. Mark’s explanatory comment indicates tifia three disciples were quite unable to
grasp the messianic significance of what they hiiessed. The direct involvement of God
in sending Moses and Elijah and the charactereftary of Christ were tokens of the
eschatological judgment announced in Ch. 8:38.féaethat the disciples manifested is
understandable in this context. At the same tilme pccurrence of the transfiguration
between Jesus’ announcement of his approachingppg&sh. 8:31) and the conversation
with the disciples on the way down the mountain.(@h1-13) indicates that Peter’'s words
in verse 5 reflect the same erroneous concept dfSGtention as his response in Ch. 8:32.
The way through the wilderness has not been tetedray the disclosure of Jesus’ unique

glory.
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7 The response of God to Peter’s proposal disclibseseal significance of this event.
The appearance of a cloud enveloping Jesus, MoseElgah served to distinguish the
witnesses from the participants in the unveilinge$us’ parousia glory. This prepared the
disciples to hear the solemn admonition addressétein. The theophany is depicted in the
language of the OT where the cloud is frequenttysymbol of God’s presence and
protection (e.g. Ex. 16:10; 19:9; 24:15f.; 33:1)slparticularly significant that the
correlation of the cloud and the voice is limitedhe exodus accounts of the Pentateuch, as
in the instance of the theophany on Sinai (Ex. @4:The cloud is God’s tabernacle, the
pavilion which both reveals and conceals his gldhe one whom God hides within his
pavilion bears a special relationship to him (P52 In the case of both Moses and Elijah
the epiphany of the glory of God served to vindéddieir mission during their respective
ministries in the wilderness. This is also the tiorcof the cloud and the heavenly voice on
this occasion. When Jesus began his mission iwilderness of Judea the voice of God
declared him to be the beloved Son, the objectoélective pleasure (Ch. 1:11). Now on the
wilderness mountain the voice is heard again, ireafig the Father’'s approval and
confirming Jesus’ dignity as the transcendent &tthpugh he has assumed the role of the
rejected, suffering Servant of Isa. 53. Jesus’ @me@ to his messianic vocation is vindicated
by God, precisely at the point where Jesus hasumtea what obedience entails (Ch. 8:31).
The presence of the cloud and the solemn declarafithe voice affirm the same truth: Jesus
is the unique Son of God who enjoys the unbrokesgnce and approval of the Father.

The spoken content of the revelation deservesuaaéntion. The first clause affirming
Jesus’ unique filial relationship to God providee tmmutable ground for the solemn
admonition in the second clause. Because Jesusd's Gnly Son the disciples are exhorted
to hear and obey him. The stress upon Jesus’ firsisgus as the Son of God indicates that
the transfiguration is more than an enacted prowfi$eture glory. The unchanging fact of
his transcendent sonship is the constant presujpposi his words, which reveal the will of
God. The command “listen to him,” which reinfor¢bss insight, contains an allusion to
Deut. 18:15 and serves to identify Jesus as thea&sdogical Prophet like Moses to whom
Israel must listen because he is the final bedrdreoword of God. The exhortation has
bearing upon all of Jesus’ words, but has partiaa@kevance to the new instruction Jesus had
been giving to his followers concerning the nedgsi his sufferings and of their
participation in his humiliation. There can be rubt that Mark intended his congregation in
Rome to take this word to heart.

8 When the cloud lifted, Moses and Elijah had vaeisilesus alone remained as the sole
bearer of God’s new revelation to be disclosedhédross and resurrection. Moses and Elijah
had also followed the path of obedience, but habimge witness to Jesus’ character and
mission, they can help him no more. The way toctless demanded the submission of the
Son and Jesus must set out upon it alone. Thefityaretion, however, has disclosed a new
aspect of God’s truth: Jesus is himself the newefradcle of divine glory. His word and deed
transcend all past revelation. This was the truth which the disciples were confronted
when they realized they were once again alonedarptesence of Jesus.

Verses 9-13 The Coming of Elijah

The terse conversation during the descent fronmibxgntain was provoked by Jesus’
instruction to tell no one what had taken placel aifiter his resurrection. The clear
implication of this statement is that the periodcohcealment is to be followed by a time of
open proclamation when his status as the trangfth8on and eschatological Judge is to be
announced to all (cf. Chs. 13:10; 14:9). This etdtan is of special interest, however,
because it is the only instance in the Gospel wbeseés sets a limit to the silence enjoined.
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William Wrede seized upon this injunction and foundt the keystone to Mark’s theological
attempt to explain why Jesus had remained unrezedras the Messiah during his earthly
career. What Wrede failed to perceive was the tiderehind the injunction, which must be
viewed within the larger context of Chs. 8:29-9:1Be fundamental misunderstanding of
Jesus’ messianic vocation reflected in Ch. 8:29s33ill evident in Ch. 9:6-10. Peter is
deeply impressed with Jesus’ stature as the Measidthe transfigured Son of God, but he
and the other disciples find the necessity of th&spn completely incomprehensible (Chs.
8:32f1.; 9:51., 30, 32). Jesus prohibits the tgjlof what they had seen and perceived because
their enthusiasm was based on a superficial pregion of what messiahship and sonship
signifies. Jesus’ injunction in verse 9 is actuallghallenge to perceive and proclaim the
exalted Son of Man within the context of his higtal ministry marked by suffering and
rejection, culminated by death on the cross. Tradtered presupposition of Jesus’ reference
to his resurrection from the dead is the theoldgieaessity to accept the passion in all of its
dimensions. Within the will of God Jesus can beekalted, resurrected Son of Man only as
he is the suffering, rejected Son of Man (Ch. 9)1Zbe reference to his resurrection is
appropriate because this event is already a 8edization of the majesty of the Son of Man
at his parousia. The reality of his exaltationtestransfigured Son, however, can be
appreciated only when the significance of his guffgs has been grasped. The response of
the disciples in verse 10 implies that Jesus’ restion will itself be the precondition for the
disciples to understand this fact.

10 The disciples obeyed Jesus’ injunction, but werezfed concerning its meaning. It
can be assumed that they were thoroughly familidr the concept of the resurrection of the
dead as the climactic event of the last day (ck.@hl4, 16; 12:18-27). What perplexed them
was what this rising from the dead of the Son ohMauld mean. This is explicit in the
textual tradition supported by Caesarean and West@nuscripts, where the precise form of
Jesus’ reference in verse 9 is repeated in versantit is the necessary implication in the
text followed by the ASV or RSV as well. The didegg real question is, What have death
and resurrection to do with the Son of Man? Thegspesed no categories by which they
could distinguish between Jesus’ statements coimgehis resurrection and those concerning
his parousia, and the relationship between thesalistinct events remained obscure. Jesus’
reference to his death and resurrection after ttiags may have led them to expect a
duplicate of Elijah’s experience of translation. €h. 8:31 with 2 kings 2:17), or some
similar experience of exaltation following humil@. The place of Jesus’ passion and death,
together with his resurrection, was the unexpeatetincomprehensible middle term
between the present and the magnificent futureredday the transfiguration. What bothered
the disciples specifically, then, was the phraserffamong the dead,” together with the
implication that time would yet remain before tlmsummation for the proclamation of
what they had seen.

11 The disciples’ question concerning Elijah is raletat this point in the discussion.
The presence of Elijah at the transfiguration (ZH4f.), as well as Jesus’ reference to the
resurrection, suggested that the consummationwarient. But if this is true, where is
Elijah who must prepare the people for the seagchidgment of God (cf. Mal. 3:1f.; 4:5f,;
Ecclus. 48:10)? It is probable that this questictn@ly masks an objection to Jesus’
announcement of his suffering and death, for tetoration Elijah is to effect just prior to the
end makes messianic suffering unnecessary.

The reference to scribal teaching sheds light palamic use of the biblical teaching
concerning the return of Elijah before the dayhef Lord to discredit the impression created
by Jesus’ authoritative word and deed. In the estrBources the primary task of Elijah is to
prepare the people of God for the reception ofateda through repentance. An early
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tradition, however, links the prophet’s return wiltle restoration of the flask of anointing oil
(Mekiltato Ex. 16:33), and this conception is presuppaseide later scribal objections to
Jesus’ messiahship as expressed by Trypho in 3ustmousDialogue “The Messiah—if

he has indeed been born and exists anywhere—isowmkand does not even know himself,
and has no power, until Elijah comes to anoint &aimd make him known to all'Djal. 8, 4;

cf. 49, 1; In. 7:27). If this is the general sdritncept to which the disciples refer, it serves
to reinforce their objection to Jesus’ tacit altusto his death in verse 9. The appearance of
Elijah with Jesus upon the mountain of transfigoratould only be the anticipated return.
What room for sufferings remains?

12 Jesus acknowledged that the affirmation that Elmaust come first and restore all
things was certainly correct (cf. Mal. 3:23 LXX=4:M.T.). The fact that the Scripture also
affirms that the Son of Man must experience suiffigand rejection, however, indicates that
Elijah’s task as the restorer cannot signify whatdisciples apparently believe it to mean.
The reference to the sufferings of the Son of Mamndeniably abrupt, but serves to qualify
the facile assumptions of the disciples as wethasscribes and responds to the more
fundamental, unexpressed question concerning tteseity for suffering which lies hidden
in the question of verse 11. In verse 9 Jesus pakks of his resurrection from the dead; his
suffering and rejection is introduced in verse bZ2lway of explanation. The allusion to Isa.
53:3, where the Servant experiences rejection atréated as an object of contempt,
reinforces Jesus’ insistence that his sonship ssingierstood unless it is perceived that his
exaltation is inseparably bound up with his hurtibia. The response to the disciples’
guestion concerning Elijah by a further questionagwning the rejection of the Son of Man
has a deeper intention, however. Basic to Jesunstanding of Elijah’s function is the
restoration through repentance promised in Mal. @@l fulfilled in the prophetic ministry of
John the Baptist. Verse 12b serves as a warnitdgheaufferings of John and his shameful
rejection do not disqualify him from fulfilling theole of Elijah nor do Jesus’ sufferings
discredit him as the transcendent Son of Man.

13 Jesus’ veiled affirmation implicitly identifies Bo the Baptist as the eschatological
messenger promised in Mal. 4:5f. John is the Ebgiit by God because he fulfilled the
function expected of Elijah, leading the peopleeioewal through repentance and
forgiveness. His sufferings at the hands of Herudl lderodias (Ch. 6:14—29), which are
indicated by an idiomatic expression denoting altsechnd arbitrary power (cf. 2 Macc.
7:16), strengthen the identity of John with Elijalo in his own ministry was harassed by a
wicked woman and a weak king (1 Kings 19:2, 10k $tartling character of this
identification needs to be appreciated. The sefrésus’ messianic vocation, conditioned
by suffering as well as exaltation, leads to tlseldisure of John’s vocation as Elij&Hrhat
the identification is not made explicit is consmteith the restraint Mark has exercised
elsewhere when dealing with Jesus’ identity. Thu€h. 1:2—-8 the Baptist’s resemblance to
Elijah is simply suggested without comment andnhiistry is placed under the rubric of
Mal. 3:1 rather than Mal. 4:5f. The failure of ttiisciples to understand Jesus’ teaching about
his own sufferings (Chs. 8:32f.; 9:6, 10, 11, 3@jloubtedly extended to their comprehension
of the sufferings of Elijah as well. John’s idewtiike that of Jesus himself, remains hidden
until after the resurrection. Paradoxically, thedication of John’s ministry comes through
his death and the violation of every human righd.garticipates in God’s sovereign purpose
which triumphs in apparent defeat. John’s obscuaniig ignominious death express all the
ambiguity and suffering of Christian existencehe tnterval before the parousia. In this
sense, John provides an example for the perseCiestians in Rome. Whaey(Antipas
and Herodias) did to hinthey(men hostile to God) will do to men whose alleggio Jesus
and the gospel is unwavering (Ch. 13:9-13). Theifsegint point, however, is that he
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suffered as Elijah and his ministry demonstrated the fulfilment of “all things” was at
hand. The ambiguity between his true dignity arsdhidldenness in the world will be
resolved only at the parousia when the people af @it be vindicated by the Son of Man
who shared their sufferings and rejection. Theregfee to Elijah’s sufferings thus
underscores the point made in verse 9: glory cangsafter humiliation.

Verses 14-29 The Healing of a Possessed Boy

Mark’s account of this incident is vivid and degali verses 14b—16, 21-24 and 26-27 have
no parallel in Matthew or Luke. The impression ceyed is that the episode has been
reported from the point of view of one of the dies who returned with Jesus from the
mountain. The return from the glory of the transfagion to the reality of demonic
possession serves to reinforce the theme that @esa1s into his glory only through
confrontation with the demonic and the sufferinig imtails (cf. Ch. 9:19). The relationship
between Ch. 9:2-13 and Ch. 9:14-29 correspondmtdetween Jesus’ baptism, with its
theophanic note, and the trial in the desert whereonfronted Satan (Ch. 1:9-13). The stress
upon the powerlessness of the disciples is an elenw found elsewhere in the evangelical
tradition, but this is closely related to theid@iae to understand Jesus or the power released
through him. The episode exhibits the disaster lwbicurs when men from whom the power
of faith may be expected are proven to be voidovtgr when it is needed. The healing of the
possessed boy demonstrates what faith expressaaythprayer could have accomplished,
even though Jesus was absent from the disciplese®re pastoral overtones throughout the
account, which has pointed relevance for the conityyoh Rome, which felt itself to be
powerless and defeated in the absence of the lt@a@tical moment in its own experience.

14-15The scene at the base of the mountain is vivikkyched. The dispute, in which
the disciples, the scribes and certain of the bpdstrs were taking part, had so engrossed the
crowd that they had not seen Jesus and the otlesr ten approaching. The presence of the
scribes may indicate witnesses sent out by the&himhin Jerusalem to gather evidence
against Jesus, who was suspected of misleadingetiyge. The prescribed procedure, which
demanded a thorough investigation by official ersi@ffers an explanation for the presence
of scribes from Jerusalem at other points in Jasusistry (Chs. 3:22-30; 7:1-5). If this
supposition is correct, the dispute undoubtedlyceomed not only the failure of the disciples
but the more basic question concerning their aizhton to attempt an exorcism.

Verse 15 has the character of a marginal noteeptieg) Mark’s comment on the fact
reported: in seeing Jesus, the people were astmhi3ine astonishment of the crowd was
occasioned by the presence of Jesus, rather thanybyarticular aspect of the event (such as
his unexpected arrival at a critical moment). la @ospel expressions of fear and
astonishment serve to emphasize the revelatorgoband christological significance of
many incidents. The evangelist wishes to stredslilegperson of Jesus himself provokes
astonishment (cf. Ch. 10:32). This is the onlyanse where the respectful salutation of
Jesus, presumably with the word of greeting “peageu,” by the multitude is reported. It is
appropriate to the notice that the people werenedted when they saw him.

16-18Jesus’ question was probably addressed to theescrivho had taken advantage of
his absence to embarrass the disciples still furthe was answered, however, by a man
from the crowd—the one who was most deeply concerrtbe father of a possessed boy
who had brought his son to Jesus for healing. éspectful address “Teacher,” which carries
the same nuance as “Rabbi” in Ch. 9:5, togethdr thié¢ emphatic declaration “I brought my
son to you,” indicates an expectation of deliveeabased upon conviction. Without
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answering the question of verse 16 directly, hdamged the situation which had erupted in
the intense dispute between the disciples andcifitees.

The description of the destructive energy releadathexpected intervals by the demonic
spirit indicates the seriousness of the boy’s dimrali Violent convulsions, foaming at the
mouth, involuntary gnashing of the teeth, rigidniedl®ewed by utter exhaustion, resemble
the symptoms of the major form of epilepsy. Therefice to a dumb and deaf spirit (Ch.
9:17, 25) implies that the child’s situation wagayated by an inability to speak or hear.
What was involved, however, was not simply a chzor@rvous disorder but demonic
possession. The violence of the seizures, ancefbeence to repeated attempts to destroy the
youth by hurling him into a fire or water (Ch. 9; 22, 26), indicate that the purpose of
demonic possession is to distort and destroy tlagé&of God in man. That this destruction
should be heaped upon a child only serves to itelivaw radical the issue is between
demonic power and Jesus, the bestower of life 9&Y).

The father had appealed to the disciples to exethes power known to belong to Jesus
because the principle basic to discipleship was“tha messenger of a man is as the man
himself.” In Jesus’ absence the disciples stodusrplace and were regarded as he is. It was
therefore legitimate to expect that they possesgower of their master. For their part, the
disciples had good reason to believe that theydcoast out the demon because they had
been commissioned to expel demons in the contekieaf mission, and they had been
successful (Ch. 6:7, 13). They undoubtedly triedarious ways to heal the boy, but they
were inadequate to the resistance they encountéheg.possessed the power of God only in
personal faith, but during Jesus’ absence an @gtiti unbelief and self-confidence, based on
past success, had exposed them to failure. Thadiility appears to have shaken the father’s
confidence in Jesus’ ability to do anything (cf..©t22 “if you can”). He appealed for Jesus’
help directly only after another violent convulsi@md then with doubt and hesitation.

19 Jesus’ poignant cry of exasperation is an exprassi weariness which is close to
heart-break (cf. Chs. 3:5; 8:12). This is brougii isharp relief when his exclamation is seen
to be a personal word addressed to the disciples,alone had failed at the crucial moment.
Although they had been privileged to be with Jemus possessed the charism of healing,
they had been defeated through unbelief when ttu®ygsn his place and sought to exercise
his power. The lack of faith and hardness of hesatoved on other occasions (Chs. 4:40;
6:50, 52; 8:17-21) continued to characterize tkeigies and betrayed a costly failure to
understand the nature of their task and of theiogiship that they must sustain to Jesus. The
gualitative overtones in “unbelieving generationyjgest that the disciples remain
indistinguishable from the unregenerate men whoatehsigns but are fundamentally untrue
to God (Ch. 8:12, 38). The rhetorical questiongwhong shall | be with you? how long
shall | bear with you?” express the loneliness thiedanguish of the one authentic believer in
a world which expresses only unbelief. The opposigxpressed between “I” and “you” in
these statements is seen in its true charactendmdy it is recognized that what God says of
his relationship to faithless Israel (cf. Isa. 6&8), Jesus now says of his relationship to the
future community of faith. It is a measure of Jésufinite patience that he continues to
instruct the Twelve and prepare them for the dayhich they will stand in his place and
continue his work (Chs. 3:14f.; 9:28f.; 14:28; 16:7

20-22The antipathy between Jesus and the demonic isawmident in the violence of
the seizure the boy experienced when he was brdaggbte the Lord. By reducing the son to
complete helplessness the unclean spirit betraigechalicious intent to destroy the child and
his utter contempt for Jesus. It is evident thatlitbrd was deeply moved. His question
concerning the length of time the boy had beenesilbp such attacks shows his deep
humanity and concern, for the source of the quessi@ompassion. The father was deeply
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alarmed and saw in this new convulsion one morelemt in a series of near-fatal seizures
which could only end in disaster if help was natliooming. His distress is well expressed in
the desperate cry, “If you can do anything, havagassion on us, and help us.” At the same
time, his words contain a concealed accusatiomagtie powerlessness of the disciples,
which has led him to doubt Jesus’ ability to offeal assistance to his son.

23-24Jesus seized upon the father’'s words at the pdiate they were most tempered
with doubt: “if you can.” Verse 23 can be parapbrhs’/As regards your remark about my
ability to help your son, I tell you everything dgls upon your ability to believe, not on
mine to act.” By this reversal of intent, Jesusaates that the release of the man’s son from
possession is not to be a response to the comalitidryou can,” as if his power were
something to be elicited through challenge. Whao ise tested in the arena of experience is
not Jesus’ ability, but the father’s refusal tolsstts to what can be accomplished through
the power of God. In its struggle with temptatitath must always free itself from the
disastrous presumption of doubt, in the certaingt tvith God nothing is impossible (Ch.
10:27), and that his majesty becomes most visilblensnuman resources have become
exhausted. Jesus thus calls for that faith whickshits head before the concealed glory of
God (cf. Chs. 5:36; 11:23f.). The parallel in exgsien between Ch. 9:23 and Ch. 10:27
indicates that through faith the believer sharat@sovereign rule of God and therefore,
either actively or passively, experiences miracsipawer. In this instance, healing is to be
the response to radical faith in Jesus, throughmvtiee power of God is released.

