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ABSTRACT

“The Sovereign(’s) Support: an Exegetical Study of the Spirit in Mark and His Connections
to the Kingdom.”

Justin Andrew James Comber
McMaster Divinity College
Hamilton. Ontario
Master of Arts, 2008

There are very few treatments of the Spirit in Mark, and those are often dismissive or
too eager to find a larger pattern of pneumatology than the relative dearth of material in the
Gospel justifies. It has become necessary to approach the text of Mark carefully and
exegetically in order to discover any Markan emphasis on the Spirit. As such, this study will
examine each passage pertaining to the Spirit with the theological development of Mark in
mind, after examining the Gospels and Pauline Epistles for their emphasis on the Spirit. This
will reveal a marked pattern of association between the Spirit and the Kingdom of God in
Mark’s Gospel which, though not representative of a carefully formed Markan
pneumatology, distinguishes the Markan emphasis on the Spirit from the rest of the New

Testament’s.
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INTRODUCTION

The formulation of a comprehensive pneumatology from the material presented on the
Spirit in Mark’s Gospel is a task exegetically equivalent to the piecing together of a
Mercedes from a few tires, a steering wheel, and a box of mismatched lug-nuts. There
simply isn’t enough material and, at first glance, there is little connective tissue between
the individual parts. Fortunately for the reader of the New Testament, the Spirit need not
be understood as a foundational character in the Gospel. There are other. more pressing
concerns. It is fortunate for this particular work that there exist connections between the
pieces of Spirit discourse. That is, the Spirit discourses in the Gospel of Mark. though
they are not immediately interconnected. are each equally connected to the dialogical
development the Kingdom of God.

The Spirit in the Gospel of Mark is best described as a theological adjunct. There
are many theological threads that trace their way through the Markan narrative and some
of those. and especially the rejection of the temple. the Markan christology and the
theology of the Kingdom, occupy large amounts of the Gospel and are intimately

interconnected. The Markan development of these ideas. and especially his theology of



the Kingdom, provides a home for the presence of the Spirit in the Gospel. As Mark’s
Kingdom theology progresses through the Gospel, entwined with christological emphasis,
there are several instances in which the Spirit appears and furthers the reader’s
understanding of that theology, contributing a unique spiritual emphasis.

With that said, it must be emphasised that this is not a study of the Kingdom of
God in Mark. nor of its christology or the way in which it presents Jesus’ rejection of the
temple. Each of these is already the topic of a great number of books and does not
represent the present intent. Though each of these emphases, and especially that of the
Kingdom, will be explored in this work, the primary focus here is the Spirit in Mark’s
Gospel. The other Markan emphases, though they are decidedly more prominent, will be
discussed only as far as they are influenced by Mark’s discussion of the Spirit.

In order to maintain some sort of definition, two assertions must be made
presently. First, this is a study of the Spirit in the Gospel of Mark. Even though it has
been acknowledged that there is no single comprehensive Markan pneumatology. there is
still sufficient material dedicated to the Spirit in Mark to warrant closer examination.
Second, this is an exegetical study of the Spirit in the Gospel. As such. each discourse on
the Spirit in the Gospel will be examined within the larger context of the Markan
discourse. Similarly, each passage will be examined in its immediate context for its
contribution to the overall development of the text with specific interest paid to the role
of the Spirit in that overall development. It is difficult to reduce the present method to a
simpler definition than “exegetical,” however, in the interest of clarity. a few exegetical

limitations and presuppositions must be clarified.



(OS]

It is well beyond the scope of this work to define the precise methodological
processes which will be used during the exegesis of the passages pertaining to the Spirit
in the Gospel of Mark. There have been several works dedicated to the development of an
exegetical process, many of which have informed this study directly. It is not necessary to
reinvent the exegetical wheel for the study of the Spirit in the text. Therefore, rather than
elaborating on the intricacies of the standard exegetical method, it is best to refer the
reader to those works concerned with that method directly, and especially those texts
which deal with exegesis in a text’s original languages.' With that said, there is no
intention here of developing a Markan biblical theology of the Spirit. As mentioned
before, due to the relative dearth of Spirit discourses in the Gospel, the task and the
method simply do not mix. That is, our concern will be on the emphasis placed on the
Spirit in those pericopes in the Markan text that concern him, with no thought given
toward synthesis of these emphases into a larger Markan or biblical pneumatology.

The term exegetical should also serve to define, at least in some small part, the
present approach to the text. That is, though there are many specific forms of criticism
that can be applied to a text, the present analysis will focus on the final form of the text.
and consider Mark an independent theologian.” With this in mind, though there are

points at which redaction criticism and other methods of interpretation inform the

" Of particular interest is the work of Porter (Porter. Handbook). Fee (Fee. Exegesis: Gospel and Spirit).
and Osborne (Osborne. Spiral). Furthermore. 1 must acknowledge the influence of Cynthia Long Westfall
(Westtall. Hebrews) and Stanley E. Porter (Porter. Idioms: Porter, Aspect) on the exegetical analysis of
semantics and grammar respectively.

*This claim is particularly relevant to the study of the Spirit in a Gospel text. It is meant as a direct
response Lo those who. especially in the face of emerging Pentecostal scholarship on the Spirit in Luke-
Acts. assert the necessity of interpreting Scriptures according to other Scriptures.When imposed on the text.
this method tends to subjugate the Gospels. which are called historical texts. to the “didactic™ material
represented by the Epistles (Stott. Baptism. 8: Pinnock and Osborne. “Truce Proposal™. 6-9). This ofien
results in the insistence that the Gospel text must be interpreted by history. with little allowance given for
the formation of a narrative by its author (Ramm. /nterpretation. 6) This is largely influenced by the
Princeton school of thought on the Scriptures (e.g. Hodge. Systematic Theology).



exegetical process, in terms of method, the examination to follow will concern itself with
the meaning of the final form.” Finally. the present examination of the Spirit in Mark will
be not only exegetical, but it will discuss the work of other authors who have wrestled
with various other facets of the Markan text as such discussion becomes relevant to the
task at hand.

To this point presuppositions have been identified and, brief credit has been given
to those whose work has laid the way for an exegetical analysis of the text. It now
remains only to discuss the work of the analysis of the Spirit in Mark itself, the claims of
this work, and the manner in which those claims will be communicated. Simply stated,
the Spirit works as a divine supporter and witness to the establishment of the Kingdom of
God on earth. This is accomplished through Jesus, in whom the Spirit acts as a divine
witness and qualifier for Kingdom ministry, empowers Jesus exorcisms, and serves as a
witness to the validity of Jesus™ Kingdom rule in opposition to the kingdom of Satan and
the Jerusalem authorities. It is also accomplished when the Spirit acts as an aid to Jesus’
followers in the face of future opposition from the Jerusalem authorities, for the task of
perpetuating and preserving the Kingdom of God amid eschatological persecution.
Simply, the Spirit is the helper and witness to those in need of Him in their work in
perpetuating and growing the Kingdom of God. to the downfall of the kingdom of Satan
and every opposing earthly kingdom. This will be developed over five chapters, each

with its own contribution to this understanding. The first chapter will concern itself with

* For a similar assertion see Conzelmann (Conzelmann. Theology. 9). This is in contrast to examinations of
Mark and the Synoptics which have a stated interest in finding the true text. which can be found in the
source documents (Marxsen, Mark the Evangelist: Bultmann. Synoptic Tradition: Dibelius. Tradition to
Gospel). Aside from redaction critics. though this study is not limited to a particular form of criticism. some
indebtedness should be acknowledged to the influence of the reader-response school of interpretation (van
lersel, Mark), the rhetorical-critical school (Witherington. Mark). narrative criticism (Sternberg, Poetics).
and especially the discourse analytical school of interpretation (for a brief summary see Porter “Survey.”

14-35).



the Spirit in the New Testament, in order to provide the reader with a broader context for
comparison of the emphasis of Mark on the Spirit, and will provide the study with a basis
for synoptic comparison with Mark on the issue of the Spirit. The second chapter will
begin the exegesis of Mark with the exegetical analysis of Mark’s prologue (1:1-15),
which contains the highest concentration of references to the Spirit in the Gospel. This
will be followed by an examination of Mark 3:20-30, and the Spirit in relation to the
blasphemy of the Holy Spirit and exorcism. The fourth chapter, dealing with Mark 12:1—
37. will address the Spirit in the context of opposition from the Jerusalem authorities. The
final chapter, which will address Mark 13:1-37, will explore the Spirit in the
eschatological context of the church amid persecution, after some initial discussion on
Colani’s little apocalypse theory. In preparation for these arguments, and in support of the
larger claim of this thesis, the manner in which each chapter develops the present thesis,
that the Spirit is a supporting theology and has strong connections with the development
of the Markan theology of the Kingdom, will be explored presently.

The first chapter, as has been mentioned, explores the emphasis placed on the
Spirit within the New Testament canon as a whole, with commentary throughout on the
similarities and dissimilarities that each canon within the canon shares with the Markan
text. It is shown here that the Spirit in Luke-Acts. unlike that of Mark, is one very much
like the Old Testament Spirit of Prophecy, and also functions transformatively to mould
every aspect of the believer into a witness for Christ. This second emphasis is not unlike
that of Mark. but with a larger focus on the nature of the work of the Spirit in the
believer. The pneumatology of Luke/Acts is simply too developed to provide a

reasonable parallel with the Markan text’s emphasis on the Spirit. Very much like Mark,



however, the Spirit in Matthew serves as an adjunct to larger theologies. However, where
the Spirit in Mark’s focus is on the Kingdom of God, the Matthean emphasis is on
redemptive messianic ministry of Jesus. A close comparison to the Markan Spirit is found
in John’s dual emphasis on Spirit, who serves as a witness to Jesus” sent-ness from the
Father, though he has redemptive qualities, and the Paraclete, who is the eschatological
aid to the church. Finally, the chapter will discuss the Pauline emphasis. There is little in
common between the Markan emphasis on the Spirit and the charismatic and
soteriological emphasis placed on the Spirit in Paul, though they share equally in
Trinitarian emphasis. Though this initial chapter does little to directly prove the claim
that Mark uses the Spirit as a theological adjunct to his Kingdom theology, it presents the
reader with several perspectives on the Spirit that are different in content and form than
that of the Markan text. These perspectives will serve as points of comparison. and even
justification for an examination of the Spirit in Mark, since his intrinsic connection
between the Spirit and the Kingdom is unique in the New Testament canon.

It is in the second chapter that this claim will begin to be developed. It will be
shown that the Spirit is at work programmatically as a witness to Jesus™ divinity and is an
active participant in his ministry. This is demonstrated by the Spirit’s filling, which
begins his ministry, and the work of the Spirit in the temptation account, which serves to
prove that Jesus is a fit candidate for the role of ruler in God’s Kingdom in Mark 1:1-15.
This will be established by an analysis on two levels of the comparison that occurs in the
text between John the Baptist and Jesus. On the first level it will be shown that John is
presented with the semantic profile of a great prophet, who is sent by God as an emissary

and accomplishes everything that God has called him to do. namely preaching and



baptising. As such, John’s ministry is equated with the beginning of the Gospel. In
comparison with John, the great God-sent prophet, Jesus is portrayed in language that
outshines even John. He is frequently associated with the Spirit, given the titles Son of
God and Christ. The connotations of these titles begin the Kingdom hope in the Gospel,
especially when considered in the context of the pericope which follows the prologue.
Thus. semantically. the Spirit provides Jesus with part of his divine qualifications and
associates Jesus with both the Spirit and the Kingdom. On the second level, it will be
argued that the same comparison is accomplished with intertextual allusions. Mark
presents John the Baptist as Elijah returned, and Jesus as none less than the coming
Yahweh and Son of God through allusions to several intertestamental and Old Testament
prophetic texts. Inherent in this great/greater relationship developed between the two is
the attribution of the Spirit to Jesus alone. This is more significant in light of the
remarkable similarities between the ministries of John and Jesus, which are both
categorized by preaching and baptising early in Mark’s Gospel, and both are associated
with the beginning of the Kingdom of God.

In the third chapter, it will be proven that the Spirit is directly related to the
casting down of Satan’s kingdom and the expansion of the Kingdom of God in the
ministry of Jesus. It will be shown that, in Mark 3:20-30, the Spirit is at work intrinsically
in Jesus. It portrays the nature of the Spirit as it works in Jesus® ministry and gives
contextual support. This will be accomplished by showing thematic and linguistic ties
between Mark 3:20-30 and other passages in close proximity. This first argument. that the
Spirit is behind Jesus™ ministry, will be developed through an examination of Jesus’

accusation of the Pharisees. in which they are charged with blaspheming the Holy Spirit



after attributing one of Jesus’ exorcisms to Satan. It will be shown that Jesus’ response in
context gives direct credit to the Spirit for his actions, proving the involvement of the
Spirit in the ministry of Jesus to that point. This will be followed by a discussion of the
nature of Jesus’ ministry and his connections to the Spirit. To this end, the two parables
which portray Jesus as the strongman who will raid and dismantle the kingdom of Satan,
empowered by the Spirit, will be discussed. The continued connections between the
Spirit, Kingdom, and exorcism will be explored by a further examination of the close
relationship that exists between 3:20-30 and 1:21-28; 5:1-10. These portray Jesus
dismantling the kingdom of Satan through exorcisms, and especially the exorcism of the
demon who had defeated all strongmen before Jesus. These connections effectively
complete the connection between Jesus’ exorcisms, the Spirit who empowers them, and
the victory of the Kingdom of God over that of Satan.

In the fourth chapter, as is to be expected in a document without a singular all-
encompassing pneumatology, the emphasis on the Spirit is slightly different than in the
opening chapters. However, there are still definite connections between the Spirit and the
development of Jesus as the ruler of the Kingdom of God. Here, it will be proven that the
Spirit works to display Jesus as the King on David’s throne, though he is greater than
David, and also to display the divinity of Jesus and the merit of his teachings in the face
of his challengers, the Jerusalem authorities. This chapter will address the claims of some
Pentecostal scholars, who believe that there is a unified independent Markan
pneumatology centred on Mark 12:1-37 and the Spirit’s work in the interpretation of
Scripture. These claims depend on developments in other Gospels, and especially on the

Lukan association of Spirit with Power, which is not present in Mark. This discussion



will be followed by an examination of the larger discourse in which the pericope
concerned with the Spirit occurs. It will be shown that there is a definite connection
between Jesus and the rule of David in the passage and that the primary concern of the
passage is the superiority of Jesus and his teaching over the Jerusalem authority. In the
closer analysis of the text, these themes will play out to show that the Spirit is the witness
to Jesus’ Davidic kingship, though David is no match for Jesus. Though Jerusalem has
rejected him, Jesus is both the prophesied messianic King and the ruler in the coming
Kingdom of God.

Finally, in order to prove the continuing development of the theology of the
Kingdom within the Spirit discourses in Mark, Mark 13:1-37 will be examined to show
the Spirit at work eschatologically as the only hope and promise for the disciples in
persecution so that they may persevere to the second promise of Jesus. the eschatological
end. In this chapter, it will be proven that the Spirit is the only support promised to the
disciples as they are issued the command to remain faithful to Jesus” words in the face of
the kings and leaders of the kingdoms of the earth. In order to prove this it will be
necessary first to address the majority of scholarship on this chapter. which concerns the
apocalyptic tones that some have detected in the pericope. It will be proven here that the
passage is not loosely symbolic apocalyptic literature, but something far more beneficial
to the disciples. The content of the passage itself will be examined to paint a rather dire
picture for the future ministry context of the disciples. Both the Kingdom of God and
Jesus® words will come under scrutiny and attack from all sides, and the disciples
themselves will be called before rulers to defend them. An examination of the genre and

structure will reveal a predominant paraenesis which places on the disciples the



responsibility to keep watch and not worry. despite their context. However, of two
promises, one of an eschatological end to persecution and the other of the Spirit, only the
promise of the Spirit is for the age of persecution. The Spirit will enable the disciples to
speak and defend the Kingdom of God in the face of worldly rulers and uncommonly
cruel abuse.

All of these emphases will contribute to the overall understanding of the Spirit in
Mark. He is present at moments when the Kingdom of God is in need of divine
intervention. He is an empowerer against the kingdom of Satan, a provider of speech in
times of intense persecution, and the confirmer of Jesus™ heavenly identity to qualify him
as the ruler in God’s Kingdom. By the Spirit, Jesus” kingdom will prevail, despite
persecution from the kingdoms of Satan and this world. These claims seem, at moments,
to present a unified theology of the Spirit in Mark. However, what is occurring in Mark is
a unified thematic development of the Kingdom of God, which is being shown to be
predominant over all opposition, whether demonic or from Jerusalem, in the ministry and
person of Jesus. These are not the only passages in which this development occurs.
However. if any connection between the Spirit discourses is noted it is their connection to
the unified theology of the Kingdom in Mark. That is, if there is any unity in Mark it is in
the theology of the Kingdom and its relationship to Jesus, not in his depiction of the
Spirit. The passages pertaining to the Spirit in Mark are all of a very different nature.
However. when connected to a wholly developed coherent theology. tangible similarities

begin to appear.



Chapter |

THE SPIRIT IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

It is impossible, when examining of any of the New Testament books for a particular
emphasis, to ignore the presence of that emphasis in the rest of the New Testament. There
has been great debate over the nature and influence of intertextuality on interpretation.
Parallelism and differences in the Gospels place the interpreter on a continuum, fighting
the tension between intertextuality and independence. There is an inherent risk in any
attempt to reconcile Gospel accounts of losing the individual emphasis of each, but also
an equal danger in assuming that authorial individuality excludes a broader New
Testament understanding. This issue is not limited to the Gospels, but is also pertinent
when comparing the pneumatology developed in each of the Gospels with that of Paul in
his letters. There are great differences in the manner in which Paul speaks of the Spirit
and the manner in which Mark or any of the evangelists speak of the Spirit, and the
tension between individual emphasis and systematic pneumatology is no less real
between narrative and epistle than it is among the Gospels. This thesis will examine the
manner in which Mark speaks of the Holy Spirit. Therefore. there will be no endeavour

here to reconcile the Spirit passages in Mark into a coherent New Testament



pneumatology. With this in mind, the emphasis of each of the Gospels and Paul on the
Spirit will be considered individually, for the sake of comparison and to build a context
for an examination of the Spirit in Mark. However, not every text will be given equal
priority. Rather, a great deal of emphasis will be placed on Luke-Acts, since it is by far
the most heavily concentrated treatment of the Spirit in the New Testament, and has also
been the subject of much controversy. Conversely, though there has been a great deal of
controversy with Pauline pneumatology, the writings of Paul have less in common with
the Gospel genre, and will receive less attention than Luke-Acts. The remainder of the
Gospels will be discussed insofar as their reference to the Spirit and scholarly discussion
on the topic dictate it.

I. The Spirit in Matthew

Like Mark, Matthew has had a relative dearth of secondary literature dedicated entirely to

his portrayal of the Spirit.] This is most likely due to the small number of references to

"

the Spirit in Matthew.” This unfortunate trend was broken recently with the publication of
a work on the subject by Blaine Charette.” According to Charette, the Spirit in Matthew,
though he is mentioned only a few times, takes a place of prominence as both the divine
impetus of the work of Jesus as the Messiah in the restoration of Israel to the glory of
David after the exile, and the empowerer of the eschatological church that is presented in

Matthew in the same expectational and prophetic light as the first coming of Jesus the

Messiah.

"There is. to my knowledge. only one monograph dedicated to the Spirit in each. Mansfield has written a
monograph on the Spirit in Mark (Mansfield. Spirit and Gospel). and Charette has written on the Spirit in
Matthew (Charette. Presence).

* There are 19 occurrences of mveupia in Matthew. Twelve of those refer to the Holy Spirit. though the
formula varies. Of the others, one refers o Jesus™ Spirit. two refer o the human spirit. and there are four
references to demons.

* Charette. Presence.



Charette’s major focus in this study is not, however, those passages that deal with
the Spirit. According to Charette the Spirit is presented as programmatic in Matthew’s
christology, soteriology, ecclesiology and eschatology. This is best illustrated in the
infancy narratives, where Jesus is introduced initially as the culmination of the creation,
glory, and ultimate downfall of Israel. which is established in the introduction and the
gencalogy. The Holy Spirit is mentioned twice within three verses at this point. He is the
one by whom Jesus was conceived, and therefore may be interpreted as that divine person
who is enabling the coming of Messiah.'

Similarly. as central as the Spirit is to the divinely ordained messianic role, he is
also programmatic for his entire ministry, and serves as the impetus for the redemptive
ministry of Jesus through his Jordan experience and John’s prophecy concerning him
(3:11. 13=17). Thus, through the anointing of the Spirit, Jesus the Messiah comes to
redeem and restore Israel. while judging those on the outside.” Similarly, the same Spirit
responsible for the messianic nativity and anointing is at the centre of the confirmation of
Jesus® role as redeemer in Jesus™ desert trial (4:1—11). There is also a very strong
correlation between Jesus, the Spirit and the Kingdom of God.” It is clear when one
analyses Jesus™ confrontation with the Pharisees that the Spirit is the impetus behind

Jesus® miraculous ministry and practice of exorcism, and that to attribute these acts of

Jesus to BeeAleBoul apxovTt Tav Satpovicov (Mt 12:22) is a crime against. not Jesus

" Charette. Presence. 36—41 (cf. Nolland. who reduces the role of the Spirit here simply to “power from
God producing the extraordinary™ [Nolland, Marthew. 94)).

* Charette. Presence. 41-48.

' Charette. Presence. 66-67.



himself, but the Spirit who is at work enabling Jesus to fulfill his messianic role (Mt
12:22-32)."

The remaining occurrences of mveupa in Matthew seem to be eschatological and
ecclesial in nature. In 10:20 the Spirit is promised as the impetus of the disciples’
declarative ministry. In 22:43 it is David who is speaking by the Spirit, and in 28:19. the
disciples. perhaps reflective of the Baptist’s promise in 3:11, are now baptizing people in
the name of the Holy Spirit.” It is clear that Matthew is working to establish that Jesus the
Messiah’s legacy is not at an end, but is being carried out in the Spirit-empowered works
of the disciples. Just as David prophesied the coming of the Messiah by the Spirit, and
Jesus fulfilled his calling as Messiah by the Spirit, Israel will continue to be renewed by
the work of the Spirit in the disciples.

2. The Spirit in Luke-Acts

The advent of redaction criticism, though it brought with it a great deal of negativity
towards the historical reliability of the Gospels, began a trend among scholars that saw
the Gospels examined individually, separate from the theological assertions made in New
Testament epistolary literature.” As a consequence, a great amount of debate has sprung
up concerning Lukan pneumatology. Recently, the debate has been added to as
Pentecostalism has begun to come into its own in the realm of evangelical theology.
Although most scholars have come to recognize that Luke’s emphasis on the Holy Spirit
is mainly focussed on prophetic empowerment, the nuances of explanations and intended

implications vary greatly. There are, however, three schools of thought which dominate

" Charette argues similarly. but in greater christological detail (Charette. Presence. 76-79).

* Concerning the correlations between the disciples™ commission and the Spirit empowered work of Jesus.
see Charette. Presence. 126.

¥ This stems from Gunkel’s assertion of the great chasm between the theology of Paul and that of the
Gospels (Gunkel. Wirkungen).



the current debate on Lukan pneumatology. The view that the Spirit in Luke/Acts is
indicative of salvific conversion is best represented by James. G. Dunn. Alternately, there
are those scholars who claim that the Spirit is represented as the intertestamental Spirit of
prophecy. In recent years, however, Pentecostalism has added its voice to the study of the
New Testament, and has claimed that the Spirit in Luke-Acts is not associated with a
conversion/sonship experience, but represents empowerment for mission.

2.1. Conversion/Sonship

One of the modern pioneers in Lukan pneumatology is James Dunn. For Dunn, the Spirit
in Luke-Acts resembles very closely the Spirit in the rest of the New Testament, and is
predominantly concerned with the induction of the new believer into the body of Christ.'
According to Dunn, Luke’s reference to a baptism in the Spirit (Lk 3:16; Acts 1:5; 11:16)
ought to be interpreted through Paul’s assertion that kol yap €v €Vl TVEUHATI THEIC
TaVTEC €V ompa eRamtiobnuev (1 Cor 12:13). and this. when combined with the
inaugural sense given to the term in John's baptism, suggests that the Spirit in Luke’s
writing must refer to inauguration into the church.” The Spirit is also that agent which
works in Jesus to confirm his sonship, and in the church to establish the sonship of
believers in the Kingdom of God. Implicit in this understanding of the Spirit is the Lukan
birth account. Here. Mary is promised a child when the Spirit comes upon her (Lk 1:35).
Dunn also points to the voice from heaven at Jesus™ baptism, claiming him as divine son.

and Jesus® confirmation of his own ministry (Lk 4:16-21).” Here, Dunn bases his claims

" Dunn. “Response.™ 2234,

* Dunn, “Response.”™ 223—4.

* This passage parallels the Markan prologue. where the reader is introduced to Jesus™ divinity. Similar
proclamations are made outside of the prologue by demons (Mk 1:24). disciples (Mk 8:29) and minor
characters in the Gospel (Mk 15:39). This parallelism and its implications will be discussed further in
chapter 3.



that a new epoch has begun which inaugurates the beginning of Jesus as the man of the
Spirit, until the next epochal marker at his ascension. It is the beginning for Jesus of a
new phase of sonship with the Father that will be become archetypal for the church and
was completed upon his ascension and granted to the church through the Spirit from his
exalted position.' There are differences, however., in the way that the Spirit is at work in
Jesus in Luke and the way that he is at work in the community of God in Acts.” Though
Dunn hesitantly acknowledges the Spirit at work in Jesus as the Spirit of prophecy, with
due consideration paid to the charismatic and prophetic nature of the Spirit’s work in
Jesus.” he does not believe that this is the Spirit’s definitive function. Rather these
functions of the Spirit come as a result of his true work, which is initiation of the believer
into the community of Christ. Thus, the coming of the Spirit at Pentecost, and the coming
of the Spirit at every other junction in Acts, is directly linked to initiation or sonship.”

In Acts 2:38-39, Dunn claims that the gift promised to accompany the Spirit is
new life. Repentance and baptism are featured in the conversion event, but the crowning
achievement in every case of salvation is the reception of the Spirit. The Spirit is the
evidence that the believer has been transformed.” The reception of the Spirit occurred
among the gentiles precisely at the moment in Peter’s message when the same formula, of
faith, repentance and baptism, for salvation was recounted, which leads to the simple

conclusion that the Spirit fell on the household the moment they repented and believed.

. 5 . s % - x 6 .
The Spirit must be active in the conversion of the Gentiles.” It is suggested here. and

" Dunn, “Spirit.” 9.

* Dunn. =Spirit.” 9.

* Dunn, “Spirit.” 9: Dunn. “Response.” 226-27.
 Dunn, “Response.™ 229-33.

’ Dunn. Aets. 32-33.

“ Dunn. Acrs. 144-45: Dunn. “Response. " 230.



confirmed in 11:14—18, that the Spirit is God’s sign of acceptance of the gentiles and
must be the same Spirit that inaugurates them into salvation.'

Dunn’s ideas, though influential, have certainly not avoided scholarly criticism.
First and foremost among the criticisms of scholars is Dunn’s tendency to read Luke-Acts
with Pauline pneumatology in mind.” Menzies accuses Dunn of misinterpretation of Luke
in light of his claim that Luke’s emphasis must be the same as Paul’s. Further, Dunn
accuses Luke of literary “lopsidedness’ for failing to organize these emphases
prominently within his narrative.” On other occasions in Dunn’s writings. it appears that
he does not take into account the independence of Luke’s narrative relative to the
Gospels. Dunn seems to ignore the Lukan redaction of Q 12:28 when he emphasises the
tie between the Kingdom of God and the Spirit of God in the synoptic tradition.” since
Luke has replaced mveupoamt with SakTtUAe (Lk 11:20).
2.2. The Spirit of Prophecy
There is another set of Luke-Acts scholars who focus, not on the soteriological nature of
the Spirit, but rather on Luke’s reflection of Old Testament and inter-testamental
ideologies of the Spirit, and more specifically on the Spirit of prophecy. To Turner, this
emphasis is established through a complex interrelationship between the portrayal of
Jesus in Luke as the [saianic prophet—Messiah.S and the disciples in Acts as the

empowered witnesses and prophets of the Messiah by the Spirit. The Spirit also serves to

" Dunn, “Response. ™ 230.

* This response comes chiefly from the Pentecostal movement. though others share the sentiment
(Stronstad. Theology. 9-12).

* Dunn. Jesus. 191: Dunn, Unizy. 181. This same criticism is offered in Menzies. Development. 34.

* Dunn, “Holy Spirit. " 6.

® Max Turner is responsible for what is. in my estimation. the most thorough scholarly summary and
biblical theology on the Spirit in Luke-Acts (Turner. Power. 428-31). This is his major work on the topic.
and all citations will point to his summary and argument here. However. the thesis and argument from this
text have been reproduced and summarized in several other sources (Turner. “Holy Spirit.” 341=31: Turner.
Holy Spirit. 19-55).



build them up in the faith, and is often visible at points in Acts where witness is not the
primary concern. Turner occupies a well formulated middle-ground between Dunn and
Pentecostal scholars by asserting that the Spirit is not remotely connected to sonship for
Jesus, but rather that the Spirit empowered Jesus for the completion of his messianic task.
Conversely, he asserts that it is difficult to extend the same idea of empowerment from
Jesus to the apostles, due to the delicate nature of his empowerment.” The connection
between Jesus and the Spirit is implicit throughout the entire book of Luke and begins
with the Elijianic role of John. He preaches that Jesus is the Messiah and that Jesus’
preaching is inspired by the Spirit.” Even previous to the coming of John as the Lukan
Elijah, the birth account is riddled with Spirit-inspired actions and prophecy foretelling
the coming of the Messiah.* Similarly, Luke often alludes to Davidic and messianic
passages and the Spirit together, suggesting that Luke’s intention was to portray Jesus as
a Spirit-empowered messianic Davidid.” All of this leads to the conclusion that the Spirit
in Luke is strongly connected to the empowered Messiah, who has come to fulfill the
prophecy concerning the restoration of Israel.’

The working of this Spirit of prophecy is more complex than it appears in his

work in the church. The Spirit of prophecy far surpasses the obvious outlets such as

"Turner. Power. 431-33.

* Dunn asserts that Jesus is confirmed as son while Turner stresses Jesus® anointing as the true Isaianic
Messiah. Both stress that neither of these are applicable to the church, but represent the Spirit only as he is
at work in Jesus (Dunn. “Holy Spirit.” 9: Turner. Power. 428-31).

*Turner. Power. 428.

* See especially the visits of Gabriel to Mary and Elizabeth in Lk 1-2. the spiritual conception of Christ in
Lk 2. and Elizabeth and Zechariah™s proclamations in Lk 1:41: 67. Turner also mentions the Magnificat. the
Nunc Dimittus. and the Benedictus among the Spirit-inspired prophecies of Jesus as Messiah in the birth
account (Turner. Power. 143).

> Most clear are the quotations from Isa 42:1-2 and Ps 2:7 at the baptism account and Isa 49:24-235 in the
temptation account (Turner. Power. 428-31).

® Turner. Power. 428-31.



witness or teaching.' Rather, concepts connected to the Spirit of Prophecy include the
expectation of revelation, wisdom, invasive speech and praise,” miraculous power.’ and
both individual and corporate ethical transformation.” In the church age the Spirit of
Prophecy was also interpreted to suggest a power in preaching or declaration, and even
inspired speech and witness.” On a similar note, Turner absolutely denies that the Spirit in
Acts is always a sign of initiation. This does not mean that he does not view the Spirit as
a soteriological necessity. However, he criticises the claim that the Spirit is given as a
donum superadditum in Acts as naively simplistic. Thus, the conclusion that initiation is
not emphatic in Luke’s pneumatology cannot justify the stretch to a complete denial of
the soteriological implications of the Spirit in Luke, when it is most likely that the effects
of the Spirit in Luke are partially reflective of the working out of salvation in the church.’
Finally, it seems that, even though Luke records situations where there seems to be a
difference in time between conversion-initiation evidenced by baptism, faith and
repentance and the filling in the Spirit,” they are evidently out of place to Luke himself
and ought not to be considered as programmatic for the continued experience of the
church.”

2.3. The Spirit as Empowerment for Witness

In the last few decades Pentecostals have begun to emerge into the realm of biblical
scholarship. Pentecostal scholarship was born in Lukan Pneumatology. and remains

influential there still. There are many works on the current subject that may be labelled as

"Turner. Power. 432-33.

> Turner. Power. 86—104.

T Turner. Power. 105-18.

‘ Turner. Power. 119-37.

> Turner. Power. 103.

® Turner. Power, 435-38.

" Most notably in Acts 8:9-17.
* Turner. Power. 373—74. 437.
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Pentecostal; however, this study will limit itself to the scholarship of Robert P. Menzies '
and Roger Stronstad.” There are a number of elements that are shared among Pentecostal
scholars in their views of the portrayal of the Spirit in Luke-Acts, but the most significant
is the belief in an experience of the Spirit that is separate and subsequent from salvation.’
This experience is most commonly called the baptism of the Holy Spirit. However, the
exact nature of this baptism is subject to slightly more discussion.

For Robert Menzies the gift of the Spirit in Luke-Acts is exclusively
representative of empowerment for mission. In Luke, this is primarily communicated in
the prophetic sayings concerning the coming of the Messiah, and the Spirit in Jesus works
to empower his preaching ministry. It is also prophesied. through the Baptist. that the
community will partake in this same prophetic ministry. The Spirit is portrayed by Luke
as that charismatic power that enables the mission of the church to be accomplished
according to the form outlined in Acts 1:8.* As has become typical of Pentecostal
scholarship, Menzies defends these beliefs in a series of interrelated and programmatic
example texts throughout Luke-Acts, which will be explored presently.

Menzies claims that there is a high degree of narrative correlation between
preaching and the Spirit in Luke-Acts. He finds that, in nearly every instance that the
Holy Spirit appears in Luke-Acts, the emphasis is either directly or indirectly on Spirit-
empowered declaration for the purpose of fulfilling the mission of the Church. Thus. the

Baptist’s promise of'a Messiah who would baptise with Spirit and Fire. which is

" Menzies” most notable work is a revised version of his Ph.D. dissertation (Menzies. Development). though
he has published widely on the subject, including a popular invitation to debate on the issue co-written with
his father (Menzies and Menzies. Spirit and Power).

* Stronstad is widely recognized for an adaptation of his Master’s thesis (Stronstad. 7heology). Somewhat
less well known is a monograph published well after his thesis. which serves entirely to apply the findings
of his previous work in greater detail (Stronstad, Prophethood).

¥ This idea has been previously summed up in the phrase donum superadditum.

* Menzies. Development. 278-80.
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confirmed in Acts 1:5." was fulfilled at Pentecost when the believer’s baptism enabled
them to fulfil the first aspect of the promise of John, the Baptism of the Holy Spirit. This
baptism serves to empower the mission of the church to win converts, while judgement.
would be reserved for an eschatological future. It is for this reason that judgement, as a
theme, does not play a large part in Luke’s second volume.” Similarly, many scholars
have challenged Menzies™ thesis on the account of Spirit-conception of Jesus in Mary (Lk
1:35). In reply, Menzies claims that the magnificar (Lk 1:46-56), which immediately
follows the account of Elizabeth and Mary, is the definitive event of Spirit-inspired
speech resulting from Mary’s 1"1lling.3

For Menzies. the spiritual empowerment for witness is only displayed as
declaration in Luke-Acts. and miraculous power is not attributed to the Tveupa ayiov,
but rather to Luke’s highly nuanced usage of Suvapic.” It is this highly nuanced usage of
Suvapic that is most often associated with the miraculous, and even serves to temper the
creative role attributed to mveupa in the birth account. Thus the Spirit in Luke is
decidedly and exclusively an empowerment for inspired speech, while even the
miraculous is described alternately as the result of God’s power.

The scholarship of Roger Stronstad. for the most part. stands parallel to that of
Menzies. He too equates the Spirit in Luke with charismatic power to witness, and clings
to the programmatic nature of the first chapters of Acts.” For Stronstad, however. power

to witness is not limited to inspired speech, but involves empowerment by the Spirit to

"Luke excludes kat mupt from his discourse on the promise of John the Baptist. which is included in the
Gospel’s account.

“Menzies. Development. 141—43.

P Menzies. Development. 127.

" Menzies. Development. 127.

> Stronstad notes a series of programmatic instances in which the coming Spirit is promised (1:5. 8).
described (2:1-4). interpreted (2:14-21). and applied (2:37-39: Stronstad. 7heology. 49-50).
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induct believers into a kind of prophethood." While this is most frequently denoted by
prophetic speech, this prophethood is a charismatic prophethood. and prophetic speech is
accompanied by any other gift needed to accomplish the mission of the church.” Even the
prophetic speech of those empowered by the Spirit, though it is for the ultimate
accomplishment of the mission of Christ. is not restricted to evangelistic preaching but
includes tongues-speech as a sign act testifying to spiritual empowerment, praise,
boldness in speech, and even judgement.S

Characteristic of both Menzies and Stronstad is the claim that Luke understands
that his charismatic Spirit is given as a donum superadditum. Since they differentiate
between the charismatic and soteriological works of the Spirit, and assert that Luke is
only concerned with the former,” there is no requirement for Luke to record the presence
of the Spirit at salvation. This is only strengthened when, at certain points in Acts, the
Spirit seems to be disconnected chronologically from salvation. To make this separation,
Menzies and Stronstad parallel Jesus™ anointing at Jordan, which is exclusively an
empowerment for ministry, and the disciples’ reception of the Spirit at Pentecost, which
is promised as an empowerment for mission in Acts 1:8.> There is also a chronological
distinction between salvation evidenced by faith, repentance and baptism in the Samarian
converts and their subsequent Spirit filling at the hands of the Apostles (Acts 8:9—17).
which is largely unexplained elsewhere.® Both Menzies and Stronstad claim this as

further proof that Luke does not intend to write about the Spirit as he is at work in

" This is the thesis of his second book on the topic Prophethood.

* Swronstad. Prophethood, 114-24.

* Swonstad. Prophethood. 114-24.

' Contra Dunn. “Response.”™ 229-33. and Turner. Power. 435.

* Stronstad. Theology. 75-76: Menzies, Development, 206, 246-47.

 For an excellent summary and critique of explanations concerning the evident separation between the
Samarian response and Spirit-filling see Turner. Power. 360-75.



salvation. Rather, they claim that Luke writes about the Spirit as a donum superadditum
for the purpose of the charismatic empowerment of the church to fulfill the mission of
Acts 1:8.

2.4. Critique and Synthesis

Since the writings of Dunn appeared, many have protested against his restriction of the
work of the Spirit to the completion of the ordo salutis and to the work of conversion-
initiation into the body of Christ. It seems plain initially that, in the latter half of Acts,
records of conversion exclude mention of the Spirit." This argument is admittedly limited
in scope, since early on in Luke’s text he establishes a formula including baptism,
repentance, belief, and the Spirit at salvation (Acts 10:34-48). This pattern in later verses
is often reduced to its simplest form in belief, with the occasional mention of repentance.
The Spirit is the only element in this formula that is frequently mentioned outside of the
initiation sequence. This most frequently occurs in situations where the tone is decidedly
prophetic. Also, if Dunn’s theories are correct. one would expect that the Spirit is used in
language describing salvation in Luke. Rather, in the Lukan narrative membership in the
church or salvation is often reduced to ToTic,” moTevw is the reduced action of
salvation and Christians are often referred to as mioTevovTec.” With this in mind. it is
difficult to see how Luke could be perceived as painting a picture of a predominately
soteriological Spirit, unless he was looking to an outside source for help in his portrayal

of the work of the Spirit.

" Especially the Samarians (Acts 8). Persecutors (Acts 9). Gentiles. (Acts 10—=11) and Disciples of John
(Acts 19).

* Examples include Lk 3:20; 7:50: Acts 6:7: 13:8: 14:27: 15:9: 16:5: 20:21: 24:24: 26:18.

T Acts 2:44; 4:32: 5:12: 10:43: 13:39; 15:5 ete. There are a few exceptions best represented with Luke’s use
of moToc in 10:45. 16:1.15. and dytouc in 9:41.
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Although the research of Turner has escaped the trappings of such a narrow
definition, his method has also led him to over-apply external definitions to the Spirit in
Luke-Acts." Luke seems to offer preliminary definition of the function of the Spirit in
Acts 1:8, where he calls the Spirit an empowerment for witness. Turner’s research,
though precise. has ignored the implications of this passage for the ministry of the
apostles. Turner may be in danger of applying a strictly intertestamental understanding of
the Spirit of Prophecy onto the Lukan text, rather than allowing this understanding to
inform the Lukan definition, which seems to concern witness.” Turner credits this to
instances in the book of Acts where the Spirit seems to move in ways that do not
immediately result in the furtherance of mission.” To Turner, though the Spirit is not
portrayed as soteriological in nature, there is no evidence to suggest that the Spirit in
Luke is not that soteriologically necessary Spirit of Pauline tradition.”

Pentecostal scholarship, though it has claimed that the Spirit is for empowerment
for mission, has neglected to emphasise those aspects of the Spirit in Luke-Acts that do
not support a direct evangelistic action.” Pentecostalism has also been severely
questioned on their assertion that the so called baptism of the Holy Spirit in Luke is a

5 6 N . . . .
donum superadditum.” What most scholars have failed to note is the nature of the promise

" His theories seem o rest more strongly on Isaianic and intertestamental quotations than the text of Luke
itself.

* Turner spends a great deal of time developing an intertestamental Jewish Spirit of Prophecy (Turner.
Power, 82—-139). While this work is polished and thorough, there is little in the way of justification for the
application ol this work to the text of Luke. At times. then. it seems as though Luke is being forced into an
intertestamental pneumatological mould.

S Turner. Power, 431-33.

" Turner. Power. 435-37.

* Turner notes the lack of narrative emphasis of mission on the Spirit fillings of the Samarians. and even the
houschold of Cornelius since neither of those groups are seen evangelizing (Turner. Power. 432).

“ This criticism has come from both within and from the outside. Gordon Fee is among those within the
movement who criticize the idea of separation and subsequence of a baptism in the Spirit on exegetical
grounds. According to FFee. Acts is representative of historical literature and there are no grounds within the
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itself. Turner rightly emphasises that the gift is all encompassing, while mainly focussed
on prophetic speech, while Menzies and Stronstad limit the gift of the Spirit so that it
only supports or builds the action of mission. What both groups fail to notice is the
substantive nature of the gift to the apostles. The promised result of the Spirit for the
disciples from Jesus was that €éceabé pou papTupec. In this promise it is the substantive
HopTuc that is in focus. The preposition v seems to indicate where the disciples will go
as witnesses, rather than describe a venue for the fulfillment of an action. It is likely that
Jesus’ promise entailed something far surpassing the act of evangelism, and that Luke
envisioned the creation of a community of Spirit- filled witnesses to Jesus in word, deed,
and character. That is, the emphasis is not on the acts of witnessing or evangelism, but
rather on the spiritual transformation of the community of believers into witnesses to the
risen Christ.

Implicit to this understanding, however, is a key difference in the nature of the
Spirit in Jesus and in the disciples. The temptation account in the Gospel of Luke is
unparalleled in the book of Acts and serves as a spiritual confirmation of the suitability of
Jesus as a perfect witness to the Father (Lk 4:1—13). The narrative emphasis of the
temptation account stresses the faithfulness of Jesus to his father’s word and character.
Directly following his temptation, Jesus himself confirms his anointing for service
through the Isaianic Messiah prophecy (Lk 4:14-21). Similarly. the disciple’s status as
HopTuG is granted by the Holy Spirit through the mediation of Jesus, as prophesied
through the Baptist (Lk 3:16; Acts 1:5). This spiritual empowerment for the disciples is

the enabling and guiding power that allows them to reflect and testify to Jesus as Jesus

genre for interpreting the evident chronological separation between salvation and Spirit filling as
programmatic (Fee. Gospel. 105-19).
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was the perfect witness to God through the Holy Spirit. As evidenced in the writings of
Turner, Menzies and Stronstad. this empowerment is represented in the greatest degree
by the Old Testament and intertestamental Spirit of prophecy, typified by inspired
speech. However, the whole community is to become a witness to the message and
character of Christ. Therefore, it should not be surprising when the Spirit acts in
judgement to purify the community of sinful character (Acts 5:1—11), or is seen
empowering disciples of Christ to acts of service for one another (Acts 6:1-6)." It is
assumed that all who are saved will receive this Spirit. It seems to be treated as
anomalous when he is not received at salvation,” yet the reception of the Spirit seems
conceptually distinct from conversion in Luke-Acts. With that said, it seems impossible
to decide whether the Spirit is a donum superadditum, although Luke’s emphases on the
Spirit, even if he is portraying the Spirit as a soteriological necessity. do not seem to
concern salvation. Simply stated. the Spirit for Luke is that power which transforms and
empowers the church into a community whose existence and actions testify to the
message of Jesus through Spirit inspired words, purity (Acts 5:1-11), equality (Acts
10:1=11:18). and justice (Lk 4:18—19).

3. The Spirit in Johannine Literature

The Gospel of John presents an immediate curiosity to the scholar endeavouring to
extract a theology of the Spirit from its pages. John is unique to the New Testament
canon in that he uses language separate from mveupain plain reference to the Spirit.

There are two terms. in fact. which must be explored in the Gospel, though they may be

"tis interesting. however. that Stephen. named in a list of servants who are connected to the Spirit. is seen
in the next chapter dying as a result of Spirit-inspired speech before the Sanhedrin. Stronstad notes the
strong possibility of an inclusion connecting the mention of Spirit in 6:5 in Stephen, and again in 6:55 afier
his speech. which further connects the Spirit to inspired speech (Swronstad. Prophethood. 16).

* See especially Acts 8:4-13: 19:1-7.
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differentiated. to come up with any satisfactory Johannine pneumatology. As a result, this
study, though brief, will concern itself with the Johannine usage of both mveupa and
TopdkAnToC.!
3.1 mvevuain John
In the Gospel of John the word mveupa is used primarily to distinguish those things
which are divine and originate from the Father from those things that are earthly and
human. Thus, to have the Spirit is to participate in the true way of the Father. In this
manner the usage of the Spirit in John is similar to the Gospels, where the Spirit is
portrayed as anointing or empowerment for ministry, and also to Paul, where the Spirit is
the power of God at work in the believer to restore and redeem. Brown, in her analysis of
mveupa in John, points to a key textual relationship that illustrates these claims between
the Johannine baptism record in 1:29-34 and the insufflation account of John 20:22.
The Johannine baptism account, above that of any of the synoptic accounts, is
explicit as to the intended interpretation of Jesus™ action in the Jordan and the subsequent
descent of the Spirit upon him. In this account, the Baptist himself testifies twice to the
Spirit. Not only did he see To mveUpa kaTafaivov we meptoTepav € oupavou upon
Jesus, but John alone adds kol petvev ém autov (Jn 1:32).° This suggests that John

intended the Spirit to remain in the minds of the readers from that point onward. Further,

"1 cannot continue past this point without acknowledging my great indebtedness on the subject to a study
by Tricia Brown. which handles the issue thoroughly and with great ease and organization (Brown. Spirir).
“ Brown points to several texts. though this particular relationship seems to typify them well (Brown. Spirit.
168-09).

* ¢l Epyopevov e auTov (Mt 3:16). Luke omits additional comment, simply noting that kataBnvat To
TTVEUHIA TO CY1OV OGHATIKG €l Sel w6 MEPIoTepav €1 autov (Lk 3:22). Mark also omits additional
detail concerning the descended Spirit upon Jesus (Mk 1:10). though neither Mark nor Q are likely sources
for the Lukan account.
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John adds that the implications of the Spirit,' not only identify Jesus as the sole baptiser
in the Holy Spirit, but identify him as the Son of God (John 1:33-34).% This is passed
from Jesus to his disciples upon the event of his ascension in John 20:22. At that moment
the disciples are empowered to minister and confirmed as the bearers and baptisers of the
Holy Spirit. This gift bestowed on them the same authority of forgiveness of sins borne
by the Spirit-baptised Jesus throughout the Johannine narrative (John 20:2 1-283).°

3.2. mapakAnToc in John

It is immediately clear that a study of TapakAnToc in John is. in fact. an endeavour into
Johannine pneumatology. The term appears only four times in the Gospel (Jn 14:106. 26;
15:26; 16:7—13) and is equated with the Spirit directly in each instance. Whether mveupa
and apakAnTtoc ought to be explored separately or as a singular unit is of little
consequence to this study. The terms mveUpa and TapakAntoc. by all indications. refer

to the same person with slight differences in emphasis.” It is this difference of emphasis

that will be the subject of analysis.

" Johnston claims that the reason why the Baptist’s necessary prophetic Spirit-filling was most likely
excluded from the text for polemical reasons. though he is not clear whether this is a polemic against the
disciples of John the Baptist. or if he simply means to elevate the status ol Jesus rhetorically by allowing
only Jesus to bear the Spirit (Johnston. Spirit-Paraclete. 17).

* Brown. however, does not see the Spirit’s descent on Jesus as an empowerment episode. as we have noted
carlier. but strictly as a means of comparison with John's baptism. which was an earthly baptism. Jesus is
now given the gift of the Spirit that sets him apart as the sole and exclusive source of Spirit baptism
(Brown. Spirir. 90-91). while John’s testimony that Jesus is © uloc Tou Beou only serves to widen the gap
between John the water-baptiser and Jesus the Spirit-baptiser. Both titles (Son of God and Spirit=baptiser)
are confirmed by the descent of the Spirit of God upon Jesus.

* Exclusivity claims dominate the narrative of John. and are often connected to Spirit as the content of
Jesus™ exclusivity (see especially In 3:31-36: Brown. Spirit. 112, 168). Sce also the corresponding
relationship between “Spirit birth™ and salvation that parallels the promised result of the Spiritinfilling of
In 20:22-23 and Jn 3:6-8.

*In Jn 14:26. the author informs the reader that the Paraclete is. in fact. the Holy Spirit (0 8¢ mapakAnToc.
TO TMVEUHQ TO Gylov. O meppet o matne). That the Paraclete is called the Spirit of Truth elsewhere (To
mveupa THe aAnBelac [In 14:16: 15:26: 16:13]). this serves only to further refine John's understanding of
the Holy Spirit and the Paraclete. Though they are the same person in the Gospel of John. the simple fact
that the terms Holy Spirit and Paraclete are used independently is justification enough for individual
analysis.
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The mapakAnTtoc in John's narrative has a specific connection with Jesus, who as
the first mapakAnTtoc (In 14:16: 1 Jn 2:1). is always mentioned as the sender of the
mapakAnToc. This second paraclete operates only as Jesus wills him to. The function of
the Spirit-paraclete is to bring the message of Jesus to the world." and to enable the
disciples to participate in and communicate effectively the truth about Jesus.” Thus the
Spirit is, in effect, the presence of the Spirit among the disciples to maintain Jesus’
message among them and to keep them for the Father through their faith in Jesus. Simply.
the Spirit is Jesus™ post-resurrection representative on earth for the help of all who believe
in him.

4. The Spirit in the Pauline Epistles

The Pauline epistles’ provide a unique venue for a spiritual theology. By nature the
writings of Paul are applied. and much of the theology that came from the pen of Paul
was written with a specific audience in mind. Thus any theology appearing out of the
Pauline canon is be centred on the church and the implications for practical and spiritual
living. This does not place narrative literature on a higher theological plane than
epistolary literature, though it does present some difficulty to the task of reconciling the
two.

Of first concern when developing a Pauline pneumatology is Paul’s usage of the
term mveupa. There is a considerably amount of controversy over Paul’s use of the term

in certain passages in | Corinthians that seem unclear as to whether they are written

" Brown suggests that the mapakAnToc is present to point out the “wrongheadedness™ of those in the world
(Brown. Spirit. 232).

* That is. the Spirit speaks continually to the disciples. and reminds them of what he said and did while with
them, and ultimately the truth of Jesus. who sent him (Brown, Spirit. 232).

* For the purpose of this study. each of the letters of the New Testament identified as Pauline in the letter
itself"will be considered.



concerning the Spirit of God, or simply a human spirit." The answer to this question is by
no means simple, and commentators often vary in their approaches. Gordon Fee has
suggested that these passages should be considered reflective of both the human and
divine s/Spirit, since it is there that humanity and God interact in Pauline literature. Fee
also suggests that, for the Christian, there is little reason to differentiate between the
human spirit and the Holy Spirit working in the human spirit. He notes that the two are
not always separate, since the Spirit of God often possesses people, and mveupa is often
used to reflect this possession.” However, this thesis is primarily concerned with those
passages that refer to the Spirit of God alone. Therefore, in the interest of exploring
Pauline pneumatology, this study will limit itself to those passages which concern the
Holy Spirit and not those which refer to the human spirit or evil spirits.

On this issue of method, this study will concern itself with a synchronic view of
Pauline pneumatology. * It may be asserted that the pneumatology of the letters of Paul
was developed diachronically as Paul met and responded to new situations.” However,
recent research has furthered the idea that much of the theology of the early church was
established and already highly developed in the church before the composition of the

carliest letters of Paul, and present therein in traditional and liturgical forms.” Thus, there

"See especially 1 Cor 3:3. 4; 6:17; 14:14. 15 (Fee. Presence. 25). Though the context of 2:4 seems to make
it evident that it is the Spirit of God (¢f. 1 Cor 2:10 and the third instance of mveupain 2:11). while
instances such as the beginning of I Cor 2:11.5:5. and 16:18 clearly concern the human spirit.

* Fee proposes the inconvenient translation “S/spirit.” which denotes that it both the Spirit of God and the
human spirit at work. and to reflect the interface of human and divine (Fee. Presence. 24-26).

* This study is very much indebted to the work of Turner. (Turner, /oly Spirir). Fee (Fee. Presence). and
Paige (Paige. “Holy Spirit.” 404—13) and is not intended as a criticism of their work. but rather a concise
summary of Paul’s pneumatological tendencies. and will build on their contextual and exegetical work with
the hopes of finding common ground.

* Horn summarizes this diachronic development quite succinetly (Horn. “Holy Spirit.” 265-78). He is also
summarized concisely in Turner. /Holy Spirit. 104-6.

* Paul Barnett has recently published a study of the early Pauline canon and Acts which reveals traditional
and liturgical quotations and allusions developed which were most likely present in the early teachings of
the disciples (Barnett. Birth).



was most likely a pneumatological constant upon which the development of Pauline
practical theology was built.

Recent scholarship has explored the pneumatology of the Pauline epistles as it is
related to the specific life situation of the recipient communities. For example, Terence
Paige claims that Paul portrays the Spirit as God and the Spirit of Christ. Paige identifies
thematic ties between the Spirit and wisdom, power, mission, new life, eschatology and
worship in the Pauline epistles.' Turner, in another study on Paul, examines the different
usages of mveupa in Paul. His work has focussed specifically on the relationship between
the Spirit and other aspects of theology, and most prominently christology, ecclesiology,
and eschatology.2 Gordon Fee summarises the Pauline representation of the Spirit as that
eschatological Spirit of God, who is present in the community of believers to empower
them to meet the eschatological goal in the face of adversity.” Further, acknowledgement
must be given to the influence of Thiselton on the present understanding of Pauline
pneumatology, and especially his renewed emphasis on Pauline Trinitarian thought. The
works of each of these authors will be examined presently as that relate to the
soteriological, charismatic and Trinitarian emphases in Pauline pneumatology.
4.1 Paul and the Soteriological Spirit
For Paul, the Spirit is primarily that person of God who. by the merits of Christ, draws
people into salvation, enacts the purification of that salvation and empowers them to
persevere in salvation in and with the entire Spirit-filled community. The Spirit is a down
payment and provides the first fruits of that salvation until it is completed

eschatologically in the coming of Christ.

" Paige, “Holy Spirit,” 404-13.
“ Turner. Holy Spirit. 114-35.
" Fee. Presence. 5-9.



First and foremost, in the affirmation of this claim, it is imperative to note the
intimate connection between the gospel message and the Spirit in Paul’s thought. It seems
that. to Paul, the Spirit of God is the ultimate source and communicator of the gospel of
Christ. The gospel, the message of Incouv XpioTov kal TouTov éaTaupwiiévov (I Cor
2:2), is also called Beou codpiav, and TV amokekpuppevny (1 Cor 2:7) by Paul and is
contextually also Ta ToU mveupaToc Tou Beol (1 Cor 2:14). In this case Puxikoc, which
represents natural humanity, is understood as being without the Spirit, or ““a person who
lives on an entirely human level.”' Thus, the gospel” is not understood by those without
the Spirit but only by those with the Spirit. The Holy Spirit is the only means by which
humanity can understand the gospel. Paul is clear elsewhere that any saving knowledge
of the gospel only comes through the Spirit.” who draws, convicts and empowers the
gospel to reach the lost (1 Thes 1:5). Belief'in Jesus as Christ is the primary evidence of
life in the Spirit (1 Cor 12:3). Paul also often uses €v TveupaT! to indicate that the Spirit
is the agent of salvation, and that conversion-initiation is, by definition, the work of the
Spirit (Rom 2:29)." The Spirit in Paul is definitively opposed to both sin and the law, and
works against both.” The Spirit is not. however, a simple individual gift, and even

. B - - . 3 . # 5 16
salvation is a corporate affair, accomplished by the communal filling of the Spirit.

"Thisclton. Corinthians. 268.

* Conzelmann is correct to note that the subject of vv. 10—16 is still wisdom. which is none other than the
wisdom of the cross. He claims that it “cannot be a supplementary factor alongside the cross. but can only
be the understanding of this word [of the cross (the Gospel)|™ (Conzelmann. / Corinthians. 57).

*In contrast with the Law (Gal 3:12: Paige. “Holy Spirit.” 408). Paige also cites 2 Cor 3:3 as a passage
showing Paul’s focus on the Spirit as the mark of salvation (Paige. “Holy Spirit.” 406-7).

* Here mepttopn used metaphorically for belonging to the covenant people of God (Dunn, Romans 1-8.
126-28). See also Rom 15:16: 1 Cor 6:11. Gal 3:3: 5:25. Some passages communicate the same message
without the preposition. using the dative (cf. Eph 1:13. Eph 2:22). See also Rom 5:5. which uses Sta and
the genitive.

* See especially Gal 5:16. For a detailed analysis of the nature of the relationship between the Law. sin and
the Spirit see Fee. Presence, 427-38.

“ Paige argues that 2 Cor 13:13 is justification for equating mveupa with kovewvia. However. he and Fee
are far more astute on this point by relating the “body™ metaphor of' I Cor 12:12—13 (Paige. “Holy Spirit.”
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However, Paul does not suggest that the work of the Spirit is completed in the
conversion-initiation process. Rather, the Spirit works to sustain and purify the believer'
and acts as a “down-payment” and “first fruits” of the salvation that is yet to come.”

4.2. Paul and the Charismatic Spirit

No discussion of Pauline pneumatology is complete without a discussion of spiritual
gifts. The discussion stems from Paul’s use of the term xaplopata when it occurs
directly or contextually with the term mveupaTika, and especially throughout |
Corinthians 12—14. Historically, there has been much discussion of the relationship
between the two terms, since each is used independent of the other and there are lists of
gifts which use term xapiopaTta alone. This has led scholars to question the complex set
of interrelationships and seeming disparities between Paul’s independent use of the terms
xapiopata and mveupaTika. and their concurrent use in | Corinthians 12—14. It seems
that, in most circumstances. xaplopaTa in Paul refers directly to gifts such as eternal
life, deliverance, and the preferential treatment that God gives to his chosen people

(Rom 6:23: 11:29; 2 Cor 1:1 I).4 With this in mind, it seems problematic that Paul would
refer to aryan outside of the realm of the xapiopaTa, that he would hail prophecy as
among the chief gifts and make frequent mention of mutual edification as the purpose of

the xapiopaTa. The answer to this question lies in the epistolary nature of the list. First.

410; Fee. Presence. 177-83). Turner notes the communal focus in Ezekiel’s prophecies concerning the
restoration of Israel by the Spirit. and the correlations between these and 1 Thess 4:7-8: 2 Cor 3:3—18
(Turner. Holy Spirit. 114-19).

" See especially Gal 5:16-26.

22 Cor 1:22: 5:5: Eph 1:13=14. 1 Cor 15:42 (Paige. “Holy Spirit.” 411: Turner. Holy Spirit. 124-26). Fee
also develops heavily on the eschatological and salvific nature of the Spirit in Paul (Fee. Presence. 803—
20).

¥ Fee also notes a list of apparent =gifis™ in Eph 4:11 (Fee. “Gifts.” 339-47). However. XaplopaTd is not
used at all within the passage. Rather the listis subjected contextually to another term. Swpea. which is
interesting in its own right. but not influential on this particular study. since it is Paul’s particular choice of
xaplopata that is of greatest interest presently.

" Fee. Gilis.” 340.



it must be asserted that Paul did not by any means intend to create a new category of
works of the Spirit called the xapiopaTa. Fee is adamant that the lists in | Corinthians
are not to be interpreted as exhaustive, but rather define things that the Spirit gives as
demanded by the situation at Corinth. That is, Paul only included those gifts in the
Corinthian list that were necessitated by the apparent Corinthian fixation on tongues-
speech.’ Also pertinent to the discussion is the context of the list in Romans 12:6-8,
which lists many of the same xapiopata as the Corinthian list. but credits them to
xaptv TNV Sobeloav Nty with no mention of the Spirit whatsoever. An examination of
the contexts of both of the letters will reveal that xaplopaTa is being used as a symbol
of the disconnection between the gifts and the recipient by emphasising the gracious
nature of their bestowal.” That is, Paul’s use of xapiopaTa in each of these lists is most
likely a rhetorical tool, intended mainly to devalue the contribution of the recipients of
the gifts in Spirit-inspired worship (1 Cor 12—14), and to encourage an attitude of selfless
service without hypocrisy in worship (Rom 12:1—13). Paul did not intend to create a new
category for defining the work of the Spirit.

It is clear that Paul did not intend the Spirit. who has already been noted as the
giver and sustainer of salvation, to be understood solely as an aid to the individual growth
of the believer. Nor was the Spirit only an aid to the building of the body of Christ by the
inauguration and development of new members. Rather. the Spirit was also to be

understood as working through the members of the church for the edification of the rest

' Fee, Presence, 886-87.

* Turner argues for an understanding of xapiopata that emphasizes the “gracious” nature of the gift. in
opposition to Dunn who looks back to xapic. rather than xapilopiat. for his understanding of the term
(Turner. Holy Spirit. 264—-65).



of the church, or in the very least, necessary for the wholeness of the church.' The lists of
gifts in Paul’s understanding of the work of the Spirit, though they are no means
exhaustive, include prophecy, service, exhortation, teaching, leadership (Rom 12:6-8),
and also wisdom, the word of knowledge, faith, miracles, prophecy, discernment, and
tongues-speech related gifts to name a few (1 Cor 12—14). Simply, Paul intended his
readers to understand that the Spirit is the one who builds and sustains the community of
the saved.

4.3. Paul, the Spirit, and Trinitarian Thought

If it became imperative to identify a single overarching fault in modern exegetical
method. most biblical scholars would be forced to admit their disconnection with the
development of Christian theology, and reluctance to incorporate the interpretations of
the first church into their own exegesis. Conversely, Anthony Thiselton has written an
analysis of the Spirit in Pauline literature that has challenged the work of other scholars.
To this point the analysis of the Spirit in Paul has limited itself to the work of the Spirit in
the epistles, as though to explain the work of the Spirit were Paul’s primary goal.
Thiselton, however, has challenged some of the findings of such studies, and accused
them of missing the intended goal of the passage. It is not Thiselton’s goal to attempt to
discover Paul’s intentions in the text. Rather, it is his argument that that text ought to be
understood in light of its effect on the development of the Christian church by an
examination of the Wirkungsgeschichte of the text. Simply, Thiselton has examined the

manner in which Paul’s writings, and especially those texts which deal with the Spirit.

' Fee. Presence. 886-92: Turner. Holy Spirit. 271.



were received and interpreted by the early church and used in the formulation of their
own doctrinal and polemical works.'

It seems that the interpretive focus of the patristic period has little to do with the
nature of the Spirit in salvation or in the gifts, but rather with the Spirit as a member of
the Trinity and as that person of God who communes with Christians.” It is hardly a
stretch, however, to conclude that the concerns of Paul’s interpreters were similar to those
of Paul. It is not a stretch at all to assume that Paul’s concerns were not in establishing the
Spirit as a mover in salvation or as the giver of the gifts, which must have been assumed
by all, but rather in the Spirit as God, fully God in full partnership with the Father and
Son. With this in mind. Fee’s emphasis on s/Spirit in the gifts is unthinkable. Paul is not
in the least concerned with the human spirit and its role in the charismata. Rather, he
writes about the Holy Spirit of God in a Trinitarian sense, and the way in which the Holy
Spirit of God works among the people of God. Paul emphasises the Spirit’s nature. rather
than his works. This is especially true in Thiselton’s discussion of the Pauline formula
“the Spirit and power,” which he identifies in every case of Pauline use as hendiadys. In

this sense, the phrase does not denote something akin to Fee’s s/Spirit, but is a clear

" Thiselton. “Holy Spirit.” 211-16. For Thiselton’s complete argument see Thiselton. “Holy Spirit.” 207
28. Thiselton seems most heavily influenced by the work of Jauss (Jauss. Aesthetic). though he displays
dependence for background theory on Gadamer (Gadamer. Truth).

* Thiselton argues that the focus of the majority of patristic work is on the Trinitarian role of the Spirit and
the defense of the Spirit as a member of the Godhead. In support he cites Cyril of Jerusalem who is
emphatic that. in the context of the gifts. there is no reference whatsoever to the Spirit as the human spirit
(Catechetical Lectures 16:1.3.12—13. 15—17). Similarly. Irenacus argued that even when people were called
spiritual. it referred to the work of the Spirit of God in them. and not to their human spirit (A gainst Heresies
3:6:1). Gregory of Nazianzus. equally. attributes the act of worshipping the Spirit to the Spirit of God in the
Christian, so that even the gifts performed by Christians were in a sense actions of the Holy Spirit
(Theological Orations 5:2.12). Thiselton claims that this interpretation of Paul is most likely the best
representation of the Spirit. in contrast to the majority ol modern exegesis and its methods. Furthermore. it
is Thisclton’s argument that the exegesis of the Fathers is also more accurate than most modern scholarship
and. though it is not the primary concern of his interpretation. Patristic exegesis reflects the concerns of’
Paul with a greater degree of accuracy (Thiselton, “Holy Spirit.™ 224).



depiction of the Spirit as the powerful Spirit of God." There is no confusion in the term
mveupaTika either. It either refers directly to the actions of the Holy Spirit of God, which
is Paul’s definition. or it is being used by Paul as a quotation of the Corinthian usage.
designating the actions that they consider to be spiritual.> However, even in the separation
of these two usages, it is clear that Paul’s intention is to place the Spirit in a strong
Trinitarian framework and make firm the equality of the Spirit and God. while keeping
both Father and Son in firm focus.

Conclusions

With such a diversity of emphasis on the Spirit in the New Testament, the formation of an
overarching Theology of the Spirit seems an impossible task. The diversity of the Spirit
has been shown across the New Testament. and especially in the Gospels. What is more
significant, it has been shown that even those texts which are reliant on other source
documents, and especially the Gospels which rely on Mark as a source, display a great
deal of theological independence in the way in which they portray the Spirit. Though
initially the purpose of this chapter was to provide an exegesis of the Markan Spirit
passages with some sort of theological starting point, it may serve better to provide the
text of Mark with several well defined counterpoints. It is impossible at this point to
establish a close comparison between the Markan Spirit, and the way that the Spirit is
portrayed in other Gospels. This is especially true since most New Testament works place
deliberate emphasis on the Spirit. Conversely. Mark treats pneumatology as an adjunct to
other theological threads. and especially the theology of the Kingdom of God. Paul is

primarily interested in issues of salvation. and the Trinitarian Spirit of God at work in the

| i =3 "
I'hiselton. Corinthians. 222.
~ Thiselton. Corinthians. 225.



Church as the centre of its function and life. Similar to Mark, Matthew often treats
pneumatology as an adjunct doctrine. However, his primary concerns rest more with the
restoration of Israel through a Jewish Messiah, and his emphasis on the Spirit reflects
these concerns. Luke places a great deal of emphasis on the Spirit as he works in Jesus
and the early church to fulfill the commission of Jesus by bringing the Gospel to a
worldwide audience, with specific emphasis on speech and miraculous acts. Luke is far
more defined in his depiction of the Spirit than Mark, and does not have the same
emphasis on the Kingdom of God. By and large, the closest Gospel to Mark in its
depiction of the Spirit is the Gospel of John, and especially the paraclete theology of
John. Neither the Johannine Paraclete, nor the Markan Spirit occurs with any degree of
regularity throughout their respective Gospels, though there seems to be a greater
uniformity in the development of the paraclete. Both seem to share at least some
eschatological emphasis, and both serve as an aid to the disciples in times of persecution.’
Similarly. there is a great deal of connective tissue between the Spirit and Jesus’ mission
to bring the Kingdom of God to earth in the first halt of Mark. He is an aid to the
disciples. and is also highly connected to Jesus, who is called the first paraclete by the
Gospel. Though this is not perfect comparison, the Gospel of John provides the text of
Mark with the similarities needed to justify its unique emphasis, and provides Mark with
a definite place in establishing new nuances in current New Testament pneumatology. A
Markan emphasis on the Spirit is a New Testament emphasis and. though it is by no
means comprehensive. the text of Mark does make a contribution to that study. As it has
been shown in this chapter, it may be some time before an acceptable New Testament

pneumatology is formulated. if the task is at all desirable or possible. Nevertheless, the

" See especially chapter 4 on the Spirit in Mark 13.



remainder of this study will be dedicated to exploring the difference facets of the Spirit
emphasised uniquely by the Gospel of Mark and, though there should be no expectation
of discovering a uniform thread of pneumatological emphasis that pervades Mark’s
Gospel, there is most certainly unique emphasis. For too long the Markan passages on the
Spirit have stood next to other Gospel passages on the same topic as side notes and
supporters to other Gospel’s emphasis. In the rest of this work, if only here. Mark will be

given an independent voice, and be allowed to speak above the crowd.
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Chapter 2

THE SPIRIT IN MARK 1:1-15

The introductory chapter of Mark stands in stark contrast to the rest of the book in form
and content. There is no other place in the Gospel that Jesus is portrayed so blatantly in a
divine manner. He is called Christ, the Son of God, the Isaianic Messiah, the returning
one of Malachi, and the one baptised by the Spirit. who will baptise with the Spirit. All of
these titles lend a sense of empowerment and divine confirmation to his ministry. The
text of Mark is truly interested in answering the question “who is Jesus?”' and works to
inspire a confession of faith in Jesus.” The Spirit in the first chapter acts to root the
ministry of Jesus more deeply in the divine by providing practical evidence for the claim
of divinity in 1:1. Mark’s reference to the Spirit also serves to connect Jesus™ divinity

with all of his actions by showing a divine empowering presence with Jesus. The Spirit is

" This is the thesis of Ben Witherington. who claims that questions form an organizing principle in the
Gospel of Mark. That is. the first section of the text. after the prologue, contains a number of questions
concerning the identity of Jesus. while the second section answers the question. It reveals that Jesus is the
Christ and also that he has a mission to accomplish. The third section concerns the fulfillment of that
mission (Witherington. Mark, 37-39). This is similar to France and Hooker, who claim that the prologue
reveals Jesus™ identity to the reader completely. while the rest of the text concerns itself with that identity as
itis experienced by the unknowing crowds whose understanding of Jesus develops throughout the text of
the Gospel (Hooker. Mark, 16: France. Mark. 58-39).

 Williams writes predominately on the function of minor characters in Mark’s Gospel to accomplish this
goal. That is. to effect a Markan rhetorical strategy designed to cause the reader to imitate those in the
Gospel who respond to Jesus™ teaching with faith (Williams. Followers. 89-90).
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also the contrasting feature between Jesus the son of God, and all other God-sent prophets
embodied in John the Baptist. Above all, Jesus’ titles and spiritual empowerment seem to
act as the credentials required for Jesus to be the ruler and inaugurator of the Kingdom of
God. Both the high christology of Mark and his discussion of the Spirit support the
Markan theology of the Kingdom. As it will be shown here, the Spirit serves as an
adjunct to the development of Mark’s Kingdom theology. Here, Mark depicts the Spirit
as a witness to Jesus’ divinity, testing, and superiority to all of his predecessors, so that he
may be recognized as a suitable centre of faith, and ruler in the Kingdom of God.