The father’s response indicates that he understigiss’ words in this light, for he
immediately relates the solemn declaration conogrfaith to himself. His cry expresses
humanity and distress at being asked to manifestabfaith when unbelief is the form of
human existence. At the same time that he affinsédith, he associates himself with the
rebuke addressed to the disciples: this generatialways unbelieving. The ambivalence in
his confession is a natural expression of anxietyé earnest desire to see his son released,
but it is also a candid plea for help at that paihere his faith is ready to fail. The exchange
between Jesus and the father established the pérstationship necessary for the
accomplishment of the release.

25-27The statement that Jesus acted because he saawthgiitude was rapidly
gathering is consistent with the reserve he exedas other occasions when exorcising
malignant spirits. The reference to the crowd, haweis puzzling. It is natural to think of
the crowd mentioned in verse 14, although thereolkeas no mention of withdrawal from the
people, as in Chs. 7:33; 8:23. It is possible thiaérs began to converge upon the spot as
word of Jesus’ presence spread. The reference Maowaust remain obscure. The release
was effected through Jesus’ authoritative word. &gression of the command both
positively and negatively served to make it cléwat the attacks were now to be a thing of the
past. The double rebuke of the unclean spirit meselbeen prompted by the display of
contempt for Jesus exhibited in the severe comleported in verse 20. That malicious
action was repeated at the moment of exorcism suitth violence that the boy took on the
appearance of a corpse—so much so that most pethy@e said he was dead. The
expression “became as one dead” implies that henatadead, although there was clearly
room for discussion concerning this (cf. Ch. 5:39-8ut the accumulation of the
vocabulary of death and resurrection in verses 26a2d the parallelism with the narrative
of the raising of Jairus’ daughter, suggest thatkMashed to allude to a death and
resurrection. The dethroning of Satan is alwaysvansal of death and an affirmation of life.
There is a nuance in this instance, however, wimnakt be appreciated. There appears to be a
definite heightening of demonic resistance to Jegish can be traced in the sequence Ch.
1:23-27—Ch. 5:1-20—Ch. 9:14-29. In this instaneedisciples are powerless before the
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demon’s tenacious grip upon the child and Jessigdsessful only by the costly means of
death and resuscitation. The healing of the posddssy thus points beyond itself to the
necessity of Jesus’ own death and resurrectiorrd&atan’s power can be definitively
broken.

28-29These verses have the character of an epilogine taccount, which ends with
verse 27. Without the epilogue, the theme of thegrtessness of the disciples would remain
incomplete and unexplained. A withdrawal to a houkere Jesus may be questioned in
private by the disciples is recorded in Chs. 47t07; 9:28 and 10:10, and on each occasion
these conversations provide supplementary teachseyved for the disciples alone. In the
house Jesus emphasizes the theological pointiocatent. In this instance the final
conversation relates to the central theme of tlig fam the epilogue qualifies the faith of
verse 23 as the faith that prays.

In response to the inevitable question of why thag failed, Jesus explained to the
disciples that such malign evil spirits can be drpeonly by a full reliance upon the
unlimited power of God expressed through prayeis Tésponse contains at least the implicit
criticism that the disciples had failed becausg tied not acted in prayer and sincere faith.
The stress that prayer alone is efficacious, howeseatriking because in Judaism the
recitation of theShemgDeut. 6:4-6), and of Psalms 3 and 91 was corsidapowerful
agent against evil spirits. In the early Churcheffecacy of fasting was championed and this
emphasis has left its mark upon almost the entasuscript tradition of verse 29. Jesus,
however, spoke only of prayer as the source di'ffaggjower and the means of its strength.
The disciples had been tempted to believe thagithéhey had received from Jesus (Ch. 6:7)
was in their control and could be exercised at ttisposal. This was a subtle form of
unbelief, for it encouraged them to trust in thelmserather than in God. They had to learn
that their previous success in expelling demonsigeal no guarantee of continued power.
Rather the power of God must be asked for on eaciston in radical reliance upon his
ability alone. When faith confronts the demonic.d@momnipotence is its sole assurance, and
God’s sovereignty is its only restriction. Thighe faith which experiences the miracle of
deliverance.

Verses 30-32 The Second Major Prophecy of the Passi

The re-entrance into Galilee marks a return to liamterritory, but the public ministry which
had stirred the province was not to be resumed Whas simply the first leg of the journey
from the territory of Herod Philip through Galileed Perea to Jerusalem. The subject of the
brief section covering the return to Galilee (Ci803-50) is Jesus’ instruction of the Twelve,
first concerning his destiny, and then their resaiity toward one another and toward men
of faith beyond their immediate circle. Jesus’ mtien that his presence in Galilee should be
unrecognized reflects not only the desire to irtdttine disciples without interruption but a
sense of compulsion to press toward Jerusalem wieraessianic mission is to be fulfilled.

31 The three prophecies of the passion are distincarrative setting and formulation,
and should be regarded as separate utterancesedtied major prophecy differs from the
first (Ch. 8:31) in not speaking of a divinely ingaal necessity, but of a fact so certain it can
be described as accomplished (“is delivered”s Hlso briefer in formulation, referring to
abandonment to the will of men, violent death a=lirrection. The stress on suffering and
rejection is absent, perhaps because these agpdetsus’ humiliation were re-emphasized
in Ch. 9:12b. The element which is new is the moti@at the Son of Man will be delivered up
(or handed over) into the hands of men (cf. Chd14:“To deliver up” or “hand over” is an
important concept in the context of lawsuits anthm Jewish theology of martyrdom. More
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than simply the coming of an individual into anateg@ower, the term connotes the actual
fulfilment of God’s will as expressed in ScriptuRarticularly in martyrdom, God is the one
who permits (or hinders) the handing over in foliént of his deeper purposes. “Into the
hands of men” reinforces the concept of abandonnasns evident in Jer. 33 (M.T. 26):24
where the full phrase occurs: “given over into lla@ds of the people to be put to death.”
After the betrayal by Judas and Jesus’ arresta® matural to associate the terminology of
“handing over” with that act of treachery (cf. CBsl9; 14:41). The background of the term
in Scripture, however, indicates that the thoughmore profound: Jesus will be delivered
into the hands of men by God, and what takes mladée level of historical occurrence has
ultimate significance because it centers in th@sdogical action of God. The precise
wording of verse 31 may have been influenced by38a, 12 (LXX), where the expiatory
death of the Servant is prominently in view. Jestatement indicates that God’s redemptive
will provides the key to understanding his passion.

32 The failure of the disciples to understand Jeswesining (cf. Ch. 9:10) and their fear
of discussing it with him combine to suggest tlagprehension and Jesus’ essential
loneliness on the way to Jerusalem. They cannagtpae his meaning, and they are afraid to
do so because they suspect that to know more vieufghinful. The text of verse 31 is not
obscure, but Jesus may have used an ambiguous rarmaession which can mean
exaltation or crucifixion. This may explain botletfear of the disciples to inquire more
precisely concerning his meaning and their readit@®e preoccupied with questions of
precedence in Jesus’ Kingdom (Ch. 9:33f.; 10:35~-37)

Verses 33-37 Who's the Greatest

The instruction given to the disciples “in the heum Capernaum extends through verse 50.
It consists of a group of sayings which appearaweehbeen built up primarily through
catchword-association, in which one saying is lthkeanother through a related expression.
Ch. 9:38-42 seems to have been joined to Ch. 9738%8ugh the recurring phrase “in my
name” (verses 37, 38, 39, 41). The warning agaifishding “one of these little ones” in
verse 42 was prompted by association with “onéne$e little children” in verse 37, while

the formulation “whoever shall offend ... it were teetfor him” in verse 42 attracted the
sayings concerning the offending hand, foot andvayere the symmetry in phrasing is
particularly evident (verses 43, 45, 47). The mfiee to the unquenchable fire of hell in
verse 48 served to recall the proverb that evergbiaél be salted with fire (verse 49), which
is itself linked to the final thoughts by the kepnd “salt.” The series of catchwords and
recurring phrases were aids to memorization arsdptobable that teaching given historically
on several occasions was brought together for lbateal purposes. At the same time, there
is an appropriateness to the material in this camtich must be recognized. The unity of
Ch. 9:33-50 is imposed through the Semitic devidaa@usio, in which there is a return to
the beginning of a section at its conclusion. Tihalfword in verse 50 (“Be at peace with one
another”) has pointed relevance to the strife regabin verses 33f., while the material
introduced within the section has direct bearindglr@missionary character of the Twelve—
and of the Church.

33—-34When Jesus asks a question of the disciplesntastion is to provide new
teaching (cf. Ch. 8:27, 29, 31). The direct questioncerning the heated discussion on the
way to Capernaum proved embarrassing to the descifi was difficult to be honest that the
point of the dispute had been who was the greatashg them. Their silence recalls the
silence of Jesus’ adversaries before his pointedtgan in the synagogue at Capernaum (Ch.
3:4). The question of greatness could be posed fn@wantage point of understanding, as in
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Logion 12 of the Gospel of Thomas: “The disciplagido Jesus, We know that you will go
away from us. Who is it that will then be great ous?” In Mark, however, the dispute over
greatness indicates the degree to which the deschpdd failed to understand Jesus’ solemn
affirmation concerning his abandonment to the @filmen (Ch. 9:31f.). It also shows how
impregnated they were with the temper of their @wlure where questions of precedence
and rank were constantly arising.

35 The question of precedence was resolved on tieatyt of Jesus: he who wishes to
be first must determine to be the servant of dlisBurprising reversal of all human ideas of
greatness and rank is a practical application @fgiieat commandment of love for one’s
neighbor (Ch. 12:31; Lev. 19:18) and a reaffirmatd the call to self-denial which is the
precondition for following Jesus (Ch. 8:34, whdre formulation “whoever wishes to come
after me” is parallel to “whoever wishes to betfiia Ch. 9:35). The order of life for the
disciples in their relationship to each other ibécthe service of love. By transforming the
guestion of greatness into the task-orientatioseovice, Jesus established a new pattern for
human relationships which leaves no occasion fdesir opposition toward one another.
The disciples’ thoughts were upon the period ofyglavhen questions of rank seemed
appropriate (cf. Ch. 10:35-37); Jesus redirectethtto his insistence that the way to glory
leads through suffering and death. The point diesurg is here located in the service to be
accomplished, where service means specificallyifeagfor others. The disciples cannot
order their relationships as they please but aredognize in one another men under whom
they place themselves as servants. Jesus thusdehbigir question in a way which is in
keeping with his proclamation of his own messiamcation (cf. Ch. 10:43-45). This was
clearly recognized in Polycarp’s exhortation to ien whose task was to discharge the
office of servants in the church at Philippi: “Likiese must the deacons be blameless ...
walking according to the truth of the Lord, who Wil servant of all’ ” &d Phil. 5:2).

36—37Taking an illustration from life, Jesus set a ygwhild from the home among the
ambitious disciples. The taking of the child inis &rms recalls Ch. 10:13-16, where Jesus’
love for children is evident. His action on thiasion, however, introduces an enacted
parable. The child is set before the Twelve asxamgle ofdiscipleship and the fact that the
same Aramaic word means “child” and “servant” letalhis presence the character of a
dramatized play on the affirmation in verse 35. @lseiples are to identify themselves with
children and become “the little ones” who have msif for pretensions to greatness. The
statement that to receive a little child is equevalto receiving Jesus (verse 37a) must,
therefore, be interpreted of the disciples. Thisoisfirmed by the vocabulary of the
formulation and by the immediate context. “Recein®ist be understood in the same sense
this word has in Ch. 6:11, where it refers to tloome extended to the disciples because
they come as Jesus’ representatives. The missiamxdof Ch. 6:7-13 provides the key to
verse 37 where “the child” comes in Jesus’ nhaméjsasepresentative. “The child” only
represents Jesus if he has been sent by him, andsetce with the legal principle that the
emissary of a man is as the man himself. Becausernes in Jesus’ name, invested with his
authority, he is to be received. The vocabularlgaspitality appears in verse 41 as well,
where Jesus speaks of the cup of water extendbe wisciples because they come “in the
name of the Messiah.” In verse 42, a follower &udais in view when he speaks of “one of
these little ones who believe in me,” and the imaifgihe child is once more invoked. There
is thus a clear progression in thought in verses335the admonition to become “the servant
of all” in verse 35 is reinforced by the paraba@tion of verse 36. But with the admonition
to fulfill the disciple’s vocation by becoming “orué these children” is linked the assurance
of identification with Jesus. The Lord says, ireetf whoever receives you, receives me and
the Father who sent me (verse 37). This provisods to the servant’s task the greatest
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dignity. At the same time Jesus associates hinag#ifthe posture of the servant, in
anticipation of the startling declaration of Ch:4®

Exorcism Through Jesus’s Name

The assurance that a special and intimate reldiprexists between Jesus and the Twelve
(verse 37) prompted John to call Jesus’ attenbantunsuccessful attempt to prevent an
unauthorized use of his power and name by an anoaymxorcist. This is the only time
when Mark calls attention to John alone. It iskatig, however, that after each of the three
major prophecies of the passion the evangelistim#ee response of one of the three
disciples who were closest to Jesus: Peter (CRf.83:3ohn (Ch. 9:38), and James, with John
(Ch. 10:35-37). Mark shows in this way that eveartiost privileged of the disciples failed
to understand what the passion signified for thigrand mission. The use of the first person
plural (“we saw ... we forbade him ... not following"usdicates that John was speaking
for all of the disciples.

What had disturbed the Twelve was the exercisesis] power and name by a stranger
who had not been authorized to do so. He was rest aumember of Jesus’ company; yet he
had refused to listen to the disciples when thexgkbto restrain his activity. John’s
complaint is significant, for it reveals an awarenéhat only the Twelve had been
commissioned by Jesus and were authorized to &i$ imame, i.e. as his representatives and
with his power. The irony of John’s disclosurethas point in the narrative, is that in Ch.
9:14-18 the disciples themselves had been poweriessituation involving demonic
resistance to exorcism. The action of the Twelweara a stranger who was effective in
exercising Jesus’ power only points to their owepitmess and lack of understanding (cf.
Num. 11:27-29, where Joshua wishes to forbid tleeitihorized exercise of the gift of
prophecy). The Twelve had an unduly narrow perspetbward the work of God. The man
had grasped that an essential dimension of Jesssian was the confrontation and defeat of
Satan. The use of Jesus’ name (i.e. “| commandgaome out in Jesus’ name!”) shows an
awareness that it was Jesus who ordered the aatioch was accomplished by his sovereign
will. In the light of the experience of Jewish egists who misused Jesus’ hame, without
understanding (Acts 19:13-16; cf. Mt. 7:21-23js ihecessary to affirm that the name of
Jesus discloses its authentic power only when ajaias Jesus in faith and obedience to the
will of God. The fact that Jesus’ power was activéhe man, bringing release to men who
had been enslaved to demonic possession, markashanbeliever. His action was an
effective witness to the imminent Kingdom of God.

39-40Jesus opposed the narrow exclusivism of the Twaltrean open and generous
spirit. The disciples’ action was an abuse of thethority, for they had presumed to speak
for Jesus where they had no competence. Qualithiagrohibition “Do not forbid him” is
the recognition that a mighty work was being done #hat Jesus’ name was being
proclaimed. The proverbial statement “he will nghtly speak evil of me” entails subtle
humor, to which there are formal parallels in Jévasurces. With this remark Jesus gently
contrasts the effectiveness of the unknown exovdaist the ineffectiveness of the Twelve.
Concurrently, it expresses the important point thatuse of Jesus’ name involves a
recognition of his authority. It was not necesdaripe a direct follower of Jesus to share in a
conflict which has cosmic dimensions; oppositioistdan unites the man to Jesus in his
distinctive mission (cf. Ch. 3:27). The real growfdhe prohibition is provided in the
epigrammatic statement in verse 40. The sharp réwog of only two sides (“against us”
and “for us”) radicalizes the demand to welcomeip@ation in the mission, even from
unexpected quarters. If anyone is working for these to which Jesus and the Twelve are
committed, he cannot work against it at the same.ti
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41 The reference to the person who gives a drinkaiémnto a disciple on the ground that
he belongs to Jesus concretely illustrates thesiptim of verse 40 and indicates how wide is
the range of participation in the mission whichu®esnvisions. The offering of a cup of water
to quench the biting thirst induced by the burriiegt of the eastern sun is an act of
hospitality (cf. verse 37) as well as an examplthefhumble service commended to the
disciples in verse 35. It becomes a significanwdwn the drink is offered to a mhecause
he is a disciple and belongs to JesliBis statement presupposes the same frame oénefe
integral to verse 37, that the emissary of a mas ithe man himself, and what is done to the
emissary is done to the one who sent him. Jessgéwognizes that the cup of water is
extended to himself, and that this act of kindnesstually a token of faith and obedience.
That is why he solemnly promises that the one wdmates himself “for us” by this tangible
action will not lose his reward. He will have ag#an the Kingdom of God with the disciples
and with Jesus, with whom he has identified himsethis small way. The reference to “his
reward” carries no thought of deserving or of médai there is no way in which a cup of
water may be conceived aweriting participation in the Kingdom. It serves rathestess
God’s awareness of all who share in the extendidesus’ work, and to emphasize that there
are no distinctions between “trivial” and “importatasks. There is only faith and obedience,
shown in devotion to Jesus, and wherever thesétigsadxist they call forth the approval of
God.

42 The relationship of verse 42 to the larger disicumsmtroduced by John’s reference to
an unknown exorcist in verse 38 is not generaltpgaized. It receives no support from the
parallel in Mt. 18:15, the paragraphing in theicait editions of the text or in any modern
translation of the Scripture. There is, nevertrelgsod reason to believe that in Mark’s
intention verse 42 provides the final comment andisclosure that the disciples had tried to
prevent a man from exorcising demons in Jesus’ ndimewarning against causing “one of
these least ones” to stumble in their faith follavegurally upon verse 41, with which it
shares an introductory “whoever” clause (“Whoevegeg to you a cup of water ... And
whoever causes one of these little ones who bebavae to stumble ..."). The explicit
reference to those who believe in Jesus looks bpok the concrete action described in
verse 41, and presumably in verses 38f. as wedl.stérn warning has immediate relevance
for those who had sought to prevent the exercidaithf in Jesus’ name, and corresponds in
severity to the word addressed to Peter when hgh$do turn Jesus from the path of
obedience (Ch. 8:33). Verse 42 performs the samaifin as Ch. 8:33: it serves to expose a
grievous misconception and by graphic languagenfréss the seriousness of the matter
indelibly upon the disciples’ hearts.

In verse 37 Jesus had designated the discipleébasliildren” who were to be received
in his name. Here the designation “the little onesdxtended to other followers whose
allegiance to Jesus is no less exemplified in thvin spheres of labor (exorcism, hospitality)
than is true of the Twelve. The description potiotthe secret that they bear a concealed or
future dignity because they believe in Jesus ahthdas name. The parallel designation
underscores the irony that those who are to bevext®ecause they belong to Jesus (verse
37) should be the occasion of causing to fail girthaith others who equally belong to him.
In such an eventuality, Jesus implies, the punishiimeurred will be so severe it would have
been better for a man if he had been drowned bé®eould have committed so grievous an
offense. The graphic reference to the millstoneiadathe neck and being cast into the sea
would not have been lost upon the disciples, wiipubtedly had heard of the punishment
inflicted by the Romans in Galilee on some of #eders of the insurrection under the early
Zealot leader, Judas the Galilean (cf. Acts 5:37).

The Requirements of Discipleship
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These verses constitute a call to concrete obeelihich renews the radical demands of
discipleship enunciated in Ch. 8:34-38. In contrasterse 42, where Jesus spoke of causing
someone else to fall away from him, these stermings relate to the ensnaring of oneself in
sin. The issue remains the same, however. In thafgpcontext, the offense is in the
qguestion of decision for the Kingdom of God, wheannot be divorced from the person of
Jesus himself and the exercise of faith. It isipalidrly important to appreciate the
eschatological framework of Jesus’ words concerrnaalical self-punishment of an offending
member of the body. The sharp contrast betweenrepdor, being cast) into hell and
entrance into life (or the Kingdom) presupposessthetion of the final judgment in which
the decision of God (or the Son of Man, cf. Ch83:&ncerning each man is irreversible and
entails eternal consequences.