From the outset, it may seem a little odd that the intended scope of this exegesis
includes the whole of Mark 1:1-15, when it is widely accepted. and also the claim here,
that the prologue in Mark’s Gospel comes to its conclusion in 1:13." There are, however,
several semantic similarities that occur within the first few verses of the second episode
that serve to join the first and second episodes together. In this section, the grammatical
features of the text will be explored systematically in order to establish an intricate
understanding of the passage and place the discussion of the Spirit in the first chapter in a
more intimate context. This study will lead directly to the conclusion that the Spirit in the
Gospel of Mark is intricately involved in the development of a Markan Kingdom
theology. by means of christology, and serves to answer that question of Jesus™ identity

13

by setting up a “great and greater than™ relationship with John the Baptist in both nature

"'Deixis. in Mark. is one of the clearest indications of a break in the narrative (Porter. Idioms. 301=2). As
such. the shift from the wilderness context to Galilee seems to suggest that Jesus™ wilderness inauguration
discourse has come to an end and the ministry of Jesus has begun elsewhere. This geographical break
suggests the beginning of a new pericope (France, Mark, 58-59: ¢f. Dowd. Mark, 9; contra Guelich, Mark,

)
3-5: van lersel. though he concludes the passage with 1:15. notes that 1:2—13 is a single discourse unit (van
lersel. Mark. 91-92.104-8).
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and empowerment.' This comparison is accomplished through a series of linguistic tools,
including a series of semantic chains and intertextual allusions that portray John as the
Elijianic prophet figure,” while Jesus is portrayed as the Son of God and the Spirit-
empowered, Spirit-baptising, Spirit-tested Messiah and the Spirit-enabled inaugurator of
the Kingdom of God.” Again, the claim of this thesis is that Mark portrays the Spirit as a
supporter in Jesus’ mission to establish the Kingdom of God on earth, and that the text
highlights the Spirit as the background force empowering and directing Jesus in his
efforts to establish the Kingdom of God on the earth. It will also be noted that the Spirit
continues his work into the church age by directing and moving the disciples through
trials. similar to those of Jesus, so that they are able to persevere to the eschatological
end.! This chapter, however, will focus on the development of the Spirit as the
empowerer of Jesus” Kingdom ministry by examining the inauguration of that ministry.

and the Spirit’s role in the calling and testing of Jesus. Special attention much also be

" Witherington. though he approaches the text from a rhetorical standpoint. seems oblivious o this
relationship. His best answer for the inclusion of John in the introduction of the Gospel is that John was
somehow involved in the early ministry of Jesus (1) (Witherington. Mark. 70-1). Though he does not
address the great/ greater relationship that exists between Jesus. van lersel notes that John is present as an
authoritative Elijianic figure, which lends greater authority to his words. notably focussed on Jesus (van
lersel. Mark. 96). The closest depiction of this relationship. and study which inspired this comparison.
occurs in the writings of Westfall in her comparison of the prophets and messengers with Jesus in the first
chapters of Hebrews (Westfall, ~Ties,”™ 14-21: cf. Westlall, Hebrews. 88-99).

*Itis the nature of this study to be interested in a Markan understanding of the Spirit. The immediate focus
is the relationship between Mark’™s use of the prophets and his development of Jesus and the Spirit. With
this in mind. it is of little interest to establish an accurate reading of the prophets at their final redaction.
Rather, it is best to understand them as Mark read them. in Greek. and to establish the text as Mark read it.
in order to provide a context and contrast for the Markan text. With this in mind. the LXX will be used as
the primary source document for Old Testament quotations rather than a Hebrew text which. though it may

be more accurate to the original, stands at too far a distance from first-century Christianity.
" The Spirit is not mentioned in the inauguration passage. However. the focus here seems to be on delining

who Jesus is and providing credentials for his ministry. His ministry begins in 1:14 and is immediately
concerned with the Kingdom. Dowd and Malbon provide an interesting comparison between the
declaration of John for baptism and repentance, and Jesus™ similar declaration in 1:14. with the added
mention of the Spirit (Dowd. and Malbon. ~Significance.” 275)

* See discussion in Chapter 6.



paid to the Spirit’s role in affirming the divinity of Jesus, and enabling the Kingdom of
God to be established through the ministry of Jesus.

It would be naive to assume that Mark intended the Spirit to be on the minds of
his readers at every point in Jesus™ ministry. However, it must be acknowledged that the
Spirit is unique to Jesus in the prologue, which contributes the divine tone that pervades
it. With this in mind, the remainder of this chapter will seek to establish the Spirit as a
unique gift given to Jesus the divine Son to empower and witness the coming of the
Kingdom." In order for this to be accomplished, this chapter will contrast the ministries of
John the Baptist and Jesus in order to establish the “great and greater than™ relationship
that typifies Mark’s depiction of these two characters. The Holy Spirit will be shown to
be the differentiating marker between John and Jesus which highlights Jesus as the Spirit-
anointed Son of God over John the Baptist, the God-sent prophet whose ministry is oddly
not demarcated by the Spirit. This will be done first by exploring the language used to
develop each character, and second, by exploring Mark’s formation of each of the
characters through allusion to Old Testament and intertestamental literature.

I. The Exclusivity of the Spirit to Jesus in the Markan Prologue

Key to the understanding of the Spirit in the Gospel of Mark is the idea of a contrast
between Jesus and John the Baptist. This contrast is not diminutive of John. but
establishes him as a key prophetic figure, and then places Jesus above him in a “great-
greater than™ contrast. This is made clear by a set of contrasting and cooperative semantic
chains that depict the tasks of Jesus and John the Baptist. While John’s ministry is

characterized by terms of preparation and prophecy, Jesus™ ministry is punctuated with

It will be established in Chapter 6 that the Spirit is also present in the disciples. but they themselves may
be understood as unique since they are portrayed as the messengers of Jesus aftter his predicted departure
(Mark 8:30 and onward).
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constant reference to the Spirit, messianic titles, and sonship, all following Jesus’
introduction in 1:1. In the following section, it will be established that the Spirit is used as
a semantic tool to elevate Jesus over John the Baptist in a great/greater relationship.
Further, it will be established that the lexis used in reference to John places him in a
unique place of importance as a God-sent prophet. This will further emphasise the
uniqueness of Jesus and the unparalleled importance in nature and ministry that is
attributed to him by the empowerment of the Spirit.
1.1 John
When the language of the Markan prologue is examined, without consideration of
intertextual influence, John the Baptist is nothing less than the God-sent messenger and
declarer of God’s words in preparation for the Lord’s coming. There is nothing
diminutive in the opening verses of the Gospel towards John. He is given extremely high
honours.' This is dramatically clear when one considers the titles used to represent John
the Baptist in the opening of Mark, their uniformity in portrayal of the Baptist, and the
verbs in which John appears as either subject or object.

When all of the substantives representing John the Baptist, and all of the verbs in
which John is subject, object, or speaker are collected in the first chapter of Mark. a

. . . \ ” ’ 2
somewhat predictable pattern begins to appear. He is called Tov ayyehov pou (1:2) = and

" France notes the immediate proximity of John's ministry declaring Jesus™ coming to dpyn Tou
glayyehiou tnoou yptaTou. which seems to indicate that ministry of John is approximated with the
beginning of the gospel message. and not simply Mark’s text (France, Mark. 69-70: Rowe. Kingdom. 117).
* There has been some confusion over this term. and some have even suggested that is should be interpreted
Lo suggest an angelic presence in John. Joynes argues that John might be perceived as an angelic figure as
an explanatory attempt to describe how both Elijah and John the Baptist could be the exact same person. as
posited by Ohler (Ohler. Elia. 108: cited in Joynes. = Elijah™. 8=13: ¢f. Ohler. - Elijah.” 461-76). This
confusion is most likely caused by the unmitigated use of lexical variances provided by the standard
lexicons (see TDNT. NIDNTT, ete). However. as the context will further display. there is a remarkable
similarity between Tov ctyyeAov pou and certain terms in the text that suggests that the term is used of a
sent representative of God: God’s messenger (Louw & Nida. 33.195). There is also recent scholarly



devn BocdvToc év 11 epnue (1:3)." He is the object of God’s sending (15ou
aTTOOTEAA® |1 :2]).2 He is the preparer for the ministry of the Messiah (kaTaoKeucoE!,
eTotpdoate [Mk 1:2-3]).% If the subordinate phrase of 1:2-3 is seen as a direct modifier
to the predicators in 1:4.* then included in the semantic chain of preparation in 1:2—3 are
the terms BamTiCwv and Kr]p\jc5c5cov.5 The response of the Judeans in 1:5
(eEohoyoupevor) is purposefully connected to the term eBamTilovto by Mark. as is the
declaration in 1:7 which is connected semantically to the rest of the paragraph as the
content of John’s preaching (eknpuccev Aéywv). At its core, this thread is based on
semantically related terms. For example, the verb amooTé e is intrinsically tied to

y 5 ~ § v 6 ’ . .
eyeveTo in the sense of movement and direction.” AmooTeAAw is also highly connected

precedent in the association of ayyehoc and Hodlla Ted» mpodnTn (cf. Louw & Nida 33.459). Ina
monograph on the letter to the Hebrews. Westlall has argued that the mention of ayyehoc in the first
chapter, which has traditionally been interpreted as a polemic against angel worship. is in fact semantically
tied to the messengers and prophets who come before Jesus (Westfall. “Ties.™ 14-21: Westfall. Hebrews.
91-92).

' Louw & Nida. 33.103; 33.81.

* There is no immediate correlation in Louw & Nida between amooTéAAw and the other lexis that appear in
reference to John, perhaps because John is the subject. Nevertheless. there can be no doubt that John is the
object. The force of the verb implies that he carries a prophetic message (see Louw & Nida. 15.67-68).

* Again, there is no semantic correlation between these two verbs and others relating to John (Louw &
Nida. 77.3: 77.6-7). However. they are without question representative of the work intended by the sender
(amooTEAw [1:2]).

*kafc in 1:2 is meant to modify €yeveTo in 1:4 rather than hanging on its own or modifying an
unexpressed verb in 1:1. This is contrary to the claims of Croy. Croy claims that there are no instances of
subordinate phrases containing embedded quotations which occur before their head predicator. However,
he acknowledges that there are instances where subordinate phrases occur before their predicators with no
quotation involved (Croy. “Text.” 111-12). With this in mind. it is impossible to rule out the possibility of
a quotation preceding its head term in a subordinate phrase. and it is most likely that this is exactly the case
in Mk 1:1.

> These two Lerms. though not semantically related. seem 1o be the acts of John mandated by amooTéAAw.
They are also the applied representations of kataokeuacel. and éTopaoate. 11t were necessary for all of
the terms in a semantic chain to belong to the same semantic category. these verbs would be excused.
However. Westfall argues that authors sometimes create ad hoe chains of terms not related in their
definitions. but connected by the argument of the author (Westtall. Hebrews. 47-50). This is the case here.
since these unrelated terms seem to fulfill the prophecy of the previous verses. Though it is not explicitly
stated by the author, it secems that Mark. by the way he has organized his introduction. is telling the
audience “these are those actions that John was sent (&dmooTeAAw) to do. Thus. without stating it outright.
Mark has created an equivalent relationship between the predicators of 1:2-3 and the participles in 1:4.

° Louw & Nida 15.1. 66-67. There is the possibility that €yeveTo is not a verb of motion (for a similar
argument. concerning £yyilw. see Porter. “Vicinity.” 91-104). though it is classified that way by Louw &
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to the noun ayyeAoc in the sense that the ayyehoc., as a messenger. is sent from a higher
authority. These terms are conceptually connected to verbs such as kaTaokeuaoel and
eTolpaoaTe, which are semantic equivalents. This connection is implied in the text, since
these terms act as specifying modifiers to the role of ayyehoc. and represent the intended
action of the sending (dmooTéAAw [1:2]). Similarly. the phrase peovn BowvToc is
connected with the group since it is in apposition with ayyeAov. The chain is completed
both by the semantic connections between knpucowv and fowvToc, and the conceptual
equivalency gained between the former chain and the terms BamTilwv and knpuocwv
generated through the use of kabec, which qualifies these actions as the narrative
equivalent to the prophetic action listed in 1:2-3." Also connected is a small section that
is bracketed by this information detailing the clothing and diet of John the Baptist (1:6). It
is not immediately semantically pertinent to the development of John as a character. but
paints a picture of John that heightens the prophetic portrayal of John the Baptist when its
Old Testament sources are considered.” Thus, John is the prophetic figure that is sent by
God himself to prepare the way for the coming of the Messiah. He is a messenger of God.
He is sent by God. and speaks directly for him. The actions of John's prophetic ministry
are baptising and preaching, both for repentance and forgiveness, and also forward
looking. subjecting John's baptism and preaching to the baptism and preaching of the one

who is to come. John is in no way downplayed by his portrayal in the Gospel. Curiously,

Nida. In either case. itis clear that the beginning of John's ministry. signified by €yeveTo. is a direct result
of the sending implicit in the verb amooteAAe. It is this verbal connection that justifies the linking of the
WO passages.

" See discussion on kafwe above for reasons why it should be considered as a connector between 1:2-3
with the text of 1:4-6.

* This will be discussed in greater detail in §2.1.
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despite his prophetic calling and close connection to God,' there is no mention of the
Spirit in connection with John’s ministry.” In fact. the only connection between John the
Baptist and the Spirit is in his own preaching concerning the coming one. Here, John
contrasts his own baptism with the baptism that Jesus will bring. In John’s own
preaching, his baptism is in water (USaTt), while the baptism of the coming one is with
the Holy Spirit (TveupaTt ayle). This suggests that, in light of the high language in
connection with John the Baptist, and the similarity in ministry, the Spirit is acting as
representative of a superlative ministry for Jesus. The Spirit is attributed to Jesus in Mark
to provide him with an exclusive connection with God, and an incomparable
empowerment. This is especially clear when Jesus is compared with a figure portrayed
with such a close connection to God as John the Baptist in Mark 1:2—8, and suggests a
connection between Jesus and the Kingdom of God.?

1.2 Jesus

The language surrounding Jesus is of a different nature than that of John. While John is
portrayed as a sent emissary of God. the language surrounding Jesus is distinctly divine.
He is frequently associated with the terms 8eoc and mwveupa. There are two patterns that
emerge in the text, and the two serve to display Jesus as the Christ and the Son of God
who is empowered by the Holy Spirit in all of his actions, and completely obedient to the

direction of God through the Spirit. The first semantic pattern includes those nouns which

""That is his sent-ness (GmooTEAAw) as messenger (AyYeAoc).

* See further discussion on the Markan portrayal of John in § 2.1.

"It has been suggested by both Ohler and Boers that the first century messianic expectation was that the
coming of Elijah would directly precede the coming of the Kingdom (Boers. Jesus. 48—49: cited in Ohler.
“Elijah.” 476). John comes as Elijah in the prologue of the Gospel. He is followed immediately by Jesus.
who is Spirit filled before declaring the Kingdom. With this in mind. it seems that the emphasis on the
Kingdom began in 1:2 and not 1:14. The Spirit-empowerment of Jesus was the inaugural step for Iesus
which placed the Kingdom firmly in his hands from John. in whom it had already begun through his
declaration of the coming Christ.
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refer to Jesus, and all verbs in which he is subject. The second includes all nouns
referring to God, or to the Spirit, and verbs in which God is the subject. Using these two
interconnected patterns the following discussion will show that Jesus is both the coming
xptoToc, the leader of the Kingdom and the Son of God, and also that these concepts are
very closely related to his Spirit-baptism.

1.2.1 Jesus the Divine Messiah

The first line of Mark’s Gospel. which some have argued to be a form of title or
superscript. contains the first reference to Jesus. and gives him the dual titles xploToc.
which draws immediate reference to the Kingdom of God." and utoc 8eov.” It is also
widely accepted that kuptou in Mark 1:3 is a direct reference to Jesus. To this point,

Jesus, o ayyeAoc, and God, the speaker, are the only three known characters. Jesus has

"Rowe notes the tendency of the LXX. which is Mark’s primary source. to portray the Christ as an
“annointed king® (Rowe. Kingdom. 165-60).

* Before any argument concerning Jesus’ role as the Son of God can continue. it must be brought to the
attention of the reader that the inclusion of the phrase uiou Beou in Mk 1:1 is not uniformly supported in the
textual tradition. It has been the argument here that Mk 1:1 is a summary statement for the entire text to
follow and answers immediately the question “who is Jesus?” The answer to this question is established in
the first episode (see Mk 1:11). It is questioned in the second episode by Jesus™ audience (this question
appears most clearly in 4:41. though Witherington lists several questions related to Jesus™ identity and
nature [Witherington. Mark. 37]). Ttis answered in the third (Mk 8:29). and displayed in the fourth (Mk
14:61-62, 15:2, 22-39). This pattern carries stronger influence on the text of Mark if the term uiou Beou is
in fact present in the text of Mk 1:1. Ttis the argument of this work that the textual evidence is in support of
the standard reading. which includes the phrase. In support. it should be noted that uioU Beou is present in
N' (the corrective hand is most likely an original scribe) A B D 1. W A a/ (A A read uiou Tou 8eou). The
best options for the omission of ulou Beou are found in the apparent original reading of Sinaiticus (N ).
corrected by the original hand. the highly suspect ninth-century codex Koridethianus (©). and the final
correction of an eleventh-century miniscule (28%). Similarly. those who prefer to eliminate the text of 1:1
completely (Croy. “Text.” 107—10: Elliott. “Addition.” 386 [Elliott is more extensive. and prefers to
eliminate the whole of 1:1-3]). do so primarily on the basis of 28 . as well as an apparent lack of uniformity
on the content of the verses. Croy identifies nine distinet textual options. though he does not seem count for
the quality of the varying manuscripts (Croy. “Text.” 107-10). Scholar’s primarily reject the text based on
a grammatical difficulty in which 1:2-3. a subordinate phrase. lacks a predicate to modify in 1:1 (Croy
“Text.” 110-5: Elliott. “Addition.”™ 383). It is almost immediately obvious that. though a number of texts
support the omission of uiou Beou. the quality of those texts is negligible. This is especially true in light of
the four manuscripts which include it dating between the fourth and fifth centuries (N' A B D). Similarly.
though Croy and Elliott argue that kaBadC (MK 1:2) never oceurs with an embedded reference without a
preceding predicate (Croy. =Text.” 111-12: Elliott “Addition.” 583). it is quite possible that kaBc
modifies the predicate that it immediately precedes in Mk 1:4 (ey€veTo). since the actions that John began
upon his arrival (Bamtilwv and knpuoowv) seem to fulfill the predicted actions of the prophet in 1:2-3.
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been called the son of God, and the LXX source of the quotation has been redacted in
Mark to make the identity of kuptoc more likely to be Jesus. since the original concludes
euBelac molelTe Tac TpiPouc Tou Beou nuav (LXX Isa. 40:3), rather than the Markan
eubeiac molelTe Tac Tpiouc autou (1:3)." The difference is subtle. but the Markan
redaction ensures that Jesus is understood as the second figure in the quotation by
replacing the third person Tou Beou nuav with a masculine singular pronoun,
presumably referring to Jesus. The term kuplou is not removed, assuring that Jesus is
understood as the divine Lord.

The beginning is also quoted from Exodus 23:20, and Malachi 3:1 in a manner
that is reflective of the an understanding of the text of Malachi 3:1 derived from a
Hebrew or Aramaic reading, rather than one from the LXX. This indicates that Mark was
familiar with the Aramaic or Hebrew text of the Old Testament.” It also proves, however,
that Mark was sufficiently displeased with the ability of the LXX to convey the role of
John as a preparer for someone none less than the Lord, embodied in the person of Jesus
Christ. Thus, though the Markan pattern is to extract Old Testament references directly
from the LXX, the priority in Markan redaction is to display Jesus as the divine Son. This

priority is reflected in the exclusive attribution of the Spirit to Jesus.

" France. Mark. 64.

* Marcus. Way. 16. The beginning phrase is a direct quotation from the LXX of Ex 23:20. while the second
half of the text is reminiscent of Mal 3:1. The 1.XX uses emiBAegetar. while Mark substitutes
KaTaokeudoel. At first glance. since Mark relies almost exclusively on the LXX. it appears that this is a
Markan redaction of the text. based on familiarity with the concepts of the Aramaic/Hebrew. However, the
tendency in redaction might lead to the use of eToipale over katackeualew in order to reconcile the text
with the Tsaianic quotation. This leads to the conclusion that Mark had some other source. perhaps in
Greek. to aid in the combination of the two Old Testament quotations. It is also significant. for later
developments, that the wilderness context of Ex 23:20 was chosen of the temple context in Mal 3:1. which
is omitted. This is most likely reflective of the abandonment of the temple and the enmity between Jesus
and the temple authorities which will prove a significant theme throughout the Gospel (France. Mark. 64).



This thread continues into John’s confession. Though Jesus® name has not
appeared since the introduction, it is clear that he is the object of John’s proclamation. At
this point John begins his contrast between Jesus and John and, though Jesus has not yet
entered into the narrative,' Jesus is called the greater one. In contrast to the high position
attributed to John in 1:2—8. now John is unworthy of the coming one (Mk 1:7)!* The
thread continues with a further connection between Jesus and the divine. this time
through means of the Spirit. In contrast with John’s water baptism. Jesus will baptize
with the Spirit. This is the first connection between the Spirit and Jesus, and it contrasts
the ministry of the God-sent prophet, and that of Jesus the Son of God. The Spirit is the
defining characteristic of Jesus” ministry who separates him from John the Baptist. The
connection made in the first episode between Jesus and the Spirit is one of several means
by which Mark communicates that Jesus is the uniquely sent messenger of God.
However, he is not only a messenger but the Son of God himself and is far greater than
John the Baptist who is the uniquely sent prophet of the Messiah. The Spirit here ensures
that the reader understands that Jesus™ ministry is God’s ministry and that the Spirit is an
empowering force who will guide Jesus as he rules in God’s place in the Kingdom. The
foundation for this understanding is established here as Jesus is shown to be the son of
God, the only one capable of truly establishing the reign of God on the carth. The Spirit is
already becoming implicit, both in the understanding of Jesus as the unique son of God.

and also as that arm of God that is at work in Jesus to prove his divinity and capability to

"He is introduced as the subject in Mk 1:1. This passage. though too involved to be a superseript. is not
included in the narrative. Tt acts more like a programmatic title phrase. It introduces the first episode in one
sense. However. it also introduces the nature of the content of the entire book and the answer to the
question asked by the entire text.

* Though John is painted as none less than the expected Elijah. the coming of Jesus. for both Mark and
John. is no less than the coming of Yahweh, who is the prophesied coming one in both the Mal 3:1 and Isa
40:3 (France. Mark. 70). In this context. though there is a contrast between the lofty portrayals of John
above. there is no doubt that the coming of God should merit such a change in language.



reign in the Kingdom of God. The Spirit will direct and move Jesus as he seeks to
establish the Kingdom of God on the earth.

1.2.2 Jesus the Spirit-empowered and directed Son

This connection between Jesus, the divine, and the Spirit is seen further in Mark 1:10-11.
Immediately upon Jesus’ introduction into the narrative Mark mentions his baptism,
during which the Spirit descents upon Jesus (1:10), and a heavenly voice speaks from
heaven confirming that Jesus is God’s Son (2u €1 0 uloc pou o ayamntos [Mk 1:11]).
This is among the first of a number of allusions to 1:1 that will occur throughout the
Gospel. The progression will move from the mouth of God (1:11). to the mouth of
demons (1:24), to the Sanhedrin (14:61-62) and finally from a random character who has
seen Jesus actions. and especially the action of the cross. and come to a conclusion of
faith (15:39). In this pericope. however, the Markan strategy is still in the process of
convincing the reader of Jesus™ divinity. The characters in the Gospel experience Jesus
without the grandiose introduction given in this first episode. Thus, the connection of
Jesus to God in this chapter functions to divulge to the reader exactly who Jesus is so that
the reactions of the characters to follow can be measured by his introduction in the
prologue.' The Spirit plays a prominent role in the accomplishment of this goal by
displaying a divine connection between God and the actions of Jesus. First. Jesus is
established in the text as the Son of God. the only one who can oversee the establishment
of the Kingdom of'God on the earth. He is declared a son by a heavenly voice, which is
accompanied by the descent of the Spirit. Thus, though this is not the only manner by

which Jesus™ sonship and divine appointment is shown. the Spirit acts to confirm that

Williams claims that the presentation ol minor characters in the text especially functions rhetorically to
influence the reader to imitate those who emerge from the crowd and experience Jesus. especially in their
expression of faith (Williams. Followers. 89-90).



Jesus is the uniquely appointed and Spirit-baptised Son of God. This is reinforced in
Jesus’ obedience to the Spirit in his testing (To TveUpa auTov ekBallel el THY Eprpov
[Mk 1:12]).

Throughout the introductory chapter of Mark, Jesus is constantly mentioned in
connection with God, who claims him as Son, and with the Spirit, who descends upon
him and directs him. Immediately after the Spirit descends on Jesus and sends him for
temptation, Jesus begins his ministry. preaching and baptizing, just as John had, though
Jesus” preaching is concerned with the Kingdom of God (Mk 1:14). The Spirit is a unique
element in the preaching and ministry of Jesus that defines him as greater than John, even
though it has been noted that John is by no means slandered by his portrayal in the
Gospel. Rather, John is portrayed as a unique messenger from God, sent directly from
God, yet in comparison he is unworthy, and the most apparent difference in terms of his
relation to God. as &yyehoc rather than utoc. and the unique endowment of the Spirit on
Jesus that is not mentioned in connection with John. though his ministry is substantial
and directed by God.

1.3. Conclusions on the Superiority of Language Referring to Jesus in the Prologue
Through the language of the prologue it has been shown that John is none less than the
God-sent prophet Elijah who is the precursor of the coming of God, the inaugurator of the
Kingdom of God. John’s ministry is the beginning of the Gospel. In light of this initial
portrayal it is surprising that John should speak of anyone who he is unworthy to serve as
slave.” However. Jesus. who is described in language that eclipses even the high language

referring to John, is portrayed as none less than God himself. He is given the title Son of

Van Henten argues that the testing of Jesus emphasises the humanity of Jesus. since testing presupposes
choice (Van Henten, ~Testing.” 363—-64).
~ France. Mark. 70.
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God, filled with the Spirit, proven to be the one who Elijah speaks of. and called the
Christ, the righteous expected king in God’s Kingdom. This relationship. between a great
coming one who is to be followed by a greater king, is built directly into the semantics of
the text. However, as it will be shown immediately, the semantics do not prove this alone.
but it is also evident in the manner in which Mark makes use of Old Testament and
intertestamental literature.

2. The Holy Spirit in Intertextual Context

In previous discussion of the semantics describing Jesus and John it was discovered that
Jesus is the Son of God who is tested and directed by the Spirit. in contrast with John the
Baptist who is portrayed as the prophet of God sent to pave the way for the Messiah.
Through this semantic comparison it was noted that, though John was attributed with
such lofty titles as ayyehoc, and, in a sense, amooToloc.' John was still unfit to lace
Jesus® sandals and his baptism was still in water. In comparison. Jesus was attributed with
the title uloc Beou and uniquely attributed with the Spirit in his prediction. baptism, and
testing. These semantic differences in their mutual descriptions signal to the reader that
Jesus is far superior than his predecessor. However. there is still much information that
waits behind the words in Mark’s use of Old Testament and intertestamental allusions to
Jesus and John the Baptist. The remainder of this chapter will seek to develop Mark’s
usage of Old Testament allusion and symbolism to depict John as the Old Testament
Elijianic Prophet, and Jesus as the prophesied coming Lord. It will be noted that the Spirit
has been purposefully omitted by Mark in the context of the Elijianic prophet. though
there is full justification for the Spirit’s inclusion in such a context. This will help to

establish the role of the Spirit in Jesus a God-given director and authority. Similarly. the

" John is the implied object of amooTeAAw in Mark 1:2.
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Markan formation of the baptism and testing accounts will be examined in order to show
that Mark is uniquely focussed among the synoptics in presenting the Spirit simply as
Jesus® director and empowerer, especially as it pertains to the establishment of the
Kingdom of God. This will be done by noting significant omissions from other Gospel
accounts and displaying Old Testament parallels with the Markan account which portray
Jesus as a Davidic king and Son of God.
2.1 John
As discussed earlier, the language surrounding John the Baptist suggests that he is
nothing less than a God-sent prophet, charged with the task of preparing for Jesus’
coming. Though all of this is apparent in a simple examination of the semantic content of
the passage, Mark is known for using ideas from the Old Testament, and especially
Isaiah." As such, there are allusions to four Old Testament passages that are used in
reference to John the Baptist within the first episode of Mark’s Gospel. There are two in
the introductory verses from Exodus 23:20 and Malachi 3:1, and one from Isaiah 40:3
respectively. The final is a section of allusive language which described the diet and dress
of John the Baptist and connects him to Elijah the prophet. Each of these instances will be
examined individually in order to discern its impact on the portrayal of John as the divine
messenger of God. his relationship to Jesus, and its effect on the understanding of the first
episode and the Spirit in Mark.

The first reference to John the Baptist in the Gospel of Mark occurs in the second
verse. where John is called the ayyeloc of God and is sent to prepare the way before the

Lord. It appears that this is not a Markan creation. however, but a conflated quotation

I'he ties between Mark and Isaiah have become of great interest to scholars in recently history. Some have
even begun to refer o the book as the Gospel according to Isaiah (Beavis. Audience. 110: Marcus. Way.
12-47).
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from Exodus 23:20 and Malachi 3:1. The introductory text is taken straight from the LXX
text of Exodus 23:20, where the focus of the text is on the preparation of Israel to enter
into the Promised Land. More importantly, in contrast to the Jerusalem setting of Malachi
passage, the use of Exodus communicates a wilderness context for the coming of the
messenger.' Malachi 3:1 provides the basis for an understanding of the passage.” The role
of the coming messenger is not, as in Exodus 23:20, to prepare Israel to enter the
Promised Land. Malachi 3:1 is more explicit on the role and nature of the messenger and
should be looked at primarily for an understanding of John the Baptist’s role. The Markan
redaction of Malachi 3:1 has been performed solely to highlight the role of John the
Baptist as a preparer for the coming one, as is the emphasis in Isaiah 40:3 and in Markan
usage. However, the choice of Malachi 3:1 for this purpose also prepares the reader for
the Elijianic identity of John the Baptist.

Key to the understanding of the role of John the Baptist in Mark 1:1 are the terms
&yyeroc and amooTéAw. from the LXX text of Malachi 3:1.° and the term
kaToaokeuacel." It is evident that. both semantically and in light of the connections
between John the Baptist and Malachi’s prophetic preparer for the Lord, the ministry of
John is indeed preparation for the coming of the Messiah. However, there is more explicit

detail involved in the semantics of the LXX text of Malachi that are not often explored. In

' France. Mark. 63.

* Allusions to Malachi occur all throughout the first verse of Mark. while the Exodus passage. though
quoted directly. has little influence on the interpretation of the passage aside from the wilderness context. It
is likely that Exodus was chosen as a source for direct quotation in order to provide a wilderness context for
the prophetic foreshadowing of John since a direct quotation of Malachi would omit the need for an Exodus
reference. and highlight the temple as the context of the coming Messiah. [t is no wonder then. since the
rejection of the temple is a theme that will come to a peak with the mention of the Spirit in Mk 13. that
Mark has chosen a wilderness context (France. Mark. 63).

* There is a small difference in that the LXX uses éEamooTéAAw. drawn from Ex 23:20 which uses the
term amooTeAA. Though the former may be indicative of more highly nuanced speech in the Malachi
passage. the difference is negligible in Mark’s usage.

¥ The text of Malachi 3 uses the term emPBAeeTal to convey similar meaning.



56

the Malachi passage there is a strong implied connection between the heavenly ayyehoc
and Elijah.' Some have dismissed the title as reference to a vague angelic emissary from
God, since the Markan paradigm for the term is indeed angelic and not used in the
general sense of “messenger.”” However, evidence from Malachi seems to indicate
otherwise. Mark is specific about the identity of John the Baptist as Elijah, and ayyehoc
in 1:1 is the only recorded singular reference to ayyehoc in the Gospel. Every other
reference occurs in the plural (1:13; 8:38; 12:25; 13:27. 32). Also. the text of 1:2 is
redacted source material from Malachi, and may not be reflective of Mark’s own usage.
Though not stated in the passage directly, it is highly likely that the LXX version of
Malachi 3:1 is in direct reference to Elijah, and that it was Mark’s intention to portray
John the Baptist as the returned Elijah. The LXX text reads 18ou eEamooTéAAw Tov

oy yeAov pou. kal EmMPBAEPETO 080V PO TPOawIToU pou, Kal eExaipunc nEet elc
TOV VOOV EQUTOU KUPIOG, OV UHELC CNTEITE. Kol 0 &yyehor TNne Stabnkne. ov Upele
BeAeTe. 180U EpxeTal. It is important to note that the differentiation between o ayyehoc
and 0 dyyehoc Tne Stabrknc is implicit in the text.” The addition of Tc Stabrnkne
seems to indicate a title, and denotes a new character. The passage, after it introduces the
coming Lord and the messenger who will precede him and prepare for the coming of the
Lord, is followed by a brief discourse on the day of the Lord’s coming. Though the
identity of the messenger is vague at this point’ the same term is used in a similar context

in the conclusion of the book that may provide definition for the ambiguous messenger.

"Merrill. Malachi. 430.

* Sce especially Joynes, “Elijah.” 463-606.

* Hill notes that the Hebrew presents three major characters rather than simply two. He claims that ‘j\;?f;.
and ﬁ'ﬁ;ﬂ '[?\\"7?3 are separate characters (Hill. Malachi. 265). The first is a generic messenger, who
prepares the way. and the second is the messenger of the covenant.

! ‘:;\‘5?3 is the source of the title of the prophetic work and most scholars assume that it is a word play on
the name of the author in the superscript (Hill. Malachi. 265-66: Merrill. Malachi. 429-32).
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At the conclusion of Malachi the context appears to be the same. The discussion centres
on the coming of a messenger who will precede the day of the Lord, and who will prepare
for the coming of the Lord. The introductory language in this text is nearly identical to
Malachi 3:1 and only the name of the messenger is substituted in the formula. That is,
where Malachi 3:1 reads 160U £y eEamooTEAw Tov aryyehov pou (LXX Mal 3:22).
4:5 reads 180u £y eEamooTEAN UHv HAtawv Tov BioRitnu. The context of Malachi
points to Elijah as the messenger who is to prepare for the coming of the Lord' and the
I.XX has added 8ioB1Tnv to the original to ensure that it is none other than the prophet
himself who is to return, and not some type or Elijianic figure (1 Kgs 17:1).”

The reference to John the Baptist as an Elijah figure may be hidden in the text of
Malachi 3:1. However, when combined with the likely allusion to Elijah in the depiction
of John the Baptist in Mark 1:6, there is little doubt that Mark intends for the reader to
make this connection. The LXX is most likely the source for the Markan allusion, though
it is clear that Mark is not attempting to quote the passage as a whole. The first similarity
between John and Elijah in the Markan text, that John wore a cloak of hair, does not
quote directly from any passage describing Elijah. It does, however, record of a similarity
between the two that has caused some to question whether Mark was trying to associate
the two figures rhetorically. or if John himself was attempting to appear as the prophet.’
In either case, there is clear reference to the fact that John the Baptist is portrayed in

Mark as an Elijianic figure. This first reference is vague, but not absent. In 4 Kingdoms

" Hill, Malachi. 265-66: Merrill, Malachi, 429-32.
“See esp. Ohler. Elia. 108. in Joynes. “Elijah.” 455-56.
" Joynes. “Elijah.” 460-61.
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1:8 Elijah is referred to as hairy (avnp Suouc).! The Greek of 4 Kingdoms 1:8 does not
compare to the description of John as évSedupévoc Tpixac kapnlou, and there are

simply no grounds for the translation of 'N\D 5?; \D‘N as a man clothed in hair.” A

similar formula is found in reference to prophets in general in Zechariah 13:4. However
there is only the term 6pi€ and a cognate of the verb év8Ucs in common between the
Markan and Zechariah passages, and only the context of a prophet in general shared. It is
unlikely that that the two are connected. Rather, though there is no direct semantic
correlation between 4 Kingdoms 1:8 and Mark 1:6, there are certainly suggestions that
John appeared as Elijah might have, whether this is a conscious choice or not. John the
Baptist, clothed in the hair of a camel, would have most certainly appeared hairy like the
prophet Elijah’ and there is no symbolism lost in the lexical change between Malachi and
Mark. The next verse. however, has both elements present. In a near exact quotation.
Mark records that John wrapped himself with a leather belt.* There is an unmistakable
connection between John the Baptist and Elijah developed in the first episode of Mark.
Furthermore, the connection developed allusively in the first chapter is confirmed by
Jesus in Mark 9:13 when he claims that 'HAlac éAfAubev, kal emoinoav aliTw oo

nBeAov, in reference to the arrest and death of John (cf. Mk. 1:14: 6:14-29).°

"France. Mark. 69; cf. Guelich. who claims that the allusion is not to Elijah. but to the nomadic prophet in
general (Guelich. Mark. 21).