It was not a Palestinian custom to refer to anrabsactivity but to the specific member
of the body which is responsible for it. For tremson, Jesus speaks of the offending hand,
foot and eye, all members which have highly impadrfanctions to fulfill. They characterize
a man concretely as one who acts and who is redgpeifiar his actions. The representation
of the members as the acting subject (“if your higads you to offend”) belongs to the
realism of Jewish thought. The radical demandttimathand or foot should be hacked off or
the eye plucked out if they expose a man to thgelaof final rejection juxtaposes the
relative value of physical life with the absolutwe of that authentic, imperishable life
which is bestowed by God alone. Jesus did notdtedit call for the renunciation of
possessions (Ch. 10:21), family (Ch. 10:28f.) ahlifeitself (Ch. 8:34f.) if these things
stood in the way of following him; here he dematidscomplete sacrifice of the sinful
activity of the member. This was not a demand forsical self-mutilation, but in the
strongest manner possible Jesus speaks of theesbsHcrifices. For the sake of the
unconditional rule of God the members of the bodytmot be placed at the disposal of
sinful desire. The sinful member must be renouncexder that the whole body be not cast
into hell. Conversely, concern for the preservatba hand, a leg or a foot must not lead a
man to denial of the sovereignty of God or hisgllace to Jesus. This thought found heroic
exemplification in the history of Jewish martyrd¢eng. 2 Macc. 7:2—41, where the sacrifice
of limbs and life is accepted in order to be trmi&bd and to receive life from his hand) and
was to play a crucial role in the martyr Churclwad. Whatever in one’s life tempts one to
be untrue to God must be discarded, promptly actidely, even as a surgeon amputates a
hand or a leg in order to save a life.

What is designated “life” in verses 43 and 45 mespegifically “life with God,” as the
parallel with “the kingdom of God” in verse 47 igdtes. In the related context of Ch. 10:17—-
31, this reality is qualified as “eternal life” (Ch0:17, 30). In contrast with entrance into life
Jesus speaks of “departure into hell, to the unchadrie fire” (verse 43). The final phrase
does not appear in verses 45 and 47; it may reqmiré&ark’s explanation of the word
“Gehenna,” which would be unfamiliar to Gentile degs, on the basis of Isa. 66:24 (cited in
verse 48). In Jewish sources Gehenna was assouidkethe eschatological fires of hell and
conveyed an image of extreme horror. Entrancehetbindicates spiritual ruin in the
starkest terms. This thought is reinforced with¢hation of Isa. 66:24 in verse 48, which
speaks of the punishment of the sin of rebellicairag} God. As the final word of the
prophecy of Isaiah the passage was thoroughly f@nd the disciples as a vivid picture of a
destruction which continues endlessly. The conttessivn between spiritual life and spiritual
death in Ch. 8:35-37 is here redrawn in concrateible terms to sharpen the issue of
radical obedience in the context of costly saagific

49 This brief logion, which is preserved by Mark adgpspeaks of a different kind of
fire—the fire of purification. While verse 48 apgdito the rejected, verse 49 has reference to
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those who are true to God in a hostile world. Theught of the sacrifice of an offending
member of the body (verses 43-47) is here carrsdmfurther: every disciple is to be a
sacrifice for God (cf. Rom. 12:1). In the OT thande sacrifices had to be accompanied by
salt (Lev. 2:13; Ezek. 43:24; cf. Ex. 30:35). Tlh#-sacrifice metaphor is appropriate to a
situation of suffering and trial in which the priple of sacrifice cultivated with respect to the
individual members of the body is now severelyadsthe disciples must be seasoned with
salt, like the sacrifice. This will take place thgh fiery trials (cf. 1 Peter 1:7; 4:12), through
which God will purge away everything contrary tg kiill. Understood in this way, Jesus’
word is a challenging pronouncement on sufferingctvished light on the experience of the
Church in Nero’'s Rome. Its preservation in “thecteag manual” of a community facing
persecution is fully intelligible.

50 The reference to salt in verse 49 supplies theim@mm note for verse 50. Here,
however, the associations of salt are no longédicglut domestic. Two observations on
Palestinian life furnish the background to Jesitsiypcomments. The maxim that “the world
cannot survive without salt” (TractaBopherimXV. 8) is a vivid reminder that salt was a
necessity of life in the ancient world becausedsprved food from putrefaction. On the
other hand, Pliny the Elder had already observatlttte salt from the Dead Sea can lose its
savory quality and becomes insiphdigt. Nat.3, 31, 34). Jesus’ words presuppose these two
truths. The logion concerning salt, however, masinberpreted by the context, which sets
forth the demanding requirements of discipleshipe disciples have an eschatological
responsibility toward men in a world which is sudtjo the judgment of God. Jesus warns
them that they can lose that salt-like quality vialhean mean life for the world. Here salt
typifies that quality which is the distinctive mawskthe disciple, the loss of which will make
him worthless. This can only be his allegianceetsu3 and the gospel (cf. Ch. 8:35, 38). The
exhortation to guard their salt-like quality in erdo be at peace with one another has direct
bearing on the situation of strife which provokkd tonversation in verses 33ff. What is to
set one man apart from another is not distinctafimank or worth, but the quality of
“saltness.” Strife is resolved and peace restoreenamen recognize in one another a
common commitment to Jesus and the gospel, argkteervant’s vocation.

Chapter 10
Verses 1-12 Divorce

Mark’s account of the Galilean ministry is termiedtwith Ch. 9. From this point forward the
narrative moves swiftly and relentlessly towardmsvitable climax in Jerusalem. Verse 1 is
a summary passage, reporting a further stage ijotineey toward the Judean capital and the
resumption of a public ministry. From Capernaum.(ZB3) Jesus came into southern
Palestine. The order in which the provinces atedi¢Judea and Perea) suggests that he went
south across the mountains of Samaria into Juddawing the ordinary route for pilgrims

on their way to the Holy City (cf. Lk. 9:51-53). Abme point he crossed over the Jordan
into Perea, which was part of the territory of HeAntipas. The itinerary marks a return to
the Jordan region where John the Baptist had caedins ministry and had suffered
imprisonment and martyrdom. If Jesus had been egedownith John for any length of time it
is possible that in coming to southern Judea amelaP® was returning to an area and people
he knew well. His reputation in these areas istteby Ch. 3:8, although it is not clear
whether it was established by direct knowledgeeport. In both Judea and Perea Jesus
began teaching crowds of people once more, resuanpublic ministry which had been
discontinued some time before he left Galilee (€B0). This aspect of his ministry was
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concluded when Jesus went up to Jerusalem, by fM@gricho, for the Passover, or perhaps
the Feast of Tabernacles (see Ch. 10:46-11:10).

2 On the question of the lawfulness of divorce tharidees and their scribes (and
perhaps the majority of the Jewish people) wereedjrdivorce was permitted in accordance
with the provisions of Deut. 24:1. The only poifiteal dispute concerned the interpretation
of the phrase “something shameful” in Deut. 24:hicl constituted the grounds upon which
divorce was to be permitted. From the beginnintheffirst century variant opinions had
polarized into two camps. The followers of Shamargued that something morally
shameful was in view, particularly adultery, bugah failure to observe the Jewish law
which prescribed great reserve for a wife. Theotgtirs of Hillel argued that in addition to
any moral fault, anything which caused annoyancendvarrassment to a husband was a
legitimate ground for a divorce suit. It seemslijkédowever, that far more than this rabbinic
dispute was in the background of the question posedrse 2. The question was hostile in
its intention, as Mark indicates by the qualifypigrase “tempting him,” and this larger
context of temptation is very important to the pagsas a whole. The question of the
lawfulness of divorce and remarriage had beenrtimeadiate occasion for John the Baptist's
denunciation of the conduct of Herod Antipas andddmas (Ch. 6:17f.) and had led to his
violent death. In Perea Jesus was within the @isjurisdiction. The intention behind the
guestion, apparently, was to compromise Jesus liod4eeyes, perhaps in the expectation
that the tetrarch would seize him even as he hlad. Jthe cooperation between the
Herodians and the Pharisees, first mentioned imous terms in Ch. 3:6 and reiterated in
Ch. 12:13, may be a part of the historical situapoesupposed in the narrative.

3—4Jesus cut across the casuistry of the Jewish tisghtion with a direct appeal to the
Law (cf. Ch. 7:1-23; 10:17-20). In asking what Mosemmandedt is evident that Jesus
was calling for positive instruction (perhaps sfieally the instruction of Gen. 2:24). His
guestioners answered with an exception and a pgionissummarizing Deut. 24:1: Moses
permitted divorce providing a certificate of diverawas given to the wife. This provision
assumes the practice of divorce and describehatagvhich a wife is entitled: she is to be
given a bill of divorce which authenticates heeesle from the marriage contract and affirms
her right to remarry. The Mosaic provision was miméhe contingency of divorce, but did
not in itself determine whether that contingencywght or wrong. Its primary function was
to provide a degree of protection for the woman Wad been repudiated by her husband.

5 Jesus’ forceful retort is a denunciation of hurasrfulness which serves to clarify the
intention of the Mosaic provision. In Deut. 24:Y@lice is tolerated, but not authorized or
sanctioned. When Jesus affirmed that Moses framegdrovision concerning the letter of
dismissal out of regard to the people’s hardnes$gaft, he was using an established legal
category of actions allowed out of considerationweckedness or weakness. What is
involved is the lesser of two evils, and, in tmstance, a merciful concession for the sake of
the woman. Jesus’ purpose is to make clear thahteetion of Deut. 24:1 was not to make
divorce acceptable but to limit sinfulness anddotml its consequences. This had direct
bearing on the question of the lawfulness of dieqgrosed in verse 2. The Mosaic provision
in Deut. 24:1-4 was in reality a witness to thesgrevil which arose from, or even consisted
in, a disregard of the creation ordinance of mggias set forth in Gen. 1:27; 2:24. The
situation that provided the occasion for the pesiors of divorce was one of moral perversity
which consisted in a deliberate determination aatltide by the will of God. Such stubborn
rebellion against the divine ordinance is the esse@f hard-heartedness. The calloused
attitude which could be taken in regard to divascevell illustrated by the counsel of a
respected teacher, Joshua ben $@ad00 B.C.): “If she go not as you would have her go
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cut her off and give her a bill of divorce” (litéisa“cut her off from your flesh,” a reflection
on the phrase “they shall be one flesh” in GendR(Ecclus. 25:26). Jesus’ judgment
regarding hard-heartedness presupposes the abiidgy and obligation of the original
divine institution of marriage, and the force of pronouncement here, and in the following
verses, is to obliterate the Mosaic tolerancehis abrogation of the divorce tolerated under
Moses there is applied a stringency which raisesgrudence to the level of the intrinsic
requirement of the Law of God.

6—8 The appeal to the creation narrative lifts thewassion to a higher plane by relating it
to the purpose of God with regard to marriage. ditegion of Gen. 1:27 and 2:24 does not
reflect an arbitrary decision as to God’s will lemtails an appeal over against legislation
based upon fallen history to the true nature of dnuexistence as it was revealed from the
beginning of the creation. The Mosaic permissios waeparture from the creation
ordinance and from the practice to which it obkeghinen. The original constitution of the
race as male and female is the basis of marfi&gie creation of the two sexes is resolved
in unity through marriage, as instituted by Godvdts recognized in certain strands of the
scribal tradition that Gen. 2:24 commits both husband wife to mutual fidelity and forbids
adultery. The deduction drawn by Jesus in versgsgbthen they are no longer two, but one
flesh”) affirms the indissolubility of marriage agat a husband’s repudiation of his wife.
The significant aspect of Jesus’ teaching at thiatgs that the interdiction of divorce is
subservient to the proclamation of the unity of nage, expressing a reaction against the
frequently low esteem of women, even in Judaism.

9 Jesus'’ final pronouncement grounds the sanctitparfriage in the authority of God
himself. This is consistent with the biblical pezspive, which never considers husband and
wife alone but always in the presence of God, sailtgehis commands and aided by his
grace. God intended that the purpose of marriagelgdtbe unity and that the obligations of
marriage should be taken seriously. The decisiv@ ‘td divorce provides the required
safeguard against human selfishness which alwagatdms to destroy marriage. It also
warns that the man who dissolves a union sanctibgegdod inevitably stands under the
divine judgment. This warning has in view the hughaather than a judicial authority, since
in Jewish practice divorce was effected by the hodkhimself. Behind this solemn
prohibition there is a deep concern for personatiaships. Jesus does not envisage
marriage as it is at times but as it can and shibetd-a call to fidelity, peace and love. The
conclusion to the public discussion shows thaths not been a rabbinic discussion
concerning the interpretation of the Law, but atharitative teaching, astonishingly different
from that of the scribes (cf. Ch. 1:22). The prapgheharacter of the teaching implies a
veiled, messianic proclamation of the Kingdom dranear in the person of Jesus himself.
The disciples are shown that even the ordinancésedfaw are not to be followed blindly
but are to be carefully considered in the lightraf highest standards which Scripture
exemplifies. In this historical and geographicahtext, Jesus’ pronouncement confirms the
bold testimony of John and condemns equally AntgrasHerodias.

10-11In the subsequent discussion with the discipleasldeclared without qualification
that a man who divorces his wife and marries anatbemits adultery against her. The use
of the word “adultery” directs the disciples baokle absolute command of God (Ex. 20:14)
and clarifies the seriousness of the issue. Thealement in this teaching, which was totally
unrecognized in the rabbinic courts, was the canocea husband committing adultery
against his former wife. According to rabbinic lanman could commit adultery against
another married man by seducing his wife (Deutl2229) and a wife could commit
adultery against her husband by infidelity, buualiand could not be said to commit adultery
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against his wife. The unconditional form of Jesstatement served to reinforce the
abrogation of the Mosaic permission in Deut. 241iis sharp intensifying of the concept of
adultery had the effect of elevating the statuthefwife to the same dignity as her husband
and placed the husband under an obligation ofifidel

12 The right of a wife to divorce her husband wasrecbgnized by Jewish law and even
in Roman law was a relatively recent developmeat tige end of the Republicq. 50-40
B.C.). If the reading supported by the Western @adsarean families of texts is correct,
Jesus did not speak of divorce in verse 12, bdeeértion and remarriage. The woman who
deserts her husband to marry another man is ay gifithe sin of adultery as the man who
divorces his wife and remarries. This was a poiftedment upon the conduct of Herodias,
who had deserted her husband Philip to marry Astipphe fact that she had sent her former
husband a letter of separation did not alter thiikiadulterous character of her action. The
historical context of Jesus’ statement and its icaibn of the Baptist's denunciation of this
adulterous union (Ch. 6:17f.) was apparently lostiew in later strands of the textual
tradition. The form of the text found in the ASVSR, which presupposes that a wife
possesses the ability to divorce her husband, eyagsent an adaptation of Jesus’ statement
to the legal situation which prevailed in Rome afskwhere in the Empire. This was a
logical extension of the principle set forth in @8.11-12. The change brought verse 12 into
parallel structurally with verse 11 and had immezli@levance for the Gentile churches.

Verses 13-16 Blessing the Children

The account of Jesus blessing the children fursisimeappropriate sequel to the
pronouncements on the sanctity of marriage in O2-412. Although the circumstances are
sketched in the barest possible manner and aliergfes to time and place are absent, the
situation is clear: children were brought to theskéa in order to request his blessing for their
future life. Jesus’ subsequent action in takingdhiédren into his arms suggests that quite
young children were involved. The terms employed/iayk in describing the initial action,
however, are ambiguous: the verb may mean “bringfiaut implying the idea of carrying

(cf. Ch. 7:32; 11:2, 7), while in Ch. 5:39-42 tlaerne descriptive term, a young child, is used
of a girl of twelve years. Although it is naturalthink that the children were brought by their
mothers, the masculine gender of the pronoun istdement that the disciples rebukieeim
points rather in the direction of their fathersggen to children themselves, the older ones
bringing the younger ones to Jesus. This lattex tdads to be confirmed by verse 14, where
the prohibition “Do not forbidheni has clear reference to the children. It is nad sehy the
disciples sought to interfere and considered clildmimportant to him. Their action was
actually an abuse of their authority and stems ftloah same lack of perception which had
led them to interfere with an unknown exorcist whess exercising the power of Jesus’ name
effectively (see on Ch. 9:38). And, significanitycalled forth the same solemn prohibition:
“Do not forbid” (Ch. 9:39).

14 The reference to Jesus’ indignation at the dissipiebuff of the children is confined
to Mark’s account alone. The suggestion of impageand irritation is strengthened by the
sharp staccato effect of the positive and negatwvemands regarding the children, achieved
by asyndeton: “Let the children approach me; dopnevent them” (without an intervening
connective). The disciples’ attempt to turn thddrein aside because they were unimportant
is one more instance of a persistent tendencyinié th wholly human, fallen categories
which Jesus had rebuked on earlier occasions 383, 9:33—-37). The Kingdom of God
belongs to children, and to others like them wheairmo apparent importance, because God
has willed to give it to them. That is why thesddren are to be given access to Jesus, in
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whom the Kingdom has drawn near (see on Ch. 1tifi)ke adults, who do not want
anything to be given to them, children are compaebt modest and unspoiled. The
Kingdom belongs to such as these because theyestais a gift. The ground of Jesus’
surprising statement is not to be found in anyettbje quality possessed by children but
rather in their objective humbleness and in thelstg character of the grace of God who
wills to give the Kingdom to those who have nolaipon it.

15 This solemn pronouncement is directed to the plissj but has pertinence for all men
confronted by the gospel because it speaks ofdhditton for entrance into the Kingdom of
God. The demand that a man become as a little chllgl for a fresh realization that he is
utterly helpless in his relationship to the Kingdorhe Kingdom is that which God gives and
that which a man receives. Essential to the corsparieveloped in verse 15 is the objective
littleness and helplessness of the child, whighrésupposed in verse 14 as well. The
Kingdom may be entered only by one who knows heelpless and small, without claim or
merit. The comparison “receive ... as a little chittaws its force from the nature of the
child to take openly and confidently what is giv@he unchildlike piety of achievement
must be abandoned in the recognition that to recig Kingdom is to allow oneself to be
given it?® Jesus is emphatic that the man who does not eteivKingdom now, simply and
naturally as the children received him, will notegrinto it when it is finally established in
the consummation. What is specifically in viewhs reception of the gospel and of Jesus
himself as the one in whom the Kingdom has come (e on Chs. 8:35, 38; 9:1).

16 Jesus’ final action was as significant as his wokis genuine love of children, and
the tenderness expressed in taking them into his and blessing them through prayer and
laying on of hands, can only be properly apprediatghin the context of the calloused
attitudes toward children that still prevailed viithHellenistic society in the first century. A
papyrus dated Alexandria, June 17, 1 B.C., contaiester of instruction from a husband to
his expectant wife, who he supposes may have hachiid: “if it was a male child, let it
live; if it was a female, cast it out.” Jesus’ aatin honoring the children offered concrete
illustration that the blessings of the Kingdom fxely given. In context, the bestowing of
the blessing constituted a fresh reiteration ofdléto true discipleship and obedience to the
intention of God.

Verses 17-27 Riches and the Kingdom of God

Mark appears to regard Ch. 10:17-31 as a singteeMpressing the essence of Jesus’
teaching concerning entrance into the Kingdom odl. Gdnis unit occupies a crucial position
in the Marcan outline. It follows Ch. 10:13-16, wientrance into the Kingdom is defined
as the gift of God bestowed upon those who ackraydeheir helplessness in relationship to
the Kingdom. It precedes the third major prophefcthe passion, which sharpens the
demand to follow Jesus on the way to the crosshiwthis context the major emphases of
Ch. 10:17-31 are brought into focus. The call tba&enial in order to follow Jesus, sounded
earlier in Ch. 8:34-38 and Ch. 9:33-37, is repeste@rse 21. The demand imposed upon
the man who wishes to enter the Kingdom (cf. Ch2950) is heightened, and the utter
impossibility of attaining the Kingdom through humachievement is underscored in verse
27. The incident of the wealthy man who soughtJastus in order to learn the requirements
for securing eternal life provides the settingdastartling proclamation of the demands and
the nature of the Kingdom.

It is customary to subdivide the unit between ve&2 and 23, and this paragraphing is
reflected in most editions and translations oftthe. It is clear, however, that Jesus’
statement regarding the danger of riches is atdi@oment on the rejection of the call given
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in verse 21 and furnishes the necessary sequet tericounter of verses 17—22. An attractive
proposal is that the incident should be regardesktending through verse 24a, the comment
of Jesus in verse 23 together with the note ofnasttonent in verse 24a terminating the
report. The subsequent section, verses 24b—27 dvibeuin the nature of an appendix joined
to the incident because of its appropriatenesisésituation. This would explain the essential
repetition of verse 23 in verse 24b and the replestitement that the disciples were amazed
(verse 24a, verse 26a). While the question regaitthe rewards of discipleship is
appropriate to this context and may have been predripstorically by the refusal of Jesus’
call, verses 28-31 are easily detachable from 8&28e27 and may be considered
independently.

17 Behind this recorded incident, with its vivid détathere stands the remembrance of a
concrete encounter with Jesus which has left itk moa the tradition. The eager approach of
a man while Jesus was setting out on his way, ieeling posture, the formal address
together with the weighty character of his questiati suggest deep respect for Jesus and
genuine earnestness on the part of the man hinlfame to consult Jesus as a
distinguished rabbi and showed him the deferenserved for revered teachers of the Law.
In the OT and subsequent Judaism only God is ctaistically called “good,” although it
was possible to speak in a derived sense of “tioe gran” (e.g. Prov. 12:2; 14:14; Eccl. 9:2;
Mt. 12:35). The designation of Jesus as “good tegthowever, is virtually without parallel
in Jewish sources and should be regarded as aesitmidrite to the impression he had made
upon the man, whether “good” be understood to 8idgkind,” “generous,” or some other
guality of goodness. The question concerning thernitance of eternal life, which has formal
parallels in early Jewish materfdlplaces the discussion which follows in an esclaiokl
perspective. The form of the questiolMfiat must | dao inherit eternal life?”) implies a
piety of achievement which stands in contrast sudeteaching that a man musteivethe
Kingdom (or life) as a gift from God in his helpéegss (Ch. 10:15). In the light of verse 20,
the man evidently thought that there were condéitanbe fulfilled beyond those set forth in
the Law.

18-19Jesus responded by directing attention away fronsdif to God, who alone is the
source and norm of essential goodness. The appamrdiation of the epithet “good” only
serves to radicalize the issue posed by the questiverse 17. The inquirer’s idea of
goodness was defined by human achievement. He bieltiy regarded himself as “good” in
the sense that he was confident that he had &dfthe commandments from the time he first
assumed their yoke as a very young man; now heshtopdiscover from another “good” man
what he can do to assure eternal life. Jesus’ anfenees him to recognize that his only hope
is an utter reliance upon God, who alone can bestemal life. The referral of the question
to God, bowing before the Father and giving himglwey, places Jesus’ response within the
context of the lordship of God. In calling in questthe man’s use of “good,” Jesus’
intention is not to pose the question of his owresisness or oneness with the Father, but to
set in correct perspective the honor of God. Hé& smriously the concept of the envoy which
stands behind the formulation of Ch. 9:37, andrdedb be known only in terms of his
mission and the one who sent him.

The appeal to the commandments serves to reinfbicemphasis and responds more
directly to the question, What must | do? Jesuspoase echoes the OT teaching that the
man who obeys the Law will live (e.g. Deut. 30:18&zek. 33:15 and often). With the
exception of the prohibition of fraud, which appety be an application of the eighth and
ninth commandments, the requirements cited arerdfemn the Decalogue (Ex. 20:12-16;
Deut. 5:16-20). They clearly and incisively focymn relationships with others as the
discernible measure of a man'’s reverence for Gddo@aedience to his mandates. Jesus does
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not accept as good any other will than the wilGafd revealed in the Law. His affirmation of
the commandments is a demand for obedient actiachwhcognizes both the sovereignty of
God and the existence of the neighbor.

20-21The impulsive reply of the man indicates that ad made the Law the norm of his
life and that he was confident that he had fulfiliess demands perfectly. “From a youth” has
reference to a boy’s twelfth year when he assumedgadoke of the commandments and was
held responsible for their performance (cf. B&rachothll. 2; Lk. 2:42). From that time forth
he had observed “all these.” Yet his question sudeuggests that behind a fagade of
security there was a heart which had lost mucksaecurity. Concerned with the dimensions
of his own piety, he had lost his delight in Godhathe result that he lacked the approval of
God. Nevertheless, there was an earnestness mahevhich Jesus recognized. The
response of verse 21 is not intended to shame hiexjposing the real depth of the
commandments but is an expression of genuine lmvieifn. The one thing he lacks is the
self-sacrificing devotion which characterizes evieng follower of Jesus. For this reason
Jesus invites him to follow him now and to expetethe demands of life and the Kingdom
with the Twelve. Keeping the individual commandnseistno substitute for the readiness for
self-surrender to the absolute claim of God impdbkeaugh the call of the gospel. Jesus’
summons in this context means that true obedientteetLaw is rendered ultimately in
discipleship. This man will achieve the perfectevance of the Law when he surrenders
himself and follows Jesus. Self-surrender impliesraunciation of his own achievement and
the reception of messianic forgiveness through whienan is released to stand under the
Law and to offer the obedience of love.

The specific form of the sacrifice Jesus demandéldi® man is not to be regarded as a
general prescription to be applied to all men,yairas a demand for an expression of piety
that goes beyond the requirements of the Law. Bhnentand to sell his property and to
distribute the proceeds to the poor was appropttatieis particular situation. The subsequent
reduction to poverty and helplessness would drammalie fact that man is helpless in his
guest for eternal life, which must be bestowechaggift of God. Scribal legislation
prohibited the giving away of all one’s possessiprecisely because it would reduce a man
to poverty. Nevertheless, Jesus’ call for resadaterifice in order to do the will of God does
not exceed that which the Law requires nor thattviie himself had voluntarily assumed.
The assurance of “treasure in heaven” reflectsliami that was current in Judai$fyhich
allowed Jesus to enter the thought-world of higemporaries. Here, however, it is stripped
of its customary associations of merit (as if sgllone’s property and giving the money
received to the poor witarna significant reward), since the promised treasigeifies the
gift of eternal life or salvation at the revelatiohthe Kingdom of God.

The deepest answer to the question of verse 17evewlies not in the command to sell
all but in the call to follow Jesus. Jesus sepdrpgFsons from their normal historical
existence (cf. Chs. 1:16-20; 2:14; 3:13f.) in oreintroduce them to a new quality of
existence based upon fellowship with himself. Thesans that the command to follow Jesus
is an invitation to lay hold of authentic life oféel as a gift in his own person. Jesus’ demand
is radical in character. He claims the man uttarlg completely, and orders the removal of
every other support which could interfere with axcanditional obedience. The terms
defined by Jesus clarify what following signifies.(Ch. 10:28), and indicate that Jesus
himself is the one answer to the man’s quest fer li

22 The response to Jesus’ call is vividly descrilibd:man’s face fell, etched with
disappointment and sorrow because he possessddgtai@s. For the first time Mark
indicates that the man was rich. His tragic deaismturn away reflects a greater love for his
possessions than for life (cf. Ch. 4:19). What aate for the rich man’s failure is the call of
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the Kingdom of God with its demand for resolutd-gieinial (cf. Ch. 8:34). The refusal of the
call only serves to accentuate the greatness atthenciation demanded and the uniqueness
of the Twelve as those who had abandoned everythiagder to follow Jesus. The
conclusion to the interview with Jesus indicates th the case of this man the Law had not
yet fulfilled its function, for its historical task to bring man’s satisfaction with this world to
an end and to quicken within him a thirst for rgiisness and life.

23-25Jesus’ comment on the difficulty encountered tgyrtbh in entering the Kingdom
of God draws its force from the refusal of thistmarar rich man to abandon everything and
to follow him. This action demonstrated how easyas to become so attached to wealth that
even an earnest man forgets what is infinitely mioqgortant. Jesus’ warning implies that
only in meeting the demand for radical sacrificd &ilowing is entrance into the Kingdom
secured, reinforcing the specific instruction ofsge21. In Judaism it was inconceivable that
riches should be a barrier to the Kingdom, sinsggaificant strand of OT teaching regarded
wealth and substance as marks of God'’s favor Jelgy1:10; 42:10; Ps. 128:1-2; Isa. 3:10
and often). If a related strand of the traditiocognized the poor as the special objects of
God's protection (e.g. Deut. 15:7-11; Prov. 222 2fhe possession of wealth permitted
generous gifts to those in need. This aspect aigmeil and public concern was one of the
three major pillars of Jewish piety (almsgivingstfag and prayer). The affirmation of verse
23 was shocking precisely because it entails tleetien of the concept of merit accumulated
through the good works accomplished by the richclwvivas presupposed in contemporary
Judaism. There is no mark of God’s special favgrassessions, nor in the lack of them. The
peculiar danger confronting the rich, however, irethe false sense of security which wealth
creates and in the temptation to trust in mateesburces and personal power when what is
demanded by the Law and the gospel is a wholedxkagtiance upon God.

When the disciples expressed their surprise, Jepaated his solemn warning in an
absolute form: how hard it is to enter the KingdoihGod. The repetition of this sober
affirmation is calculated to provoke careful reflen on the part of every man confronted
with the call of the gospel. In verse 25, howevesus states that it is impossible for a rich
man to enter the Kingdom of God. The referencééocamel and the needle are to be taken
literally, for the disciples’ reaction in verse 2@ms from a statement of real impossibility.
The camel was the largest animal found on Palestisoil. The violent contrast between the
largest animal and the smallest opening expreskag Wwumanly speaking, is impossible or
absurd.

26—-27The disciples were more bewildered than beforeyTunderstood that the manner
in which Jesus spoke of the rich in fact blockswiag forany man to achieve entrance into
the Kingdom, and they were frightened by this irogtion. Their anxious question is
eschatological in nature: Who will be found in iegdom? Jesus’ response in verse 27
provides the key to the sober declarations inrtim@ediate context and to the gospel he
proclaimed. Salvation is completely beyond the sploé human possibilities; every attempt
to enter the Kingdom on the basis of achievememaniit is futile. Yet even the rule of the
impossibility of entrance into the Kingdom for theh is limited by the sovereign action of
God himself. The ability and the power to effedivd@ance reside in God alone (cf. Rom.
8:7). “Eternal life,” “salvation,” or “entrance intthe Kingdom” describe a single reality
which must be bestowed as his gift to men. The losian to the account rejoins the
beginning in directing attention to the ability agobodness of God, and constitutes the basis
for the renewal of a theology of hope.

Verses 28-31 Costs and Rewards of Discipleship
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Peter often acted as the spokesman for the Tweldda did so on this occasion (cf. Chs.
8:29, 32; 9:5; 11:21). His affirmation recalls ihgitation extended in verse 21 and was
perhaps prompted by it. In contrast to the refo$dkesus’ call by a man who valued his
wealth above eternal life, they had abandoned éviaxyin order to follow Jesus (Ch. 1:16—
20; 2:14). There appears to be a note of self-auafgtion in this announcement. It reflects
the same tendency to think of the honors thathelteceived in the Kingdom before the
nature of the mission has been understood thaemwesuntered in Ch. 9:33 (cf. Ch. 10:35-
37). Nevertheless, Peter’s declaration shows th&ids understood Jesus’ words in the
absolute sense they bear in verse 21.

29-30Jesus’ response defines Christian existencenmstef promise and persecution,
and history as the interplay of blessedness aridrguf. The contrast between the present
age and the age to come is thoroughly Palestini@haracter and expresses the tension
between promise and fulfilment in the life of faiffhe frank recognition of the loss that
allegiance to Jesus and the gospel may entaiC{tf13:12f.) is conditioned by the promise
that all that is lost in one society (verse 29) W regained a hundredfold in the new society
created by the dynamic of the gospel (verse 30k f#assurance is addressed to any man
who suffers loss for Jesus and the gospel. God tagthing away from a man without
restoring it to him in a new and glorious form.u&geference to the new family which will
compensate for the loss sustained in one’s ownlydimds its preparation in Ch. 3:31-35.
The omission of a reference to the father in v8se& undoubtedly intentional since God
himself is the head of the new spiritual family. (€h. 11:25, “Your Father in heaven”). Over
against the blessings of the new society standshtam realism in the reference to
persecution, which clarifies what identificationtvdesus and the gospel entails (Ch. 8:34f.;
cf. Ch. 4:17). This has pointed relevance to theadmin Rome where suffering for the name
of Christ became the reality and norm of Chriseaperience (cf. 1 Peter 4:14, 16).
Paradoxically, the first part of Jesus’ promisd@teship with other believers) found its
deepest realization within the context of the parien through which the Church became
identified as the suffering people of God. The ps@mf eternal life in the age to come looks
beyond the conflicts of history to the triumph assuthrough radical obedience to the will of
God.

31 The final statement, with its antithetic paraeti obtained through the inversion of its
clauses, is a piece of “floating tradition” whicbooirs in other contexts as well (Mt. 20:16;
Lk. 13:30). In the Marcan context it is clearly lkeatological and speaks of the reversal of
every earthly gradation of rank in the age to colitis.difficult, however, to determine
whether it is intended to confirm the promise whiglsus has just given to the Twelve (verse
30), or as a warning against the presumption vaitcelde outburst of verse 28. It is perhaps
better to regard it as a powerful summation of gemaching concerning the nature of
discipleship as service, on the analogy of Ch. 9f3be disciples thought that they would
enter the Kingdom because they had left everythetgnd, or considered discipleship a
matter of giving up possessions now in order teireca reward later, Jesus shattered these
false conceptions. What he demanded was a totitatacommitment to himself, sustained
in the act of following him faithfully. In returnehgave the Twelve the responsibility to
accept the consequences of commitment, supportadipresence and the promise of God.

Verses 32-34 Jesus Prophecies his death for therthtime

Each of the three major prophecies of the passigeti within the context of the journey, but
now for the first time Jerusalem is named as tistigktion where Jesus will accomplish his
mission. Jerusalem was the holy city set uponlaamtl it was normal to speak of “going up”
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to Jerusalem and the Temple. There is a note efrsoty in the vivid picture of Jesus
walking before his frightened disciples, inflexilitehis determination to do the will of God
(cf. Isa. 50:7f.). The action of Jesus walking ahegthe Twelve corresponds to rabbinic
custom, but far more than this is involved. Thecdesion anticipates the action of the Risen
Lord promised in Chs. 14:28; 16:7, and evokesiege of the powerful Savior who leads
his people with purpose and direction. The perdalesus is central in the scene sketched in
verse 32a. What awakens amazement and terror oligbiples who follow is not the
recognition that the road leads to Jerusalem nawareness of what will be accomplished
there, but Jesus himself. The power of the Lordy Wwhlds in his hands his own destiny as
well as that of the people of God, is manifestedMark and his readers in the awe and dread
which characterize those around him (cf. Ch. 9:32).

The solemn announcement concerning Jerusalemharsiffering and vindication to be
experienced there, is elaborately introduced. Tdtea that Jesus “took again the Twelve”
simply means that he gathered the disciples arbimdo make precise the purpose of the
journey, which had been disclosed earlier in Ipessic terms (Chs. 8:31; 9:12, 31). On each
occasion the Twelve alone were the recipientsisfglophetic instruction.

33-340f Jesus’ three prophecies of his suffering arattdehe third is the most precise.
Its relationship to the earlier utterances andhéodourse of events reported in the Passion
Narrative may be seen in the following table:

Ch. 8:31 Ch. 9:31 Ch. 10:33-34 Passion
Narrative
(1) Delivered to — X) X Ch. 14:53
the chief
priests and
scribes
(2) Sentenced tqX) — X Ch. 14:64
death
(3) Delivered to — — X Ch. 15:1, 10
the Romans
(4) Mocked, spit— — X (Ch. 14:65); Ch.
upon, 15:15-20
scourged
(5) Executed X X X Ch. 15:20-39, 44
(6) Resurrected X X X Ch. 16:1-8

The greater detail in the third prophecy and itselcorrespondence with Jesus’ subsequent
experience have led many commentators to affirrntbeaformulation has been shaped by
the Passion Narrative itself. This judgment is bynmeans necessary. Jesus was aware of the
balance of power among the various authoritiesales$tine and could calculate precisely the
procedure which would be followed in carrying owgemtence of death. The more precise
details in verse 34 are actually enumerated innberse order in which they occur in Ch.
15:15-20; moreover, there has been no attempttfmico the vocabulary of the prophecy to
the fulfilment (see Ch. 15:15). It is far more lkéhat the form of the prophecy indicates
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Jesus’ reflection on such OT texts as Ps. 22:6h8yavthe righteous Sufferer is cruelly
mocked, and Isa. 50:6, which speaks of scourginigsgitting as the tokens of contempt to
which the righteous Servant is exposed. It is appate to see in verses 33-34 a further
revelation of sufferings which Jesus will assumgulfilment of his messianic vocation.

The new element in the prophecy is the sharp dtsbin between Jesus’ condemnation by
the Jewish authorities and the execution of théesee of death by the Gentiles, who are
mentioned for the first time in the context of fhession (cf. Acts 3:13). Delivery to the
Gentiles reveals that Jesus will be held in contdsgghis own countrymen, for the Gentiles
are the last people to whom the Messiah of the lpeafgGod should be handed over. The
actions defining his humiliation are carried outtbg Gentiles. Mockery (cf. Ch. 15:20) and
spitting (cf. Ch. 15:19) are forms of derision thieh Jesus will be exposed, while the
scourging (cf. Ch. 15:15; cf. Jn. 19:1) is moresely related to his violent death, in
accordance with the Roman law that scourging alveagempanied a capital sentence.
Nothing is said of crucifixion, but this could beepupposed under the circumstances of
Roman jurisdictiorf® In Jerusalem, as nowhere else, Jesus will flniilimission. Beyond the
abject humiliation disclosed in the sober termseaske 34 lies the assurance of vindication
through resurrection.

Verses 35-45 Rank Precedence and Service

Ch. 10:32-45 is structurally parallel with Ch. 8:3@. The second and third major
prophecies of the passion (Ch. 9:30-32; Ch. 10:8paf both followed by an exposure of
the presumption of the disciples (Ch. 9:33f.; Qhi35—-37) and by Jesus’ instruction
concerning humility and service (Ch. 9:35-37; Qli42-45). This incident reveals that in
spite of Jesus’ repeated efforts since Peter'sessindn at Caesarea Philippi to inculcate in his
disciples the spirit of self-renunciation demandgdhe cross, the sons of Zebedee have
understood his intention very superficially. Thambitious request brings discredit upon
them, while the indignation of the other ten disegreflects a similar preoccupation with
their own dignity. The pronouncement of Jesus coneg the servant vocation of the Son of
Man, who seals his service with the sacrifice gfltie for the many, goes beyond the
instruction given to the disciples in Ch. 9:35-&fd brings the question of rank, precedence
and service into profound pastoral and theologeaspective.

35-37In the request of James and John the misundemstantiich attended each of the
previous prophecies of Jesus’ suffering assersedf ih a blatant form. The disciples had
failed completely to grasp the significance of seaching that he would be treated with
contempt and be put to death. The request of the abZebedee for places of honor in the
glory of the Son of Man immediately follows Jesashouncement that they were going to
Jerusalem and after three days the Son of Marrigd@l The enthusiasm reflected in the
sweeping terms of verse 35, and the form of theipein verse 37, in the context of
approaching the royal city, show that the brotmegard Jesus as the eschatological Lord
who goes to Jerusalem to restore the glory ofdherf throne of David. The question of
rank, involving an inflated understanding of thaivn position, is best explained in the
context of royal messiahship. The request may bthtoplaces of honor at the messianic
banquet’ or for the positions of eminence and authoritihatparousia, when Jesus is
enthroned as the eschatological judge (see Ch8;, 83326). The place of honor is the seat on
the right, and next to it, the seat on the left {cKings 2:19; Ps. 110:1; 1 Esdras 4:29;
Ecclus. 12:12; JosephusntiquitiesVI. xi. 9). The announcement of Jerusalem as ta of
the journey suggested that Jesus’ glory was imnifeénCh. 9:1).
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38-39Jesus’ response is as sharp as the probing guesti€h. 7:17 or Ch. 8:20.