“ Hobbs. 2 Kings. 10. This has been a common assertion. especially among New Testament scholars.
France is quick to assert that there are no other clothes mentioned in the passage besides the leather belt
(France. Mark. 69: Witherington. Mark. 73).

¥ Joynes argues that there may have been an Elijianic awareness in John that Baptist that may have
motivated him to make himself appear like Elijah in this description (Joynes. “Elijah.” 460). This would
seem to include donning a garment of hair.

* Ccovnv SeppiaTtiviy mept TNV 06duY auTou (Mk. 1:6). ¢.f. {cdvny SeppiaTivny mepiewopevos TNy
0oduv auTou (4 Kgdms 1:8).

> Joynes claims that the text of Mark makes a clear differentiation between Elijah and John the Baptist in
6:14=16 (Joynes. “Elijah.”™ 462). She is partially right. in that there is a differentiation made. but not
necessarily a Markan one. The differentiation is made by Herod. who killed John the Baptist as a
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A brief survey of the Old Testament passages concerning Elijah, and the prophets
in general, reveals an unnatural omission in the description of John in Mark. The term
mveupa is used almost programmatically in association with Elijah. It was well
recognized that Elijah was so apt to be moved by the Spirit that a search party was sent
for him after he was taken up in order to ensure that the Spirit had not once again
displaced him into the mountains (2 Kgs 2:16: cf. 1 Kgs 18:12). The phrase To
mveupa HAtou became synonymous with the anointing of Elijah, which was passed on
to Elisha, and that typified both of their ministries (2 Kgs 2:9. 15: Sir48:12; Lk 1:17).
Similarly, the Scriptures frequently make mention of the activity of the Spirit in “the
former prophets™ among whom Elijah was a member (Neh 9:30 and Zech 7:12). It is odd
that there is absolutely no mention of the Spirit in connection with the ministry of John
the Baptist. He is called a prophet and associated with Elijah. He is called the messenger
of' God and is even sent by God to preach and baptize. Nevertheless, all mention of the
Spirit in connection with John the Baptist is carefully avoided by Mark though he is
connected with John the Baptist elsewhere (Lk 1:17). In short, one of the most likely
figures in the entire Old Testament to be mentioned as driven by the Spirit, in the same
passage which speaks of him as the God sent predecessor declaring the coming of the
Lord carries no reference to the Spirit whatsoever. In contrast, the Spirit is generously
attributed to Jesus and his ministry. The obvious conclusion is that the Spirit is used in
Mark to denote a special anointing: the empowerment of the Spirit to enable the coming

of the Kingdom of God through the ultimate figure placed against John in a great-greater

realization of his fears and out of his obvious ignorance. More than anything. this passage serves to denote

the obvious confusion caused by Jesus™ ministry. not to make truthful statements about the natures of cither
Jesus or John the Baptist. On references to John as Elijah late in the text of Mark see Ohler. “Elijah.” 464—

063.
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contrast. That is, the Spirit is a presence in Jesus ministry alone in the prologue of Mark’s
Gospel and. though he plays a part in the ministry of Elijah, there is no mention of the
Spirit in connection with the ministry of John the Baptist. In the Markan prologue the
Spirit serves to elevate the divinity and exclusivity of messianic calling that is present in
Jesus Christ, the Messiah, the Son of God.
2.2 Jesus
As it has already been shown by Mark’s usage of the Old Testament in connection with
John the Baptist, it is Mark’s intention to limit the Spirit to the ministry of Jesus, though
Old Testament allusion would more than justity attributing the Spirit to John. John is the
ultimate God sent prophet, who is the very person of Elijah, and has been given the task
of preparing for the coming of the Lord himself. Yet, despite this emphasis, there is not a
single mention of the Spirit as an empowerer of John's ministry. In this section, Mark’s
use of the Old Testament and shaping of the content of Mark 1:1—13 will be shown to
present Jesus as the God-sent son of God who is uniquely empowered and directed by the
Spirit of God to accomplish his mission, which is the establishment of the Kingdom of
God on earth. This will be done by demonstrating that Mark portrays Jesus as the Son of
God. upon whom the Spirit has descended with language reminiscent of Davidic psalms
and promises for the king of Israel. It will also be shown that Mark shapes the narrative
by omitting all details that do not point to the singular function of the Spirit to direct
Jesus. as evidenced by the slim content of the temptation account in contrast with the
synoptics, while the Spirit remains at the forefront of the Markan account.

Mark 1:2—3 and the quotation from Malachi 3 and Isaiah 40, though they are

focussed primarily on John the Baptist, contain some of the highest christology in the
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synoptics. This, in contrast with the shroud of mystery that Jesus surrounds himself with
in the rest of the Gospel, has caused some to doubt the originality of the text, citing
irreconcilable differences between the opening verses and the remainder of the Gospel.'
These differences provide the reader with an understanding of Jesus that the characters of
the Gospel are not privy to prior to meeting him. They are left to decide for themselves
whether faith ought to be placed in Jesus or not.”

2.2.1 Prophecies concerning Jesus

Of major consequence to an understanding of the representation of Jesus in Mark 1:23 is
the identity of cou from 1:2 and o kuptlouc from 1:3. The answer is clarified by the
context of Isaiah 40:3. Just as Jesus is introduced in 1:1 as uioc Beou, now Mark is
comparing him to the Lord of Israel.” There is no doubt that the usage of kUptoc in the
LXX is in reference to the Lord of Israel, whether the original Hebrew is the exclusive

Y of Israel, or the more general ]17§, which can apply to a human lord. Both terms

are used within the two verses quoted by Mark, the former in Isaiah 40:3 and the latter in
Malachi 3:1. With this in mind. though some may argue that the term kupioc from the

LLXX is ambiguous, there is no doubt that, given the Hebrew roots of the term. not only in

]'i'lk_\‘. but also in /77, the idea that Jesus is being represented as anything less than deity

3 4 . . <y - . .
is preposterous.” Jesus is treated as the coming Lord and the day of his coming is the

" See especially Croy. who dismisses Mk 1:1 with some textual support. and Elliott. who dismisses the
whole section from 1:1-3 with no textual support for the latter half of his omission (Croy. “Text.” 127:
Elliott. ~“Addition.” 386).

* Many scholars have noted the programmatic nature of Mk 1. though it differs widely in tone with the rest
of the Gospel. Rowe calls this ~a coherence of themes™ that exists between the two (Rowe. Kingdom. 118).
' France. Mark. 69-70.
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coming day of the Lord from Malachi. Simply, John the Baptist is none less than Elijah
who prepares for none less than the coming Lord of [srael.

2.2.2 The Baptism of Jesus

At Jesus’ baptism there is mention of the heavens being split and the Spirit descending
upon Jesus in the form of a dove. In the tension between historicity and Markan rhetoric,
this passage is often left by the wayside and is attributed to Christian legend concerning
Jesus.! The question seems to be whether the text has a meaning outside of the historical
acknowledgement of the Spirit descending on Jesus or, if it was a necessary addition by a
redactor whose intent was to portray Jesus as divine. It is not necessary to answer no to
either of these questions. The inclusion of the historical Spirit-descent must be recognized
as an integral part of the Markan strategy. The inclusion of this episode and its placement
in proximity to the arrival of Jesus from Galilee. the proclamation of John concerning the
coming baptiser, and the testing by the Spirit in the desert is no accident of history.
Rather, Mark has placed these episodes in quick succession and has most likely excluded
much of what was known about the event in early tradition.” There is little known about
the sources of any of the Gospels. and it is likely that the authors of Matthew and Luke
had copies of Mark and other hypothetical source documents. However, the omission of
material contained in these sources from the Markan prologue does not necessitate that
this material was not available to Mark. since any source material would most likely be

involved in the tradition and worship of the church. It is more likely that Mark. as the

"Esp. Dibelius. Tradition. 271: Bultmann. History. 247: and Demaris. “Possession.” 3. [Uis of some
significance that. though he dismisses the entire even as myth, the meaning of the passage is not lost on
Dibelius. That he understands that the Spirit’s work is to affirm Jesus™ divinity is clear when he writes:
~Jesus at this moment was instituted Son of God. |...| this was made plain by the descent of the Spirit upon
him™ (Dibelius. Tradition. 271).

* The events discussed in Mk 1:8—11 are paralleled in the synoptic Gospels. but include only a fraction of
the information reported in the Matthean and Lukan accounts. See Mt 3:11—4:11. and Lk 3:16-22. 4:1-13
which includes a genealogy between the baptism and temptation accounts.



earliest writer, chose to record that material that directly supported his claims. With this
in mind, it is significant that three episodes in which the Spirit plays a major part are
grouped together in rapid succession in the introduction of Mark, which already displays
differences from the remainder of the text. In order to provide an accurate summary of
the text, the accounts of Jesus” baptism and temptation will be discussed individually. It
is important, however, to understanding the close proximity that these stories share, and
the unique emphasis on the Spirit in the Markan prologue, with such a concentration of
references to the Spirit in stories that have already been reduced to their basic forms.
With this in mind. it is difficult to deny that the Markan prologue has a unique emphasis
on the Spirit as the director of Jesus™ ministry.

The baptism narrative in the Gospel of Mark is proof-positive that Mark was not
only familiar with the LXX, but also highly aware of early tradition concerning Jesus and
with first century Judaic messianism. This is due to the fact that, though there is no direct
quotation from the Old Testament in Mark 1:9—11, the passage is rife with reference to
ideas present in the Old Testament Scriptures. These ideas have already been documented
in a study by Edwards. but are pertinent enough to the discussion of the Spirit to be
included in part here. Edwards notes that the descent of the Spirit. the tearing of the
heavens. and the voice of God present at the baptism of Jesus are all reminiscent of
events that will occur at the eschatological coming of the Kingdom of God in Judaic and
intertestamental prophecy.'

There is a perfect parallel to Mark 1:9—11 with the tearing of the sky in Isaiah 64.

The terms in the LXX and Mark are similar, though they are exactly the same in the

"This is especially evident is 7. Levi 18:6-8 and 7..Jud 24:1-3. He notes that the dating of 7. /2P is
controversial. but that it was written no later than 107 BC (Edwards. “Baptism.” 43—44).
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Lukan and Matthean accounts. It seems, however, that the idea of Isaiah 64 is being
alluded to, though Mark has strengthened the term from avolye to oxile. The 7. Levi
passage, however, uses the word oxiCc, suggesting that, at the very least. Mark’s
reference to Isaiah has been formed partially by intertestamental messianism. which
awaits the coming of the Lord to rule (7. Levi 18:6-8)."

The source of the nearest parallel to the descent of the Spirit upon Jesus in the
Markan prologue is in [saiah, and the Isaianic ideal is mirrored in intertestamental
messianism. Edwards reads the passage most closely through intertestamental
messianism in 7.Jud. 24:2.% He claims that the Markan concepts of the Spirit and Messiah
are more likely linked closer to those of intertestamental thought than their predecessors
in Isaianic Judaism. However, he also points to three [saianic passages which may
provide a closer image of the Spirit and his operation at the baptism of Jesus. Isaiah 42:1
mentions the coming of the Spirit upon his servant. The language of Isaiah 42:1 contains

]

both the reference to the Spirit descending upon God’s chosen vessel” and quite possibly

provides the source for Mark’s record of God’s words from heaven in Mark 1:11 (2 €l
VIOC Hou O ayamnToc; cf. 0 ekAekTOC pou, TpooedeEaTo auTov 1 Yuxr pou).”
Allusion to Isaiah 11 is also notable, as it records that the Spirit rested upon the coming

Davidid and effected his reign upon the earth in wisdom under the direction of the Lord.

This is a near perfect match to the concepts presented in the Markan text. The Spirit of

"Edwards. “Baptism.” 43—44.

* Edwards. “Baptism.” 47.

*Isaiah reads ¢ auTov. while Mark uses eic autov (Edwards. “Baptism.” 48).

"'Van lersel is hesitant to make this connection. since the language is quite different (Mark. 101). However.
Guelich is quite happy to note some resemblance (Guelich. Vark. 34). France admits the connection.
though he is not thoroughly convinced there are not better references elsewhere (France. Mark. 80-82).
There is, admittedly. little connective tissue between the two passages. except for some reminiscence in the
form of a catch phrase. which evokes a much larger understanding than the words themselves
communicate.



the Lord enters Jesus the Messiah and, led by the Spirit, he propagates the rule of the
Lord through preaching of the Kingdom of God (Mk 1:15), which leads to the destruction
of the kingdom of Satan.' As the Spirit in the Davidid will establish the reign of God
through him. so the Spirit operates in Jesus to establish the reign of God on earth.

This is only confirmed by the final element of the Baptism account, which records
the voice from heaven declaring 2U €l 0 U10G pou © AyaTnTOC, v gol eudoknaoa. This
passage is undoubtedly a combination of Psalm 2:7 (Y1d¢ pou €1 ou).” which effectively
describes the enthronement of the King, and Isaiah 42:1 (exAexToc pou, mpooede€aTo
auTov npuxn pou).” describing the suffering of the servant of God. As these verses are
blended, the ideas combine in Mark to introduce the King of Israel, the one will bring
effect the rule of the Kingdom of God on earth. Similarly as is reflected in the ultimate
establishment of the Kingdom of God on earth in Mark in the passion. the introduction of
that king from heaven contains elements of a suffering servant. Jesus is introduced from
heaven as a suffering servant who will effect the rule of God on earth. All of this will be
effected by the Spirit of God. since it is the leading of the Spirit that, though it is not as
prominent in the Isaianic sources, dominated the text of Mark. This is especially clear in
contrast to the large amount of source material which is excluded from the text of Mark.

There are definite connections in the text of Mark to the exodus. The similarities

include the use of the number forty to symbolize the duration of the exodus in years and

" O Brien. “Principalities.” 110-30. For more detail see discussion on the Kingdom of Satan in chapter 4.
*Itis here. as well as in the pronouncement of Jesus as Christ. that the connection between the Kingdom of
God and the Spiritis clearest in the epilogue. Though it is not mentioned specifically until Jesus™ ministry
begins in 1:14. it is clear that this is precisely what Jesus is being prepared for. It is the Spirit who is
accomplishing this preparation (Rowe. Kingdom. 108, 165).

' See note above on the challenges of this association. though Rowe has no doubt whatsoever (Rowe.
KNingdom. 117).
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the temptation in days, the wilderness context, and the heavenly provision.' There are
many implications that could be brought to the text of Mark from the exodus, however it
seems that the most important similarity is the passages’ mutual use of the term
melpalopevoc (1 :13).” Simply stated, the desert was for Jesus, as it was for Israel, a
testing ground for faithfulness to God. That is, the outcome of the temptation is not
recorded because the temptation itself is not perceived as a threat to Jesus. Rather, it
shows his faithfulness to the leading of God.” It must be noted that the temptation
accounts in Matthew and Luke contain a great amount of Exodus symbolism. It is not
inconceivable that the tradition recorded in Matthew and Luke predates all of the synoptic
Gospels, including Mark. the earliest.” It should be noted that, though there is a good
chance that Mark was of aware of the larger body of tradition that was later incorporated
into the other synoptics™ temptation accounts, he records very little. Only that Jesus was
tested, that Satan was his tempter and that he was there by the action of the Holy Spirit is
recorded. Since Mark is widely recognized as a source document, it is difficult to analyse
Markan redaction. However, it is highly likely that the full record of Jesus’ temptation

existed in the oral tradition surrounding the account. It is significant that, despite the

' Gibson notes especially the use of the number forty and the wilderness context to denote similarities
between Jesus™ temptation in the desert and the wilderness trials of Israel. in order to refine an
understanding of the temptation account from the relative dearth of information given by Mark (Gibson.
“Temptation.™ 17—18).

* With this in mind. Gibson claims that other elements. including the wilderness context. the tempter etc..
all serve to define the central the usage of both Mark’s and Exodus’™ use of the term (Gibson. “Temptation.”
3-34).

' Gibson notes that the excluded information from Mark’s temptation account does not imply a lack of a
conclusion to the question of the nature and result of Jesus™ temptation. Rather. all of those details are
available implicitly from the information given. He argues that the temptation account is inseparably joined
to the baptism account and that the two together show that Jesus is the Son of God who is moved by God.
The temptation serves as a display of connectedness between God and Jesus. The outcome of Jesus’
temptation was never in question (Gibson. “Temptation.” 3—-34).

"Barnett argues that the majority of the Christian theology applied and recorded in the New Testament. and
especially in the Pauline epistles, predates the New Testament (Barnett, Birth). With this in mind. it is not
unlikely that Mark. though he has not recorded some of the traditional material that was later incorporated
into Matthew and Luke. was aware of'it.
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wealth of information concerning the temptation of Jesus, Mark chooses only to
acknowledge that Jesus was tempted as a result of the action of the Spirit upon him. Thus,
though the Spirit is not featured as heavily in other sections of the Gospel, in the
introduction the Spirit is intimately connected with the direction of Jesus. This is
especially clear in his connection with the anointing of Jesus as the Davidic king that has
just been established in the previous verses. However. there is also the record of Jesus
interaction with wild animals to consider, which has been detrimental to this conclusion
in the past, but will be shown to support it.

The consideration of the wild animals and their nature alone has drawn a wide and
varied response.’ However, it is best interpreted in the dual light of the nature of Jesus’
temptation and period literature concerning wild animals. The Gospel of Mark has
already displayed a resemblance to 7 /2P in the Baptism account. which Gibson argues is
synonymous with the temptation account.” T Naph. portrays a scene almost identical to
this in which Satan is said to flee the subject, the animals are afraid of him. and the angels
stand by him.? The presence of animals in the desert. their association with Satan in
T Naph, and the record of a temptation by Satan in the desert only places Jesus in a
position of dominion over all the fearful beasts of 7. Naph. The passage describes a
victorious Jesus. not only over Satan. but over the wild beasts of the desert. With this in
mind, the focus of Mark is on presenting Jesus as the anointed Son of God and suffering

servant who is in all ways guided by the Spirit in his conquest over the power of Satan

" Guelich claims that Jesus is at peace with the wild beasts and that this peace is symbolic of a restored
Adam typology (Guelich. Mark. 39). Heil has concluded that the wild beasts are representative of the
arduous nature of Jesus™ temptation. and propagate a suffering servant motif in the Gospel (Heil.
“Animals.” 63-78). Gibson argues similar to Guelich. using peTa to indicate that he had somehow subdued
them and that he was their master (Gibson. “Temptation.” 3-34).

* Gibson. “Temptation.” 6-9.

ST Naph 8:4 (France. Mark. 87).
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and in the establishment of the Kingdom of God on the earth. This is shown through the
baptism account and its emphasis on Jesus as the messianic hope. and establisher of the
Kingdom who is so by the presence and leading of the Spirit, and who is displayed
subject to the action of the Spirit upon him and victorious over the power of Satan.

2.3 Conclusions on Mark's use of the Old Testament and the Spirit in the Prologue

It has effectively been shown that, in Mark’s use of the Old Testament and intertextual
literature. Mark understood John to be Elijah, the beginning of the Gospel and
forerunning prophet for Yahweh himself. Mark understood that Jesus was the Lord that
John prophesied. the Son of God, the Christ, and the perfect embodiment of the expected
saviour and king who would come after Elijah. His rule was anointed. He was fully
proven and prepared in baptism in temptation for his reign. Son of God and anointed king
combine in the Markan text in the form of Jesus, and the anointed king is the ruler of the
Gospel’s Kingdom of God. The Spirit is at work intrinsically in this process. The Spirit in
the prologue is given exclusively to Jesus the anointed king and thus serves to both
prepare and mark Jesus as the only qualified candidate for the role of anointed king. The
Spirit in the prologue. in light of Mark’s Old Testament usage, is the marker of the true
messianic king.

Conclusions

The Spirit functions in the book of Mark to demarcate the special and unique anointing
that Jesus has to bring about the coming of the Kingdom of God. That is, the Spirit works
in the Gospel to signify that Jesus is the Son of God and the only one competent to rule as
God on earth. This pattern is continued into the church age, where the disciples continue

Jesus™ ministry with the Spirit as their director and mover as they work in the face of
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great persecution. This schema is the result of a dialogical combination of several
passages in Mark. However, the first chapter alone begins the process by which the Spirit
in Jesus is defined. In it, Jesus is shown to be superior to even the God-sent Elijianic
prophet John. The language surrounding Jesus testifies to his position as the Son of God,
who even the God-sent prophet is unworthy of. Further, the Spirit is used as a marker of
this sonship, not to symbolise conversion, as in Dunn, but to symbolize that Jesus is the
divine heir to the Kingdom of God. Similarly, the use of Old Testament allusion re-
establishes this great-greater than relationship which exists between John and Jesus and
points to John as the preparer for the coming of the Lord. Jesus is the coming Lord whose
reign is affirmed in the voice from heaven. Similarly, in the temptation account the
contrast between the rising Kingdom of God against Satan’s kingdom is predicted as
Jesus, by the Spirit, is triumphant over Satan and the Kingdom of God is begun on the

earth.



70

Chapter 3

THE SPIRIT IN MARK 3:20-30

Mark 3:20-30 stands at the centre of an episode focused on the identity of Jesus. Up to
this point Jesus has been prophesied, anointed. and tested. all by the Spirit. He has begun
his public ministry, which is characterized by healing and preaching the coming of the
Kingdom of God. At this point, it is the central concern of the text to portray the public
recognition or rejection of Jesus. With this in mind, any examination of the passage must
take the general context of the passage in mind. remembering that the Spirit in Mark is
closely related to Mark’s christology. That is. in an examination of the Spirit in Mark,
and especially Mark 3:20-30. the question must be asked why the Spirit appears in a
passage designed to portray the public acceptance and rejection of Jesus? The passage
itself follows a description of Jesus™ miraculous activity. At its very beginning, Jesus is
accused of demonic activity. What follows is Jesus™ response to his accusers in the form
of a parable recounting a homeowner and a plunderer. The passage comes to a conclusion
with a warning concerning the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. [t will be argued here that
the Spirit is intrinsically connected with the mission of Jesus to overcome the spiritual

kingdom of Satan, by establishing the Kingdom of God on earth through the Spirit. The
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Spirit, though he is not a major emphasis in the Gospel, is strongly connected with the
development of the Kingdom of God and the defeat of the kingdom of Satan, and is even
given credit for it at this junction. In this passage, it is equally the goal of the Spirit to
overcome the kingdom of Satan as it is Jesus™ goal. Jesus himself insinuates in 3:20-30
that the Spirit is the guiding and empowering force, at work in Jesus for the establishment
of the Kingdom of God on earth which displaces the kingdom of Satan. This will be
established by an examination of the unforgivable sin in order to display that the Spirit is
active in Jesus® ministry. Following this, the parable of the binding of the strongman will
be examined to show that the Markan emphasis on the binding of the kingdom of Satan
contributes to the establishment of the Kingdom of God on the earth. The parable of the
strongman is the first concrete statement of Jesus™ intention to destroy the kingdom of
Satan. However, he has been acting on it since the inauguration of his ministry, and his
spiritual empowerment and testing in the first chapter. This ministry will be examined in
order to display the building of the Kingdom of God over the kingdom of Satan through
the release of those captive to Satan’s rule in the miraculous ministry of Jesus. This
pattern begins in Jesus’ inaugural act in ministry among an innumerable crowd, and is
confirmed in the exorcism of the man possessed with many demons in the opening verses
of the fifth chapter, which is linked strongly to the Markan account of the unforgivable
sin and the parable of the strongman. With this in mind. this chapter will attempt to show
that Mark portrays the Spirit as that force that moves and drives the ministry of Jesus as
he brings the Kingdom of God to earth and displaces the former spiritual kingdom, that of
Satan. In order to accomplish this, Jesus’ response to the Pharisees™ accusations that Jesus

accomplished the displacement of Satan’s kingdom by Satan will be shown to place the



Spirit as an active mover in the ministry of Jesus. Second, the accusations of the
Pharisees themselves will be examined to show that Mark wishes his readers to
understand that Jesus’ ministry is concerned with the founding of the Kingdom of God on
earth and the displacement of the kingdom of Satan. Also, it will be shown that these two
goals are not features of Jesus® ministry alone, but are the result of his spiritual
empowerment. This will be accomplished with an examination of the Phariseces
accusations and Jesus’ response in Mark 3:20-27. The passage itself seems to indicate
that the Spirit has been behind the ministry of Jesus from the start. This is especially clear
when one considers the programmatic statements concerning the Spirit in the prologue'
and the textual similarities between the present text and the ministry of Jesus in 1:21-28,
and 5:1-10. These two texts will be examined so that their connections with 3:20-30 can
be shown to prove that the Spirit is at work in the text beyond the present pericope. This
influence is most clearly present at certain points in the discourse of Mark 1:1-5:10.

|. The Relationship between the Spirit and Jesus in Mark 3:28-30

Though this passage occurs at the conclusion of the pericope examined here, it serves as a
summary statement which gives meaning to all that has been written before it. and acts
programmatically for all that will follow. Jesus’ accusation that the Pharisees have
committed a crime against the Spirit portrays the Spirit as an active participant in his
ministry, since their accusations were directed against both him and the Spirit within him.
As is typical of the Gospel of Mark outside of the prologue. the Spirit receives little

mention, and occurs only once in this pericope. However, this particular pericope

" For the programmatic function of the Spirit in the Markan prologue. see the discussion in chapter 3.
Scholars who emphasise the programmatic nature of the Spirit in Mark | include Keener (Keener, Spirit.
49-90). and Hooker (Hooker. Mark. 51). There is also similar discussion on the Spirit in Luke-Acts
(Stronstad. Prophethood. 15).



displays several qualities that distinguish it from the surrounding text, including a
geographical differentiation from the entire second episode.’ This occurs in the form of
an intrusion by the Jerusalemite Pharisees into Galilee. As such, this section will establish
that the Spirit is strongly present in the ministry of Jesus at this point and especially, as
the following argument will show. in the exorcisms performed by Jesus, which are both
symbolic and functional representations of the victory of the Kingdom of God over Satan.
This argument will be followed in later sections by further discussion which will define
the ministry of Jesus, and also expand the implications of the Spirit in this passage to the
text of 1:14-5:10.

I.1. The Spirit in the Text of Mark 3:258-30

The discourse on the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit in Mark 3:28-30 is a pivotal text in the
development of how Jesus” audience understands his nature and ministry.” It is certainly
not the first time that Jesus has been challenged in his ministry to this point, nor is it the
first time that a character in the text has been accused of blasphemy. Only one chapter

earlier Jesus himself was accused of blasphemy for forgiving the sins of a paralytic in

" Many of the proposed structures of Mark use geography as justification for the division of the text into
episodes. Notably. though he is by no means alone. France divides the text into a prologue (1:2—13). an
episode on Jesus™ ministry in Galilee (1:14-8:21). an episode concerning Jesus™ journey to Jerusalem.
which also emphasizes Jesus™ teachings about the cross (8:22—10:52). and an episode on Jesus in Jerusalem
(11:1-16:8) (France. Mark. 11—15). There are several scholars whose divisions are nearly exactly the same
including (Dowd. Mark: Witherington. Mark: van lersel. Mark). [t is of interest. then. that the first episode.
which records only Jesus™ ministry in Galilee. should present Jesus with opposition to his message at the
only instance where the Jerusalem establishment leaves Jerusalem to hear Jesus in Galilee. France notes
that these are not resident Pharisees. but that they have come up from Jerusalem for the purpose of’
confronting Jesus (France. Mark. 169). Even this is not without significance since. in the remainder of the
text. the Spirit will not only appear in the context of the development of the Markan theology of the
Kingdom. but in contexts which place the Spirit in conflict with Jerusalem or its authorities (for a
discussion of the relationship between ministry and conflict. Galilee and Jerusalem see Lightfoot. Locality:
Lohmeyer. Galilaa: France. Mark. 34-35).

* France notes that Jesus™ ministry is summarized succinetly in his exorcisms. These are more than simple
shows of power over demons. Rather. they are symbolic of the downfall of the kingdom of Satan. At this
point. the audience realizes that the work of Jesus is the destruction of Satan’s kingdom and that the Spirit
is intrinsically at work in the ministry of Jesus to accomplish this goal (France. Mark. 168-69).
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need of healing (2:7). The accusation, however. came with the qualifier Tic duvaTal
) /7 c ’ b \ T c ¥ pm—— . . . .
adelval apoapTiac el pn eic o Beoc; The question is a rhetorical one, which presumes
that the answer is negative, and that Jesus is not God.” However, the statement is one of
many used by Mark to demonstrate that Jesus is, in fact, God. Mark often refers to
accusations of blasphemy in passages designed to reaffirm Jesus’ divinity or spiritual
empowerment. This pattern is continued in the accusation that the Pharisees had
committed blasphemy, having failed to recognize the work of the Spirit when they see it
and even attributing it to Satan. This particular text. however, is the first
acknowledgement of impetus since Jesus® baptism and testing/proof narrative in 1:9-13,
though he has personally acknowledged his status or nature on a few occasions to this
. g 2 - o & 3
point in the narrative.” As a result, with the support of the adjoining text.” whatever
claims Jesus makes can be understood to be programmatic to the establishment of the
Kingdom of God on earth. It is Jesus” ministry that is challenged and the discourse on the

blasphemy of the Holy Spirit is in response to that challenge.

" As indicated by the use of n to negate the question (Porter, Idioms. 277). Witherington places a great
deal of emphasis on these questions. As such. this particular one is typical of the first episode of the Gospel.
in which Jesus is unknown. The primary question posed by this episode is “who is Jesus?”(Mk 1-8:27). and
it is followed by episodes answering this question (Mk 8:27-30). detailing Jesus™ mission as Christ (Mk
8:31-10:32). and a final episode in which Jesus the Christ fulfills his mission on the cross (Mk 11-16)
(Witherington. Mark. 37-39).

* Though they are often disguised in double speak. such as Jesus® claim in Mk. 2:28 that COTE KUPLOC
0TIV O uloc Tou avBpadmou kal Tou caPatou. As discussed in chapter 3. this most likely a reference (o
the eschatological figure. However. it is suitably masked in an idiom that. apart from intertextual reference.
could easily be a Hebraism for “human.™ Similarly. France has concluded that the term in context does not
refer to the rights of all humanity. but to Jesus himself (France. Mark, 147-48). Since Mark has already
establish that Jesus is in fact Lord. with divine implications (see chapter 4 on intertextuality and Jesus). this
is most likely a double spoken claim to divinity by Jesus. See also Mk 3:12. though his acknowledgement
here is not publicly explicit.

* This will be discussed at length in § 2.



The passage itself begins' with the phrase cpnv Aéye Upiv (3:28).% It is not an
uncommon phrase in Jesus’ teaching, and occurs in this form and in the Johannine form
where apnv is repeated. The formula is unique to Jesus. however, and is not found in any
other period literature. It is distinct from the claims of any other teaching predating Jesus.
Commentators have come to the conclusion that it is a formula denoting the self reliance
of Jesus as testimony for his words.” That is, Jesus was not in need of any support for his
teaching. Jesus teaching gained its authority from him or whatever empowered and
directed him. He continues from there by declaring mavTa agebroeTal Tolc uiolc Ty
avBpdTwY Ta apoapThuaTa kal al BAacdnuia ooa eav PAacpnunowaotv (Mk 3:28).
Assuming the same group of Pharisees are present, it is interesting to note the similarities
between Mark 3:28 and 2:5, 10. Just as blasphemy is the central concern in both
passages. so is forgiveness, and the same term is used for both in both cases. In the first
passage, Jesus forgives and is accused of blasphemy. In the latter case. Jesus declared that

both all sins’ and “all the blasphemies that [one] can blaspheme™ will be forgiven. He

"1t begins with the telling of the parable of the binding of the strongman. This section. however. will
consider itself only with the latter half, concerning the blasphemy of the Toly Spirit directly.

? This phrase is the basis for future claims that Jesus speaks on his own authority and. as such. it is
unparalleled in Jewish literature (France. Mark. 175). Guelich goes as far as to compare it to the
introductory phrase of a prophet ~“Thus says the Lord.”™ which places even more emphasis on the weight off
Jesus™ words (Guelich, Mark. 177).

¥ See esp. Dunn. Jesus. 79: France. Mark. 174— 7§ Gugligh Vark. 177: \\'ilhu inumn \/u//\ 158 ete.

i Many scholars differentiate between the use of apapTnua (Mk 1:28: 3:29) and apcptic (Mk 2:3). The
former is called a guilty offence. while the latter is any wrong act mmmlllul regardless of intention (7DNT*
cl. NIDNTT). However, this definition does not account adequately summarize the usage in Mark 3. though
it takes into account a great deal of previous contextual studies. It has been argued. most vocally by Fugene
Nida. that the definition of any term ought not to be explored universally in these instances. Rather. a word
should be considered based on lexical similarities within the its immediate context (Nida. “Context.”™ 20)
This is the same theory at work in the idea of semantic chaining. which will be discussed briefly in this
chapter. and has found applications in other texts. This theory can be seen at work in Westfall's
L\dminalion of Hebrews (Westfall. ~Ties™). With this in mind. France is close in his estimation that
auamela does little more than provide a general synonym for PAaadnpiic. since hla\phun\ is called the
aicdviov apapTnua (France, Mark. 175). However. it is more likely that Mark intended apapnpic to be
both synonymous with and inclusive of blasphemy. The term is used to round out Jesus claim to include
every conceivable wrong (hence the nominative TavTa oqlaprr]ua which surrounds the entire phrase).
with none of the trivial implications placed on the term by standard lexicons.
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then continues with the grave warning oc &' av BAacdnunon eic TO mvelpa TO aylov,
OUK EXEl APETIV EIC TOV aldva, GAAG EVOXOC ECTIV allmviou apapThuaTos (3:29). It
is important to note the development that occurs surrounding the idea of forgiveness,
blasphemy. sin and eternity. The first three terms act together to describe a set of
relationships involving forgiveness, sin and blasphemy, and the implications are eternal.
All sin and blasphemy will be forgiven, but blasphemy against the Holy Spirit will not.
There is a second set of terms, representative of the characters within the text,
which aid in the conceptual development of the passage. The first character is Jesus, who
is introduced by name in 3:7. From that point, he is referred to in the third singular until
3:23. Here he is introduced as the speaker and is referred to in the first person from that
point until 3:30. The second Markan character is actually a group. Jesus’ audience is
identified in 3:23 in the third plural aUtouc.' Finally, the last group of characters is
called ot ulol TV avBpa mwv. and is inclusive of all humanity.” With this in mind Jesus
instructs his audience, on his own authority, that every human being will be excused of
every sinful act and any number of blasphemies, or as much blasphemy as any one of
them is capable. In contrast. the consequences of blasphemy towards the Holy Spirit are

eternal and unforgivable. That is, blasphemy of the Holy Spirit results in eternal

"There are three plural groups mentioned in the discourse before this point. This most likely refers to the
last group. the Pharisees. Williams sces this as a part of a recurrent pattern in which those who are “outside
of the kKingdom™. including the Pharisees. are constantly spoken to in parables in Jesus™ teaching. In
contrast. those on the inside by faith are spoken to directly (Williams. Followers. 107). As such. it might be
said that ~the messianic secret”™ of Mark is an inappropriate title for information that is available by faith,
and only hidden from those who cannot or will not understand. After the prologue. where Jesus is identified
in no uncertain terms. the Markan narrative turns to Jesus among the unknowing crowds composed of “men
and women who stumble around. wondering what is happening™ (Hooker, Message. 16: in France, Mark.
58-39). Concerning this claim. Williams is more closely focussed on the reader than even France and
Hooker. His argument is that the minor characters in Mark are presented as part of Mark’s rhetorical
strategy. and that the minor characters. are designed to display the right and wrong responses to Jesus. with
the intention of influencing the reader to choose the right response to Jesus™ message (Williams. Followers.
89-90).