Taking account of what immediately follows, the seappears to be as follows; you do not
know that in requesting to participate in my glgou ask at the same time to share my
painful destiny, an indispensable condition of niyrifjcation. It must be stressed that the
guestion of verse 38 calls for a negative replye $afferings and death which await Jesus,
expressed by the two images of the cup and baptistong to the unique messianic mission
of the Son of Man. Verse 38 expresses an impoggjlahd not the requisite condition for
association with Jesus’ glory. Jesus’ pointed goestontains at least an implied
condemnation of the proud pretensions of Jamegalma. Their desire to share the messianic
glory of Jesus, without taking account of the diseawhich separates them from their
Master, is insensitive that this would entail pap@tion in his sufferings and in his messianic
death for the salvation of men.

In interpreting the enigmatic language of the cag@ baptism it is crucial to recognize
that these images do not bear the same significahea applied to Jesus and when applied
to the disciples. The cup and baptism signify fheegus in his passion will be the voluntary
sacrifice for the sins of men; when applied todisziples in verse 39 these images suggest
their moral participation in Jesus’ passion.

To share someone’s cup was a recognized exprefsgisharing his fate. In the OT the
cup of wine is a common metaphor for the wrath oflG judgment upon human sin and
rebellion® and this understanding was kept alive into the fientury. The total ruin which
the cup represents is willed by God and constitatdiwine judgment. In interpreting verse
38 it is necessary to see the cup as a desigmatjodgment. Jesus boldly applied to himself
the image of the cup used by the prophets to thngae enemies of God with his divine
vengeance. The cup which Jesus must drink hasreferto divine punishment of sins which
he bears in place of the guilty (cf. Chs. 10:452244. The reality which the image represents
is expressed in Isa. 53:5: “he was wounded beaafuser sins, bruised because of our
iniquities; the chastisement which gives us peace has beenhippand it is by his
sufferings that we are healed.”

The image of baptism is parallel to that of the.dagopular Greek usage the vocabulary
of baptism was used to speak of being overwhelnyatidaster or danger, and a similar
metaphorical use of submersion is present in Seeft The texts of the OT, however, do
not demonstrate that to be submerged signified ssiom to a fearful death, and it is this
which is required in the context. Apparently Jesalted his passion a baptism (cf. Lk. 12:50)
because he and the disciples were familiar wittm3otite of repentance, which he called
“baptism” and set in an explicit context of Godlsigment upon human sin. Jesus understood
that his baptism expressed his solidarity withudinien and signified his willingness to
assume the burden of the judgment of God (see oid:2h11). The baptism which he
anticipates is his death upon the cross in fulfiltraf his messianic vocation. Applied to
Jesus, the images of the cup and baptism sigrafyhi bears the judgment merited by the
sins of men (cf. Ch. 14:36; 15:34). While informmdthe OT motifs, the primary key for
interpreting the parabolic language of verse 3R&Is’ messianic task.

In verse 39 the two images are paradoxically aggbelJames and John. They indicate
that the brothers will participate in the suffesnaf Jesus (cf. 1 Peter 4:13). There must be a
solidarity between the Son of Man and his discipdesl this is expressed not only by their
grateful acceptance of his protection and favot dgo by their following his example of
humility and service, if necessary to the exterdexith. The description of discipleship
implied conforms to Ch. 8:34-38. The reference, éwaw, is neither exclusively nor
necessarily to martyrdom, for the image of bapiismot found in this sense in Christian
literature until the turn of the second centurytifea Jesus prophesies that the sons of
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Zebedee, like himself, will endure great tribulatend suffering for the gospel (cf. Acts
12:2; Rev. 1:9).

The two brothers are confident that they are pexpty share Jesus’ destiny, even in
reference to suffering if this is the necessaryugie to glory. Their naive reply only serves to
indicate that they were as incapable of understanittie full import of Jesus’ reference to his
cup and baptism as they were of grasping the rgaiffisance of his prophecy of the passion.

40 Jesus’ denial of the right to set men on his raghieft hand is consistent with his
refusal to accept even the appearance of an agbdtdhority. His prerogatives are limited
by his submission to the Father, and Jesus fraaukhyitted this (cf. Ch. 13:32; Acts 1:7). The
appointment of the places of honor is the Fath@esogative, and James and John are only
given the assurance that these will be assigndtbge who have been prepared by him.

41-44The other ten disciples were indignant becausg\lege jealous of their own
dignity and fearful lest the two brothers shoulduse some advantage over them. Their
insensitivity to the seriousness of the momentditilem with James and John, and suggests
the cruel loneliness with which Jesus faced theneyto Jerusalem. It also indicates the
degree to which selfish ambition and rivalry were taw material from which Jesus had to
fashion the leadership for the incipient Church.

In seeking to impress the truth of Ch. 9:35 onTihvelve, Jesus contrasted the conduct of
Gentile rulers with the submission to service aactifice which is appropriate to
discipleship. It is probable that his most diremht&act with the expression of power and
authority by the petty rulers of Palestine and &wnd the great lords of Rome was through
the coins which circulated in the land. To citeyombo examples, the denarius that was used
for paying taxes (cf. Ch. 12:16) portrayed Tibemssthe semi-divine son of the god
Augustus and the goddess Livia; the copper comslsby Herod Philip at Caesarea Philippi
showed the head of the reigning emperor (Augushes, Tiberius) with the emperor’'s name
and the inscription: “He who deserves adoratiomé&re is biting irony in the reference to
those who give the illusion of ruling (cf. Jn. 19)but simply exploit the people over whom
they exercise dominion. In their struggle for ramid precedence, and the desire to exercise
authority for their own advantage, the disciplesenactually imitating those whom they
undoubtedly despised.

Jesus consciously opposes to the order of earldythe vocation of the servant. The
synonymous parallelism between verses 43 and Mifies the household servant and the
slave as men whose activities are not directedrabeeir own interests but to those of
another. The order of life for the common dealiofjthe disciples is to be love expressed in
the form of service. This transforms the questibraok and greatness into the task of
service: only by service does one become greath®other hand, high rank (“first,”
“greatest”) deserves recognition in the communihewit is rooted in the service which
Jesus commands (cf. Ch. 9:35). The Twelve are surachto become the compassionate
community and to recognize that the performancnadct of compassion as an expression of
pure devotion to Jesus is at one and the samentorghip and service (cf. 1 Cor. 9:19; 2
Cor. 4:5; Gal. 5:13; 1 Peter 5:3).

45 The reversal of all human ideas of greatness amklwas achieved when Jesus came,
not to be served, but to serve. He voluntarilyaetihis glory as the Son of Man (cf. Chs.
8:38; 13:26; 14:62) and assumed the form of a shawe performed his service unto death
because this was the will of God (cf. Phil. 2:648)verse 45, which subsumes verses 43-44,
the death of Jesus is presented as his serviced@@d as a vicarious death for many in
virtue of which they find release from sin. Eachtteéd components of this highly compressed
saying is significant. The formulation “The Sonneé&n came ...” places the entire statement
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in the context of Jesus’ messianic mission (cf. Zh7). The service in which the royal will
of the Son of Man is displayed is fulfilled in lgs/ing of himself. In a Jewish frame of
reference this expression was characteristicakyl ud the death of the martyrs (e.g. 1 Macc.
2:50; 6:44; Mekilta to Ex. 12:1). In this contekekpresses the element of voluntariness or
self-sacrifice in the death of Jesus who offersdaiiin obedience to the will of God. His
death has infinite value because he dies not asra martyr but as the transcendent Son of
Man.

The ransom metaphor sums up the purpose for wieslrsJgave his life and defines the
complete expression of his service. The prevaitatjon behind the metaphor is that of
deliverance by purchase, whether a prisoner of avalave, or a forfeited life is the object to
be delivered. Because the idea of equivalenceylmstgution, was proper to the concept of a
ransom, it became an integral element in the vdeapof redemption in the OT. It speaks of
a liberation which connotes a servitude or an isgogrment from which man cannot free
himself. In the context of verse 45a, with its refece to the service of the Son of Man, it is
appropriate to find an allusion to the Servanthefitord in Isa. 53, who vicariously and
voluntarily suffered and gave his life for the sofothers. The specific thought underlying
the reference to the ransom is expressed in Isa0%hich speaks of “making his life an
offering for sin” Jesus, as the messianic Servant, offers hinasedf guilt-offering (Lev.
5:14-6:7; 7:1-7; Num. 5:5-8) in compensation far sins of the people. The release effected
by this offering overcomes man’s alienation fromdGleis subjection to death, and his
bondage to sin. Jesus’ service is offered to Gadlease men from their indebtedness to
God.

The thought of substitution is reinforced by thalifying phrase “a ransofior the
many” The Son of Man takethe placeof the many and there happens to him what would
have happened to them (cf. Ch. 8:37: what no mardoaJesus, as the unique Son of Man,
achieves). The many had forfeited their lives, ahdt Jesus gives in their place is his life. In
his death, Jesus pays the price that sets menTieesacrifice of the one is contrasted with
those for whom it is made, in allusion to Isa. 33:1n rabbinic literature, and even more
strikingly at Qumran, “the many” is a technicalnefor the elect community, the
eschatological people of God. The majestic figdrthe Son of Man is linked here with the
community which will be vindicated and saved in &sehatological judgment because Jesus
goes to his death innocently, voluntarily and inadance with the will of God. This
corresponds perfectly with the main thought of &&.The ultimate meaning of Jesus’
vicarious suffering and his giving himself as as@am, however, can be understood only from
the reality of his life, death and resurrectiomagrated in the Gospel. In Mark there is
complete correspondence between the ransom sayihtha death of Jesus. Because Jesus’
will is synchronous with the will of God he musedn the place of guilty men (Ch. 8:31, 33).
This is what it means for him to offer his life @sansom for the many.

This painful and glorious destiny of the Son of Maisomething unique to his mission
and in a definite sense is incommunicable: onlgdreaccomplish this service. Nevertheless,
his submission to the servant’s vocation is heoppsed as an example to the Twelve, who
are summoned to pattern their lives after the hityrof the Son of Man. Jesus’ sacrifice of
his own glory is the ground of a renewal of lifesidf-sacrificial obedience. The disciples
were to experience this power of his death in tledwes. That John, the son of Zebedee,
ultimately understood Jesus’ intention is cleanfrb John 3:16: “He laid down his life for
us; and we ought to lay down our lives for the toren.”

Verses 46-52 The Faith of Blind Bartemaeus

The incident involving the blind beggar, Bartimagsghe last of the healing miracles
recorded by Mark. The vividness with which the gtisrtold as well as the precision with
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which it is located at Jericho on the final stafdasus’ journey to Jerusalem is apparently
due to eyewitness report. Jericho was located dbauiniles west of the Jordan and
eighteen miles northeast of Jerusalem. The oldhatlbadly deteriorated by the first
century, but extending southward the new city HduylHerod as the site for his magnificent
winter palace was renowned for its singular beaunty fertility. The crowd which came out
of the city with Jesus and his disciples plays atmm role in the ensuing drama; it most
likely consisted of pilgrims on their way to Jeriesa for the feast (cf. Ps. 42:4). Though the
road which led from Jericho to the capital pas$éedugh desolate mountainous country and
was notoriously unsafe, it was much travelled. presence of a blind beggar just outside the
city gates, on the pilgrimage way, was a commohtsigthe Near East. The preservation of
his name is unusual, and is limited to the Marcaoant. Mark so rarely records names in
connection with incidents of healing (only Ch. 5:®2at it is probable that the Son of Timai
was known in the later Church.

47-48lt is evident that Bartimaeus has heard aboutslJeSNazareth and that his
relentless crying of “Son of David, have mercy upoei’ reflects a conviction, formed on the
basis of what he had heard, that Jesus could egsi®sight. Nevertheless, it is difficult to be
certain of the significance of the component partsis appeal for help. “Have mercy upon
me” is a cry directed to God by the afflicted ie tRsalter (e.g. Ps. 4:1; 6:2; 41:4, 10; 51:1,
109:26; 123:3). In this context it may be a genpla& for God’s goodness and mercy which
is channeled through his servant, Jesus. The nuariSen of David” is more difficult to
determine. Unlike Matthew and Luke, Mark had matike lof this theme. Jesus is addressed
as Son of David only here (cf. Chs. 11:9-10; 12339-There is no indication in the text that
he rejected the title. The command that the bliaeh foe called (verse 49) rather implies that
he paid it particular attention. If it is properunderstand the designation in its messianic
context (cf. Isa. 11:1ff.; Jer. 23:5 f.; Ezek. 32 4QPatriarchal Blessings i. 3—4, “the
righteous Messiah, the branch of David”), the egiith closely related to the confession of
Ch. 8:29 (cf. Ch. 15:32). Presumably, Jesus dicsihemce the beggar (in contrast to Ch.
8:30) because he is at the threshold of Jerusaleeneshis messianic vocation must be
fulfilled. The “messianic secret” is relaxed beaaitanust be made clear to all the people
that Jesus goes to Jerusalem as the Messiah, artketlies as the Messiah. This may be the
natural way to interpret the designation, and firizbable that Mark’s readers understood the
epithet in this messianic context (cf. Rom. 1:3)eproblem is that Bartimaeus’ use of “Son
of David” is confined to his period of blindnesddre he has gained Jesus’ attention. When
he stands in the presence of Jesus he addressesdpiectfully as “my master,” but there is
no suggestion of messianism in this title of homfathe request to see reflects a messianic
conviction that Jesus is the one through whom thengses of Isa. 35:4-5; 61:1 are fulfilled,
this is not made explicit in the text (in contrastCh. 7:37). For these reasons it is, perhaps,
better to find in “Son of David” a respectful forwh address colored by the vivid Davidic
associations of Jerusalem but informed by the atiovi that Jesus was the instrument of
God for bringing healing and blessing to the ldha not necessary to conclude that
Bartimaeus knew of Jesus’ Davidic lineage or recaghthat he was the Messiah. It is
evident from Ch. 11:10 (cf. Acts 4:25) that thogsovihad no direct Davidic descent could
speak of “our father David” (with the implicatiohat they were the sons of David). All that
is required by the ensuing narrative is that thedonan recognized Jesus as the one from
whom he could expect the gracious mercy of God.arhbiguity in “Son of David”
permitted Mark’s readers to hear his cry as an askedgment of Jesus’ messianic dignity.

Those in the crowd who rebuked the beggar undolybtedarded his shouting as a
nuisance and resented the thought of any possatde.dThey had probably become quite
hardened to seeing beggars along the roadsideespadially at the city gates, crying for
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alms. Undeterred, the man resolutely continueamat until he succeeded in drawing
Jesus’ attention to himself.

49-50Jesus took the initiative in directing that theéblman should be called. The
rebuke of those who had attempted to silence tggdvevas not allowed to stand (cf. Ch.
10:13f.), for even on the way to Jerusalem Jesdgiime for a man who appealed for his
help in faith. The encouragement offered to Bar@uosassured him that Jesus was concerned
with his plight and relieved the anxiety and dissgrexpressed in his cry. His response was
dramatic and decisive. He cast aside his outer gjairnavhich he had spread on the ground in
front of him to receive alms, sprang up, and capearently unaided, to Jesus.

51-52Jesus did not exercise his power arbitrarily ggensonally but in the context of a
genuine involvement which established the existefidaith sufficient to receive the gift of
healing from God. For this purpose questions aflmdnversations are frequently an element
in the healing narratives of the Gospel (e.g. @Qts-11; 5:30-34; 7:27-29; 9:21-24). The
cause of Bartimaeus’ distress was clear, but Jegiestion is designed to strengthen his faith
by encouraging him to express it forthrightly. Thesponse, “Master, let me receive my
sight,” acknowledged Jesus as the one who can thakaind to see (Ch. 8:22-26; Isa.
35:5). It was recognized by the Lord as an affiioradf confident trust in the gracious
mercy of God and his power to heal (cf. Ch. 5:34e healing was immediate: “he received
his sight and followed him in the way.” That Baréigus followed Jesus does not mean that
he became a disciple, like one of the Twelve, bat he joined the crowd of pilgrims who
were accompanying the Master. It would undoubtéélyis intention to go up to the Temple
in order to offer the sacrifice of thanksgiving fas sight. The following “on the way”
contrasts dramatically with his former sitting “atpthe way” and anticipates Ch. 11:1-11
when the pilgrims enter Jerusalem with the angengs of praise. Mark may have had in
mind the contrast between the Son of David, whaimass company the former blind man,
and the warrior king, who had recognized in thadknd the lame only an obstacle to be
destroyed in the taking of Jerusalem (2 Sam. 5:@3e®us had fulfilled the condition for
entrance into Jerusalem (taking away the blindai®2.35:5) by restoring sight to the blind
beggar in the way. The healing of Bartimaeus displaithout any concealment, the
messianic dignity of Jesus and his compassion asetivho believe in him, and throws in
bold relief the blindness of the leaders of Israglpse eyes remained closed to his glory.

Chapter 11

The arrival in Jerusalem marks a new section irgthepel — the final few days of Jesus’s
ministry and indeed of his life. All the eventkegplace in Jerusalem although Jesus and the
disciples do withdraw to Bethany in the evenings.

Verses 1-11 The Triumphal Entry

The road into Jerusalem from the East came ovesttbelder of the Mount of Olives — the
hill which looks across the Kidron valley to Jeresa. Bethphage was on the slopes of the
Mount of Olives, probably a mile from the city walland represented the outer limit of what
was called greater Jerusalem for the purpose @nacmdating the huge crowds which came
to Jerusalem for the Feast of the Passover. Sg pilgnims came for this Feast that they
could not be accommodated within the city walls aimde, as Jewish tradition tells us, it was
compulsory to remain inside Jerusalem during threstenany stayed on the surrounding
hills within what was called greater Jerusalem.
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The fetching of the colt must have been pre-arrdragethe words the disciples were told to
us seem to represent a password rather than wdridk would have persuaded villagers to
hand over valuable animals to strangers. Jesugl@an@ed a messianic entry into Jerusalem.

It was not customary for pilgrims to enter Jerusataling upon an ass; the final stage of the
pilgrimage was generally completed on foot. Theagneessianic oracle, Zech. 9:9, already
contained the three essential elements of the Maaceount: the entry (“See, your king
comes”), the messianic animal (“riding upon an asen upon a colt, the foal of an ass”),
and the jubilation of the people (“Rejoice grea@ydaughter of Zion”). Yet Mark does not
cite this oracle, and Jesus’ fulfilment of the grepy occurred in circumstances that
paradoxically concealed the meaning of his acfldre presence of the crowds, the greens,
the antiphonal chanting of the Hallel Psalms, #edihg of exultation when the city comes
into view, mark the final stage of the pilgrimagese if Jesus was not present. It is probable
that the strewing of the pilgrim’s way with greeng from the fields and with outer clothing
marks a moment of high enthusiasm intended to hamalgrim engaged in a prophetic
mission. Yet the demonstration was apparently adignificant as to attract the attention of
the Roman authorities, and the exultation in Cho410 stops short of messianic assertion.
When Jesus entered the city the group of pilgrirhe hvad accompanied him quickly
dispersed, and he appears to have come to the @aogdbmpanied only by the Twelve.

While Mark knew that he was narrating the entryhaf Messiah into Jerusalem and the
coming of the Lord to his Temple, he has not alldwhes later understanding to color his
account. At the time only Jesus knew the messmigiaficance of his action. He intended to
conform his entry to the prophecy of Zech. 9:9. &ifon was a veiled assertion of both the
fact and the character of his messiahship; itragu that the royal way involved humility and
suffering. Only later did the disciples recognikattthe Scripture had been fulfilled, and that
Jesus had come to Jerusalem as the Messiah. Tkamesiddenness which characterized
Jesus’ entire ministry was preserved in the ambjgfithe entry, and it is important not to
exaggerate its character.

The description of the colt as one which had n&een ridden is significant in the light of

the ancient provision that an animal devoted taaiexl purpose must be one that had not
been put to ordinary use (cf. Num. 19:2; Deut. 21:3am. 6:7). This detail emphasizes the
appropriateness of the colt for the sacred tashliperform and characterizes Jesus’ entry as
a symbolic action possessing profound messianmsfgignce.