* Guelich. Mark. 178.
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condemnation. However, their blasphemy' and any number of sinful acts will be
forgiven, presumably by the one who declared it true by his own authority.

It is important to note that apapTnua, the term used for sin here, stands out in the
Gospel of Mark. It occurs twice in quick succession at this point, but never again in the
remainder of the Gospel. There are two other occurrences of the term in the New
Testament. Both of them appear in the Pauline epistles. Though some have attempted to
separate their meanings to refer to “sinful acts™ rather than “sin” in general.” the semantic
differences ought not to be overstated in the theological development of “what can be
forgiven.” It is likely that the term was chosen for two principal reasons. First, the usage
implied in GucpTAUa over apapTia is better suited to its parallel ol BAcodnuia oo
éav BAaodnunowotv. That is. apapTnua may fit better semantically in contexts where
individual actions are the subject, though this should not be applied as a general rule. This
is likely in the context of a phrase like “all of the blasphemies that you can commit.” This
is especially pertinent when it is considered that the phrase is directed against the
Pharisees, who were notorious for their categorization of individual cpdpTnua. Second,
the rarity of the term. in contrast to the frequency of usage of auapTia, suggests that the
passage was intended to stand out as unique in the Gospel.

The term blasphemy itself, however, presents the reader with a bit of a puzzle.
The term has two senses in first-century usage. The first usage seems to denote a
religious infraction, which some limit to speaking the name of God in accordance with

o~

classical rabbinic literature.” while the general term seems to indicate slander. or verbal

" See discussion on popular and Markan usages of BAacdnuec to follow.
“Rom 3:25: 1 Cor 6:18 (Guelich. Mark. 178-79).
© m.Sanh 7.5 (Collins. “Blasphemy.” 379-401: France. Mark. 175).
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defamation.' It is in cases such as these where strictly drawn lines, especially strictly
drawn rabbinic lines, are not necessarily reflective of common usage.” There are several
other charges of blasphemy in the Gospel of Mark. Each of these appears to be used in a
religious sense. Though the context in 2:5 has already been discussed, it is clear that the
intended meaning was that Jesus had committed blasphemy by claiming to be God, or
committing actions that only God can commit. This in itself tends to describe blasphemy
in the text of Mark as it is applied to Jesus. It finds its ultimate expression in the trial of
Jesus, where Jesus is asked if he is, in fact, the Son of God.” There is no mention of the
name 6eoc during Jesus® trial, which leaves one of three possibilities for the nature of his
blasphemy. The first possibility is that the trial was in Hebrew and that Jesus’
pronunciation that “T am™ in context was close enough to the name YHWH to justity
blasphemy, though this is unlikely due to the common nature of the simple phrase. The
second acknowledges that £y eipt is a quotation from the LXX and would most likely
have been reference enough to accuse Jesus of claiming to be none less than the God of

5 4 g -
Israel himself, whether that name was spoken or not.” However, neither of these first two

' See especially Tit 3:2 (Louw & Nida).

* France argues that the term has more than one sense. The rabbinic technical sense is clearly defined
against the wider range of meaning. The rabbinic sense limits itself to uttering the divine name of God,
while the popular usage. in France’s estimation. is something closer to slander (France. Mark. 175). For the
purposes of this study. the term will be acknowledged to have a single sense. that of a serious defamation.
with both religious and pedestrian applications. Furthermore. Evans has criticised those interpretations of
the term which rely to heavily on Mishnah. The traditions which define blasphemy as the uttering of the
divine name are too late to be of any influence to the Markan text. Rather. any speech or action that is
offensive to God or his representatives. and even sin in general can be understood as a blasphemy against
God (Evans. Mark, 453-55).

F 30 €l xpioTic 0 uloc Tou euhoynTou: (MK 14:61). Uttering the name of God is not the only sense that
blasphemy carries. However. it is certainly true in this case as Jesus™ accusers opt for eDAoynTou rather
than speaking the name of God.

* The first instance of this formula is found in reference 1o God speaking to Abraham. Here God says
"Eycd eipn 0 Beoc cou (Gen 17:1). In the context of this first appearance of the formula. there is no doubt
who the referent is and how ey elpit would have been interpreted. Most scholars. however. have
dismissed this connection. It is most likely true that €y eljin. in this instance. was simply the common
positive response I am he.” The term is quite often designated divine in Johannine Literature (see esp.
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possibilities are likely. With this in mind, it is equally unlikely that Mark’s understanding
of terms like BAcodnuew is similar to the classical rabbinic usage. It is likely that a third
option is more reflective of Mark’s understanding. Any positive answer to the question
posed in 14:61 would have been enough to justify the crucifixion of Jesus. Even though
Jesus did not use the divine name, there is no question that by responding “&yc3 eijt”
Jesus claimed a whole host of divine titles implied by the council’s question, leading to a
charge oi'blasphemy.I

There is a final option, however, that is far more likely than any previously
discussed. To this point, discussion of Jesus’ blasphemy has centred on the phrase £yc)
etpt. Jesus’ blasphemy most likely did not stem from his use of this phrase. 'Eyc eij is a
phrase that is, more often than not, theologically loaded. No examination of any pericope
in which the phrase occurs would be complete without consideration of its usage.
However. in this case, there are no divine implications in Jesus™ use of the phrase and
closer attention should be paid to the whole of Jesus’ answer.” According to Evans, Jesus’

references to Old Testament prophetic literature shed a great deal more light on the

Barrett. St. John. 282-83: Beasley—Murray. John, 89-90. 130-31: Bruce, Gospel. 148. 193) and even in
pscudepigraphal works. Sell is of the opinion that the term is a divine designation in Mat 16:13—19. as well
as in what he claims is a reference to this claim in Acts Pet 12 Apost (Sell. “Confession.” 344-506).
However. Bultmann has summarized several differing usages of the term in John variously (Bultmann,
John, 225-26). In light of Bultmann’s analysis of Johannine usage of eyc e, it is doubtful that this

constitutes a direct reference to the divine name. though the implications of Jesus™ answer may be
cquivalent. Evans is of the opinion that Jesus reply was not a reference to the divine name. but rather a

reversal of position in which Jesus was judge of his judges. This is implied by quotations from Dan 7:13—
14 and Psalm 110:1. which place Jesus in a position of judgement and his judges before him grovelling. It
has alrcady been acknowledged that this may not be a direct reference to the divine name. To this end.
-vans cites 7Job 29:3—4 as an example of the formula in response o a question in a context which clearly
does not refer to YHWH (Evans. Mark, 448-52). However. with such fantastic claims made following the
absolute eyed evpt (France. Mark. 610—11: van lersel. Mark. 447-51). it is not surprising that some scholars
rightly claim some distinction in Jesus” speech. That is. Jesus may not have been referring to the I am™
statements of the Old Testament directly. but there can be no doubt that his claims insinuated something
similar (Burge. ~“Sayvings.” 334).

"France. Mark. 610—=11; van lersel. Mark. 44751,

* Evans compares £y el here (o its usage in 7Job 29:3—4. where it seems (o be used as a conflated “yes™
(Evans. Mark. 450).
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reactions of the council. Here, Jesus references Dan 7:13—14 and Psalm 110:1." By
quoting these two scriptures together Jesus has made claims that place him above his
judges and equal to God himself. Despite the fact that he now stands accused before the
council, he will one day sit in judgement enthroned at the right hand of God. Those who
oppose him will become his footstool.” These claims. and not Jesus’ use of £yad el
validate the charges against Jesus. To have claimed a place above the Jerusalem authority
at the right hand of God is inconceivable to the members of the council. By his bold
statement Jesus has claimed equality with God himself.’ By claiming equality with God
in judgement and position on the throne, Jesus has committed blasphemy in the New
Testament religious sense of the word.”

With all of this information., it is obvious that BAaodnuec is used primarily in its
religious sense in the text of Mark. There is no indication that Jesus meant to accuse the
Pharisees of blasphemy in the rabbinical sense, nor is there any evidence in the text to
suggest that they had committed it. Rather, Mark informs the reader that the actual crime

that the Pharisees had committed was accusing Jesus of working by the power of an evil

"Evans. Mark. 450-51.

* Evans. Mark. 431,

¥ That Jesus claims equality with God. and not simply Davidic authority. is inherent in the Markan text.
Evans argues that the titles Son of the Blessed One. and Son of Man pointed to Jesus as Davidic Messiah in
the first century understanding. This understanding is behind the Council’s question in Mk 14:6 1(Evans.
Mark. 448-52). It seems that Markan program is at work against the reduction of Jesus to a simple Davidid.
Aside from the title Son of Man. Jesus is only otherwise called the Son of God or. in the previous verse. the
Son of the Blessed. However. Jesus himself. in Mark 12. seems to indicate that the Messiah should not be
understood as he is related to David. The Messiah is greater than David. He is David’s Lord. not his equal
representative (Mk 12:35-37). Evans is correct in noting the first century understanding that the titles Son
of God. Son of Man. and Son of the Blessed One all refer to David or David’s descendant (Evans. Mark.
448-52). Furthermore. it is likely that Mark is aware of this understanding. However. it is likely that the
Markan text is corrective of this understanding. not subject to it. Furthermore. Evans claims that Jesus’
blasphemy stemmed both from his insult to the Sanhedrin. which would have seen itself as God’s authority
on carth and. more importantly. that Jesus claimed for himself the full divine authority of heaven (IEvans.
Mark, 456-37).

" For a full exploration of blasphemy. its usage before the first-century. and the implications of that usage
on Mark. see Evans. Mark. 453-38.
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spirit (0Tt éAeyov, TTveUpa akabpTov exel [3:30]). That is, by attributing the miracles of
Jesus to an evil spirit, the Pharisees were speaking against God himself, and specifically
against the Holy Spirit.

There has been much debate over the reasons why blasphemy of the Spirit carries
such a strict penalty. Part of this confusion results from the Lukan and Matthean
passages, which include blasphemy of the Son of Man as part of the innumerable
blasphemies allowable from Mark 3:28 (cf. Mt 12:31. Lk 12:10)." O°Neill has noted an
early interpretive error here. The Gospel of Thomas includes blasphemy of the Father in
the list of forgivable offences.” This creates the impression that, among the Trinity, only
the Spirit cannot be blasphemed without hope of forgiveness.” It is unlikely that Mark
meant the phrase to mean that the Holy Spirit was the only member of the Trinity whose
character demanded eternal punishment if insulted. What is more likely is that, in Mark,
Jesus is responding to people who have actually blasphemed the Holy Spirit. The
response is tailored to the offence. The Pharisees, by attributing the works of Jesus to
Satan, are actually blaspheming the Holy Spirit. It is clear in Mark 1:9—13 that the Spirit

is present in Jesus, guiding and empowering him in his ministry of declaration of the

"tis for precisely this reason that it was established in the introduction of this work that Mark would be
treated as an independent author. This is even more applicable to Mark than Matthew and Luke. since it is
assumed in this work that the text of Mark was the first to be written (contra Farmer. Problem: cited in
Penner. “Transmission™. 416: see also Guelich’s note on the neo-Greisbach school [Guelich. Mark. xxxiii]).
Mark could not have had any knowledge of the other formal Gospels. nor of the purported Q source of the
alternate saying (Guelich. Mark. 177). Boring argues that. no matter which Gospel is older. the Markan
source for the unforgivable sin logion at least predates the others. and developed quite separately (Boring.
“Sin.” 258-59).

> GThom 44: O'Neill, =Sin.” 38, Similarly. the other synoptics include blasphemy against the Son of Man
as an acceptable offence. This is most likely a tool to display the Son of Man’s reliance on the Holy Spirit.
since the Spirit is the Divine actor behind the Son of Man. However. Mark does not include the phrase.
though the Son of Man is a Markan emphasis. This is most likely due to the divinity that it is part of the
Markan program to impart on Jesus.

* O"Neill dismisses the interpretation that ““the blasphemy of the Spirit” is a mistranslation. and argues that
Jesus was referring to blasphemy against “this spirit.” the spirit of v. 28 which forgives all sins. Therefore.
unforgiveness is unforgivable (O Neill. “Sin.” 37-42). However. he seems to miss the Markan usage of’
BAaodnuew, and provides little evidence to support the omission of the Holy Spirit textually.
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Kingdom of God. Therefore, by attributing an exorcism to an unclean spirit, since it is the
Holy Spirit which is at work establishing the Kingdom, the Pharisees have effectively
called the TTveupa arytov a mveupa akaBapTov, and not just this, but o ZaTtavac!

1.2. Conclusions on the Spirit in Jesus™ Ministry in Mark 3:28-30

According to Mark 3:28-30, the role of the Spirit in the Gospel of Mark is to empower
Jesus™ ministry. The Spirit enables Jesus to effect the coming of the Kingdom of God, as
a result of his spiritual empowerment in Mark 1:9—13. This is confirmed when Jesus
accuses those who attribute his ministry to Satan of blasphemy against the Spirit himself,
signifying that the Spirit was the empowerer of Jesus™ ministry. Specifically, as will be
explored in the following argument, Mark intended for the reader to understand that the
Spirit was a work in the establishment of the Kingdom of God through exorcism. Thus,
the Spirit was an aide in Jesus™ Kingdom ministry. effectively dismantling the kingdom
of Satan. They have not insulted Jesus directly, but have blasphemed the Spirit which
does possess Jesus, and by whom Jesus does cast out demons. Therefore, it might be said
that €v Ted TveUpaTt ekBaAAel Ta Satpovia.’

2. The Spirit and the Kingdoms of God and Satan in Mark 3:20-27

To this point, it has been established that the Holy Spirit works to drive and empower the
ministry of Jesus (Mark 3:20-30). though it has not been defined. Mark 3:28-30 serves in
connection with the empowerment discourse of Mark 1:9—13 to specify the work of the
Spirit in Jesus. Mark 1:9—13 details the Spirit as the mover of Jesus, through the action of
exBalAw after he has descended into Jesus. In Mark 3:28-30 the Spirit is confirmed as
the impetus for Jesus™ ministry to that point. The passage also serves as a reference point

for later passages. As a result, the Spirit as Jesus™ empowerer in Mark 3:20-30 is

"Cl ev Tw apxovTi Twv Saipovicv (Mark 3:22).



reflected on in Mark as late as 5:1—10. The question that remains concerns the exact
nature of the work of the Spirit in driving and empowering. This chapter will show that
the Spirit is responsible for the establishment of the Kingdom of God on the earth. and
not this alone, but the establishment of the Kingdom of God on earth through victory over
the kingdom of Satan and the displacement of the kingdom of Satan." This victory and
displacement is spoken of metaphorically in the parable of the binding of the strongman.
It is also seen occurring from the outset of Jesus® Spirit-empowered ministry through the
miracles of Jesus, and especially those involving exorcism. Exorcism in Mark represents,
not only deliverance from physical ailment, nor simply deliverance from demonic
influence. but also 4reedom from the rule of Satan and the beginning of the experience of
the Kingdom of God. That the Spirit is a central mover in the establishment of the
Kingdom of God, and that this is accomplished primarily through exorcism and the
routing of the kingdom of Satan is implicit in the parable of the binding of the strongman
in Mark 3:20-27. As such, this passage will be examined to display the implicit
connections between the Spirit, who is acknowledged as the impetus of this ministry in

3:28-30, and the casting out of demons as the text of 3:20-27 elaborates.

" Recent theories have led to the discovery of hidden speech. and especially in the Pauline cannon. which
speaks against the Roman hierarchy. It is not uncommon for a Roman Caesar to be labeled ~Satan.™ With
this is mind. it seems reasonable to question the appearance of royal language in conjunction with the term
Satan in Mark. and to wonder whether it is a representation of the Roman hierarchy. The relationship
between Rome and the New Testament has been the subject of scores of recent publications (Crossan and
Reed. Paul). However. though these insinuations are by definition hidden. it is outside of the narrative
strategy of the Gospel of Mark to defame Rome. Though Jesus is often given titles attributed to Roman
rulers in the prologue. the rhetorical strategy of the Gospel seems to present Jesus to faceless crowds and
display their reactions to Jesus. That is, any high-language in Mark is not focused on contradicting the
claims of Roman rulers. but rather on informing the reader of the truth that the characters in the Gospel will
be confronted with in Jesus™ acts. There is little focus on the alternatives. This is especially true when one
considers how neither the position of the Pharisees. nor the Kingdom of Satan is discussed with any detail
in Mark. aside from being presented as an opposite of Jesus and his ministry. There simply is not enough
time spent on the evils of the Kingdom of Satan to merit any serious study on who it might represent. 1t is
simply enough to call Satan “Satan™ in the Markan text.
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2.1. The Spirit and the Kingdom in the Text of Mark 3:20-27

The parable of the binding of the strongman is Jesus’ response to the accusations from the
Pharisees that he had been casting out demons by the ruler of demons. For their
accusation of Jesus and lack of faith, the Pharisees are spoken to in parables rather than
plainly.' This pattern is broken in the latter half of the passage, in Jesus’ discourse on the
blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. However. Jesus’ parable is much more than a discourse on
the sins of the Pharisees, as with the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit discourse. Rather,
Jesus reveals the exact nature of his mission to the Pharisees in hidden speech. That is, in
response to accusations of participation in the demonic. Jesus reveals that it is his goal. by
the Holy Spirit, to overturn the kingdom which he has been accused of collaborating
with. It is the mission of Jesus. through the power of the Holy Spirit, to displace the
kingdom of Satan with that of God.

The text itself begins with the introduction to Jesus™ ministry, and a culmination
in activity that draws the Pharisee’s attention and leads to their accusation. By this time.
the miracles recorded previously in the text have drawn large crowds and on this
particular day. after Jesus had returned home, the crowds are so great that reportedly
neither Jesus nor his companions have time to eat. This causes the crowds to seize him

and question his sanity (3:20-21). The context of verse 22 suggests that Jesus, as before,

"Though he has a somewhat negative picture of Mark and his redactive work. Hedrick is convinced that the
parables. since their language is hidden and metaphorical. are the primary means that the Jesus of Mark
communicated the Kingdom of God. This is especially true since the Kingdom is. in his estimation. the
primary concern of the historical Jesus (Hedrick. ~“Parable.™ 179-99). Though his conclusions concerning
the historical Jesus are not supported by the claims of this particular work. it is valuable to note that the
primary means for communicating the central theology of the Markan Jesus. the Kingdom. was the
parabolic form. which is by nature guarded and vague. It is quite notable. then. that Jesus should break from
his parabolic speech and address the sins of the Pharisees directly. pointing to the severity of their crime
and the importance of the Spirit at work in Jesus.
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was healing and casting out demons among the crowd." The Pharisees, after seeing Jesus’
ministry among the crowds, accuse him of being possessed with Satan and casting out
demons by the ruler of demons (3:22). Hearing this, Jesus calls the Pharisees to him and
responds to their accusations in the form of a series of short parables. These two initial
parables are followed by another short parable illustrating the impossibility of their
accusations, and more importantly, the reality of his mission.’

With this in mind, it is pertinent to note a division in the text at 3:23. The former
part of the text builds the story to the point of the parable and rhetorical questions, while
the second contains the words of Jesus. There are a number of thematic ties that help
texture the pericope. Specifically, there are two series of interconnected terms, which
refer to Jesus and Satan respectively. Both of these series are composed of proper names
like Jesus and Satan, pronouns, and even metaphorical representations of these two main
characters, namely the plunderer and the strongman. The first grouping of terms
represents Satan and his kingdom, and it is posed against Jesus, both literally and
metaphorically in the parable. Finally, the verbal ideas of the text join serve to place the

two main characters of the parables, Jesus and Satan, and their metaphorical

"It has already been mentioned that the crowd itself is a fixture in Mark™s Gospel. The readers are often
meant to sympathize with the crowd. and resonate with the crowd’s initial ignorance of Jesus. Their
decisions are based on their experiences with him (Williams. Followers. 89-90). It is likely that the crowd
here is the same crowd that has been with him since the beginning of his ministry. and have witnessed the
arcat number of exorcisms that he has performed to this point (Mark 1:14-3:20).

* Rowe notes the fact that those outside the Kingdom of God are spoken to in parables (Rowe. Kingdom.
126-27). Busch affirms that the Markan emphasis is on the victory of Jesus over Satan. However. Busch
analyses Jesus™ claims on a logical framework and suggests that. due to a logical contradiction, Jesus
cannot be claiming that the kingdom of Satan is falling. This would invalidate his entire argument. This
Icads Busch to the conclusion that there is a certain amount of double speak occurring in the passages. with
two contrasting intentions (Busch. “Discourse.™ 477-505). Busch. however, has depended far too much on
Jesus® spoken word in the Gospel of Mark. and has taken him at face value. as though he had said
everything that there is to be said. Mark’s Jesus. however. is an entirely different breed. Busch has failed to
consider the whole picture. There is no logical contrast in the passage. there is simply missing information
in Jesus™ speech. though it is intended to be read into the passage. Jesus cannot say openly that it is his
mission to destroy the kingdom of Satan. especially since it is often inferred that there is a connection
between this kingdom and Jesus™ accusers.
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representations, in conflict. The verbal ideas connected to possession are accomplished
by Satan, the strongman. Those connected to exorcism are accomplished by Jesus. who is
metaphorically represented by the plunderer in the parables." This pattern, where Jesus
and Satan are contrasted using the verbal ideas connected to possession and exorcism.
runs through the entire text in several definable literal and parabolic forms.

This contrast in its initial form contrasts Jesus with Satan and his kingdom. In the
beginning they are connected by the Pharisees, who are mere observers at this point and
not addressed directly until 3:28. 'ExBarAAw is used to describe the exorcism of Satan
performed by Jesus. Jesus is accused of being possessed by Satan, using the first term in
the verbal chain, ’éxco.z Jesus’ response displays the discontinuity in their argument with
the rhetorical question Te¢ Suvatal Zatavac atavav ekBaAAetv; This shows that
two figures on the same side of the opposing kingdoms. either Satan’s evil kKingdom or

the divine Kingdom, cannot both possess and exorcise. These two verbal ideas are

" There is some initial theological difficulty that might be caused by the use of the term kKAémTRC 10
allegorize Jesus. That title has been applied to the subject of Mk 3:27 by the later Gospels (Mt 24:43: .k
12:39). It is arguable that. in these contexts. the thiel'is a sinister character not befitting comparison with
Jesus. This is exaggerated when John’s usage of KAemTne is considered. In every instance of the term in
John. it represents Satan (Jn 10:1, 10: 12:6). There are. however. a number of instances of the term
throughout the New Testament where the coming Lord is equated with a thief (1 Thes 3:2: 2 Pet 3:10: Rev
3:3: 16:15). With this in mind. there is nothing out of place with the use of a thief metaphor in reference o
Jesus in the New Testament. However. possibly aware of the conflict that using the term kAémtne might
cause. Mark did not use it in his parable. Rather. the term is assumed by Mark’s use of the verb Stamtale.
It is notable that Mark has not chosen kAemT, which suggests that “plunder”™ is a better translation option
than “steal.” This is a better fit with the Mark’s use of avéaTn. which seems to indicate a revolt or uprising.
Thus. the plundering of Mk 3:27 is not simple thievery. as might be indicated by kAemTe. but something
more closely resembling a coup d’étar. Commentators like Guelich and France point to several other
semantic clues that the plunderer is Jesus. To Guelich. those who are the possessions (okeun) of the
strongman are those who are demonized (Guelich. Mark. 176). France notes a correlation between Mk 3:27
and Isa 49:24-26. Especially convincing are the correlations that are developed in Isa 49 between the
possessions (akuhov) of the strong one (Ylyawta), who is most definitely sinister. and the possessions of
the strongman in Mark 3:27 (France, Mark. 172=74). Isa 49 uses language similar to Mark 3:27 1o describe
redemption from the hands of the enemy (France. Mark. 173). Further. the binding (8¢w) of Satan is
reminiscent of the eschatological disabling of Satan (France. Mark. 173-74). Though France limits this to
the eschatological victory of the Kingdom of God. dismissing its implications on exorcism (France. Mark.
173=74). it is not unlikely that Mark uses exorcism as a sign of this victory. or even as a means by which
this victory is accomplished .

* BeeALeBouA xer.
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directly opposed to one another. The three short parables to follow illustrate Jesus’
claims. The first tells the story of a kingdom, and uses military language to illustrate the
idea of exorcism. A kingdom cannot rise up against itself and hope to stand. just as Jesus,
if he were possessed, could not exorcise and hope to be successful. Kingdom, in this short
parable, is most likely associated with the kingdom of Satan, since royal language has
already been used in reference to Satan (0 apxwv TV Satpovicy [Mk 3:22]).I To this
point Satan has not been equated with a kingdom. Rather, only the Kingdom of God has
been mentioned.” At this point, however, we learn that Satan is a ruler, and that under his
command are all of the demons.”

The first metaphorical declaration from Jesus is that éav BaociAela ed’ EauTny
peptadn. ov Suvatal otabnuat i BactAeia ekaivn. This is the first of two parallel
sayings. with the second one presenting olkia in the place 0(’[3:0(017\El'c>(.4 Similarly. in
these two parallel passages, Jesus claims that the kingdom of Satan, if it rises against the

kingdom of Satan. will fail. The idea represented by ekBaAAer (3:22) is continued

" France has already noted that Jesus™ mission is directly against the kingdom of Satan (France. Mark. 168—
069). There is a definite semantic connection between the term c&pycov and the prevailing discussion of
BaoiAeta in the text (see Loy & Nida 37.56. 6463, 103).

* The term BaatAeta is used only once prior. in reference to the Kingdom of God. Tt is the centre of Jesus’
preaching ministry. It is mentioned 16 times following. and only twice used to describe anything but the
Kingdom of’ God. It is important. however. to quality the term Kingdom of God. As France and others
claim. the term does not indicate a place or a people. The Kingdom is neither the place where God rules.
nor the people who God rules. It is the rule of God itself. the reign of God. France describes it as a
catchword which is the equivalent of saying “when God rules.”™ This does not place emphasis on the time.
as if to say that the Kingdom of God is the time when God will rule. Rather. it should be interpreted as a
catch-all phrase that describes anything characteristic of the rule of God (France. “Kingdom of God,” 30—
44). Perrin’s claims are quite similar to those of” France. especially when he refers to the Kingdom of God
as a symbol for “God acting in sovereign power™ (Perrin. Language. 43. 45: in Marshall. “Kingdom.™ 6).
IFor the present definition. however. we will have to turn to Marshall who emphasises that the Kingdom of
God is. in fact. the ministry of Jesus. which represents the power of God manifest on carth (Marshall.
“Kingdom.” 8).

YO Brien. “Principalities.”™ 110-50: Mk 3:22.

" The text of the first parabolic saving is replicated in the final chapters of Mark. where Jesus describes the
ruin that is to come. On that day. Jesus predicts that kingdom will rise against kingdom and this will be the
sign of the final fulfillment of the destruction of the temple and the last days (eyepBroeTat yap e6voc e’
gbvoc ka1 BactAela emi BaoiAetav [Mk 13:8]).
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through to the end of the parable and is represented figuratively by uspf(;m.' The point of
the passage is that, if Satan were to rise up against himself or allow upheaval within his
own ranks, he would fail. The same argument is made using the example of a household.
That is, in the context of the ancient Roman household, in which Satan is represented
metaphorically by the paterfamilias. If it were to rise against itself, that household would

~ o1 2 . . . .
fail.” Finally, Satan and the accusations of the Pharisees are addressed directly and Jesus

claims kal €l 0 TaTavac aveoTn e’ eauTov Kal Eleplabn, ou SuvaTal oTAval aAAa

Tehoc Exel (3:26). following a pattern similar to that of the previous passages. The
language of Mark 3:26, however, is heightened from the rest from the preceding two
parallel passages. In the preceding formula the cognate of pepilw is always found in the
aorist subjunctive. However, beginning in v. 26, it is substituted with cvioTnut. It is no
longer subjunctive, but an aorist indicative and occurs in a first class conditional phrase,
rather than the third class conditionals in the first two.’

This short parabolic statement is broken into three parts. That is, three metaphors.
Through an examination of the conditional sentences that make up the parable, however,
it is clear that the three parabolic statements together form a singie argument. That
argument consists of two purely hypothetical illustrative sentences that are used in

support of the third statement. This third statement seems to be the point of the whole

"Though they are not. strictly speaking. semantic equals. their usage in plain speech (ekBaAher) and
parabolic speech (jiepiCe) is undoubtedly equated in the text of Mark. Though it is not necessarily
representative of a semantic chain. Westfall notes the tendency of language to create ad hoc chains. or at
least semantic ties. between two terms of that are not necessarily related (Westfall, = Ties.” 6-7). This is
exactly what has happened in this instance.

* Guelich is among many who recognize that Jesus™ argument is repeated twice using alternating military
and household motifs respectively. The reason why Jesus chose these two institutions is simply that they
were intimately familiar, and the listeners most likely experienced them both on a daily basis (Guelich.
Vark. 176).

*Porter. Idioms. 254-67.
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argument and, though it is in metaphorical language, it is the centre of Jesus’ speech and
has real consequences in the Markan programme. This is evident by the extended
application that accompanies the final conditional argument, and it is also visible in the
passage’s grammar. The first two parabolic statements are third class conditional
sentences. The final is a first class conditional statement.' Neither has any influence on
the truth of the statement. and both are entirely hypothetical.” The first two phrases.
which make use of the third class conditional, seem to act as stepping stones to guide the
reader to the base of the real argument. The third class conditional, as suggested by the
subjunctive protasis, seems to indicate purely hypothetical argument. However, it is not
the strong argument of the first class conditional, but a saying offered up for the listener’s
consideration.” That is, in the beginning of his parabolic statements, Jesus offers the
Pharisees a number of statements that are not particularly controversial. He offers for
their consideration a number of statements that they are unlikely to disagree with, but are
equally unlikely to be of much consequence. In fact. by using third class conditionals.
Jesus is building a hypothetical background for his main point, which follows directly.
Beginning in Mk 3:26, the tenor of Jesus™ speech changes dramatically. He is no longer
speaking in the third class conditional. The tense shifts from subjunctive to indicative in
the protasis and Jesus offers the Pharisees the beginning of a larger argument in the form

£ g 25 4 ¥ % > Bl
ofa first class conditional.” It is important to note that. as a first class conditional

' Both include ecw and the subjunctive in the apodosis (Porter. Idioms. 261).

* Porter. Idioms. 256-39. 261-63. Porter seems to allow for the translation “since™ in the protasis ol first
class conditional sentences. He does this based on the acknowledgement that a large percent of first class
conditional protases contain statements of true fact. Also. first class conditional sentences are. by nature,
argumentative and it seems to make sense that a true protasis. upon which the argument of the apodosis is
built. should be introduced with “since.” However. this scems to make room for further unproductive sub-
categorisation of the conditional based on the truthfulness of the protasis.

* Porter. Idioms. 261-63.

" Porter, Idioms. 256-39.
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sentence, Jesus argument is still hypothetical. However, the shift in conditional seems to
indicate an equal shift from a mild suggestion of a saying for consideration to a strongly
argued claim. Built on the foundation of the two earlier statements, Jesus has submitted
his argument against the Pharisees’ claims. However, Jesus™ argument surpasses their
accusations. The first two phrases seem to debunk the idea that Jesus is empowered by a
sinister force. One cannot stand against oneself. This final argument, though it partially
opposes their accusations, seems to suggest something beyond the impossibility of a work
of Satan in Jesus. Jesus™ argument suggests that he is engaged against the kingdom of
Satan, and has made plans for its destruction. There is no indication in the text that Satan
has divided against himself. It is, however, evident that the kingdom of Satan is falling,
and that the Kingdom of God is displaciﬁg it through the miracles and exorcisms of
Jesus.' Therefore. since it is not Satan rising against Satan that is causing the fall of his
kingdom, it is Jesus himself who is rising against the kingdom of Satan. and it is because
of the insurgence of the Kingdom of God that Satan has his end.”

It is at this point that Jesus shifts from the parable of houses and kingdoms, used
to describe the fall of Satan hypothetically, to a final parable. Though Jesus speaks in
parables as before, it is clear here that he is asserting that he is the one who will bring
Satan’s kingdom to an end. The parable begins with the introduction of'a hypothetical
figure. who will continue the chain of referents to Jesus from before, who is attempting to
plunder o toxupoce. The strongman is symbolic language representative of Satan. This is
accomplished partially by the inclusion of the term olkia in reference to the strongman,

which connects with the olkia of Mark 3:25. No one is able to plunder the house of 0

" Contra Busch. “Discourse.” 477-303.
“ France. Mark. 171-72.
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ioxupoc until he has first bound him. This phrase uses e and the subjunctive to denote
the possible option that would lead to the negation of the assertion before that no one is
able to plunder the strongman. If he is first bound, then the strongman’s house will be
plundered. The parable finishes with the future indicative phrase kol TOTe Ty olkiawv
auTou Siaptacel. Jesus, by saying this to the Pharisees. has indicated that his ministry
to date has been to establish the Kingdom of God by binding Satan, the strongman. It is
this ministry, accomplished in Jesus™ miraculous healings and exorcisms, which will
destroy Satan’s kingdom." This implies that the end of the kingdom of Satan is a feature
of the beginning of the Kingdom of God. With this in mind, the Spirit must be given
equal credit for the establishment of the Kingdom of God on the earth, since it is by the
Spirit that the actions implicit in the bringing of the Kingdom of God, and specifically
Jesus™ ministry of exorcism, are accomplished.

2.2 Conclusions on the Spirit and the Kingdom in Mark 3:20-27

In earlier arguments it was discovered that Jesus was empowered by the Spirit to
accomplish some undefined ministry. Through the present analysis it has been proven
that that ministry is the founding of the Kingdom of God on earth, and the destruction of
Satan’s present kingdom. This was established by showing kingdom language in the text
in relation to both Satan, and to Jesus. Subsequently, in a series of parables, it is

discovered that the kingdom of Satan is about to end its reign. Jesus. metaphorically

represented by a plunderer, is to be the one to bind Satan’s kingdom and take all for his

""This function of the text is understood by most. though it is not directly spoken by Jesus himself. 1t is the
nature of Jesus™ parables themselves to present himself in a manner that is not immediately obvious
(Williams. Followers. 107; Hedrick, “Parable.” 179-99). With this in mind. there is no doubt that the
rhetorical strategy of Mark is in play currently to show that Jesus is the one who will topple the kKingdom of
Satan (France. Mark. 172-73). Many note the tendency to conclude that. since he is referred to as

o0 loyupoc in 1:7. Jesus must be calling himself the strongman (France. Mark. 172—73: van lersel. Mark.
171). However. it is more likely that Satan is the strong man. and that there is presumably someone
stronger that will bind him before plundering his kingdom.
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own. This is represented by an exorcism that was not described by Mark at the beginning
of Mark 3. However, Mark is careful to record several exorcisms to this point in the text
and Satan’s strongest in the very near future will be dethroned.

3. The Kingdom at Work in the Larger Context of Mark 3:20-3()

It is not enough to examine the ministry of Jesus and the empowerment of the Spirit in a
hypothetical sense. The ministry of Jesus itself is begun with the declaration
TTemAnpwTatl 0 kalpoc Kal Nyyikev 1) BaciAela Tou Beou (1:15). This declaration is
immediately followed by a discourse which details the actions of Jesus, rather than his
preaching." These actions are, by and large, healings and exorcisms. The parable of the
binding of the strongman in 3:20-30 is implicitly connected with the account of the
ministry of Jesus that surrounds it. The miraculous events recorded to this point display
the nature of the ministry of Jesus as it is the result of the empowerment of the Spirit in
1:9—13. This parable serves as a confirmation of the nature of Jesus’ ministry to this
point, and reasserts that the ministry of Jesus in establishing the Kingdom of God, as
promised in 1:9—13, is the result of the Spirit at work in Jesus. However, to understand
the work of Jesus and the role that the intimate connection between Mark’s Kingdom
theology and the Spirit, Mark 3:20-30 must be examined as a part of a larger discourse.
To this end. there are two passages that deserve attention due to their obvious ties to
Mark 3:20-30. The first passage to be considered is the very first recorded miracle at the
beginning of Jesus™ ministry, in which a man is released from an unclean spirit (Mk 1:21—
28). The second is the Markan account of the man possessed with many demons (Mk
5:1-10). By demonstrating parallelism between the parable of the binding of the

strongman in Mark 3:20-30 and the exorcism of the demon in 5:1-10, it will be shown

" O Donnell. “Strongman.” 169.



that the Spirit is at work empowering the ministry of Jesus. The Spirit is at work in these
introductory chapters of Mark in Jesus. He brings about the Kingdom of God through
exorcism beginning early in the Gospel and continuing well into the second episode.