The disciples placed their outer garments on thiarcplace of a saddle, and Jesus began his
ride to the gates of Jerusalem. What is describe@iise 8 appears to have been a
spontaneous expression of homage to Jesus. Thenglgay have believed that he had
come to Jerusalem in fulfilment of a prophetic nassThe spreading of the garment upon
the way is similar to the royal salute given toéhKings 9:12f.), or the gesture of
profound respect shown to Cato of Utica when he ataait to leave his soldiers (Plutarch,
Cato Minor7). The reference to the branches of green andrttighonal singing recalls the
entry into Jerusalem of Simon, the last of the fil@smonean brothers, on a triumphal
occasion (1 Macc. 13:51). A note of jubilation axitement is evident in the text. Yet the
action described does not appear to possess aamiessignificance, for there is no explicit
acknowledgment of Jesus’ majesty in the acclamatfarerses 9-10. It was a brief moment
of enthusiasm outside the city walls which wouldénheen appropriate to a royal
enthronement, but was scarcely distinguishable fiwerexultation which characterized other
groups of pilgrims when the City of David, with itsagnificent Temple, came into view.
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By Jesus’s time Hosanah had just become a shadctdmation, but its original meaning —
Lord save us — is clearly significant in the ligiitwhat Jesus was going to do on the cross.
The people spoke more profoundly than they knew.

Once within the city, the crowd of pilgrims seerashave quickly dispersed. The lateness of
the hour is natural enough since they had come fencho, nearly eighteen miles away.
Jesus seems to have gone to the Temple alonecanpanied by the Twelve. In recording
this visit to the Temple Mark has no intention epttting Jesus as a pilgrim who has come
to Jerusalem for the first time and has a naturaird to see “all things.” The point is rather
that Jesus is the Lord of the Temple, who mustdatsips premises to determine whether the
purpose intended by God is being fulfilled (cf. M&ll). The whole of the Temple precincts
are denoted in the comprehensive term used by#rggelist, but it is probable that Jesus
proceeded no further than the Court of the Men.ddisey, which took in all that could be
seen, provided the ground of his action the follgywlay. In the company of the Twelve
Jesus withdrew to Bethany, as he was to do eattfe&uccessive evenings. Commentators
have spoken of dénouemeni verse 11 and of the quiet ending of the erst@&ion. The
ending is quiet, but it is the quiet before therstio

Verses 12-14 Jesus curses the fig tree

Jesus of course knew there would be no figs, l@cadesigned to stimulate interest and
curiosity, it's an act of prophetic realism likeet®T prophets.

The prophets frequently spoke of the fig tree fieméng to Israel’s status before God (e.g.
Jer. 8:13; 29:17; Hos. 9:10, 16; Joel 1:7; Mical+-8), while the destruction of the fig tree is
associated with judgment (Hos. 2:12; Isa. 34:4t kf.13:6-9). In this context the fig tree
symbolizes Israel in Jesus’ day, and what happetisettree the terrible fate that inevitably
awaited Jerusalem. The explanation was alreadfoptiitby Victor of Antioch, in the oldest
existing commentary on Mark, that Jesus had “usedig tree to set forth the judgment that
was about to fall on Jerusalem.” This is certathly evangelist’s understanding of the
episode, for in the Gospel of Mark Jesus’ actiothenTemple is firmly embedded within the
fig tree incident. The a-b-a structure of Ch. 13242 (fig tree—cleansing of the Temple—fig
tree) serves to provide a mutual commentary orethes events. Just as the leaves of the
tree concealed the fact that there was no friehjoy, so the magnificence of the Temple and
its ceremony conceals the fact that Israel hadroatght forth the fruit of righteousness
demanded by God. Both incidents have the charateeprophetic sign which warns of
judgment to fall upon Israel for honoring God wiltieir lips when their heart was far from
him (cf. Ch. 7:6).

Verses 15-19 The Cleansing of the Temple

This incident within the Temple precincts only cameto perspective when the great
importance that Judaism at that time accorded eoy#hving which concerned the Temple of
Jerusalem is remembered. The splendor of Herodigpllee the immense crowds of pilgrims
which assembled there on the occasion of the pahéeasts, and the fanaticism with which
the Jews defended the sacred precincts until 8sstir of A.D. 70 provide an index to the
veneration which attended the Temple. On the Mofi@lives, which was considered a part
of the Temple precincts for ritual purposes, theeee four markets where pilgrims could buy
doves and other ritually pure objects of sacrifmeTemple offerings (TJa‘anith IV. 8).
These markets were not under the jurisdiction efHigh Priest, but of the Sanhedrin.
Although it is commonly assumed that the commergesa of the Court of the Gentiles was a
practice of long standing, there is actually nalewice that traffic in ritually pure items took
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place in the Temple prior to A.D. 30. V. Eppsteaslargued that the sale of animals in the
Temple forecourt was an innovation of recent datepduced by Caiaphas, who wished to
set up a market which would be in punitive compmtitvith the traditional markets on the
Mount of Olives. The rabbinic evidence marshalledupport of this thesis indicates that the
markets of the Temple and of the Mount of Olived haen the subject of impassioned
quarrels during this period, while the existencéheffour markets on the Mount of Olives is
presumptive evidence that the transaction of bgsimesacrificial objects inside the Temple
was not an established institution, but an exceptiand shocking license introduced by
Caiaphas forty years before the destruction offéraple, i.eca. A.D. 30. The presence of
certified markets on the Mount of Olives nullifiady argument in support of the use of the
Court of the Gentiles for similar purposes. Jesigion expressed his deep indignation at the
flagrant violation of the divinely announced purpdsr the Temple. The use to which the
forecourt was devoted entrenched the entire peoplesobedience to God. In order to halt
this deplorable situation he inflicted blows upbe guilty and drove them from the cotft.
This is the only act of violence recorded of thed,@nd it is understandable as a public
demonstration of zeal for God’s honor.

The absence of any immediate counter-action opdhieof the Temple authorities is
surprising but intelligible. While the incident tisbed the activity in the Court of the
Gentiles, it did not interrupt the functioning bktSanctuary. Moreover, Jesus’ action was
too ambiguous in character to be directly revohaiy>® His violent expulsion of the
merchants could be explained within a current ¢ivagietism which openly appealed to
Phinehas and his zeal for God (Num. 25:6-12; R&283-31; Ecclus. 45:23 f.; 1 Macc.
2:54), or as an exercise of prophetic authorityinithe tradition of Jeremiah (Jer. 7:1-15;
26:1-15), or as the coming of the Lord to his Teamplhose purging action is the immediate
prelude to judgment (Mal. 3:1-5).

The Court of the Gentiles was a wide enclosure wprovided access to the interior parts of
the Temple precincts, from which it was separated high partition-wall. While it was
protected by certain regulations prohibiting the akthe forecourt as a thoroughfare, it was
generally considered to have little sacred sigarfce. In a country where the circulating
currency consisted primarily of Roman money, priaviad to be made for the Jews to pay
the annual Temple tax “after the shekel of the &amg” as commanded in Ex. 30:13-16. In
the first century all Temple dues had to be paitiyrian coinage, since the Tyrian shekel
was the closest available equivalent to the oldreletshekel. To make the necessary
exchange the tables of the money changers wetgsetthe provinces on Adar 15, and in
the Temple forecourt on Adar 25 (8hekaliml. 3), five days before the first of Nisan, when
the tax was due. The slight surcharge permittederexchange (1/24 of a shekel) was
intended to cover loss resulting from the wearadhs in circulation (MShekalim. 7).

Doves were the recognized offering of the poorunmegl for the purification of women (Lev.
12:6; Lk. 2:22-24), the cleansing of lepers (Le#.2R), and other purposes (Lev. 15:14, 29).
The installation of stalls for the sale of animat&l of other requirements for the sacrifice
such as wine, oil and salt, had the effect of fiansing the Court of the Gentiles into an
oriental bazaar and a cattle mart. Jesus was appatlthis disregard for the sanctity of an
area consecrated for the use of Gentiles who hagetdwecome full proselytes to Judaism.
His action in driving out the merchants and thaitrpns, overturning the tables of the money
changers and the seats of those who sold dovestamding guard over the court to prohibit
its use as a thoroughfare, was an astonishingagisfflzeal for God’s honor and respect for
the sacredness of the Temple precincts. Ironica#igus’ spirited protest entailed a rigorous
application of existing provisions, which prohilltanyone from entering the Temple Mount
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with a staff, sandals or his wallet, and which sipeadly denied the right to make of the
forecourt “a short by-path” (MBerachothlX. 5; TB Berachoth54a). The reference to the
vessels of the Temple in verse 16, in conjuncti@h ¥he expulsion of the merchants in verse
15, indicates that Jesus was acting in fulfilmdrthe obligation laid upon him by Zech.
14:21: “and every vessel in Jerusalem and Juddhlb#hsacred to the Lord of hosts ... and
there shall no longer be a trader in the housket.brd of hosts on that day.” By purging the
Temple forecourt Jesus bore witness to the comditad “that day” when God would gather
the righteous Gentiles to his Temple to worship fginZech. 14:16).

The scriptural warrant for Jesus’ violent actiosaemnly introduced. The quotation is
drawn from Isa. 56:7 and agrees exactly with th&lt&xt. The prophecy speaks of a destiny
and a function which God has designed for his hoarsé occurs in the midst of promises
which describe his generous purposes both fordople Israel and for all the nations. While
the designation of the Temple as a house of piayarcient (cf. 1 Kings 8:28-30; Isa. 56:7
twice; 60:7 LXX), the clause “for all the nationis’found only in Isa. 56:7 and in Mark’s
summary of Jesus’ teaching. This notice indicdtas desus expelled the merchants from the
Court of the Gentiles in order to safeguard rigind privileges sanctioned by God. The use
of the forecourt as an open market effectually pnéed the one area of the Temple which
was available to the Gentiles from being a placerafer.

The second part of Jesus’ protest recalls the Egegof Jer. 7:11 and sets in sharp opposition
what the Temple has become with what it must B@ad’s intention. The perfect tense in the
statement “Yoluhave madet a cave of marauders” stresses the irremedideacter of the
action of the priestly authorities and points foreveo the stern warning in Ch. 13:2. It is
possible that the strong term “robbers” or “marastishould be understood in the more
technical sense it bore in the works of StraboJos®phus, where it describes those engaged
in anti-government guerrilla warfare. Jesus wobkhtbe saying that the Temple authorities
had prepared the way for the Temple to be turnedarzealot stronghold. On the other hand,
the distinctive vocabulary is already a part okd@ah’s denunciation of the false sense of
security bred by the presence of the Temple of.trd in his own day and may be intended
to evoke the larger context of Jer. 7:11 whered@struction of the land is prophesied. In that
case the merchants are described as maraudess) maich because they were involved in
fraudulent practices but because they were ingeasd the holiness of the area where they
practiced their trade. By expelling them from tbeetourt Jesus freed the place where the
Gentiles were allowed to worship. In view of thelkoit citation of Isa. 56:7 and the allusion
to Jer. 7:11, speculation that Jesus’ action wagdaiat reform or abolition of the Temple
worship is irrelevant. He is depicted as makingsgae the worship of the Gentiles at the
feast of the Passover which commemorated God’swptien of his people. The importance
of this would not be lost upon Mark’s readers ia gnedominantly Gentile Church of Rome.

Verses 20-25 The withered fig tree faith and prayer

The detail that the tree was withered from thegaadicates the totality of its destruction (cf.
Job 18:16; 31:12; Ezek. 17:9; Hos. 9:16) and detnates that no one will in the future eat
fruit from the tree (verse 14). The remark thaePetmembered (cf. Ch. 14:72) suggests that
the entire incident was associated with the Petrieenoirs in the tradition. Jesus made no
attempt to interpret the event, but it is cleat tha withering of the tree served as a vivid
warning of impending judgment (Ch. 13:2; cf. Ps.690oel 1:12; Hos. 9:16).

22-24If the connection between verses 20 f. and ve2ss Bistorical, it implies that the
source of Jesus’ authority is his unbroken relatimn with the Father. These sayings on faith
and prayer, however, occur in quite scattered etsia the Synoptic Gospels and may have
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been uttered on different occasions. In Mark thaystitute a summons to faith and to action
consistent with that faith. The brief saying insef2 is commonly interpreted as an
exhortation to have faith in God. It is possiblatth should be understood as an
encouragement rather than an exhortation: you tievéaithfulness of God (cf. Hab. 2:4).
On this understanding the solemnly introduced asw@s of verses 23—-24 are grounded
explicitly on God’s faithfulness and not on thel#@piof a man to banish from his heart the
presumption of doubt. Basic to both of these a#teve ways of reading the text is the
concept of faith as a quiet confidence in the poavel goodness of God who accomplishes
everything The corollary to faith is miracle, and in thisnradiate context faith is
unwavering trust in miraculous divine help.

The Dead Sea is visible from the Mount of Olived #@ns appropriate to take the
reference to “this mountain” quite literally. Anwion may be intended to Zech. 14:4. In the
eschatological day described there the Mount ofé3lis to be split in two, and when the
Lord assumes his kingship “the whole land shalireed into a plain” (Zech. 14:10). The
prayer in question is then specifically a Passpvayer for God to establish his reign. What
is affirmed is God’s absolute readiness to resportte resolute faith that prays (cf. Isa.
65:24). What distinguishes the faith for which Jesalls from that self-intoxication which
reduces a man and his work to a fiasco is themlisei of prayer through faith. When prayer
is the source of faith’s power and the means dftitsngth, God’s sovereignty is its only
restriction. The assertion in verse 24 reiterdiesassurance in more comprehensive and
general terms. The man who bows his head beforeidaen glory of God in the fulness of
faith does so in the certainty that God can de#i every situation and any difficulty and that
with him nothing is impossible (Ch. 10:27).

25 While there is no textual evidence for the omissabverse 25, this saying stands
under strong suspicion of being a gloss, influermetit. 6:14 f. While the distinctive
vocabulary and phraseology (“if you have anythiggiast someone ... your Father who is in
heaven ... forgive you your trespasses”) is unpdeallen Mark, it is decidedly Matthean in
character (cf. Mt. 5:23; 6:9, 14 f.). Matthew apset@ follow Mark in this pericope, but only
through Ch. 11:24, which may suggest that his adgyiark actually concluded this section
with verse 24. Moreover, the transition betweerseger24 and 25 is abrupt, since Jesus has
been talking about faith, while the new saying &pea forgiveness. Ch. 11:26 is a clear case
of a transfer from Mt. 6:15 which did not take @an the best MSS but shows how easily a
passage from one Gospel could become attachee tmtiiext through catchword
associatior?’ Yet none of these arguments is decisive in itself| verse 25 actually differs
in formulation from Mt. 6:14 to a greater degreartlis usual in cases of Synoptic transfer.
Verse 25 must be considered as a logion in its mgitt. Its formulation has been influenced
by the liturgical language of the Lord’s Prayer.3€endahl has shown through paraphrase
that it is thoroughly appropriate to this contextich is concerned with omnipotent prayer:
“When you stand and pray—especially if you expexiryprayer to share in the power of the
messianic age—forgive if you have something agaostebody ...” The effect of the
juxtaposition of verses 23-24 and 25 is to sugtegtnot only faith but also the willingness
of the Christian to forgive conditions the efficaalyprayer. The conjunction of these two
thoughts in Mark affirms that the right to pray fhrayer envisioned in verses 23-24 belongs
only to brothers who are mutually reconciled andaghin a community of faith.

Verses 27-33 The Authority of Jesus
Jesus is present in the temple to proclaim “goausiéo the people, but the Jerusalem

leadership interrupts him with hostile intentiotiey’re planning to kill him. They couldn’t
care less about Jesus’ message of salvation teewant to be rid of him. In listing the
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three leadership groups Mark makes it clear tr@tidws challenging Jesus were an official
delegation representing the Sanhedrin. The styaibthese leaders is quite clear. Accosting
Jesus before the people, they're seeking to pohirayas an outsider, as a person not to be
held in high regard or trusted. They're tryingstame him publicly by casting doubt on his
authority to teach as he did and do what he didt JBsus turns the tables on the Jerusalem
leadership by turning the idea of authorisatiorytyeintroduced against them and showing
that they don’t have legitimate authority whilsepenting himself as the authoritative
teacher.

The Jewish leadership don'’t really want an anseéneir question, they think they already
have all the answers. The question these leadéts gesus indicates not only a questioning
of Jesus’s authority, but a war of worlds — fundatally different visions of God’s purpose,
the character of leadership, and the nature oéllsreedemption. This is made especially
relevant coming as it does on the heels of Jeseahsing of the temple (Luke 19:45-46).
Luke’s readers are already well aware of Jesusisoaity (Luke 4:32, 36; 5:24) based on his
divine sonship and grounded in his rooting in tley+Spirit. The people in the temple are
also aware of Jesus’s authority for they recent#ycamed him into Jerusalem as a king
(Luke 19:29-40).

Although the question posed by the Jewish leademshs open ended, Jesus narrows the
choices to two alternatives — divine origin or humaaigin.

This was a very relevant question because Johmistry and Jesus’s ministry were totally
interlinked. John’s ministry was of fundamentapiontance. J C Ryle says:

“It may reasonably be doubted whether the impodarfclohn the Baptist’s ministry is
generally understood by Christians. The brightreéssur Lord’s history overshadows the
history of His forerunner, and the result is th@trids baptism and preaching do not receive
the attention which they deserve. Yet it shouldeméne forgotten, that the ministry of the
Baptist was the only New Testament ministry forétol the Old Testament, excepting that of
Christ. It was a ministry which produced an immeefect on the Jewish mind, and aroused
the expectation of Israel from one end of Palesbrite other. Above all, it was a ministry
which made the Jews without excuse in their regectif Christ, when Christ appeared. They
could not say that they were taken by surprise wher_ord began to preach. Their minds
had been thoroughly prepared for His appearingsekothe full sinfulness of the Jews, and
the entire justice of the judgments which camehamt after crucifying our Lord, we must
remember the ministry of John the Baptist. Chajsike of John and testified of him that he
was the greatest prophet that Israel had in itetyis

John’s ministry was to preach a message of radépantance which was in opposition to the
Jewish leadership and which called into questienJ#gwish ethnic basis for acceptance by
God. From the viewpoint of the Jerusalem leadpretpresented here, John’s ministry was
indeed threatening. Further, John’s role was lgrtggeprepare the way for Jesus, the greater
one to follow him, the Son of God (Luke 1:16-17--33, 68—76; 3:16). So
acknowledgement that John’s message originated®ethis tantamount to admitting that
Jesus’s ministry was itself sanctioned by God.

This reasoning is not lost on the Jerusalem leagersMark portrays them as discussing

amongst themselves the implications of the chgiosed by Jesus’s question. They are on
the horns of a dilemma. If they attribute divinggm to John’s message they will stand self
condemned because they rejected John’s messagmanefuse to accept the divine quality
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of Jesus’s ministry as prophesied by John. Omther hand if they fail to acknowledge the
divine origin of John’s message they risk fallirigtim to the wrath of the crowds who
rightly considered John to be a prophet and whsianing them would in effect be accusing
them of blasphemy. A yawning chasm has openectyden the Jewish leadership and
those they are supposed to lead.

When the Jerusalem leadership claims ignorancetdiobun’s message and ministry we can
hear an echo of Jesus’s earlier indictment of thenterning their ignorance of the divine
visitation which had come amongst them in the perfalesus (Luke 19:44). As Amos
prophesied they were unable to perceive and hedisGard:

“'The days are coming," declares the Sovereign LORMDen | will send a famine through
the land—not a famine of food or a thirst for watast a famine of hearing the words of the
LORD.” (Amos 8:11 NIV)

The final judgement of God is the inability to hé&m when he speaks.

So the leaders now stand self condemned for thelkrdf openness to and recognition of
divine visitation. Their answer is nothing moranha feeble attempt to maintain their
elevated status in Israel. Jesus’s answer repadtfails to answer their original question,
but his references to John carry the clear impboahat his mission is divinely authorised.

Well, Jesus didn’t answer their question and Goesdd answer all our questions either. If
the answers lie within scripture then he expect®usad his word and take note of his
answers, but some questions are not answered ipyuser and there | believe we can assume
that we don’t need to know those answers. Godnmillalways give us the answers we want,
but He gives us something better — Himself — artthé we must be confident: “Though He
slay me, yet will I trust in Him”. (Job 13:15 AV)

Chapter 12
Verses 1-12 The Parable of the Wicked Tenants

The idea of an absentee landlord would have bewitida to Jesus' hearers, some of the
priests would have owned land away from Jerusaldsually the owner got an agreed
proportion from the crop, leaving the tenants t&eheir living from the rest.

The fault of the tenants in withholding the duedarce (and in the violence perpetrated on
the slaves which represents the Jews violence stgawd's prophets) is massively
compounded by their decision to murder the owrssisand so to attempt to take over the
property. At this point the story has moved awayrfreveryday reality, and, as often happens
in parables (notably in 22:7), the intended syndmolhas apparently invaded the story-line:
the murder of the son represents the forthcomimgetion of Jesus.

The opening of the parable is like Isaiah 5:1-7th&ovineyard is explicitly identified with
Israel. The tenants of the vineyard are the ctitewish leadership.

In these times slaves were not necessarily unirapgrthey could be stewards or estate
managers and so their fate has significance. Hvesare the prophets.

When the son goes as a messenger he should conathttmelauthority and respect of the
father. To reject the son’s demand is therefoeecttmax of rebellion. But to kill him is to
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add injury to insult. As a bid for independence andattempt to gain possession for
themselves it was hardly likely to succeed in detgainder the rule of law, and it reads

more as a spontaneous and ill-conceived impulsedba calculated policy. But a parable
does not have to fit into real life, and the pomtsvhich it becomes improbable are usually
meant to draw attention. The Christian reader cafaido see here the status of Jesus as the
Son of God, the heir of the vineyard of Israel, Aigldeath as Israel’s culminating act of
rebellion, and may well reflect on how futile it sveo try to escape from under God’s rule. To
kill the son is an act of defiance to the fathed e cannot be expected to let them get away
with it.

But instead of a single new tenant, or even a ngwg group to replace the current Jewish
leadership, Jesus speaks of a “nation”. See inttody comments above on how this
unexpected substitution may be related to the thefraenew people of God arising out of
Jesus’ ministry and characterized by faith in lsogh as has been outlined in 8:11-12 and in
the rabble of tax-collectors and prostitutes who afpead of” the chief priests and elders into
the kingdom of God (vv. 31-32). The teathnos, nation,” demands some such
understanding, and takes us beyond a change @riagd to a reconstitution of the people of
God whom the current leaders have representedmtite other hand the singukthnos

does not carry the specific connotations of italar pluralta ethrg, “the Gentiles.” We

may rightly conclude from 8:11-12 that this newtfoa” will containmany Gentiles, but we
saw also at that point that this is not to the @sicn of Jews as such but only of those whose
lack of faith has debarred them from the kingdorhedven.

The vineyard, which is Israel, is not itself deg&d, but rather given a new lease of life,
embodied now in a new “nation.” This “nation” isither Israel nor the Gentiles, but a new
entity, drawn from both, which is characterized bptethnic origin but by faith in Jesus.

1 Jesus addressed his parables to the repregesitaitthe Sanhedrin who came to question
him concerning the nature and source of his authdar they are the most natural subject of
the verbs found in verse 12 (cf. Ch. 11:18). Thealndetails of the parable, in which the
careful construction of the vineyard is descrilee@, derived from Isa. 5:1 f. The allusion to
the Song of the Vineyard (Isa. 5:1-7) has beenrdeglas a later, allegorical addition to
Jesus’ parable, since it has no parallel in Lk920:the Gospel of Thomas, but this is to
misunderstand the Lord’s intention. He deliberatgdpealed to Isa. 5:1 f. in order to force
his hearers to draw the conclusion that the pamaeerns their abuse of the position they
have assumed. This parable was told for the purpbiseing understood, and Mark
underlines this fact in verse 12. The constructibthe vineyard, however, is only
preliminary to the situation depicted. The storp@erns a landowner who leased a vineyard
to tenant farmers who agreed to work the land srehisence. Since the whole of the upper
Jordan valley and a large part of the Galileanngidavere in the hands of foreign landlords
at this time, such a practice was common. A conhstigulated for the payment of rent in the
form of a portion of the produce. The crucial detathat the owner is living abroad, for the
subsequent conduct of the tenants is intelligilolly ander the existing conditions of
absentee ownership.

2-5At the proper time the owner sent his agent téecothe rent. A previously
unpublished papyrus clarifies the reference to fthes of the vineyard” in verse 2 since it
refers to different kinds of wine, including a cpheaine designated for the slaves of the state.
The same papyrus reports a dispute between th¢ afgdre finance minister who owned a
vast estate in Beth Anath in Galilee and hostitenxs who were withholding certain
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guantities of grapes, wine and corn. While the agefiers to the contract made with the
employment-agent of the toparchy, the farmers spéak‘petition” which they themselves
have drawn up in their own interest. This was ¥ipe tof situation which could erupt into the
kind of violence Jesus described when he spokieedindignities heaped upon the first two
agents, climaxed by the murder of the third. Havimg the owner’s appeal for his rental
with a defiance that stopped at nothing, the segie story in the murder of the son and
presumed heir is inherent in the logic of the sitia The detail in verse 5b, however, that
the owner sent many others, was intended by Jedosce his listeners beyond the
framework of the parable to the history of Isr&elthe OT the prophets are frequently
designated “the servants” of God (cf. Jer. 7:225%:4; Amos 3:7; Zech. 1:6) and it is natural
to find a reference to their rejection in the wotleating some, and killing others.”

6—8 The owner, realizing the seriousness of the sdnasent his son to deal with it. The
words “they will respect my son” are not didacedlection on God the Father’s expectation
in sending Jesus to Israel, since the parable ¢ésablat Jesus did not expect that. They are an
integral part of the parable, and are intelligibiethe assumption that the owner was living in
a distant foreign land. It could be expected thatgon of the owner would command the
respect which had been denied to the slaves whodmadsented him previously. The murder
of the son and the final indignity of casting hadly over the wall of the vineyard without
burial provide the climax of iniquity demanded I fplot of the story. The seizure of the
property is illumined by the contemporary legaliatton!® The arrival of the son allowed the
tenant farmers to assume that the owner had diedhan his sole heir had come to claim his
inheritance. Under specified circumstances an itdrere could be regarded as “ownerless
property,” which could be lawfully claimed by anygrihe prior right of ownership
belonging to the claimant who comes first. This Wescase when an inheritance was not
claimed within a specified period of time. This yigson of law explains why the tenants
assume that if they murder the son (and presumiey] they may take unhindered possession
of the vineyard. It would become “ownerless progerthich they can claim as the actual
occupants of the land.

9 The integrity of verse 9 has been questioned lsecaiuefers back to Isa. 5:5 LXX, and
Jesus did not ordinarily answer his questions. détails of his answer, however, are inherent
within the logic of the situation. The murder oétson exhibited the outrageous defiance of
the tenants in a most emphatic way. Their foolstuanption that the owner was dead and his
property available for seizure would be shatteredhe hard rock of reality. The owner
would have recourse to governmental interventiciotcibly subdue the mutinous tenatits,
after which he would naturally lease the vineyardthers. The allusion to Isa. 5:1-7 both at
the beginning and conclusion of the parable islibel@ate appeal to those who were plotting
Jesus’ death to understand the ultimate seriousriegisat they were doing. The fact that in
Isa. 5 the vineyard itself is at fault, while irsde’ parable it is only the defiant tenant-
farmers, indicates that he directed his words $ipady to the leaders of the people, and not
to the people themselves. Within the scope of dralge the inevitable consequence of the
rejection of the son was decisive, catastrophigpuent. This points to the critical
significance of the rejection of John and of Jeghikh is so prominently in view in Ch.
11:27-12:12, for what is involved is the rejectairGod. Without declaring his own
transcendent sonship, Jesus clearly implies tleaS#nhedrin has rejected God’s final
messenger and that disaster will ensue. The sawrgidf the chosen people will be
transferred to the new Israel of God.

10-12The quotation of Ps. 118:22 f. agrees exactly #iehLXX form of the text® The
passage refers to one of the building blocks gathat the site of Solomon’s Temple which
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was rejected in the construction of the Sanctuatyich proved to be the keystone to the
porch. Introduced with the language of debatecitation is intended to sharpen the
application of the parable to Jesus and his imntedisteners. It confirms the identification
of Jesus as the son in the parable and contrastiebpised and rejected status with the
glorious exaltation to which God has appointed hitme note of rejection followed by
vindication sounded in the first prophecy of thegan (see on Ch. 8:31) is here expressed
with the covert, but clear terms of the biblicalttdn rabbinic literature the rejected stone of
Ps. 118:22 was understood with reference to Abralawid or the Messiah, while the
expression “the builders” was sometimes used ofltfwtors of the Law. Here the text serves
as a warning that God will reverse the judgmenneh with regard to his final messenger in
a startling display of his power, turning appareefeat into triumph (cf. Acts 4:11; 1 Peter
2:7).

The representatives of the Sanhedrin who heard 3gmak would naturally find the clue
to his meaning in the explicit allusion to Isa.-5/Jand in their own experience of hostility
toward him. The parable, with its reflection on thstory of Israel as marked by rebellion
and unfaithfulness in spite of divine grace, amedrib a biting condemnation of their failure
as leaders of the people. They understood its temgrtoo well. The emphasis on
understanding in verse 12 is new (contrast Ch. #,13B f.) and suggests that the secret of
the Kingdom is on the point of being publicly relesh What is significant is that Jesus
himself took the initiative to disclose increasinghe secret of his own person, although the
men to whom he directed his words were blindedaggeto the truth. Only the presence of
crowds of people prevented them from laying violesuhds on Jesus there in the Temple. The
conclusion of the account echoes Ch. 11:18 f. agdests that verse 12 may mark the close
of the third day in Jerusalem.

The question of Jesus’ authority introduces a secgpief five conflict situations in
Jerusalem (Ch. 11:27-12:37) corresponding to théasi sequence of conflict in Galilee in
Ch. 2:1-3:6. D. Daube, however, has suggestedhbdour accounts which follow show an
awareness of the traditional structure of the edgsover liturgy. The sequence of questions
proposed corresponds to four types of questiorsgrezed by the rabbis: questions of
wisdom, which concern a point of law (cf. Ch. 12:13); of mockery, which frequently bear
on the resurrection (cf. Ch. 12:18-27); of condwudtich center in relationship to God and
men (cf. Ch. 12:28-34); and of biblical exegesisicl often concern the resolving of an
apparent contradiction between two passages gbtBeei(cf. Ch. 12:35-37). It is only in the
Passover eve liturgy that the four types of quastappear in this particular order, and there
the first three questions are posed by a wiseaancked son and a son of simple piety. The
fourth is posed by the head of the family himseglfis arrangement sheds light on the
sequence of questions in Ch. 12:13-37. Daube’sestign is attractive that in this section of
the Gospel we are in touch with elements of thditican which were already associated with
the Passover eve celebrations among the Christighs first decades after the resurrection
and may account for the grouping and order of gggience in Mark’s Gospel.

Paying Tribute Verses 13-17

The account is abruptly introduced without anyestagnt of time or place, but it is
appropriate to situate this encounter with cerRfiarisees and Herodians in one of the
porches of the Temple (cf. Chs. 11:27; 12:35). larexbly they had been sent by certain
members of the Sanhedrin or by leaders in theprees/e groups. They may well have been
Galileans with previous contact with Jesus who ¢@de to Jerusalem to celebrate the feast
(cf. Lk. 23:7), and it is possible that their quest so carefully devised to discredit or imperil
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Jesus, was the result of the joint deliberationstroeed in Ch. 3:6. These men were anxious
to entangle Jesus “in his word” because in his woey sensed his claim to absolute
authority and consequently his threatening charalitéhey could snare him into making an
unguarded statement they might be able to succegeisiroying him.

14-15aThe opening remarks addressed to Jesus were dddigelose the way to any
possible evasion of a painful and difficult questiBy reminding Jesus that he was a man of
integrity who paid no attention to the opinionsyeén but taught absolute commitment to the
way of life commanded by God, his adversaries ierto force him to face squarely the
issue they had decided upon. It is important taoeppate the emotional trauma which
pervaded the issue of the tribute money ever stritad first been imposed on the Roman
province of Judea in A.D. 6. At that time Judas@adilean had seen in the census which was
the prelude to the taxation an introduction to stsnand an affront to the sovereignty of God
(cf. JosephudintiquitiesXVIIL. i. 1; Acts 5:37). The Zealots resolutelyfused to pay the tax
because it acknowledged Caesar’s domination oeentifhe Pharisees resented the
humiliation implied in the tax but justified its yaent, while the Herodians supported it on
principle. In asking if it was allowed by the LaWw®od to pay the tribute money it could be
assumed that the Pharisees were concerned chmdfig imoral and religious implications of
the question, and the Herodians with its politmahationalistic ramifications. In point of fact
the question was insincere. Its object was to fdesis into a compromising position either
theologically or politically. The form of the quest (“shall we give, or shall we not give
it?”) was skillfully designed to thrust Jesus oa ttorns of a dilemma. An affirmative answer
would discredit him in the eyes of the people Vidiom the tax was an odious token of
subjection to Rom& A negative reply would invite reprisals from therRan authorities.

15b—16Jesus recognized that the question was not sibc¢represented one more
attempt to discover something which could be uggdnst him (see on Ch. 8:11; 10:2).
There is an understandable note of exasperatitreipointed question, Why are you putting
me to the test? While the command to bring a desamplies that neither Jesus nor his
adversaries had one, there is little evidenceithtte first century there was a general, deep-
rooted objection to handling and gazing upon cbearing a human effigy. The only coin
that was accepted for payment of taxes in Juderasghout imperial territory, was the
Roman denarius. This was a small silver coin theg worth normally about eighteen cents.
The denarius of Tiberius portrayed the emperohasémi-divine son of the god Augustus
and the goddess Livia and bore the (abbreviatestyiption “Tiberius Caesar Augustus, Son
of the Divine Augustus” on the obverse and “Pontiféaximus” on the reverse. Both the
representations and the inscriptions were rooteédanmperial cult and constituted a claim to
divine honors® The unhesitating reply to Jesus’ question in vé&ehat the image and
inscription were Caesar’s, indicates that the gaas well known to the delegation through
common circulation and use.

17 In his reply Jesus seized on the admission tleaintiage and inscription were
Caesar’s. The acceptance and usage of Caesarayedmplicitly acknowledged his
authority and therefore the obligation to pay tiee The portrait and legend demonstrated the
right of the sovereign who coined the money to deartabute from the provincials, in
keeping with the common understanding that the eongevned the coins which bore his
image. There are obligations to the state whichatanfringe the rights of God but are
grounded in his appointment (cf. Rom. 13:1-7; 1. T2M—6; Tit. 3:1 f.; 1 Peter 2:13-17). By
recognizing the relative autonomy of the civil aarity in the first part of his response, Jesus
showed himself opposed to any belief in an esdgntigeocratic state and to any expectation
of an imminent eschatological consummation of kg aission. But by distinguishing so
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sharply between Caesar and God he tacitly protegjathst the idolatrous claims advanced
on the coins. There is always inherent in civilauwity a tendency to reach beyond its
appointed function, a tendency which leads to satiscendence. The temptation to self-
glorification which always accompanies power wadipalarly clear in the extravagances of
the imperial cult, with its deification of the stadnd its civil head. Jesus emphatically
rejected this insolent confusion between man andt Giwine honors belong to God alone.
The second part of his response, seen in thedotaéxt of Jesus’ life and teaching, shows
that the duties toward God and Caesar, thoughhdisare not completely separate, but are
united and ruled by the higher principle of accastphg in all things the will of God:
Because men bear the image of God they owe thairatbegiance to him.

There is gentle irony in Mark’s closing commenttthi adversaries marvelled greatly at
Jesus. It is appropriate that men who had comagoage Jesus through unguarded statement
should sense the devastating effect of the authdisplayed in his word.

Questions Concerning the Resurrection verses 18-27

It is commonly assumed that the Sadducees werastoaatic party consisting of the high
priestly and other leading families of Jerusalerotually questions of their origin and
development as well as their political and theataforientation are problematic because no
certain Sadducean documents have been preservedotliices describing the Sadducees are
frequently conflicting in their reports and antagic in intention. The theory of a
fundamental relationship between the Sadduceethanemple is itself based on late source
material and conjecture. Of the 28 high priests Wwéld office in the 107-year period
between Herod’s appointment of Ananel and the destm of the Temple, onlidanan ben
Hanan, who held office for three months, is ideatifas a Sadducee by Josepugifuities
XX. ix. 1). The disputes between Sadducean andis#haiscribes show a pronounced
interest in the Temple but do not warrant the dssethat the Temple hierarchy was by
conviction Sadducean or was inclined to follow titaglitions of the Sadducees. It is probable
that the Sadducees began as a political factiootwdupported the legitimacy of the
Hasmonean throne over the protest of the puristsindisted on a separation of the priestly
and royal prerogatives or who looked for a reviviaihe Davidic kingdom. They also
championed the sovereign’s authority over the jatyc in opposition to the concept of a
separation of powers which would assign to a setpetuating establishment of ordained
scribes absolute authority in questions of Jewash After the death of the last of the
Hasmonean contenders, Mattathias Antigonus lIStdducees tended to assume a merely
negative role, repudiating the authority of the fid@ac scribes and rejecting their innovations
both in the definition of the Law and in the detaf halakhic regulation.

A firm belief in the resurrection was an integrimeent in popular Jewish piety as
expressed in the second benediction of the Sheni&seth (“Blessed be thou, O Lord, who
raises the dead”) or in the doxology to be pronedro a cemetery, “He will cause you to
arise. Blessed be he who keeps his word and rtieetead!” (TosBerachothVIl. 5). The
Sadducees, who took their doctrinal stance fronP#rateuch, were notorious for their
rejection of this belief as a later innovation, @hne provision of MSanhedrinX. 1 was
directed against them: “Whoever says that the restion of the dead cannot be deduced
from the Torah has no part in the Age to Come.”

19-23The use of Scripture and an illustrative storpdse a challenge to an accepted
interpretation is typical of scribal discussionisTeuggests that the delegation which posed
their problem to Jesus consisted of Sadduceanescwho, like their counterpart among the
Pharisees (cf. Ch. 2:16), were specialists in tablinterpretation. They referred to the
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Mosaic provision for levirate marriage, freely ngiDeut. 25:5 f., and tailored the story of
the woman and her seven husbands, all of whomddigdless, to show that the ordinance
had been literally fulfilled. The story may havesheadapted from a popular version of the
book of Tobit (for a woman married to seven huslsaat of whom died childless, cf. Tobit
3:8, 15; 6:13; 7:11,; for levirate marriage, cf. Toh12; 6:9-12; 7:12 f). Their intention is to
expose a belief in the resurrection to ridiculenvtiteir confident question, “In the
resurrection, whose wife will she be?”

24-25Jesus responded with two counter-questions, daehioh is balanced with a
positive statement. The root of the Sadducean &rasra failure to understand the tenor of
the Scriptures or the power of God. When propenigarstood, the passage cited in verse 26
bears eloquent witness to the truth of the restiorecowhile God’s power is revealed in his
ability to vanquish death and bestow the gift fd.[lThe Sadducees were mistaken about the
character of the resurrection life. The text dealy with the concrete point of marriage,
which is germane to the specific problem posedpbuits beyond this immediate issue. In
opposition to the current Jewish conception thethgarelationships will be resumed after
the resurrectiori? Jesus affirmed that the resurrection life is corabie to the life enjoyed
by the angels. Its great purpose and center is aorium with God.

26—-27Jesus maintained the fact of the resurrectiorbljffan appeal to Scripture and to
God’s covenant faithfulness. It is significant tkia¢ passage cited, Ex. 3:6, is drawn from the
Pentateuch, that part of Scripture acknowledgethéysadducees to be authoritative. The
greater part of commentary opinion denies to E&.e%en an implicit affirmation of the
resurrection of the dead, and finds here a rablypie of argumentation that is without
relevance for contemporary thought. Precisely hevejever, Jesus is concerned to rectify
the error of the Sadducees, which has its souraa inability to understand the Scriptures. It
is therefore necessary that Jesus should rectfyetiior and remove that ignorance by
teaching which is objectively true, on the trutiiesss of which he rests his authority and
which possesses permanent value.