3.1. Kingdom and Exorcism: Connections between Mark 3 and 1:21-28

Mark 1:21-28 is immediately significant in the Gospel due to its early position. After
Jesus” ministry is inaugurated (Mk 1:9-13)." Jesus has only time for the calling of one
pair of followers before he is immediately faced with a demon-possessed man and his
ministry is first seen in action. Though in Mark 1:14—15 Jesus™ ministry begins with a
few remarks concerning its nature, which is concerned mainly with the Kingdom of God,
the first recorded series of actions in the ministry of Jesus involves the exorcism of an
evil spirit. It is significant thaf the first demonic presence encountered in the book of
Mark is given the title Tveupa akaBapTov,” which stands in direct contrast to the
mveupa aytov of 1:9—11.° Though the story contains a number of details concerning the
nature of the exorcism, it is significant to this discussion that the demons recognized him
as a representative of God, and therefore the Kingdom of God. They knew immediately

that his task was to overthrow them (T1 nuiv ool.’Incou Nalapnve: HABec amoléoal

" Though Jesus is introduced as the Son of God and Spirit-empowered king in the prologue of Mark’s
Gospel, there is still the impression that active ministry belongs to John at this point. Scholars. however.
mark a difference at 1:14. At this point active ministry is passed from John, whose ministry ends. to Jesus.
whose ministry is just beginning (Dowd and Malbon. “Significance.”™ 274-75).

* Mark is known for many and varied titles for the members of the kingdom of Satan including Tatavac.
BeeAleRouA. and o cpxwv Twv Satpovicv. His followers are called mveupa akaBaptov and Satpioviov.
It is of some secondary interest to note that there is no recorded reason for the synonymy ol Zatavac. a
definitive term. and BeeAZeBoUA. which has its roots in the ancient Palestinian deity. 1t is only known that
Mark uses them synonymously. with no reference back to the root of the term BEE)\CEBO\})\ (France. Mark,
169- 71).

" France notes the frequency of use of this particular term to refer to demons. which is used equally as often
as Satpoviov (France. Mark. 103). Guelich observes that. of the eleven times mveupa aKaGapTov is used
in Mark. six of those occur in the present story and in the other text parallel to 3:20-30. Mark 5:1-10.
There is a high concentration ol demons being referred to in the discourse surrounding 3:20-30. and a
noted influence on the passage directly preceding it (Guelich. Mark. 56). Itis likely that these terms provide
a counterpoint to the Tveupa aytov. who is at work in their dethronement.
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NUGC; 0184 o€ TIC €1, O aytoc Tou Beou [1:24]). Also, it is significant that the demons
were obedient and immediately overthrown, and it was even noted by those who
witnessed that the demons must obey Jesus (1:27). Thus, within a chapter of the
beginning of the text, Jesus, newly empowered by the Holy Spirit, is preaching the
Kingdom of God, and unclean spirits are being displaced and obeying him. This is
strongly connected to the text of Mark 3:27, where one of Jesus™ exorcisms results in a
discourse describing the expulsion of the kingdom of Satan. It is Mark’s intention. then,
to show Jesus at work exorcising demons and showing his authority over them. These
works recorded earlier in the Gospel are summarized in 3:20-30 as the dissolution of the
kingdom of Satan, which Jesus accomplishes through the empowerment of the Spirit.
3.2.. Kingdom and Exorcism: Connections between Mark 3 and 5:1—10
The account of the exorcism of the legion of demons in Mark 5:1-10 is intimately. if not
explicitly, connected to the idea of the Spirit as Jesus” empowerer in the expulsion of the
kingdom of Satan from power. It is highly related to the text of Mark 3:20-30. and
includes a significant degree of repetition. With this in mind. the idea of 3:20-30 is
carried out in action in this passage. Thus, 3:20-30 serves both to clarify that the Spirit
has been at work since Jesus™ inauguration, and also to suggest that Jesus is moved by the
Spirit further into the Gospel of Mark.

In the passage itself there are many semantic similarities with 3:27. There is the
mention of mveUpa akaBapTov in the opening. Similarly. the phrase oudelc é8UvaTo
auTov dnoat (5:3) bears a striking resemblance to aAX" ou SUvaTat oudelc elc TNV

olklaw ToU 16XUPOU eloeABV Ta OkeUn auToU StapTaoal, £QV [N TPGTOV TOV

toxupov dnon (3:27). Also. whereas Satan is represented with o 1oxupoc in 3:27. those



95

who had before attempted to bind the possessed man were deemed insufficiently strong
(oUSeic Toxuev auTov Sapdoat [Mk. 5:4])." Thus. the demoniac in 5:1-10 is
representative of the strongman that no one is able to bind in 3:27. The simple fact that
Jesus is capable of exorcising the legion of demons is proof that Jesus is the one who will
bind the strongman. Satan, in 3:27. If Jesus is able to drive out the legion of demons from
the possessed man in 5:1—10. then Jesus is the one who is binding Satan in 3:27. Jesus is
the one who is bringing the Kingdom of God by dismantling the kingdom of Satan. This
passage acts to prove in action what that Jesus says directly in Luke that 1 8¢ €v
SakTuAw Beou eyw exPaile Ta Sarpovia, apa epbacey e’ Upac i BaciAeia Tou
Beou (Lk 11:20).” However. in this case it is not the ambiguous SakTuloc Beou that
serves as Jesus” empowerment. Rather, the connection between Mark 5:1-10 and Mark
3:27 reveals that it can be none other than the Tveupa aytov who is the driving force
behind Jesus™ Kingdom ministry. Therefore. it is by the Holy Spirit that Jesus casts out
demons (cf. Mk 3:22). and it is by the Holy Spirit that Jesus is bringing about the
Kingdom of God in opposition to the kingdom of Satan.

3.3. Conclusions on the Spirit in the Text Surrounding 3:20-30

The Gospel of Mark. from the introduction of Jesus™ ministry at 1:14, to the end of the
discourse in 5:20 is presenting a unified whole. [t is clear that the central focus in the

development of the passage is the victory of the Kingdom of God over that of Satan.

" Guelich notes that it is rare for the Markan text to elaborate on the condition of a demon possessed person.
Often. Mark simply pronounces the person demon possessed or attributes an illness to a demon (Guelich,
Mark. 277). Tt is unfortunate. then. that he skips completely over the third mention of ioxupoc in 3
chapters. cach in highly signilicant contexts. There is a clear relationship between the language of 3:20-30
where Jesus claims to bind Satan. the strongman. and take his belongings. and 5:1—10 where a man
possessed with demons who is oo strong to be bound is exorcised by Jesus and claimed for the Kingdom of
God. This connection is not lost on van lersel or Camery-Hoggatt. who both see the exorcism in 3:1-20 as
the raiding of the strongman’s house described in 3:27 (van lersel. Mark. 171: Camery-Hoggatt. frony.
132-33).

* O’ Donnell. “Strongman.” 169.
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primarily accomplished through exorcisms. This is shown immediately after Jesus’
inauguration, where Jesus is recognized as the Son of God by demons that he has cast
out. It is also shown in Mark 3:20-30, where Jesus is represented in a parable as the one
to come and bind the strongman and plunder his house. Finally, the connections between
exorcism and the Kingdom of God are clear in Mark 5:1-10, where Jesus places the
parable into action and casts out the demons who had resisted strong men before him. All
of this is qualitied by the words of Jesus in 3:28-30, where it is made clear that it is the
Spirit in Jesus who is working to expel demons, and therefore it is by the Spirit that Jesus
is fighting the Kingdom of Satan, and gaining victory for the Kingdom of God.
Conclusions

It has, to this point, been the claim of this work that Mark does not have an independently
developed pneumatology. Rather, as in the prologue’s connection of the Spirit with
christology. and especially as that christology functions to provide credentials for Jesus as
the ruler of God’s Kingdom, the Spirit has provided strength and the presence of God in
conjunction with the developments of other theologies. This is especially true for the
Markan theology of the Kingdom. In this chapter, it has been established that the Spirit
operates in Jesus to empower his ministry. The Spirit in the Gospel of Mark is connected
to Jesus’ ministry. This is clear in Jesus™ own claim that the Spirit empowers his ministry,
and especially his exorcisms. in the face of accusations of demonic activity. This passage
supports other evidence that suggests that this spiritual empowerment is programmatic (o
the ministry of Jesus elsewhere in the Gospel. and especially throughout Mark 1:14-5:10.
Specifically, it is the foundation and progress of the Kingdom ot God on earth, by the

displacement of the evil spirits securing Satan’s reign, that is empowered by the Spirit
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through Jesus’ actions in Mark’s Gospel. This is seen in the implicit connection between
Jesus’ discourse on the fall of Satan in Mark 3:20-27 and the empowerment of the Spirit
in Mark 3:28-30. However, parallels with this text in Mark 1: 21-28 and 5:1-10 expand
the implications of the Spirit throughout the second episode, and confirm the connection
established in Mark 3:20-30 between the Spirit-empowered ministry of Jesus. and the
foundation and furtherance of the Kingdom of God on earth. There is an implicit
connection in the Gospel between the Spirit at work in Jesus, and the reign of God on
earth. Though rarely mentioned directly in the Gospel, the role of the Spirit is connected
very closely with the reign of God on earth through Jesus. It is specifically clear. in this
case, that the reign of God is begun by the casting out of demons as a realization of the
destruction of Satan’s kingdom. This makes room for the growth and dominance of the

Kingdom of God, with Jesus as its ruler.
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Chapter 4

THE SPIRIT IN MARK 12:1-37

If Mark’s portrayal of the Spirit were to be allegorized at this point in the discussion. it is
more than likely that it would be reminiscent of a consistently appearing legislative rider
which seeks to fulfill its own agenda by attaching itself to bills of far greater importance.
In the prologue of Mark’s Gospel, the Spirit acts as an adjunct to Markan christology.
The Spirit makes the existing equality between God, the sender and Jesus, his Son,
increasingly implicit. and completes Mark’s Trinitarian emphasis. The prologue also
develops an emphasis on Jesus® spiritual empowerment, in which the Spirit enables and
directs Jesus in his earthly ministry. This ministry is clarified immediately to be the
inauguration of the rule of God on earth. The second occurrence of the Spirit strengthens
the already established connection between the Spirit and the mission of Jesus to bring
about the Kingdom of God, to the detriment of the kingdom of Satan. This is shown in
Mark through the expulsion of the satanic kingdom through miracles and exorcisms. By
the twelfth chapter a great deal has developed in Markan theology. and there seems to be
little further emphasis placed on Jesus™ healing ministry. Rather. Jesus seems to be in

full-out conflict with Jerusalem. It is into this context that the Spirit makes his next
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appearance. Once again, as discussed before, the Spirit seems to be a rider on other more
thoroughly developed theologies in the Gospel of Mark. So far, the Spirit has attached
himself to Markan christology and Kingdom theology. Later in the Gospel, Mark will
introduce the Spirit into his eschatology, with further connections to the Kingdom of
God. This theme, in which the Spirit is a side note to the more developed Kingdom
theology, will be continued in this passage. However, unlike early chapters where the
Spirit was key in the establishment of the Kingdom over that of Satan, here the Spirit
seems to be a witness to Jesus, both as Davidic king, and also, with christological
implications, to Jesus as the Son of God. In a sense, Jesus refers to the Spirit as though he
were saying “God is on my side.” This claim is, of course, made in the context of
opposition, and is interpretive of the conflict in the parable of the landowner earlier in the
chapter. That is, Jesus uses the Spirit as a tool to assert that he is the Son of God.' and
that he is the one whose rule constitutes the Kingdom of God. Though references to the
Spirit are too sparse to formulate a comprehensive Markan theology of the Spirit, there is
at least some degree of connection between the passages in that they all connect,
secondarily, to Mark’s theology of the Kingdom. Though this does not by any means
constitute a Markan pneumatology, it may give some dignity to the independence of
Mark in his representation of the Spirit and as a Kingdom theologian. The goal here, then,
must be to establish that there is some connection between the Spirit in Mark 12 and the
contextual development of Mark’s Kingdom theology. Specifically. it will be shown that

the Spirit is used as a witness to Jesus™ claim that he is the divine Son of God. As such. he

" For further discussion of the Spirit in relation to Jesus™ sonship. see chapter one on Dunn and the Spiritin
Luke. It seems that Dunn. though he has been the subject of much criticism in this and other works. has
simply mis-sourced his theology. That is. though there is no connection between the Spirit and Jesus’
sonship in Luke. there may be some connection in this passage.
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must also be the Messiah and king whose rule constitutes the Kingdom of God. In order
to accomplish this goal, the claims of the Pentecostal school of theology, who assert that
it is Mark’s intention to portray the Spirit as the only person through whom Scripture can
be interpreted, must be shown in error. Second, the discourse itself must be established to
include the parable of the tenants and the realization of the parable in the rejection of
Jesus by the scribes. This is concluded in Jesus™ remarks concerning being sent by God.
according to the parable, and place as the Son of God, by the witness of the Spirit.
Finally, the text of the pericope itself will be examined on a micro level in order to
display the text’s portrayal of Jesus™ sonship. position as king. and the role of the Spirit in
confirming Jesus’ sonship and Kingdom rule.

|. Pentecostal Pneumatology in Reference to Mark 12:36

There can be no denying that Pentecostalism has made a major influx into the realm of
biblical studies. Scholars such as Menzies. Stronstad. and others have contributed a great
deal to the understanding of the Spirit in the biblical text. In a sense this work itself may
be considered of Pentecostal origin. However, since scholars like Stronstad have labelled
introductory passages concerning the Spirit in Luke and Acts programmatic, and claimed
large scale patterns governing the author specific use of terms such as mveupa. it has
become quite fashionable in such circles to find similar patterns in other canonical works.
At times, it is only the scarcity of Spirit language that has kept this work from using such
universal language. It must be acknowledged that the Spirit in the prologue is meant to
provide the reader with some lasting impression of a spiritual empowerment in Jesus’
ministry." However. this is not by any means a declaration of a universal Markan

pneumatology. It is also not an invitation to apply the Spirit to the text of Mark anywhere

" Keener. Spirit. 49-90; Hooker. Mark. 51.



101

that it is not mentioned explicitly or by some other means of extension.' Nevertheless,
this trend of defining universally applicable author specific pneumatologies has found its
way to Mark.

A recent article in the Journal of Pentecostal Theology® has claimed to have
summarized universally the pneumatology of the Gospel of Mark. This is of particular
relevance to this chapter since, according to the author, Mark 12:35-37 is the clearest

5
-

summary of the Markan pneumatology.” Partly in support of this claim, and partly as an
independent notion, Powery has also claimed that the term 1 SUvapic 8eou, which occurs
only once in Mark. is synonymous with the Spirit and should be interpreted as the power
to interpret the Scriptures. These claims, however, are counterproductive to any
endeavour to define a Markan use of the Spirit. There is simply too little reference to the
Spirit in Mark to justify a Markan pneumatology. Likewise, there is little uniformity in
the depiction of the Spirit in Mark, with the exception of its tendency to use the Spirit to
contribute to various other topical theologies in the Gospel. and especially the theology of
the Kingdom. However, Powery’s claims do merit brief discussion, since they are among
the only other scholarly opinions on the Spirit in Mark. With this in mind. a discussion of
the relationship between scriptural interpretation and the Spirit, and also on the synonymy
of power and the Spirit will follow. This will show that neither claim has any particular
merit. and that the Spirit is most likely used in connection with the Kingdom of God and

Markan christology.

"For an example of extension. see the direct parallelism built between the binding of the strongman in
Mark 5 and Jesus™ discourse on the Spirit as his enabler in the binding of Satan. the metaphorical
strongman., in Mark 3. discussed in fine detail in chapter 3 of this work.

* Powery. “Spirit.” 184-98.

*This is claim of Powery’s article. and it is supported throughout Powery. “Spirit.”™ 184-98.
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1.1. Powery and the Spirit as the Interpreter of Scripture in Mark

Powery’s argument that the Spirit is the divine interpreter of Scripture simply does not fit
the Spirit passages in Mark. This is, by his own admission, more clearly depicted in the
Gospel of Luke. It is in Luke that he begins his argument, and he remains there the
majority of his argument for the Spirit as scriptural interpreter.” Second, in his own
admission, Mark 12:35-37 is the only instance in the entire book of Mark where this
connection is made.” In spite of these two great difficulties, Powery claims that the
emphasis on the Spirit in Mark is on scriptural interpretation. He leans on the fact that
Mark 12 is the only instance in which the Spirit speaks in Mark. Therefore, since at no
other time is the Spirit speaking, every other passage that mentions the Spirit works to
accustom the reader to the Holy Spirit. Mark gives small pieces of information at a time.
For example, through the prologue the reader learns that there is a coming baptism from
Jesus for his followers, and that Jesus himself is baptised in the Spirit, which
programmatically affects his entire ministry. However, it is not precisely clear what it is
that the Spirit will have Jesus do or speak.” The second mention of the Spirit outside of
the prologue (Mk 3:29)" relates only that the Spirit is at work in Jesus, and that it is
wrong to attribute the work of the Spirit to Satan. Powery claims that there is no specific

act attributed to the Spirit. Therefore, the passage adds nothing to the understanding of’

" The majority of argument for the Spirit as an interpreter of Scripture in the article takes place in the Lukan
text. and is then extended into Mark. The Markan text is not so explicit. and the Lukan text uses the term
“power of God™ rather than “Spirit™ (Powery. “Spirit.” 185-80).

* Powery. “Spirit.” 185-86.

; Powery, “Spirit,” 186—88. Keener (Keener, Spirit, 49-90) argues that the Spirit ought to be considered
programmatic to Mark based on the Markan prologue. This is quite similar to the claims that Pentecostals
such as Stronstad have made for Luke (Stronstad. 7heology. 36-37) and Acts (Stronstad. Prophethood. 15).
 Powery places a great deal of emphasis on this position. noting that it is the first mention of the Spirit
outside of the prologue. and the first mention of the Spirit from Jesus (Powery, ~Spirit.” 188). Though this
is an initially impressive argument. one must realize that there are only six appearances of the Spirit in the
Markan text.
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the Spirit’s work." Finally. in dealing with chapter 13, Powery draws on the similarities
between 12:35-37, and the Spirit in 13:5-37. The conclusion is made that, since in both
passages the Spirit inspires speech, but only in Mark 12 is the content of that speech
specifically described, Mark 12 must be the ultimate representation of the Spirit’s work.
The Spirit in Mark 12, according to Powery, is an interpreter of Scripture.” Following
Powery’s argument, since the Spirit here is interpreting Scripture, scriptural interpretation
must be the focus of Mark’s pneumatology. From this, he draws the conclusion that, not
only is the primary focus of the Spirit in Mark the spiritual interpretation of Scripture, the
text must suggest that David could have only spoken about the Messiah by the Spirit.”
Therefore, in the text of Mark, [h; Spirit is representative uniformly as the Spirit of
scriptural interpretation and the only means by which Scripture could possibly be
understood.” These arguments assume a great deal more than they are worth. His initial
argument, which claims strong ties between the Spirit and Scripture interpretation, is at
the centre of the article’s flaws. There is some emphasis on the power of God and the
composition of Scripture in Luke.” However, it cannot possibly be a major Markan
emphasis. There are only four pericopes that deal specifically with the Spirit. The Spirit is
only presented in relation to the Scriptures in one of them, and the interpretation of
Scripture is far from the centre of that pericope’s argument. In Mark 12 the Holy Spirit
confirms that the one that the Father sends is God. The passage places emphasis on the

confirmation of the Messiah’s divinity. rather than the scriptural source. Even if Powery’s

" Powery. “Spirit.” 188.

; Powery. “Spirit,” 189-91.

* Powery. “Spirit.” 191,

* Powery notes that. in Jesus arguments with the Jerusalem establishment. it is the baptism of the Holy
Spirit on the ministry of Jesus that prevails. and not the reason of their content (Powery., ~Spirit™. 186). As
justification for these claims. Powery argues. with Hays. that this charismatic exegesis. which states that the
Spirit alone. and not human reason. can interpret Scripture (Hays. Echoes: cited in Powery. ~Spirit.” 186).

* Powery. “Spirit.” 185-86.
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claims concerning the message of Mark 12 were correct, he imposes his conclusions on
Mark 12 upon the entirety of the Gospel and focuses unjustifiably on speech as the
definer of the Spirit’s work." There are simply too many other emphasis placed on the
Spirit for such claims to hold any weight. This is especially true since Powery’s claims
rely on unjustified assumptions, such as the assumption that the ministry of the Spirit is
defined by his speech. It may be sufficient to label the development of the Markan
pneumatology dialogical: built by a series of passages which might not all contain the
same emphasis. However, it is foolish to do so in a work with such little reference to the
Spirit. It is acceptable to assume that Mark. if he does not conform to any other pattern,
portrays the Spirit independently of other canonical authors. However. it is not justifiable
to claim that Mark, for whom the Spirit does not seem to be of primary importance, has
formulated a systematic pneumatology like the one developed by Powery. In this case,
since the only similarity that each passage seems to have with every other passage is a
connection to another of Mark’s primary emphasis. it must suffice to say that the Spirit is
secondary in the Gospel of Mark. Though there is a definite pattern in the theological
connections made between the Spirit and the Kingdom, this reflects more highly on the
Markan concept of Kingdom than on the Spirit.

1.2. Powery and the Synonymy of ‘Power” and “Spirit’

That the Spirit is, in fact, the Spirit of scriptural interpretation, is not Powery’s only

claim. Partly in support of this claim. but also as an independent notion. he suggests that

" Powery quite often argues that the Markan records of the Spiritin the prologue. Mark 3. and Mark 13 are
insufficient to define the nature of the Spirit’s work. He argues this based o the seeming silence of the Spirit
in those passages. That is. the words of the Spirit are not recorded (Powery. “Spirit.™ 184-98). This may be
aresult of his connections with Pentecostal theology which. almost by default. makes the same connection
as a result of the insistence of carly Pentecostals that the direct result of a post-salvation spiritual baptism
arc glossolalia and empowerment for speech to witness.
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the power of God, mentioned in this pericope, and the Spirit are synonymous in Markan
usage.' His claim is bolstered by Hooker, who posits that the term is used elsewhere in
the text of Mark to represent God (Mark 14:62).> He also leans on the connections made
between the terms by both Dunn and Fee in the letters of Paul.” His basic contention is
that Jesus” accusation that the Sadducees neither knew the Scriptures nor the Power of
God meant that they did not possess the Spirit. Therefore, they could not understand
Scripture.* Though this is a convenient argument for his other claims, it seems a stretch to
assume that Mark, who has been proven an active redactor earlier in the Gospel.” would
not use mveupa here. Mark has shown that he is quite willing to claim the Spirit as a
witness against the Sadducees in Mark 12:35. It seems unlikely that Mark would use a
synonym for the Spirit here when he is perfectly willing to reference the Spirit directly.
Power, in this setting, is more likely to refer to the power of God to accomplish a
resurrection, which the Sadducees had denied. It is doubtful that Mark wished to connect
the theology of the resurrection with pneumatology.

2. The Spirit in the Structure of Mark 12:1-37

In previous discussion, the claims of Powery were examined for their content. However.
they are based on a hermeneutical method that is reminiscent of the interpretive process
which gave birth to modern Pentecostal claims. Classical Pentecostalism has always
defended its claims, and traditionally these claims involved the baptism of the Holy Spirit
or glossalalia as its evidence. using a sort of spot-focussed hermeneutic. This interpretive

style jumps from passage to passage in search of the Spirit, with little focus given to the

" Powery. ~Spirit.” 194.

* Hooker., Mark. 284.

*Dunn, Romans 9—16, 831: Fee, Presence. 35-36.

* Powery. “Spirit.” 194-95.

’ See especially the discussion of Mark’s redaction of the Septuagint in chapter 3 of this work.
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development of other theological emphases in the text." The Spirit in Mark is always
mentioned in correlation with Kingdom theology. The Spirit’s role in this particular
pericope is twofold. First, it establishes that Jesus is the true Son of God. Second, he is
the only king whose rule constitutes the Kingdom of God. This is especially pertinent in
the face of the current corrupt Jerusalemite religious rule. Though similar thematic
elements unite the entire discourse from Mark 10:46—12:37. only the pericope from
Mark 12:1-37 makes mention of the Spirit. In order to build a reasonable understanding
of the flow of the text. the text as early as 12:1, beginning with Jesus™ parable concerning
a landowner. must be considered. There are significant conceptual threads that are built
between 12:1 and 12:37. These will show that the passage considers Jesus both Son of
God and Kingdom ruler. It will be the goal of this section to display the thematic
structure of the text, and the boundaries of the pericope before continuing on to an
examination of the content of the text and its emphasis on the Spirit. In order to
accomplish these goals, the individual pericope within this greater discourse will be
outlined to present a larger context for the Spirit, and display the thematic connections to
the Kingdom of God and Markan christology. Following this, the text of the immediate
pericope will be explored and limited to 12:1-37. Finally. the structure of the discourse
will be explored to display that the Spirit in the text is intimately connected with Mark’s
christology and Kingdom theology. That is, the Spirit is a witness to Jesus the Son of God

and ruler of God’s Kingdom.

"For example. classical Pentecostals often cite 5 chapters in Acts (2:1-21, 8:14-24.9:17. 10:34—48. 19:1—
7. all built on the framework ol 1:8). Though this theology has been developed using this spot-focused
theology. it certainly is not true that Pentecostals are guilty of proof-texting. The development of this
particular doctrine. though it depends on isolated instances within the text. more closely resembles narrative
criticism in its approach. That is, whole pericopes are often taken into account for their effects on the whole
text (For examples of this approach. see Stronstad. Theology: Stronstad. Prophethood: and Menzies
Development).
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2.1. The Structure and Thematic Unity of Mark 12:1-37

The present discourse as a whole, in actuality, runs from Mark 10:46 to the end of Jesus’
eschatological discourse.' This larger pericope sets the stage for many of the themes that
will occur in its second half. It is important to note that, in this larger section six of the
seven total references to David in the text of Mark occur.” The passage as a whole deals
with Jesus’ final confrontation with the Jerusalem establishment before his arrest, trial,
and crucifixion.” The Markan contrast between Jesus’ supporters in Galilee and his

s 5 5 3 5 s . 4 = s " -
critics in Jerusalem is particularly prevalent in this section.” Jesus’ rejection of Jerusalem

" This pericope (Mark 13:1-37) will be the subject of chapter 6. Therefore, it will not be the subject of any
detailed analysis in this chapter. This particular division is noted by many scholars in their overall division
of the structure of Mark. This exact division of the text of Mark is suggested by Evans. who was not given
the opportunity to write a complete commentary on the Gospel, but titled this particular section “Jesus
confronts Jerusalem™ (Evans., Mark. 126). Guelich. who authored the first volume, notes a pericope of the
exact same title which begins in 1'1:1 (Guelich. Mark, xxxvi—vii: cf. Bacon. Beginnings. xi—vii; Lane. Mark.
29-32). Though his structure is completely different. France begins the present pericope in 11:1 at the
triumphal entry. This is due to his emphasis on the work of geography in the division of the text, since 11:1
begins Jesus™ ministry within Jerusalem (Mark, 426). France’s work is representative of a great deal of
scholarship. and there is very little difference between his division of the text and that of. Dowd (Dowd.

Mark). Witherington, who arranges the entire book around a series of rhetorical questions. notes the
beginning of the final discourse which answers all of the questions of the book. at 11:1. though he

maintains that 11:1-13:37 constitutes a single unit (Witherington. Mark, x. 36-39). Smith. working on
Bilzekian's conclusion that the Gospel was a drama prepared for public presentation. attempted to fit the
Gospel into the dramatic form with strikingly similar results, though the pericope from 11:1-13:37 was
divided into two separate dramatic episodes (Bilezikian. Gospel; Smith, *“Tragedy,” 239-47). Linguistic
arguments for a division of the text are presented equally by Cook. who uses graded frames of speech to
determine his structure (Cook. Structure. 151-57). and Longacre (Longacre. “Analysis.” 140—168). Perhaps
the most aptly titled division of the text belongs to van Iersel. who captures not only the struggle, but also
the apparent superiority Jesus enjoys over the Jerusalemite establishment before he is unfairly tried. His
subsection “Winning in the Temple Court”™ runs from 11:1-12:44 (van lersel. Mark. 351-86).

: According to discourse analysts, such a high concentration in a limited area suggests a certain amount of’
lexical cohesion within the text and differentiation from the surrounding text. This may serve to define it as
an individual unit. Porter uses similar methodology to distinguish the eschatological discourse in Mark 13
from the rest of the Gospel (Porter. Criteria. 220-34). However. the main thrust of the study is in the
recognition of stratification in a discourse. which consists of grammatically and lexically unified sections
above the sentence and paragraph level (see esp. Reed. “Cohesiveness.” 28—46: Reed. Philippians, 42-51).
which this particular discourse represents adequately.

¥ See especially Evans., Mark. 126 Guelich, Mark. xxxvi—vii.

*In the text of Mark. the crowds who paraded Jesus entry into Jerusalem do not seem to be from Jerusalem.
Those from Jerusalem are never portrayed as supportive of Jesus™ ministry (sce especially the conflict
between Jesus and Pharisees discussed in chapter 4 of this work). Rather it is an envoy from outside of’
Jerusalem who accompany Jesus into Jerusalem. whose inhabitants have markedly less enthusiasm for him.
Williams notes that Bartimacus. an outcast from Jerusalem. follows Jesus on the road after being healed
(10:532). presumably into Jerusalem (Williams. Followers. 161-63). In short. and especially in light of
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is implicit in the first half of the larger section, centred on the parable of the fig tree.'
More importantly, however, the themes that connect the larger Jerusalem discourse are
prevalent in the second half of this larger discourse. It is here, in Mark 12:1-37. that these
themes show that the Spirit is at work in the conflict between the Kingdom of God and
the authorities in Jerusalem. That the Spirit is Jesus™ witness against the accusations of
Jerusalem, and that the Spirit testifies to Jesus® divinity and place him as the ruler of the
Kingdom of God is implicit in the structure of Mark 12:1-37. This will be shown by an
examination of that structure.

Mark 12:1-37 revolves around the parable of the landowner and tenants.” In this
particular section, Jesus tells the story of a landowner who rented his property. Several of
the landowner’s representatives are abused in the landowner’s efforts to collect his share
of the harvest. When he sends his son, representative of Jesus in this case, he is rejected
and killed by the tenants. In the following discourse, Jesus once again clashes with the
Pharisees and they plot against him. In the end. however. they are likened to the tenants
in God’s Kingdom. Jesus, foreshadowing his death. allegorizes himself as the son in the
parable. This is mirrored in his claim that the Messiah. who he is claiming to be, is the
Son of God, not of David. This is supported by the testimony of David and the Spirit.

There are several thematic elements which contribute to the overall development
of Mark 12:1-37. They will be indispensable in any attempt to identify the reasons for the

Markan inclusion of the Spirit in the text, and goal that this inclusion accomplishes. It is

references Lo ol TPOTAYOVTES Kal ol akohoubouvTee (Mark 11:9). even the crowds who supported Jesus
in Jerusalem seem to be followers of Jesus from outside of Jerusalem. Similarly. Jesus™ primary critics in
Galilee were intruders from Jerusalem. Though many have commented on this particular issue (see
particularly Lohmeyer. Galilda: and Lightfoot. Localiry) a particularly good summary can be found in
France, Mark, 34-35.

" Heil. “Strategy.” 77-78.

*van lersel. Mark. 346-50.
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impossible to comment on the Spirit in Mark 12:36 without also discussing Jesus’ role as
king and Messiah. It is also necessary to discuss the relationship between the title Son of
David, which is applied to him extensively in this particular section, and Son of God,
which is claimed for him several times throughout the text. Jesus also seems to claim this
title for himself in Mark 12." Finally, there is the issue of the conflict between the
Jerusalem establishment and Jesus, which seems, in the Markan text to be akin to a battle
between the Kingdom of God and the kingdoms of this world. The latter of these has
strong conceptual connections with the kingdom of Satan.” The most that can be done at
this point, however, is to identify the theological trends that run through the text and
provide context for the present examination of the Spirit. They will be dealt with in far
greatér detail as they relate to the Spirit in the final exegetical examination of the text.”
2.2, Grammatical Elements Uniting Mark 12:1-37

Mark 12:1-37 constitutes an independent discourse in which the Spirit witnesses

T s . 4 8 5 s 5 . . P :
to Jesus™ divinity and kingship.” It is, however, difficult to give grammatical justification

' Rowe. Kingdom. 282.

* For a discussion of this possible connection. see discussion in chapter 4 on the kingdom of Satan.

¥ Sce § 3 of this chapter.

¥ This view is not supported by a majority of scholars. It is more common to follow the route of scholars
such as Evans. who divide larger sections of Scripture (for example “Jesus Confronts Jerusalem™ runs from
10:46-13:37) into a series of multiple smaller conversations (Evans divides the present pericope into
smaller sections. including the telling of a parable. three separate instances of confrontation with the
Jerusalemites. and also Jesus™ own question concerning David) with no hint of groups of conversations or
teachings above this small conversation level. and the larger discourse level (Evans., Mark. 210-84). By
doing this. Evans has turned a blind eye to many structural elements and relationships between smaller
discourses which may prove beneficial for larger study. One key example of this is Evans™ insistence on
dealing with both pericopes concerning the fig tree. and the emptying of the temple in separate discussions
(Evans. Mark. 147-82). Sharyn Dowd. however. is closer to the mark. She recognizes a differentiation
within the larger discourse between Jesus™ deeds (11:1-25) and words in the Temple (11:27—12:44 [Dowd.
Mark. 118-27. 128-34]). However, she interprets repetition in the text, not as a sign of further division. but
rather as the benchmark of chiasm and organizes the text of the 11:27—12:44 accordingly (Dowd. Mark.
12834 cf. van lersel’s chiasm which encompasses 11:1—12:44. with its centre in the parable of the
tenants [van lersel. Mark. 346-30]). France’s work offers a middle ground between these two scholars.
representing larger scale divisions in the text below the tripartite structure of the Gospel. but also
recognizing larger scale pericope above the conversation level (France. Mark. 451-52). There is. however
the small consolation of the work of van Tersel. He includes the whole of 11:1—12:44 in a single discourse.
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for the isolation of this pericope since there are no changes in setting, time, or any other
deictic marker at its beginning or end. Neither are there any conjunctive changes that
might signal a shift." There is, however, a trait within the text of Mark 12:1-37 closely
resembling deixis. Each of the smaller units within the larger defined text begins with the
introduction of a new subject, who will undoubtedly question Jesus. The last of these
subjects is, of course, Jesus himself (Mark 12:13. 18, 28, 35). Though there is a notable
shift in the text with the introduction of each new subject, the basic structure of each of
these pericopes mimics the others.” This lends some measure of continuity to the passage
by the innate similarities in its components, and Mark’s obvious intention to present them
together.” It is notable that the passage is also prefaced by with an attempt by the
Pharisees and Herodians to trap Jesus (kal &GmooTEAAOUCIY TPOC aUTOV TIVOG TV
daploaicv kal TV NPWSIaVMVY Tva auTov oypeucwolv Aoy [12:13]). This harks

back to the description of the tenants’ treatment of the son of the landowner in the

with smaller divisions below that. However. he also organizes the chapter chiastically around the parable of
tenants. There is no acknowledgement of chiasm in this study. It is enough to note that the van lersel’s
central pivotal passage includes the same text which will be analysed presently (van Tersel. Mark. 347: cf.
Witherington’s two part “Honor Challenges with the Titans™ section. divided at approximately the parable
of the tenants [Mark. 318-35]).

" Though the whole discourse cannot be dealt with. the parable of the tenants seems to bridge the ideas
between the earlier discussions with the Jerusalem establishment and the later ones. There is the use of
cpxe at 12:1, which has implications to time built into the verbal idea. However, none of the classic
particles indicating a time change appear (for examples see Porter. Idioms, 214). Also. there is no change in
place. Similarly. the Markan tendency to begin each sentence with ke is unbroken. This is a tendency
widely acknowledged in Mark. but used specifically to determine discourse division by scholars such as
Westlall (Westfall. Hebrews. 46) and Porter (/dioms. 305). Similarly, the verbal structure of the passage is
unspectacular (for more on the use of verbal signals in discourse shifts see Porter. Idioms. 301).

* That is. a new character arrives (13; 18: 28: 35) and asks Jesus a question concerning the Law (14—13a:
19-23: 28b). Jesus then promptly answers each question. with some sort of comment on the questioner’s
spiritual condition (15b—17: 24-27: 29-31. 34).

*There has been some argument that the pericope bears close resemblance to Jewish Passover eve liturgy.
in which four questions are cach asked by ~a wise son. a wicked son. a son of simple piety. and [...] the
head of the houschold™ (Witherington. Mark. 306: Daube. “Evangelisten,”™ 119-26). The categorical
definition of each question (one refers to law, the second is a mocking question. the third concerns the
relationship of' God to man and the final is an exegetical question [Witherington. Mark. 306: Daube,
“Evangelisten.”™ 119-26]) seems to match quite closely to the Markan text. However it is unlikely that any
of the Jerusalem establishment. and especially the Pharisees and Herodians (12:13). would have carned the
title “wise™ by Markan standards. At best. this is a Markan adaptation of a Passover ritual and significant
for the coming events. but not necessarily the passage at hand.
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beginning parable (12:7). There is also the matter of the obvious ties between the son of
the landowner in Jesus® parable, and the implied son of God in Jesus™ discussion of Psalm
I10.

2.3. Conclusions on the Spirit and the Structure of the Discourse

In short, I have argued that the Spirit is best understood by a full examination of the
passage from 12:1—13:37. This passage displays a relatively large amount of similarities,
and even some parallelism. The structure of the underlying pericopes that make up the
section, namely the four questions asked of Jesus, are all astoundingly similar to one
another in form and seem to build on one another as though Mark intended for the reader
to assume that they occurred within the same day.' The passage also begins and ends with
discussions of a rejected son and the son of David. as well as a murdered son and plots to
capture Jesus. There should be no doubt that these verses contribute to a single
understanding of Jesus, his message. and his opponents. This is evident in Mark’s
repeated claim that Jesus is the Son of David. which is presented in contrast to the
Jerusalem establishment’s rejection of Jesus. Though the full consequences of these
conclusions on the Spirit are yet to be explored it is safe at this point to draw a few
rudimentary guidelines and applications. First. it may be said that the Spirit is used in
open conflict between Jesus and the Jerusalem establishment. Second. it must be said that
the Spirit is highly connected with the idea that of Jesus is the Son of God and king on his
throne. This is in opposition to the title Son of David. which is even given by his

supporters. Lastly, since there is no hiding the conflict that dominates the section. and the

" Some commentators simply note that the present discourse has been grouped together because off
similarities in subject-matter (Witherington, Mark. 306: van lersel. Vark. 346-30). However. the scene
seems Lo flow together with far too much continuity. It is likely that. even if ecach encounter occurred
separately. it was Mark’s intention to portray a single scene (France. Mark. 451-52).
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apt note by van lersel that Jesus is portrayed as victorious,' it may be inferred that the
Spirit has some part in that victory. The Spirit is a witness to the fact that Jesus is. in fact,
the Son of God, the Messiah, and the only king whose rule constitutes the Kingdom of
God. As such, it is by the Spirit that Jesus® Kingdom is victorious over the Jerusalem
authorities and the kingdom of Satan.

3. The Spirit in the Text of Mark 12:1-37

In the larger discourse of Mark surrounding Mark 12:1-37, there are frequent references
to David, and to Jesus as his son. Jesus has spoken mysteriously about a Son sent by a
very wealthy landowner who was murdered by his father’s tenants. He has entered
Jerusalem to the welcoming cries of its outsiders, and has, since that point, been engulfed
in a bitter battle. This battle will come to a head in the trial and crucifixion of Jesus.
Though it seems that this it will end in the Jerusalem establishment’s victory, at least for
a while, in Jesus’ crucifixion, there is no denying that they are being beaten at every
point. Jerusalem, formerly the capital of God’s Kingdom on earth, has rejected Jesus. The
Spirit has been recruited as a witness to Jesus™ true nature, the Messiah, the Son of God,
and the ruler in whose reign the Kingdom of God is accomplished. Mark 12:1-37 will be
examined for two main emphases, the first on the discussion of Jesus’ status as son of
God and Lord, and the second on the Markan emphasis on the Kingdom of God, and its
subtle entry into the text. Each of these unique emphases will, in turn, be discussed for
their unique effects on the Markan portrayal of the Spirit in this particular pericope.
Finally. though the intent of this study is to display the function of the Spirit in Mark
12:1-37, there are several thematic elements in the text that must be discussed. since they

bear on the Markan understanding of the Spirit.

"Hence his section title “Winning in the Temple Court”™ (van lersel. Mark. 351).



3.1. 4 Close Examination of Mark 12:35-37
The text of Mark 12:35-37 has been the subject of some discussion over authenticity,
though not to the same degree as the following chapter. The discussion begins with
Bultmann. He labels the passage apophthegmatic, having its roots in the early Christian
community, due to the fact the question, atypically, was both asked and answered by
Jesus.' Other scholars have suggested that Jesus’ question was in response to another
asked by the Pharisees which was lost before Mark acquired the source.” However, Porter
has already noted Jesus’ tendency to begin short discourses with questions in the Markan
text.” There is nothing amiss in the text. Rather, Jesus is taking the opportunity to
question those who have questioned him, or to trap them in their own practice. It is not
uncommon practice for Jesus to respond to the Pharisees with questions. In this instance,
Jesus™ question followed a long interrogation of sorts. Evans puts it quite succinctly when
he writes:

One challenge and question after another has been hurled at Jesus. and each one

has been answered with skill and, in some circumstances, surprising innovation.
Jesus will now take the initiative.”

" Bultmann. History. 66. Evans also notes that Suhl (Suhl. Funktion. 89-94) supports Bultmann in this
claim (Evans, Mark. 270). Porter, however. recognizes a certain degree of continuity in the text, as a result
of'its use of the imperative and Jesus™ tendency to open short discourses with questions in the rest of the
Gospel (Porter. Criteria. 228-29). This continuity may be of some help in verifying that the text is
authentic. Aside from the Bultmann’s source critical questions. there are no textual reasons to dismiss the
passage. There are slight variants in the passage, but most amount to no more than the addition or
subtraction of an article. One variant. however. presents itself as an attractive note for an analysis of the
wirkungsgeschichte of the text. The phrase autoc Acutd v Ted mveupaTt is added in verse 37. making it
explicit that the Spirit featured strongly in the early interpretation of the passage. though the variant does
not make an appearance until roughly the 9t century AD. There is no reason to suggest that homoioarcton
contributed to the addition. since the Psalmic quotation remains intact. It is likely a purposeful scribal
addition. meant to mirror the near parallel statement in 33.

* Evans. Mark. 271. For this interpretation. Evans relies on Gagg (Gagg. “Davidssohnefrage.” 18-30) and
Cranfield (Cranfield. Saint Mark. 381-82).

¥ Porter. Criteria. 229.

" Evans. Mark. 267.
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In short, Jesus will question his questioners as a test of their knowledge of the Messiah.
He is destined to win, since it is obvious to Mark’s readers that Jesus is that Messiah.'
The introduction itself seems to indicate that this is precisely the case. Mark 12:35
begins with the aorist participle amokpiBelc. which acts to set the background of Jesus’
coming discourse.” Jesus has answered the questions of the Jerusalem authorities. Now it
is time for his own question. The question is one that has caused a great deal of trouble
within New Testament studies. In what seems to be a break from tradition, Jesus
challenges those who call the Messiah the son of David. Witherington is quick to note
that, although the precise term “son of David™ does not appear before Pss.Sol. 17:23,
there is ample evidence of a messianic hope connected to David and his descendents long
before this.> Many. however. do not believe that Jesus is denying that he, the Messiah, is
the son of David.” Rather, if Daube is correct in his estimation that Jesus’ is asking a
question concerning seemingly contradictory Scriptures.5 then the answer might simply
be that Jesus intended to place himself hierarchically over David. He is the Son of God

though he is, in fact, of Davidic descent. Similarly. Rowe claims that Jesus avoided the

" Jesus has. on numerous occasions accepted the title Xpiotoc (1:24. 8:29. 14:61). and was introduced by
the title in Mark 1:1.

* There is no claim here that the aorist participle acts to finalize Jesus™ answers, as any Aktionsart grammar
worth its weight might suggest. For example. Moule is clear that the temporality of the participle depends
on the main verb. but insists that the aorist participle. like all aorists. suggests punctiliar action (Moule.
Idiom Book. 99: cf. Robertson. Grammar. 858—64). Rather the participle itself serves the dual purpose of
modifying both subject and verbal idea. and also might suggest antecedent action, due to its relative
placement before the head term (Porter. Idioms. 187-88: cl. Fanning. Aspect. 413). It should be understood
that Mark is simply portraying the fact that Jesus has finished answering questions. and will now proceed
(as per the head term) to ask his own. There is nothing out of the ordinary in the aorist form here. The
participle is a simple statement of fact. It provides the background information that allows the action of the
head term to proceed.

 Both Witherington and Flusser point to this tendency. Witherington cites 4OFlor 1:11-13. which reflects
the tendency within early Judaism to interpret 2 Sam 7. where David is promised an everlasting kingdom.
through Amos 9:11. This particular passage predicts the rebuilding of the Davidic monarchy. with obvious
Messianic implications (Witherington. Mark. 332: Flusser. “Midrash.”™ 99-109).

! Witherington claims that it is impossible that Jesus is denying that the Messiah is the son of David. Jesus
believes himself to be the Messiah and does not. in the many instances in which he is given the title. deny it
(Witherington. Mark. 332-33).

? Daube. “Evangelisten.” 119-26: in Witherington. Mark. 332-33.



title in this case because it might suggest that Jesus had aspirations of becoming a
political leader, when Jesus had no such desire. He is a king of'a much different sort than
David.' Jesus is not denying his Davidic lincage, nor is he denying that the Messiah is a
son of David. Mark seems to be organized around the question “who is Jesus?"* The
Markan Jesus is simply redefining the Jewish perception of Messiah from a political
leader, to something completely different.” It is the Markan agenda to present Jesus as
this new kind of Messiah. This Messiah heals and forgives, and looks for need and faith
among his followers.

In light of this new hierarchical reordering of Jesus over David, and the messianic
hopes attached to Jesus, it is interesting that Jesus is often called the son of David by the
crowds of people who follow him. This is compounded when one considers that Jesus
never corrects their claims. The story of Bartimaeus provides an excellent example. He
represents the classic Markan minor character who has placed his faith in Jesus and. thus,
has not misinterpreted Jesus.! When Jesus is referred to as the son of David twice by
Bartimaeus (10:47—48) Jesus does not correct him. To Bartimaeus, Jesus is the saviour of
those in need who is more than capable of healing him. This. to Bartimaeus, is wrapped

up in the messianic title son of David.” To this perception. Jesus offers no resistance.

"Rowe. Kingdom. 280. See also Moule. who argues that Jesus was trving to convince the Jerusalemites that
“their messianic expectations were too superficial™ (Moule. New Testament. 64).

* Witherington. Mark. 36-39.

P Rowe. Kingdom. 280.

* Williams claims that the Bartimacus narrative sets a precedent for all minor characters to follow. That is.
Bartimacus is presented to the reader as an example to follow. He has understood the message of Jesus. and
his example is continued in the minor characters which follow in the discourse. The best example of this is
the soldier at the foot of the cross. Both Bartimaeus and the Roman soldier are examples of a proper
reaction to Jesus in the Markan narrative (Williams. Followers. on Bartimaeus and following. 151-52. on
the centurion. 183-86: Kingsbury. Christology. 105: Malbon. “Followers.” 31).

* It is unlikely that Bartimacus was simply referring to a familial connection between Jesus and David.
Evans suggests the possibility of it being a reference to Solomon, who was reputed to have healing powers
(Evans, Mark. 132: citing Pss. Sol. 17:20). France argues that Pss. Sol. 17:20 is messianic in nature. and
that Bartimaeus is calling to a Messiah (France. Mark. 423).
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It is at this point that Jesus introduces the Spirit into his argument. He begins by
introducing Psalm 110 as a Psalm about the Christ," written by David.” and spoken by the
Holy Spirit (e11ev v Tod TVEUPAT! TG aylow [12:36]). Based on this. the Spirit is both
responsible for, and witness to David’s words. Specitically the Markan Jesus is both
giving credit to, and attaining the witness of the Spirit in defence of his claim. There are
two connotations of the Psalmic text which bear on the Markan interpretation of the Spirit
in this passage. First, the Spirit is witness to Jesus, who is the son of God. Second, the
Spirit is witness to Jesus the ruler of the Kingdom of God. These twin emphases will be
explored immediately following the present analysis of the text.

The text itself. having introduced David as the speaker, continues to present the
argument that. since David spoke to the Messiah as kupic pou.” the Messiah must be
greater than David. There is also the promise, which may be interpreted relative to the
pressure applied to Jesus by the Jerusalemites, that the Lord would place the Messiah’s
enemies below his feet. The pericope is concluded with Jesus™ brief interpretation of the
Psalm. His argument is that, since David calls the Messiah Lord. the Messiah cannot be
the son of David. The question remains, if he is too great to be called the son of David,

whose son is he? The answer in the Markan text is simple. In the introduction Jesus is

" Allen is sensitive to the canonical significance of the Psalm in relation to Jesus. but insists that there was
no such intonation in its authorship (Allen. Psalms. 84)

* This was likely more than a simple presumption. Canonical tradition suggests that David was its author.
as reflected by the Septuagint introduction to the text “Te Aautd YaApoc.” The text of the Psalm in Mark
is nearly identical to the Septuagint text, except for the Markan replacement of the noun Uromodiov.
footstool, with the preposition UokaTe, underneath. There is no evidence of any variants to support the
replacement. It is best concluded that the substitution is a clarification of the grammatically awkward text.
* There is no indication whatsoever that the text of the psalms understands 6 kUptoc as the Messiah. Rather.
Allen argues that the composer is actually a servant of David’s and that “my Lord™ refers to David. in
conversation with Yahweh (Allen. Psalms. 83—87). The text of Mark. however. assumes that David is
speaking. and refers o kupied pou in 37 as aiTov. in reference to 0 xptoTos in 33. The quote is framed
with constant reference to the Messiah. in the Markan passage. There can be no doubt that this Messiah is
0 KUpIOC.
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called the Son of God. Though the Pharisees do not see this, and even some of Jesus
followers may not understand completely. Jesus is hinting at his true identity here. The
Spirit is witness to Jesus’ identity. By the Spirit Jesus’ audience is told that this man, who
the Pharisees are addressing with contempt, is the Lord that they claim to worship.

3.2. Jesus the Son of God and the Spirit his Witness

The answer to the question “whose son is Jesus?” is not, admittedly, communicated
clearly in this passage by any means. Though this might present a problem elsewhere,
when interpreted through the frame of the Markan Jesus, there is no problem here. France
has already argued that Jesus will not be revealed to anyone in the main body of Mark
unless by their own inference. The truth about who Jesus is has been communicated in no
uncertain terms in the prologue of the Gospel, and from the first lines of the story after
the prologue it has been up to the characters in the text to decide who Jesus is.' There are
a few clues. however. First, Jesus is explicitly referred to as o kUptoc in his own
recitation of Psalm 110. Similarly, though Jesus never explicitly calls himself the Son of
God in the Markan text. he seems to be guardedly accepting the title XpioToc at present.
This acceptance. however, is subject to his own interpretation, which is connected in no
uncertain terms to the Markan vioc 6eou.” Also. it is quite evident that it is Jesus who
represents the son of the landowner who was sent and rejected by the tenants in 12:6.
That parable was followed by a quotation of Psalm 118. This is nearly identical to Mark’s
usage of Psalm 110 in Mark 12:36—7. The Psalm predicts that the rejected son will rise

above his enemies, those who rejected him. by the work of the Lord (12:10—11). There

1 = & ~
France. Mark. 38-39.
“Rowe. Kingdom. 282. Similarly. the list of scholars who contend that Jesus is making claims to divinity is

2110

extensive. Witherington notes that Jesus was alluding to his own divinity (Witherington. Vark. 333). and

draws the support of both Taylor (Taylor. Saint Mark. 493) and Marshall (Marshall. Litke. 746—49).
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have been references to Jesus as son throughout the passage, first in the parable, then in
the question referring to the Christ (auToc Aculd Aéyel auTov kUplov, kal ToBev aUToU
0TV vioc [12:37]). Though it is not stated explicitly. nor should it be expected that the
Markan Jesus would state it explicitly, the pericope has built an image of Jesus as the Son
of God. Jesus is the divine Lord who is sent by the Lord." He is too great to be called a
son of David. It is only by the Spirit. however, that David makes this realization, and it is
only by the Spirit that David is witness to the divinity of Jesus. The Spirit here is
intimately connected to Mark’s christology. Mark is presenting Jesus as the divine Lord,
most clearly in Psalmic quotations. However, there is another aspect to the Psalmic
quotations which has not yet been discussed. It is not uncommon for the Spirit to be used
in support of a Markan high christology. However, it is even more common for the Spirit
to be used in connection with the development of Markan Kingdom theology. With this
in mind, there is more being presented here than Jesus™ divinity. Jesus kingship is also
being communicated in the undertones of Jesus™ speech. Mark, as is fairly typical, is
presenting Jesus as the ruler of the Kingdom of God in hushed language in the body of
his text, though it has been made explicit in the prologue. As such, the present focus will
turn from the Spirit in support of a Markan christology to the Spirit in the development of
a Markan Kingdom theology.

3.3. Jesus, the Spirit, and the Kingdom of God

The original context of the Psalm 110, though not necessarily messianic, fits perfectly
into the Markan text. In short, not only is the Christ being hailed as something equivalent

to the Lord himself. he is also being greeted as a king! Jesus refers to the Kingdom

" Rowe makes it perfectly clear that that the parable of the tenants is intended by Jesus to reveal that God.
the landowner. had sent him. the son. and the prophets to Israel (Rowe. Kingdom. 128).
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several times in the text preceding Mark 1:1-37. Each time Jesus is either the ruler in the
Kingdom, in hidden language, or an authority on its nature. Upon his arrival into
Jerusalem, his followers proclaim that the kingdom of David has arrived. When this claim
comes from the lips of Jesus followers, once again, there is no correction (Mark 11:10)."
There is nothing to correct. In the pericope that immediately precedes the present one,
Jesus is questioned by a scribe. After confirming that Jesus” words are true concerning
the greatest commandment, Jesus, as an authoritative voice. declares that he is not far
from the Kingdom. Mark presents Jesus as the chief authority on the Kingdom of God. In
contrast, Jesus refers to the Christ in royal terms in 12:36—37 by suggesting that he is not
beneath David, but superior to him even as a descendant. All of this is proven using a
royal Psalm, used only in direct reference to Isracl’s ruler.” Rowe notes the significance
of'this, and claims that the invitation to sit at God’s right hand is an invitation to
enthronement.” That is, not only is Mark presenting Jesus as a chief authority on the
Kingdom of God, he is presenting him as the chief authority in the Kingdom of God.
Jesus is the king. This is an extension of God’s ruling power to Jesus, under the rule of
God, and witnessed through King David by the Spirit.4 In the Markan text God is passing
Jesus the authority to rule the Kingdom of God. This is accomplished primarily by the

application of the title o kUptoc to Jesus, but also involves the Spirit as both a validator

' There is no reference to “followers™ in the text. The claim is made by the crowd that accompanies Jesus
into Jerusalem. Many scholars have noted the shifting function and composition of the crowd in Mark and
that often the crowds are “the recipients of Jesus™ ministry. his teaching. healing. and feeding™ (Williams.
Followers, 12: ¢f. Malbon. “Characters.” 113). [t is likely that those who have remained with Jesus thus far,
though they may not completely understand. are those who have already received these things. Like
Bartimaeus. the crowd’s newest member (10:32). most are there because of a sincere faith.

* Allen, Psalms. 83-87.

*Rowe. Kingdom. 283.

* Rowe. though he is explicit on the relationship between the Lord as it represents Yahweh. and the Lord in
the persona of Jesus, does not make any reference to the Spirit in his comments on this particular passage
(Rowe. Kingdom, 283). If anything. this represents the Rowe’s greatest weakness. He brings the argument
only so far and then falls short of identifying the third divine person mentioned within a two verse radius in
the Markan text.
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of Jesus’ kingship. The Spirit is the divine witness to the fact that Jesus is the ruler of the
Kingdom of God. Through Psalmic quotation, and in Markan subdued language, Mark
has presented the reader with a new king in the Kingdom of God. Earlier in the text, Jesus
presented the idea that he was the ruler, despite the Pharisee’s rejection

(Mark 10:12; Psalm 118:22). Here, Mark presents the same idea using Kingdom
language. It is clear to the reader, who has been informed of Jesus’ kingship, and to the
wise listener that the Lord who David refers to is Jesus. Jesus is a king on David’s throne
who even David bows to. Jesus is a ruler of a new kingdom, the Kingdom of God, and the
Spirit is his chief witness.

3.4. Conclusions on the Text of 12:1-37

Throughout the examination of the text it has become apparent that the Spirit is
connected strongly to the christology of Mark. This has been accomplished by the textual
connection between Jesus the sent son and the parabolic landowner. Jesus is greater than
David and called the Lord. Jesus claims that he is greater than David. and too great to be
called David’s son, since David himselt called him Lord. He is called the Christ, a title
connected with the Son of God repeatedly in Mark. He is called the Son of God in the
first verses of the book. He is also referred to using kingdom language. He accepts the
title king from his followers at the triumphal entry, and presents himself as an authority
on the Kingdom of God before alluding to himself as greater than David in a Psalm
saturated with royal emphasis. Though the text of Mark often makes direct reference to
Jesus as the bringer of the Kingdom. and the Son of God, they very rarely come from the
mouth of Jesus himself. In this speech Jesus comes closer to claiming these two titles

than he has in the whole of the preceding text. The emphasis of this particular text is
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unmistakably on Jesus the Son of God and ruler in God’s Kingdom, and there is no doubt
that the Spirit, in the immediate context of 12:35-37, is witness to this fact with Jesus,
alongside the Father who sent him.

Conclusions

The Spirit in Mark 12:35-37 is used as a witness and a supporter of both the divinity of
Jesus, and his position as the ruler of God’s Kingdom. The Spirit does this in the face of
opposition from the Jerusalemites, the former leaders of God’s Kingdom who have
rejected God’s envoy to them, as evidenced in the parable of the tenants, which serves as
an introduction to the pericope in which the Spirit occurred. This passage’s portrayal of
the Spirit lends both importance and ambiguity to him in the text of Mark. There is
importance due to the fact that the Spirit, as in other passages in the Gospel, is used as
support for both the christology and Kingdom theology of Mark, both of which serve a
major role in the Gospel. However, there is admittedly ambiguity in the very little amount
of text given to the Spirit in the Gospel. It is because of this that it must be emphasised
that there is no unified pneumatology presented in the Gospel of Mark. There simply is
not enough reference to the Spirit to formulate one. However, there is a rather distinct
pattern of usage in which the Spirit is called in as witness on a few key occasions in
support of the strong high christology of the Gospel of Mark, and also the Markan
Kingdom theology. Though the Spirit is of little representative merit alone in the Gospel.

it is used in support of two of Mark’s great contributions to New Testament theology.
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Chapter 5

THE SPIRIT IN MARK 13:1-37

It is in the latter half of Mark that its brevity and sparse use of the Spirit in the narrative
takes its toll on the formation of any comprehensive Markan pneumatology. As it has
already been shown, the first five chapters show a remarkable consistency in their
treatment of the Spirit. He is credited with much involvement in the beginning of the rule
of God on the earth through the miraculous ministry of Jesus. This is especially true
through Jesus’ exorcisms. There is no such unity in the treatment of the Spirit in the latter
half of the Gospel. There are similarities in the manner in which the Spirit is spoken of in
chapters thirteen and twelve. However, they do not form an overarching pneumatological
thread which pervades the entirety of the Gospel, nor do they invite simple summary.
This is not a Markan downfall, however. Mark demonstrates a uniquely formed
connection between mveupa and Paothela early in his Gospel. Though the situation has
changed significantly since those opening chapters. the Spirit is still connected with the
development of the Kingdom of God. If there is little uniformity in Mark’s portrayal of
the Spirit, there is a great deal of uniformity in his development of the Kingdom of God.

The development of the Kingdom in the latter half of Mark has shifted focus. Mark is



now concerned with showing the Kingdom of God in opposition to Jerusalem, and its
persecution and victory. With this shift in Kingdom theology in mind, it is not surprising
that Mark’s portrayal of the Spirit has shifted in the same manner. There are several
distinguishable themes that trace their way through the Gospel, including a distinctive
christology and Kingdom theology. There is also a unique emphasis on Galilee and
Jerusalem. Many other themes including secrecy, discipleship, and eschatology, trace
their way through the discourse." With this in mind, the Spirit, since it does not play a
part as an organizing theme in Mark’s Gospel, may best be understood relative to the
particular developmental context in which it appears. Therefore, it makes perfect sense
that the Spirit ought to be connected so strongly with the Kingdom of God, especially
over the kingdom of Satan through exorcism in the first episodes of the Gospel. It is
precisely those themes which are being developed in the early chapters of Mark. Thus, an
examination of the role of the Spirit in Mark 13 ought to keep in mind the immediate
thematic context of the Gospel surrounding Mark 13:10, and the greater development that
is occurring in this pericope. That is, the Spirit ought to be examined in the context of the
Kingdom of God and the opposition that it finds in Jerusalem.

It is of some benefit, then, that this particular passage has become the focus of an
immense amount of scholarly discussion as the longest of Jesus’ discourses in the Gospel
and also for its seemingly indefinable genre. The discussion surrounding this passage has
centred mainly on its resemblance to the Jewish apocalyptic form and the issues
surrounding its redaction and relation to the Jesus tradition. Consequently. little else has

been elaborated on in any great detail. least of all the consequences of the passage on a

''Notable studies include Witherington. Mark. 40-54: France. Mark. 20-35: Rowe. Kingdom: Williams.
Followers: Evans. Mark. Ixvii—xxx: Guelich. Mark. xxxvii—xl: among others cited in this chapter.
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Markan understanding of the Spirit. Therefore, it will be the goal of this chapter to
develop an understanding of the Spirit as it is portrayed in Mark 13. This will be done
with the thematic development of the chapter, and the chapter’s contribution to Mark as a
whole firmly in mind. The immediate context of 13:10 seems to indicate that Mark
intended to portray the Spirit as power for speech, much in the same way that Stronstad
and Menzies have summarized the work of the Spirit in Acts. ' However, the passage
differs from Acts in several ways. The Spirit here is used in a far broader sense. Though
the immediate result of the Spirit’s presence is speech, this is not at all in focus in the
Markan text. Rather, the Spirit seems to be the sole aide promised to the disciples during
the eschatological persecution. The emphasis of the passage, genre notwithstanding, rests
primarily on its commands, as evidenced by the passage’s paraenetic structure. Through
repetition, it is easily discernable that the message of Jesus concerns perseverance to the
end in the midst of eschatological persecution. The Spirit in Mark 13:10 is intrinsically
tied to the idea of perseverance through eschatological persecution and it will be shown,
through an examination of the structure of Mark, that the Spirit is the only help promised
to the disciples in their eschatological time of need. This, when considered with the
immediate context mentioned earlier, seems to indicate that Mark wished to portray the
Spirit as an aid to the church, both as a provider of speech, and as a divine presence in the
face of persecution. It will be shown that the theme and genre of the entire
eschatological discourse (Mark 13:1-37) is paraenetic in nature, rather than apocalyptic.
Next, the content of Jesus™ message in 13:1-13 will be examined provide a close context
for the Spirit in 13:10. This will show that the Spirit is the eschatological aid to the

church, so that they will be witnesses of Christ in persecution and not lose the blessed

I g . . . .
See the discussion on the Pentecostal influence on Lukan pneumatology in chapter 2.



hope that belongs to those who persevere. This will be followed by a discussion of the
paraenetic structure and the prophetic genre of the passage with particular emphasis on
13:5—13, which emphasises Jesus™ call for perseverance in the eschaton and the days
before. This will prove definitively that the passage is instructional, rather than
predictive, and that the Spirit is the sole promise to the disciples in their responsibility to
stand firm as witnesses during the persecution that they will face until the end. If they
stand firm for the Kingdom ot God, in spite of the challenges that they will face from the
kings and rulers of this earth, they will inherit salvation in the end.

1. The Little Apocalypse Theory and Recent Scholarly Discussion

George Beasley-Murray has noted in the introduction to his text on Jesus’ eschatological
discourse that any author attempting to analyse critically this, or any other controversial
passage, is bound inseparably to the cultural climate in which he or she writes.' Tt is
unfortunate for this particular work that the tides of cultural influence have moved in
such a way as to avoid any discussion of the Spirit in Mark 13. In contrast, so many
authors have been led to debate the authenticity of Mark 13, and the possibility of its
roots in Jewish apocalyptic literature. It is due to this unfortunate trend that this chapter,
though it is first an examination of the Spirit in Mark 13. must divert momentarily to
explore the implications of redaction criticism on Mark 13, and discuss its genre. Though
the specific arguments fronted by those who believe the text to have origins in Jewish
apocalypse have little immediate relevance. they will be a beneficial counterpoint to the
present claim. That is, that the pericope is actually representative of eschatological
paraenesis. This will be established first by a discussion of Timothy Colani’s work on the

little apocalypse theory. This will be followed by an examination of modern reactions to

I
Beasley Murray. Jesus. 1.
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the theory and its developments, with a final summary detailing the present rejection of
the little apocalypse theory.

I.1. Colani’s Little Apocalypse

Though the development of the little apocalypse theory is well documented by Beasley-
Murray.' the work of Timothy Colani is among the earliest representations of the theory
in its complete form.” Colani picked up on the discussion among biblical scholars
concerning the nature of the text, begun by D.F Strauss, who insisted that Mark 13:32
constituted an unfulfilled prophecy. To Strauss, this demonstrated unequivocally the
weakness of a faith built upon the supposed divinity and infallibility of the historical
Jesus.? It was also the claim of Strauss and many of his successors that. not only were
Jesus’ predictions false, they were also unoriginal. They borrowed heavily from the
language of the Old Testament and the first century apocalypses. It is this theory,
particularly, that captured Colani’s interest. The little apocalypse theory is Colani’s
endeavour to show the roots of Mark 13 in apocalyptic literature and the redactor’s hand
in incorporating some pre-existent apocalypse into the text of his Gospel.

Colani’s theory, in it simplest form, is that the basic teachings of Jesus preclude
any eschatological elements, and especially the idea of a parousia. That is, the authentic
sayings of Jesus are so contradictory in nature to the kind of early Jewish messianism that
would include the promise of a second coming that it is impossible for the eschatological
sayings attributed to Jesus to be authentic.” Therefore, the pericope must have been

redacted into the text by some of Jesus™ followers. Colani’s next step is to label the

' Beasley-Murray. Jesus. 1-32.

* Colani. Jésus.

* Strauss. Life. 86 cited in Beasley Murray. Jesus.
Y Colani. Jésus, 146-48.
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imported speech a Jewish apocalypse, complete with the phraseology of verse 14, which
indicates that the apocalypse itself is not heavily redacted. According to Colani. verse 14
is a dead giveaway of the inauthenticity of the passage, since it is apparently designed to
be read.' Upon further examination, Colani concludes that Mark 13:32 contains the
authentic answer to the question asked in 13:4. Therefore, it is likely that the apocalypse
has been inserted between question and answer, and includes the entire discourse from
Mark 13:5-31.% As with Holtzmann, Colani divides the apocalypse into three passages.
with each title taken from the passage itself. They are “the sorrows of childbirth™

(c wivne, Mk 13:5-8), “the affliction ( OA11c, Mk 13: 9—13). and “the end”

(To Téhoc., Mk 13:14-31).> With these three categorical divisions. Colani came to the
final conclusion that the text is representative of early Jewish Christian thought. It was
written sometime between the ministry of Jesus and the redaction of Mark, which he
estimates occurred in the late 60s AD by early Christians. It was later imported into the
Gospel by the evangelist.J' Though Colani gives adept reasons for his theory, perhaps due
to the fact that his writing on Mark 13 is a conclusion to a much larger work. the little
apocalypse theory went largely undeveloped in his work. Beasley-Murray has catalogued

the further development of the theory through time.”

" Colani, Jésus. 207.

* Colani. Jésus. 202-3.

? For an excellent summary of the division of the text by Colani (Jésus. 204-3). and Holtzmann

(Holtzmann, Evangelien). see Beasley-Murray (Jesus. 10—11. 13=20). It should also be noted that. though

Colani’s division of the apocalyptic text was based on Holtzmann’s earlier work. it was not identical.

Holtzmann. divided the text into the apxal cd38tvav (in the world [Mk 13:5-8] and the kingdom [Mk
3:9—-13]). the BRI (MK 13:14-23). and the mapouoia (Mk 13:24-7).

* Colani, Jésus. 204-5. 207,

> Jesus and the Last Days is dedicated to the development of Colani’s theory with a breadth and scope far

beyond the means of this chapter to accommodate. as well as some rebuttal and commentary on the passage

by Beasley-Murray.
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1.2. Discussion of the Little Apocalypse in Contemporary Scholarship
Though there are variations in the definition of an apocalypse. certain elements remain
consistent. Koch has listed six characteristics that are indicative of apocalyptic literature
that include “long discourse cycles, forecasts of spiritual turmoil, paraenetic discourses,
pseudonymity, mythical images rich in symbolism and composite character [...].
Koch’s definition. though not programmatic, is typical. In reference to Jewish
apocalypses specifically Allison adds:
[Jewish Apocalypses] all draw heavily on OT phraseology, themes and motifs. All
are filled with mysterious revelations, heavenly secrets. obscure symbolism and
esoteric wisdom. All reflect alienation from the world as it is. All are also
pseudonymous, so that in each case the purported author, who is the recipient of
revelation, is always a great hero from the sacred past [...]. Finally, most of the
apocalypses wrestle with the problem of evil and most anticipate evil’s
. . 2
eschatological undoing [...].”
Though apocalyptic literature and Jewish apocalypses are not different genres, it is
possible for a text to be apocalyptic, but not a Jewish apocalypse. It is expedient,
therefore, to compare Mark 13 against both criteria. It is not the conclusion of this paper

alone, but the conclusion of the majority of scholarship on the matter, that Mark 13 is not,

in fact. a Jewish apocalypse.’

I s 2 > o g e g . :
Koch. Rediscovery. For a brief summary of Koch’s work and the genre in general see Allison.

“Apocalyptic.™ 17.

* Allison. “Apocalyptic.” 18.