F. Dreyfus has shown that the text cited by Jeassih a strictly literal sense, a much
more profound significance than has been geneaglbyeciated and that it can set forth in all
its fulness the biblical doctrine of the resurrewtiln the official Jewish prayers used in the
first century the phrase “the God of Abraham, afals and of Jacob” was used in reference
to God as the protector and Savior of the threegraehs. Twice daily in the second
benediction of the Shemoneh ‘Esreh the pious Jankéd God for the protection he had
been for the fathers, which assured him of Godiginoal faithfulness to Israel in his own
generation: “Blessed be thou, O Lord, God of Abmh&od of Isaac and God of Jacob, God
most high ... our shield and the shield of our fasheur confidence in all generations.
Blessed be thou, O Lord, the shield of Abraham thimseventeenth benediction the formula
“our God and the God of our fathers” is clarifiegdthe phrase “for your blessing upon them,
for the love and mercy which you have granted tangthat you have shown to our fathers
before us.” In these and related benedicfionhat is repeatedly in view is the initiative
taken by God on behalf of the patriarchs becausesafovenant fidelity, and not the
response of fidelity on the part of men. The phféise God of ...” is synonymous with
helper, savior, and is rooted in the concept of ' &pcbvision of redemption.

This first century (and earlier) interpretationtioé formula is completely in harmony
with the literal sense of Ex. 3:6. By designatimgs$elf the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob
in the context of his self-revelation to Moses, ltled presented himself as the God of the
covenant concluded with the patriarchs; but heeeatitent is placed primarily on the action
of God who protected the fathers and providedteirtdeliverance. The sense of the self-
designation of God in Ex. 3:6 is “As | have beea @od of your fathers,” i.e., their guide,
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helper and sustainer, “so | will be your savioyour present affliction.” The formula recurs
in Ex. 3:6, 15, 16; 4:5 precisely in passages irchviGod promises salvation and deliverance
to his people, and serves as a guarantee of tha¢@ace.

This understanding sheds light on Jesus’ triumph#immation in verse 27, which could
be rendered, “He is not the protector, the savith® dead, but of the living.” The concept
“God of the dead” implies a blatant contradictieapecially in the context of the Sadducean
understanding of death as extinction, without tbpehof resurrection. If God has assumed
the task of protecting the patriarchs from misfoewuring the course of their life, but fails
to deliver them from that supreme misfortune whiddirks the definitive and absolute check
upon their hopes, his protection is of little valBeit it is inconceivable that God would
provide for the patriarchs some partial tokensaivérance and leave the final word to
death, of which all the misfortunes and sufferinfhuman existence are only a foretaste. If
the death of the patriarchs is the last word of thistory, there has been a breach of the
promises of God guaranteed by the covenant, amdhich the formula “the God of
Abraham, of Isaac and of Jacob” is the symbok inifidelity to his covenant that God will
resurrect the dead. In citing Ex. 3:6 Jesus shdwedresurrection faith is attached in a
profound way to the central concept of biblicalgktion, the covenant, and how the
salvation promised by God to the patriarchs anut thescendants in virtue of the covenant
contains implicitly the assurance of the resurogctit was the failure to appreciate the
essential link between God’s covenant faithfulreass the resurrection which had led the
Sadducees into their grievous error.

The Great Commandment verses 28-34

The question concerning the great commandment skaesldby a scribe who was well
impressed with the appropriateness of Jesus’ wartle preceding discussion. He was not
necessarily a Pharisee, since the Sadducees alshdiminterpreters of the Laff.A

distinction between lighter and weightier, sma#flad greater commandments was an
inevitable feature of Palestinian piety, since @svraditional to speak of the 613 individual
statutes of the Law. The basis of distinguishingveen small and great commandments was
generally the nature of the demand (in the cas®wimandments) or of the propitiation
demanded (in the case of prohibitions which hadh lnefeinged). Both the question and its
presuppositions stem from a piety of human achievgnsupported by scribal interpretation
of the biblical mandates.

29-31Jesus’ response goes much deeper than the dmtihetween small and great
commandments and shows that he understood theauestoncern the principle of Law.
The attempt to summarize the whole Law in a singfierance was remembered in anecdotes
concerning some of the early scribal teachers. \Wheaflenged by a Gentile, Hillel the Elder
(ca.40 B.C.-A.D. 10) replied: “What you yourself hati® not do to your neighbor: this is
the whole Law, the rest is commentary. Go and lédrRor Jesus the whole Law is
summarized in the will of God which calls for tlwaé which is a whole-hearted response to
God and to the neighbdt.

Mark alone reports that Jesus introduced his ansutlerthe opening words of the
Shema(Deut. 6:4). Their use by the pious Jew as a prayd a confession of faith every
morning and evening dates very probably to thersgcentury B.C. The first words of the
formula were of such importance that their omissiothe Jewish milieu presupposed in the
Marcan narrative would be scarcely intelligible eJhndicate that the command to love God
is an obligation which stems from his uniqguenesSaa and his gracious favor in extending
his covenant love to Israel. Ittise Lord our Godvho is to be loved with a completeness of

122



devotion which is defined by the repeated “all.'cBase the whole man is the object of
God'’s covenant love, the whole man is claimed by @&o himself. To love God in the way
defined by the great commandment is to seek Goldisoown sake, to have pleasure in him
and to strive impulsively after him. Jesus demamdscision and readiness for God, and for
God alone, in an unconditional manner. Clearly tiaisnot be the subject of legal enactment.
It is a matter of the will and action. The love waihidetermines the whole disposition of one’s
life and places one’s whole personality in the merof God reflects a commitment to God
which springs from divine sonship.

This commitment finds expression in a similar cotmeint to men. Jesus responds to the
guestion about thig&rst commandment with reference to the first and sedmuduse they are
inseparable. A whole-hearted love for God necdgdands its expression in a selfless
concern for another man which decides and actsnarner consistent with itself. In the
second commandment God addresses men as theynasrsawho love themselves, and
claims them as such for love to the neighbor. In. 1€:18 the neighbor is defined by the
prior reference to “the sons of your own peopletha first part of the verse, and this
understanding was presupposed in the first cenfigsus freed the commandment from this
restriction in reference, with his startling teahconcerning the neighbor in Lk. 10:25-37.
This definition of the will of God and its fulfilnmg as the combined and inseparable love for
God and love for men left an indelible impressionsabsequent apostolic teaching (cf. Rom.
13:8-9; Gal. 5:14; Jas. 2:8).

32-34aThese verses, which record the approving respointée scribe and Jesus’
recognition of his favorable disposition in the gctive of the Kingdom of God, are
confined to the Marcan account. The omission ofdikiene name in the reaffirmation of the
Shema(“he is one”) is typically Jewish, and stems framespect for the name of God
grounded in the third commandment (Ex. 20:7). Ti@ifying phrase “and there is no other
beside him” is drawn from Deut. 4:35 (cf. Ex. 8:1€8. 45:21). The surprising feature in the
scribe’s response is the declaration that the @olalab of love is superior to sacrifice. The
common scribal position is well summarized in theexrm of Simon the Justé. 200 B.C.):
“The world rests on three things: the Law, the isia@l worship, and expressions of love”
(M. Abothl. 2). But there are also statements in rabbitecdture which are attached
explicitly or implicitly to OT texts like 1 Sam. 1&2; Hos. 6:6; Prov. 21:3 which affirm the
superiority of the moral life, and especially o¥ég to cult and sacrifice. A careful reading of
the texts indicates that “love” is understood asdvelence expressed in works of love which
are set above sacrifice because of their atongigfsiance (cfAboth de Rabbi NathalV.

2). This concept falls short of expressing thaemecommitment to God for his own sake
which Jesus had affirmed. The explicit statemeait the scribe answered discreetly implies
an unreserved acknowledgment of the demand exprassiee double commandment of love
for God and men.

Jesus’ statement, “you are not far from the Kingtlimeliberately ambiguous and was
undoubtedly intended to provoke reflection. Thebsts openness and humility before God
exhibited a favorable disposition, while his enthac approval of Jesus’ teaching revealed
an attraction toward the one through whom God haddht the Kingdom near to men in an
eschatological and messianic perspective. The atcmes not concern a rabbinic discussion
about the heart of the Mosaic Law, but a proclaomatif the demands of the messianic
Kingdom.

34b The silence of Jesus’ adversaries is significanihé context of debate (cf. Ch. 3:4).
It is difficult to know whether this brief commerdfers to the discussions which precede or
is intended to introduce the following account eming the Davidic descent of the Messiah.
The latter alternative has much to commend it,esthe silence of those who had questioned
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Jesus will then explain the initiative he took wsmg the question which is the core of Ch.
12:35-37. The issue, however, must be left open.

Whose son is the Christ verses 35-37

The question concerning the Davidic lineage ofNessiah finds its larger context in the
general expectation of a restored kingdom. Pofhdaes, heightened by the celebration of
redemption in the festival season, found expregsiohe pilgrim chant, “Blessed be the
kingdom of our father David which is coming” (CHL:10). The conviction that national
deliverance would be achieved under Davidic leddprsas an integral element of both
scribal and sectarian piety, and the matter ofuligment of the divine promise to David (2
Sam. 7:11-16) was in the air. The Davidic sonshijn® Messiah was a scribal tenet firmly
grounded in the old prophetic literature (Isa. 9;2+1:1-9; Jer. 23:5 f.; 30:9; 33:15, 17, 22;
Ezek. 34:23 1.; 37:24; Hos. 3:5; Amos 9:11). Altgbiuthe precise terminology “son of
David” is not attested until the middle of the ficentury B.C. (Ps. Sol. 17:23), the
designation soon became common for the messiah@ey among early Palestinian
teachers.

Jesus’ challenge was not designed to deny the amagorophecy of Scripture but to raise
the crucial issue of its proper meaning. Verselgiukl be understood in the sense, “What do
the scribes mean when they say that the Messi#ile ison of David?” and verse 37, “In what
sense then is he his son?” Those questions andat@d to provoke thoughtful reflection
upon the character of the Messiah in the perspeofithe OT witness to his lordship. What
is in view isthe relationshipof the Davidic sonship to the Messiah’s transcahdejesty.
Among the scribes this would be recognized as aybida@-question, a question of exegesis
concerned with the reconciliation of two seemingiytradictory points of view expressed in
Scripture. The unity of different biblical passagess stressed by demonstrating their
harmony, which depends upon bringing them intoraeco relationship to each other. In a
Haggada-question it is shown that two affirmatiarstrue, but each is concerned with a
different situation or a different epoch. Jesusntiposed the question how the Davidic
descent of the Messiah (which is attested by thiptBces) is to be harmonized with the
equally supported affirmation that the Messiah awit¥'s Lord®?

36—-37The initial question is immediately followed byeference to what David said
under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. The eledte introduction to the citation shows that
David is regarded as a prophetic witness to theeso@ dignity of the Messiah. In the psalm
David clearly affirmed that the divine promise cened not himself, but the Messiah. Here
only among the sayings of Jesus is the authorignd®T passage traced to its inspirafibn.
The question closely follows the LXX text of PsO11l, with minor variations. In the Hebrew
text the initial reference to “the Lord” translatbg tetragrammatoviahwehthe covenant
name of God, while the second (“to my Lord”) rered&donai Jesus’ citation of the passage
would have point only if the scribes of his dayagaized with him the messianic reference
in the text. The purpose of the provocative questioverse 37 is to invite thought and
decision. If David referred to the Messiah as hisrdl,” he understood that the one who
would receive the promise was far greater than &liims

The brief Marcan account capsulizes a larger d@onsn terms of its most salient point.
Light is shed upon this discussion by other NT pgss (Acts 2:29-34; 13:23-39; Heb. 1:5—
13) in which the relationship of the Davidic soqsbf Jesus the Messiah is linked to his
exaltation in terms of Ps. 110:1. In these tex¢spiophetic promise to David serves as the
starting point for the proclamation of Jesus as3ieior whose resurrection and exaltation
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marked the fulfilment of the promise. Jesus isfthidler of Scripture, in this case, the
promise to David.

This primitive Christian understanding provides tioatext for properly interpreting the
Marcan text. Jesus’ questions do not imply thatethgll be an exaltation of the Messiah
through which he is affirmed as David’s Lord, inpogition to his Davidic sonship; nor is the
contrast between the Messiah’s humiliation and egisnt exaltation when he is unveiled as
David’s Lord. Rather the question posed by Jesusaros the messianic fulfilment of the
promise announced in Ps. 110:1 and anticipatesvsresurrection and exaltation to God’s
right hand. The point made is that David himsedtidguished between his earthly, political
sovereignty and the higher level of sovereigntygeesl to the Messiah. The Messiah is not
only “son of David”; he is also, and especiallys hord. His role is not to restore on earth the
Davidic kingdom or the sovereignty of Israel. Heegdmot simply extend the work of David,
but comes to establish a wholly different Kingddheg throne of which is situated at God’s
right hand. It is thus the question of another lkafdulfilment to the promise than that which
contemporary Judaism expected. The political-natistic concept of the messianic mission
supported by the scribes is simplistic.

When Jesus posed his question within the Templamats he stood before his suffering
and death (cf. Chs. 10:32-34; 11:18; 12:12). Henkinienself to be in a situation of conflict
for the salvation of the people of God. The batiteild not be fought against Rome or any
other earthly power, and it had no national-pditigoals. It was rather against the demonic
powers of the spiritual world that he set hims€lttory demanded configuration with the
suffering Servant in obedience to God, fully trgtin the vindication promised in Ps. 110:1.
God’s promise to David is fulfilled by the crossialin for Jesus, is the prelude to
resurrection.

This interpretation strikes at the heart of theamatl-political understanding of the
Davidic promise. To the question, “In what senkent is the Messiah David’'s son?” no
satisfactory answer could be given from a scril@vpoint. Only from the perspective of the
New Covenant is the answer provided: already irettadtation of the Messiah to God’s right
hand is the promise of everlasting dominion fwtill(2 Sam. 7:13, 16; Ps. 110:1). In this way
the Scriptures affirming Davidic sonship and thesslah as David’s Lord were united.

Jesus’ rhetorical statements imply a veiled sdlfraaition. They suggest, but do not
explicitly affirm, that his sonship is more thamatter of human descent and that his dignity
is transcendent. Behind Ch. 12:35-37 stands the sdmstology affirmed in the
confessional formulations of Rom. 1:3f.; 2 Tim. 28 son of David is the exalted Lord who
now reigns at God’s right hand, having fulfillecetbxpectation of Israel according to a
modality startlingly different from scribal intesggation.

If it is proper to view verse 37b as a concludiogiment to the preceding discussion, it
serves to identify the common people with JesusyBensed the discomfort of the scribes
and responded enthusiastically to his teachindyouit necessarily penetrating its
significance. It is possible, however, that Martemded a reference to Jesus’ Temple
ministry as a whole (cf. Ch. 14:49). In that cdbese words provide a general comment
upon the popular response to an extended ministrich is summarized in the five conflict-
stories of Ch. 12:13-37.

Warning about the scribes verses 38-40

Jesus’ warning against scribal abuses is introducadnost general way. No attention is
given to details of time and place or to the specifcumstances which called forth this
denunciation. It appears to have found its pladgeenMarcan outline through topical
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association with the preceding paragraph: in CI83237 the teaching of the scribes is
exposed as simplistic and misleading; here théHirg®xication is placed under the
judgment of God. While Ch. 12:28—-34 indicates thestus’ relationship with the scribes was
not always strained, throughout the Gospel Markrntwdsd a sustained conflict with the
scribes from Jerusalem (see Chs. 3:22-30; 7:1-=%8127f.; 12:12). The new note sounded
in this pericope is the bold attack upon the lovdederence in men whose preoccupation
with the Law should have made them singularly aealthvat God alone should receive the
praise of men.

The scribe was distinguished by his linen rob@rg lwhite mantle reaching to the feet
and provided with a long fringe. White linen closheere regarded as a mark of distinction,
so that men of eminence (priests, Levites, scrilmshose who wished to parade their
position, wore white and left bright colors to t@mmon people. By the majority of the
people the scribes were venerated with unboundgskee and awe. Their words were
considered to possess sovereign authority. Whenlzegpassed by on the street or in the
bazaar people rose respectfully. Only tradesmémeatwork were exempted from this
display of deferenc& The scribe was greeted with titles of deepestatspRabbi,”

“Father,” “Master,” and there is evidence thathe first century A.D. the designation
“Rabbi” was undergoing a transition from its forns¢aitus as a general title of honor to one
reserved exclusively for ordained scriB&8Vhen the important men of Jerusalem gave a
feast they considered it an ornament to the fedsave a distinguished scribe and his pupils
there. The highest places were assigned to themtharscribe was given precedence in
honor over the aged, and even over parents. Iayth@gogues as well the seat of honor was
reserved for him; he sat at the front with his bicthe chest containing the Torah, in full
view of the congregation. Jesus condemned theescfdy their desire for these tokens of
status and for the self-satisfaction they perpethiat

40 The shift in emphasis from the desire for defeeetocthe abuse of privilege suggests
that it is better to read a full stop at verse 88 # regard verse 40 as a separate, and
independent, charge. In the first century A.D.gbebes lived primarily on subsidies, since it
was forbidden that they should be paid for exengisheir profession. While few scribes
were reduced to begging, an abundance of eviddéimessthat the Jerusalem scribes
belonged to the poorer classes. The extensiongitadity to them was strongly encouraged
as an act of piety; it was considered particulargritorious to relieve a scribe of concern for
his livelihood. Many well-to-do persons placed tHaiancial resources at the disposal of
scribes, and it was inevitable that there shouldthese$® The charge that the scribes
“devoured widows’ houses” refers to the fact tietytsponged on the hospitality of people
of limited means. The accusation that on the ptettgeep piety they made of public
prayers an opportunity to win the esteem of mercatds the peril in the loss of perspective
in the service of God. This displacement of thednaf God from the center of concern is
what distinguished the scribes from Jesus and expiteem to the searching judgment of
God.

This stern denunciation of scribal practices cotetuthe Marcan account of Jesus’ public
ministry. The incident which follows, like the Oévdiscourse, centers in teaching directed to
the disciples. By terminating the public ministritiwthis account the evangelist points to the
sharp opposition between Jesus and the Jewishrdighaovhich led inevitably to events
recalled in the passion narrative.
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The widows offering verses 41-44

This brief account has the character of a postistoifhe preceding paragraph. It serves to
sharpen the contrast between the sham righteoush#dss scribes and that wholehearted
devotion to God which characterized an unnamed widbose poverty was absolute. It is
equally a transitional passage to the propheticodisse which follows, for its setting is the
Court of the Women. It was as Jesus left the sgamecincts with his disciples that he
prophesied the complete destruction of the Temmbeptex (Ch. 13:1-2). The sequence of
movement envisioned in Ch. 12:41-13:2 is naturdlamdoubtedly reflects what happened
upon a single occasion.

Jesus was seated upon a bench watching the peopieteir contributions to the
Temple treasury. According to the Mishn&ekalimVI. 5, there were thirteen trumpet-
shaped receptacles for this purpose which wereglagainst the wall of the Court of the
Women. In contrast to many wealthy persons whoditbtmuch” Jesus noticed a woman
whose poverty could be estimated from the sizesofyift. She cast into the receptacle two of
the smallest copper coins which circulated in Rade* For the benefit of his Roman
readers Mark computes their value in terms of Roomamage. The fact that the woman gave
two coins was significant, for she could easily&&ept one for herself.

43-44Jesus saw in the widow an example which the dexipeeded to appreciate. They
undoubtedly felt that those who were wealthy haderthe significant contribution, since so
much more could be accomplished with the sizaljts they brought (see on Ch. 10:25-26).
What was the value of two almost-worthless coinsamparison to such munificence?
Prefacing his statement with his solemn Amen, Jesagurned this facile assumption of
conventional piety. What the Twelve had failed ppreciate was the total commitment to
God that the widow’s gift represented. In contraith those who brought a gift from their
abundance, she gave all that she had, even hee\wiaQ.

The rabbinic literature contains a similar accoanpriest rejected the offering of a
handful of meal from a poor woman. That night idlream he was commanded: “Do not
despise her. It is as if she had offered her lifénis account, like the evangelical narrative,
serves to stress the qualitative difference betvigeais perspective and man’s: “man looks
on the outward appearance, but the Lord looks dipemeart” (1 Sam. 16:7). There is,
however, an added dimension to the evangelicahtiaerwhich is provided by its context in
the gospel. The woman sacrifioghat is necessaryll she had. It was this that the disciples
needed to understand, for the call to the gospeekall for absolute surrender to God and
total trust in him.
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