* Allison is one of many modern scholars who do not believe that the text is representative of a redacted
apocalypse. since it is not pseudonymous. but rather anonymous. and there is no heavenly intermediary.
allegory. or symbolism (Allison. “Apocalyptic.™ 18=19). Similarly. Geddert admits that the passage scems
eschatological in nature and includes what scem to be predictions of blessing and woes. However. there is
nothing recorded about ~other worldly journeys.”™ including forays into hell. heaven. or heavenly courts.
Likewise. the passage is not designed to give a timetable of the coming events using masked symbolism.
Most importantly to Geddert is the claim of ignorance on the part of Jesus, which is absolutely atypical of
the messengers of apocalyptic literature (Geddert. “Teaching.”™ 21-23). Wenham has argued that the
passage is completely authentic. and that it has no ties to Jewish Apocalypse. He claims that it makes no
predictions concerning the coming of Jesus. but rather addresses the immanent destruction of the temple
and persceution and coming of Christ on completely different levels. Though Wenham is shy of discussing
the apocalyptic form forwardly. He does not even include a reference to apocalypse or apocalyptic
literature in his index. His conclusions concern the originality of the discourse. and are critical of the
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1.3. Modern Theories on the Genre of Mark 13

Though the majority of discussion around Mark 13 has centred on the controversy of its
origins, there has in the past few decades been a re-advent of critical methods which
focus on the final form of Scripture and its meaning. Often, little or no emphasis is placed
on the evolution or formation of texts. The reader-response and rhetorical critical
methods of interpretation are two such highly interrelated methods which have
emphasised structure highly, whether intentionally organized by the author or read into
the text by the reader. As such, these methods deserve mention here. Van lersel,
representative of the first school, has read the text as a multi-layered concentric discourse,
focussed around the coming of Jesus in Mark 13:26." In his estimation. the passage does
not represent a single chiasm alone. Rather, he claims that the passage is composed of
three chiasms in a chiastic arrangement relative to one another. Thus, the first chiasm
contains signs of the coming of the Son of Man (MKk 13:5-23) and finds its centre in the
discussion ot coming persecutions (Mk 13:9—13) surrounded by signs of those
persecutions. The final chiasm also contains signs of the coming and centres on Jesus’
claim that the precise time is unknown (Mk 13:30-32). This claim is surrounded on both

sides by parables (Mk 13:28-37). The central chiasm concerns the coming of the son of

tendency to assume that redaction critical methods. which must include the imposition of apocalyptic
tendencies on the text, are the best methods (Wenham. Rediscovery, 364=74). McDonald and Porter are
clear that apocalyptic literature requires “the otherworldly intervention of God.™ which is communicated to
the writer by “translation from this world to another™ (McDonald and Porter. Christianity. 421). This does
not by any means occur in Mark 13. though the language of other apocalypses is present (McDonald and
Porter. Christianity. 64). This same opinion is reflected in Lane (Lane. Mark. 445), and also in France, who
adds the criteria of the division of historical events into meaning groups. He claims that apocalyptic
discourse is never this brief and never found implanted into a narrative in this fashion (France. Mark. 498:
cf. Malina, “Eschatology.™ 49-59). Recent scholarship in support of the theory usually does so by making
the connection between Mark 13 and apocalyptic writings in Daniel (Aage Pilgaard. “Apokalyptik.”™ 187—

91: Theissen. Lokalkolorit. 133-76: Collins. “Rhetoric.”™ 5-36). However. a quotation from the apocalyptic
genre does not by any means affect the Markan narrative. and the formal characteristics of the passage itsell’

must be weighed.
T s 5 i P 5

'hough he does not use the term specifically. van lersel seems to be advocating a chiastic structure. and
so it will be referred to as such from this point onward (van lersel. Mark. 391).



man (Mk 13:26). which is detailed fully in the passage (Mk 13:24-27)." Thematically, it
seems that Van lersel has identified the passage’s organization quite well. However, his
conceptual strengths seem to have overridden his grammatical sensibilities. This
particular organization seems to have stressed too highly the ability to divide a passage
conceptually on a micro level. He is right in assuming that there is a great deal of
conceptual division in the text, however, his conceptual analysis is forced to fit into such
a neat framework, and needs to be clarified grammatically. It is impossible to reduce the
context of the Spirit to simple signs of the coming of the Son of Man. One must first
consider the grammatical predominance of paraenesis in the text.

1.4. Conclusion: Weighing the Evidence on the Little Apocalypse Theory

Admittedly, Mark 13:5-37, at first glance, appears apocalyptic. It speaks of’ a coming
Téhoc, and also of a coming persecution. It is written in response to the promised
destruction of the temple, and follows a request for onpela. It also bears initial
similarities to / Enoch 91, and especially in its grammatical cycle between imperative,
and explanatory and prophetic discourses. The similarities. however, break down quickly
under close examination. Though Weiffenbach argues that the discourse is attributed
pseudepigraphically to Jesus., he does not seem to be an apocalyptic heaven-sent
messenger. nor does he speak in apocalyptic symbolism.” In light of Weiffenbach’s
argument, it must be asked whether redaction, if it is indeed taking place at this point in
Mark, constitutes pseudepigraphy. This, however. is not likely. At worst. the passage

must be labelled anonymous. If the passage is attributed to Jesus. it is not by some

pseudepigraphal author, but by Mark. As mentioned. the passage is devoid of heavenly

"van lersel. Mark, 391.

- Weiltenbach. Wiederkunfisgedanke. 133-34: in Beasley-Murray. Jesus.



messengers, extra-worldly trips, and though it shows some sign of alternating paraenesis,
it is unlikely. as has been asserted elsewhere, that the entirety of the passage is concerned
with the signs of Jesus® return and the end of the age. ' Rather, the passage serves as a
warning of present persecution (Mk 13:31) which is inevitable before some unknown
eschatological end (Mk 13:32). It does not, in fact, strictly delineate signs that will
accompany the end of the age. as might be expected in an apocalypse.

At this point, it is necessary to provide some caveat for those who do see
apocalyptic elements in the text. In the following discussion, Mark 13 will be compared
to Old Testament prophetic literature. Those passages in which the prophet bears the role
of covenant mediator provide the closest parallels in genre. The strongest evidence for
this, and the centre of the current argument, is the centrality of paraenesis to the text.”
That is, Jesus” commands are at the centre of the passage, not the accompanying signs. It

is my claim that the passage is not. in fact, apocalyptic. However, other argument aside.

"This theory has most recently come to popularity as the result of Wenham’s work on the subject 7he
Rediscovery of Jesus' Eschatological Discourse. Geddert's differentiation between a known time of
persecution. and an unknown refos indicates that he is at least in partial support. However. he refuses to
claim this. and sees his own opinion as a compromise against those who claim that the eschatological
coming and the coming persecution are separate events. However, in calling the eschatological coming a
purposcfully unknown day. Geddert has made some differentiation between this day and the predicted
persecution and ought to be included with those who insist on a differentiation between the two (Geddert.
“Teaching.”™ 21-23).

* Paraenesis scems Lo be the backbone upon which the structure of the pericope is built (Porter. Aspect.
433-35). Elliott. however. argues that the discourse ought not to be organized around the imperatives. In
his schema. the passage is organized around its placement of verbs within the sentence (Elliott, “Position.™
140—42). Elliott himself. though he identifies verses occurring later in the pericope. argues that this
syntactical variation might be better adapted to emphasis. since Mark places emphasis on the beginnings of
his sentence (140). In view of the large number of primary position verbs in the pericope (Elliott counts 60
in Mark 13 [“Position.”” 137-38]). in comparison to the relatively low number of final position verbs with a
noted concentration around 11-14 (Elliott. “Position.™ 140). it might be better to assume that 11-14
constitutes a narrative peak. at least within the first section of the pericope. In contrast to Elliot’s claim. a
paracnetic backbone fits the organization of the passage, in which the imperative command and subjunctive
explanation are followed repeatedly by descriptions of the situation in the future form. Though the temporal
context of the situation is the future. this future context is not accomplished entirely by the future form.
though there is some degree of separation from Jesus® context accomplished with the future form (sce
especially the ¢h. 9 of Porter. AAspecr). This separation is aided in portraying a temporal future by the use of
such deictic markers such as moTe in relation to the coming signs in 13:4. and 0Tav in relation to events
that the text is clear represent a time that is not yet (oUme). That time is the end (To TEAoc). a term which.
in itself. denotes temporal separation.



Koch notes that paraenetic discourses are often indicative of apocalyptic literature.’
Though the remainder of this chapter will assume that Mark 13 is not apocalyptic, it is
not necessarily based on that assumption. The reader who is unconvinced of the present
dismissal of Mark 13 as a Jewish apocalypse should still recognize the centrality of
paraenesis to the text, and the implications that this has on the Markan portrayal of the
Spirit.

2. The Spirit and Persecution in Mark 13

To this point, it has been established that the text is not, in fact, representative of a
redacted first-century apocalypse. During this discussion, frequent mention was made to
the paraenetic nature of the pericope. and the high likelihood that the text is
representative of an instructional or paraenetic form. The form and genre of the passage
are important to an understanding of the way that the passage speaks of the Spirit.
However. in keeping with previous form. this examination must begin at the smallest
level of exegesis: at the word and sentence level. It will proceed from that point to a
discussion of genre and structure. The first task is to examine the text on a verse by verse
basis, with specific attention paid to the text of Mark 13:11 and its surrounding context.
This study will reveal a pattern in the text which portrays the Spirit as a divine gift to
those who endeavour to remain faithful in the Kingdom of God in a period of coming
persecution. This is most clear when they are called to be witnesses of the Kingdom of

. 2 T . ~ . . .
God to kings and leaders.” The intent of the passage is to encourage the disciples to

" Koch. Rediscovery: in Allison. “Apocalyptic.” 17.

* There may be a small connection between this passage and earlier passages which speak of the Spirit as an
agent in the coming of the Kingdom of God. That is. the Spirit is not only a bringer of the Kingdom of God.
which acts 1o negate the kingdom of Satan (see Chapter 4 and discussion on the Spirit in Mark 3). in this
case the Spiritis an agent which serves as a witness before persecuting kingdoms. There are similarities in
the Markan concepts of the kingdom of Satan. and the BactAeta and eBvoc of 13:8. as well as the
Baothécov and nyepoveov of 13:9. However. it would be an overstatement of these similarities to claim that



remain faithful during the coming persecution. The promise of the Spirit is the sole
reassurance in the midst of the many commands in the passage. The Spirit promises to
enable the disciples to endure to their coming salvation at the end of the age, and serve as
witnesses to Jesus. This will be proven presently with a reiteration of the theme and
outline of the passage at hand, followed by an intimate analysis of the workings of the
Spirit in the text of Mark 13:5-13.

2.1. Theme and Outline

There is some discussion among scholars over the subject matter of the pericope.” The
discourse itself begins directly after the disciples’ question in verse 4 and continues with

the final command to wariness in verse 37.” Quite often. though there are scholars who

these similarities contributed to a unified and specifically defined pneumatology in the book of Mark.
Though there is admittedly continuity with the message of Mark in this pericope. it has more to do with the
development of Mark’s development of a divorce between the Kingdom of God and the kingdoms of Satan.
which will continue briefly into the period to come. Thus. though there is some development ot a Markan
pneumatology occurring in this passage. it should not be overestimated as a universal Markan
pneumatology. but rather an adjunct to the other major theological themes in the discourse.

" The subject matter of the passage itself has been a source of discussion. Colani is quite notable among
those who characterise the whole passage as descriptive of the time leading to Jesus™ return. That is. the
whole passage described the eschatological period which be would completed in the parousia. and it was
primarily his objection against the possibility of eschatological elements in Jesus teaching. and especially a
theology containing a parousia, that led him to dismiss the entire passage from 13:5-31 (on the dismissal of’
a parousia from Jesus’ teaching see Colani. Jésus. 146—48. and the dismissal of the entire Markan passage
201-3). Conversely. there are those. such as France and N.T. Wright. who dismiss the possibility that the
passage is speaking of a literal second coming at all (though IFrance sees a break between verses 31 and 32
which allows the latter an eschatological theme). and contend that the entirety of the material in Mark 13:5—
31 has been fulfilled. and was fulfilled in the coming of Jesus™ Kingdom at the fall of the Jerusalemite rule
with the destruction of the temple (IFrance’s commentary on Mark contains a well charted model of the
passage, divided by theme and period [Mark. 497-505. 504: cf. Wright. Victory, 341-42]). Wenham makes
a differentiation between the end of the age that is spoken of early in the discourse. and the parousia of
Jesus. which is the subject of the latter halt’ (Wenham. Rediscovery. 333). Geddert makes the same division.
though he is tentative to formally distinguish the two. since the parousia is unknown both to Jesus and the
writer (Geddert, “Apocalyptic.”™ 21-23). Beasley-Murray writes that Mark 13:3-23 detail signs to bring
hope to those looking for Jesus™ second coming. and that 13:24-26 is descriptive of that coming itself
(Beasley-Murray. Jesus. 372—75). In cither case. it is clear that there is the possibility of differences of
interpretation, and therefore for the understanding of the role of the Spirit. in the passage. What is most
clear. and will be the presumption upon which this study is based. is that the former half of the passage. and
most clearly the pericope between 13:5—=14. does not concern itself immediately with the period
approaching Jesus™ return. Rather. it deliberately diverts the reader’s attention from that period as a
seeming warning against seeing it before it has actually come.

* This is the contention of most modern scholars (France. Vark. 497-303. though he includes the question
of verses 3—4: Porter. Aspect. 433-35). Van lersel recognizes a concentric unit from Mark 13:5-27. though



would claim that the passage is unified in theme to verse 31, it is assumed that different
sections within the pericope are dedicated to different eschatological stages. That is,
while certain sections deal with the question of the destruction of the temple others deal
with the second coming of Jesus. In either case, there seems to be a clear division in
theme after verse 13." It is this first section beginning with the question from the
disciples, and continuing on to verse 13, that will be the centre of this study, since it is in
this distinct section that Mark’s brief mention of the Spirit occurs.

Though not included directly in the accepted Jesus discourse. the preceding verses
are imperative for an understanding of the section from verses 5—13. Whether their
questions are answered or not they are, in fact, Jesus™ response to the disciples’ questions.
The passage itself begins with two short discourses on the temple. Each occurs in a
separate location, and the second contains the question which motivates Jesus™ extended
discourse, and is built on the first. Each instance is opened with a genitive construction,”
which seems to set the background of each discussion relative to the temple in some way.
In the first instance, the genitive construction EKTOTTEUOHEVOU QUTOU €k Tou 1epou (MK
13:1) places Jesus and disciples immediately at the temple, where one of the disciples

comments on its magnificence. In response Jesus predicts its utter destruction in no

the pericope. in his estimation. begins at verse 1 (van lersel. Mark. 387-412). However. Colani argues that
there is a sharp divide between verses 31 and 32, since everything between verses 5 and 31 was an addition
to the original text. which resumes at verse 32 (Colani. Jésus. 201-3).

"In France™s estimation. after this point the author begins his discussion on the events immediately
preceding the destruction of the temple. where before the pericope was defined by the phrase “not yet”
(France. Mark. 504).

* Porter describes the genitive absolute purely for its potential to act as a finite verbal phrase (Porter.
Idioms. 183—84). In contrast. Wallace argues that the genitive absolute is primarily used to indicate time
(Wallace. Grammar, 654-55). Fuller. on the other hand. contends that the genitive construction has a great
deal more to do with background information pertinent to the main argument than temporality. and it is this
hypothesis that will be applied here (Fuller. ~Genitive Absolute.” 142-67).



uncertain terms." Obviously confused, the disciples are led to the side of the Mount of
Olives facing the temple, which is marked in the text as the background of their next
conversation again by the genitive construction kaBnuEvou aUTOU €lc TO OPOC TGOV
kaTévawTi Tou tepou (MK 13:3). At this point the disciples ask him the time” and signs
which would indicate that all that Jesus had predicted would come about.” The majority
of the discourse responds directly to these two instances. That is, everything that Jesus
says from this point on is either directly, or indirectly, in reference to this question,
whether or not the destruction of the temple is in focus. Though the structure of the
passage is yet to be discussed, this analysis will confine itself to the section of the
discourse from Mark 13:5—14 where there is a much recognized break in the text. It is
only in this section that there is direct reference to the Spirit. As for the previous
discussion, it is enough to summarize that, in whatever capacity, the Spirit should be
understood in light of the disciples question, since Jesus is immediately concerned with
information that the disciples will need to know in light of the content of their curiosity.
Jesus’ response, and especially the beginning of his response, is puzzling for
many reasons. First, and most importantly, Jesus begins by issuing a warning to the
disciples. It was their wish to have answers concerning the destruction of the temple. but
instead they received warnings to stay steadfast in their faith and to keep a cautious
guard. In a sense. Jesus answered the question better than the disciples asked. They asked

for the sign of a great event. Instead, he told them of the difficult times that they would

' The passage records Jesus using a series of two double negatives (oU pm) in conjunction with the two
subjunctive words. Jesus might have been saying “Not a single stone will be left upon another stone. They
will all be torn down.™

® moTe is used here as a deictic marker. The disciples are asking when specifically all of these things will
take place. On the use of deixis as a temporal marker see Porter. /dioms, 23-20.

*Itis interesting that the disciples should use the plural TaUTa TévTa in reference to the things to come
when only the destruction of the temple is listed directly (though the text does seem to indicate that there
was more discussion that occurred but was not recorded).



face with the constant interjection that, though the times would be extremely trying, their
persecution would still decidedly not be one of the signs they requested. Jesus® words
were still far from being fulfilled. The tone of the passage. though it is to be expected
from the Markan Jesus, is slightly mismatched to the question.

2.2. The Spirit in the Text of Mark 13:5—13

The passage itself begins, after introducing Jesus as the speaker.’ with a stern warning for
the disciples to be on their guard. This is accomplished with the present imperative
BAemeTe (Mk 13:5), warning the disciples to watch out because there is a time likely
coming” when false teachers will try to mislead them. It seems as though this is a warning
to listen to whatever he is about to say, by precluding the other teachings. The same
pattern begun with an imperative, which is usually a warning similar to that of Mark 13:5,
and followed by a subjunctive condition permeates the entire passage. Thus, this warning
against being mislead is not simply an introduction to the content of the pericope, it is
representative of the content of the pericope. This warning is followed by a description of
the future circumstances described in the subjunctive warning.” In this case, Jesus
predicts the coming of many who will try to deceive, and proclaim that they have come in

his name.

" The combination fpEato Aeyew is typical of Mark when introducing notable speech. However., it is
usually reserved for emphatic statements (Mk 10:28. 32.47: 14:19, 65. 69). rather than the extended
pericope which it introduces in this case.

* Aside from the imperative introduction. the condition for the imperative (1 Tic Upac mAavnon).
appears. as it will always in the pericope. in the subjunctive.

¥ This fits the typical form of the passage. in which the imperative command and subjunctive explanation
are followed by descriptions of the situation in the future form. Though the temporal context of the
situation is the future. this future context is not accomplished entirely by the future form. though there is
some degree of separation from Jesus™ context accomplished with the future form (See especially the ¢h. 9
of Porter, Aspect). This separation is aided in portraying a temporal future by the use of such deictic
markers such as moTe in relation o the coming signs in 13:4. and oTav in relation to events that the text is
clear represent a time that is not yet (oUta). That time is the end (To TeAoc ). a term which. in itself.
denotes temporal separation.



These lines set the stage, not only for the grammatical repetition of the passage,
but also the general tone. They serve as the beginning of the historical/eschatological
backdrop for the promise of the Spirit. Already the situation in which the disciples are
going to face is bleak. So far, lies concerning Jesus have been predicted, and it seems that
Jesus will not be there to defend himself. The remainder of the pericope continues on this
tone predicting an environment in which lies and trouble will challenge the Kingdom of
God, and in which the kingdoms of the world seem to impose on it. Similarly, as
indicated by the imperative, it seems that the disciples who are being instructed will be
the sole combatants in the fight against these encroaching kingdoms, and the sole
possessors of the message of the Kingdom.' It is no small wonder that it is into this
picture, which we will continue to explore, that the Spirit is promised. This is especially
true of the command not to worry (un mpopeptpvaTe [13:11]) when called on to speak.
The future portrayed in Jesus® warnings, and the prospect that even these difficulties are
just the beginning of trouble (apxn c381vwov ToUTa [13:8]) seems an impossible one for
the victory of the Kingdom of God. However, it is into this situation that the call to
persevere in the face of extreme persecution is met with the equal promise of the Spirit.

In the text to follow, Jesus’ commands are all adapted to the task to come. The
disciples are to keep their guard against coming false teachers. They are also commanded
to keep their guard when they are faced with courts. synagogues. kings. and governors.
All of these represent the kingdoms currently in place (Mk 13:9) which are in opposition

to the Kingdom of God. There is also the command not to fear (pn Bpoetcbe [MK 13:7])

'This is especially true since that the core of Jesus™ disciples alone have been given this knowledge. Mark
is careful to note that the disciples are on their own with Jesus at this point (EMTNpwTa aUTOV KT 181V
TMetpoc kal lakwPos kat lwavvne kat Avdpeac [13:3]).



when they hear of wars and rumours of wars.' This is made concrete, once again in the
future form, when wars within earthly kingdoms are predicted, alongside earthquakes and
famines (Mk 13:8). Similarly, with the imperative once again following the subjunctive
situation, the disciples are instructed not to worry (un mpopeptpvate [Mk 13:11]) when
they are handed over (&ywotv Upac mapadiSovTee) to the kingdom representatives
mentioned in Mark 13:9. In this situation, however, the passage supplements the future
form explanation of the subjunctive prediction with a second imperative/ subjunctive
pair. That is the command to speak (Touto AaAeite) what is given to the disciple in that
hour (6 eav 8067 Uptv €v ekadvn T wpa [Mk 13:11]). Both of these commands, set
aside from the normal parallelism of the rest of the passage by the inclusion of two
imperative/subjunctive pairs, are given the future form reassurance that it will be the
Spirit who speaks, and not them (Mk 13:11). This double pair seems to place the promise
of the Spirit, grammatically, at the pinnacle of the passage.

The passage itself is capped off with a final prediction, all in the future form. that
the disciples will be hated and betrayed by all, including their own families because of
their affiliation with Jesus (Mk [3:13). This is concluded with the promise of salvation.
presumably from the persecutions described, to all those who persevere to the end (Mk
[3:12—13). It is notable that this promise comes directly after the initial promise of the
Spirit to the disciples. There are also the two commands in quick succession along with
an increase in Mark’s use of the subjunctive, future. and imperative in the last two verses.

It is probable that the two promises that accompany this heightened language. the

"In this command/subjunctive pair. though the description of events which will fulfill the prediction follow
in the future form. there two subjunctive situations. The first concerns the handing over to authorities. and
the second subjunctive is in reference to the speech required of the disciple. which should not be worried
about. since it will be provided.



promise of the Spirit and the promise of salvation in the end, are meant to summarize the
entire passage. The disciples are meant to endure many struggles and persecutions.
However, there is a great deal of hope to be had in two promises. The ultimate promise is
for salvation in the end. However, before the end there is the promise of the Holy Spirit
as a keeper and witness for the disciple throughout all of the prophesied persecutions.
Though salvation may be considered the ultimate of Jesus™ promises, the Spirit is the only
substantial gift that they will receive in the midst of persecution. There is little mention of
the Spirit in the Markan text. Similarly, there is little uniformity in the Markan portrayal
of the Spirit. However, in connection with the Kingdom of God, Mark has a strange
propensity to place the Spirit in roles that place a great deal of emphasis on his role.
There can be no denying that the Spirit is the solitary hope for the disciple’s perseverance
to the end, in the face of seemingly insurmountable opposition from earthly kingdoms.
This emphasis is unique to Mark 13, and does not appear anywhere else in the Gospel.
The Spirit must not be overemphasized in the Gospel of Mark, he simply does not record
enough about the Spirit to justify the formulation of a Markan pneumatology. However,
in those instances where the Spirit does appear, he is no minor player.

2.3. Conclusions on the Examination of the Text

The text of Mark 13:5—13 seems to describe events which will place the disciples with the
great responsibility of solely bearing Jesus™ name in a world dominated by the kingdoms
of the earth. They will endure lies and false witnesses. their message will be second
guessed and they will be forced to face those who wish to confuse Jesus™ message. They
will be abused, threatened, turned over to death and betrayed by family and friends alike.

They will be challenged and accused before kings and religious leaders for the message
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of Jesus and beaten by the same people. This future promises hatred, physical abuse, the
prospect of misunderstanding of their message and lies for the disciples. In this dangerous
context, they must persevere. There are only two bright spots in this setting. Though they
are both given in the future form, they occur at different points temporally.' The ultimate
promise is deliverance from persecution and the atmosphere created by the persecution
they await at the end. In the mean time, the solitary ray of hope within persecution is the
promise of the Spirit.

3. The Spirit in the Prophetic Paraenesis of Mark 13

In any responsible exegetical work there must be some time dedicated to exploring the
genre of a particular work before serious conclusions can be made regarding its content.
In previous chapters, no mention has been made of genre, and each passage has been
examined as a part of an interconnected theological narrative. However, with the mass of
form critical literature focussed particularly closely on this passage, it would not be
prudent to ignore the question of genre. To this point it has been argued that, contrary to
the claims of nineteenth century form critics and their modern successors, Mark 13:5—-13

. . . 2 .
is not an imported Jewish apocalypse.” The content of the discourse may share some

"This is indicated by the repetition of oUTe in relation to future events. in contrast to the other future
event, To Tehoc.

* The redaction of the passage and the differentiation between source and original material within the
discourse will be discussed as necessary for an understanding of the passage. It should be noted. however.
that this paper will operate under the assumption that the passage is reflective of authentic words of Jesus.
There is no small amount of proof that the general tenor of the passage ditfers from the majority of the
Gospel (For a comparative analysis of the grammar and lexis of Mark 13, see chapter 6 in Porter, Criteria.
220-34). However. this only suggests that Mark made use of a pre-existent source for the discourse. and
that he did not make any significant changes to it. It says nothing about the authenticity of the source. This
sentiment is echoed in Verheveden (Verheyden., “Persecution.” 1147). who claims that the source was
added to the discourse prior to 70 AD in order to make the gospel relevant to the suffering of the period
audience (cf. van Tersel. “Followers.” 245-406). Both of these. however, make the assumption that the
source text was added after the completion of the final form. which carries only hypothetical weight. This is
complicated further by the assumption of Markan priority, which offers no primary sources for comparison.
There are a number of dissenting arguments. the majority of which have been summarized well in Beasley-
Murray’s work on the topic (Beasley-Murray. Jesus).
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thematic elements with apocalypses and eschatological discourses. Similarly, the tenor of
speech in the passage differs from the rest of Mark. However. the style itself is indicative
of a New Testament narrative and there is no indication of a change of genre. It has also
been argued that paraenesis, and especially the use of the imperative mood. has played a
large role in the text. The Spirit, in this case, occurs in a cautionary/instructional pericope
in a narrative, and is used to provide explanation for one of a series of commands.
Specifically, the Spirit is promised as a helper for the command not to worry but to speak
as witnesses of Jesus (Mk 13:9—11). In order to display the significance of the proximity
of the Spirit to this command, the remainder of this present discussion will explore the
overall narrative instructive genre of this passage. This will be done with specific
references to formal parallels with the Old Testament prophetic genre. The most
significant parallels are with those prophetic passages that function to mediate an already
existing covenant. That is, certain Old Testament prophetic passages encourage the elect
to follow an already established set of commands in light of a new or forthcoming
circumstance. It will be shown that these passages provide Mark 13:5—13 with the closest
possible parallel. This will be followed by an exploration of the structure of the narrative.
and the position of the Spirit relative to other structural elements. and especially in
relative position to the dominant paraenetic elements in the passage.

3.1. The Spirit Forthtold: Mark 13 as Prophetic Literature

Though there are superficial elements that connect Mark 13 to apocalyptic literature, and
especially those elements which predict a coming saviour, the passage itself shares a
great deal more in common with the narrative genre. With this in mind. though

connective material can be found elsewhere, it seems most responsible to look at the
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passage for common traits which take the whole passage into account. The formal
characteristics of the passage bear a close resemblance to other exhortations from Jesus,
but more importantly, the exhortations of Jesus often bear resemblance to hortatory or
paraenetic literature outside of the Gospels, and specifically in Old Testament prophetic
literature. All of this carries with it the conclusion that the Spirit, in Mark 13:11, is more
likely presented as a favourable reward. The promise of the Spirit is a confidence
building promise to encourage obedience to the imperative. It is not a vague apocalyptic
vision symbolic of unknown events to come.

Though this is the first promise of the Spirit in Mark, the passage in which it is
presented resembles closely the prophetic model of covenant mediation. That is, the form
of the passage follows closely with Old Testament prophecy as it was spoken through a
covenant mediating prophet, with allusions to a former promise or agreement.' In support
of this claim. it is important to note similarities between the language of Mark 13 with
that of certain passages of the Old Testament prophetic genre, in which the prophet seems
to be taking the role of covenant mediator. Evans notes that there are several allusions in

the first portion of the Markan discourse to Old Testament prophetic literature, the most

"'VanGemeren notes that Jeremiah functions as a mediator between God and Judah. Jeremiah is working
primarily to ensure that the promises made to Israel. presumably in the covenants. were fulfilled. More
specifically VanGemeren called Jeremiah ~God’s man who used social criticism as a means ol determining
how the people had failed to live up to the covenantal ideal™ (VanGemeren, Word, 301-3). Osborne mirrors
VanGemeren's claims closely (Osborne. Spiral, 206-9). He is often uses the terminology “forthtelling™ to
describe the role of the prophet. explaining that there was little new about the prophet’s message. Rather.
the prophet ~applied the truths of the past to the nation’s current situation™ in calling for reform (Osborne,
Spiral. 208). “The truths of the past™ in this case refer unquestionably to the Torah. Prophetic literature is
best typified by phrases such as ~“Turn from your evil ways. Observe my commands and decrees. in
accordance with the entire Law that T commanded your fathers to obey and that I delivered to you through
my servants and prophets™ (2 Kings 17:13—14; Osborne. Spiral, 208-9). Thus. prophetic literature is
centred mainly on its paraenctic content. rather than its future visions. Mark 13. with its specific injunctions
not to worry. and to be on one’s guard. fits perfectly into that mould.



clear of which is to Isaiah 19:2." Both the Markan prediction and the Isaianic passage
seem to deal with future wars involving familial and national uprising and betrayal. The
repetition of the content of the Isaianic speech in Jesus’ discourse serves to confirm that
the passage serves a prophetic purpose. However, it has more to do with covenant
mediation. an encouragement to reform, and the reiteration of a previously established
relationship than with apocalyptic signs. This is doubly confirmed when the language of
Mark 13 is compared to Jeremiah 51:46, which does not necessarily convey the same
message. but is similar in its form. In the Jeremiah passage, the Markan imperative not to
fear is echoed and it is followed by an explanatory passage which mentions coming
rumours of wars. It includes language similar to Mark 13:8 and Isaiah 19:2 and is built
upon the premise of the destruction of Babylon. This provides a very close comparison to

the destruction of the temple. which precedes the discussion in Mark 13.7 The prophetic

"Evans. Mark. 307. The similarities in composition between the Markan and Isaianic passages are
unmistakable. though there is some difference in language. The transition from the Isaianic AlyUmTion to
the Markan €8voc is simple redactional ambiguation. Similarly. the Isaianic city (mToAic) and province
(vopoc) have both been collectively replaced with BaatAela, which is often the subject of Jesus® teaching
in Mark. Finally. though there is no simple reduction of the phrase kel mohepnoel cvBpwymoc Tov
aSeApov auTou kel duBpwTor Tov TAesiov auTou, there is mention of brothers rising against brothers
in Mark 13:12. only four verses later. Also striking is the resemblance between the Isaianic usage of’
moAepéw. and the Markan reference to TOAEHOUC Kol akoac ToAépwy (Mark 13:6). It has been argued
that these passages ought to be interpreted as predictions of normalcy. France summarizes Jesus’
predictions here “history will continue to take its regular course™ (France, Mark. 511), though they are
called eschatological signs by others (Black. “Oration,” 74-76). Evans notes that. whether eschatologically
significant or indicative of normal troubles of first century living. the signs given. and especially the
prediction of the destruction of the temple, were by no means original. They occurred commonly in the
writings of other first century sects. and especially the Qumran community (Evans. “Destruction.” 89—147).
Common as these predictions may be in period literature, there is no question that these circumstances will
be new for Jesus™ disciples. Though some signs. such as the predictions of earthquakes and wars. will
simply be a continuation of the normal. others, such as the directed persecution towards the disciples ~in
my name.” will take on greater intensity than currently experienced by Jesus™ disciples and entirely new
consequences (MK 13:9-14).

* Itis. admittedly. impossible to compare the two verses grammatically with any reliability in Greek. since
the Septuagint Jeremiah excludes the modern Jeremiah 51:45—48. This difficulty has been the centre of'a
large amount of debate over the text of Jeremiah. and especially the Oracles against Egypt and Babylon in
Jeremiah 30-31. In this section especially there are several discrepancies in content and order between the
ninth century Masoretic text and the Septuagint. There has been much debate over these varying texts and
differing conclusions as to which text most accurately summarizes the original. Sharp. in a case by case
analysis of the textual variances between the texts. has claimed that the masoretic inclusion of 44d—48 is
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genre and its paraenetic structure provides the closest comparison for the text of Mark 13.
It is most likely that the Spirit, in this passage. was a part of an explanatory note
modifying the command not to worry. In short, the Spirit in Mark 13:11 acts to provide
the readers with the justification and comfort that they need to fulfill Jesus® commands.
It is odd for prophetic literature to provide its own justification, since it has been
noted before that most prophets relied on the commands of previous covenants for their
injunctions. For example, the prophets often relied on the Mosaic covenant as the
standard for their commands for Isracl to reform.' However, in the Gospel text, there is
an unspoken basis for Jesus’” commands. Jesus is speaking with authority. and the
promise of the Spirit is based on the prophetic commands Jesus not to worry, which find
their sources in earlier commands of Jesus.” That is, Jesus, even here while acting as a
covenant mediating prophet, is basing the authority of his prophecy on his own covenant,
on his own promises. The Spirit is the unique gift of the unique son of man and will be
given as a gift to all those who wish to comply with his commands and to have a place as
active followers of Jesus. Jesus, though his language resembles that of [saiah and
Jeremiah, is more closely related to Moses. since his commands are not based on a

predecessor, but on a covenant that he mediates. Thus. throughout the passage Jesus

more reflective of an original work than the LXX exclusion. which is most likely the result of
homoioarcton (Sharp, “Scroll.”™ 499). Most. like Janzen, have summarized that the shorter less coherent
LXX version is to be preferred as the original (Janzen. Jeremiah. 116: cited by Sharp. ~Scroll.” 487).
Others. however. argue for the priority of the masoretic text (Fischer. “Fremdvolkerspriiche.” 474-99: in
Sharp, =Scroll.™ 487). Though it is not the concern here to decide the original text of Jeremiah. it is
important that the masoretic text reading, though far later than the LXX version. predated both the modern
masoretic text and the LXX. Therefore. it is probable that the text of Jeremiah 51:44—48 was known in the
first century. With this information. it is possible that Mark knew and made reference to this particular
pericope. In the very least. the formal characteristics of the passage were known to Mark. It is quite
possible. then. that Mark is referring to Jeremiah 51:44—48 in Mark 13.

"'VanGemeren notes the tendency of the prophets to call for repentance. which constituted a return to the
Sinaitic covenant mediated by Moses (VanGemeren. Iord. 113—19). Osborne notes that. not only were
prophets often dependent on the accepted words of prophets before them. they also all depended on the
Torah as a foundation for their message (Osborne. Spiral. 208).

* Cf. Mark 1:27.



145

warns the disciples not to deviate from his unique teaching. Others will come in his name
but they must not be fooled. These are only a few of the commands that Jesus leaves. All
of them are given to preserve his teachings. This is highly reflective of paraenetic/
prophetic literature. Jesus™ authority to commands is only bolstered when the Spirit is
introduced as the preserver of Jesus™ authority into the coming age. The prophetic genre
lends the Spirit the role of preserver, not only of the faith of the disciples, but also the
authority of Jesus. The Spirit serves as another point of authority for Jesus teaching, even
in his absence.

3.2. The Spirit and Jesus’ Commands.: The Paraenetic Structure of Mark 13

All of this argument begs the question of structure. It has been established that
paraenesis, as a benchmark of prophetic literature, has a great degree of importance in the
discourse. However, this conclusion is subject to the literary organization of the text. The
primacy of paraenesis as an organizational factor, in principle, has been shown. However,
it remains wholly subject to the grammatical organization of the text. It should not be a
surprise that the paraenesis of the text seems to form the backbone of its organization.
The structure that has already been mentioned, one of commands followed by elaboration
or explanation permeates the entire discourse.

Speculation as to the overall division of the text predates Colani and his little
apocalypse thesis. Theories concerning the division of the text initially centred on
redaction criticism, and arguments concerning the alternation between redactor and
source material in the pericope. Colani’s initial division is based entirely on content, since
he recognizes no editorial material within the text. He dismisses the whole of Mark 13:5—

I3 as an inauthentic addition. In his estimation the text is divided into sections discussing
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the labour pains of persecution, the persecution itself, and the end.' His analysis of the
passage’s structure, perhaps due to the fact that his interests lay elsewhere, progressed no
further than this point, and it seems that the structure of the passage was little more than a
reflection of the passage’s apocalyptic content. This is one of Colani’s greatest
weaknesses. The structure of the passage, and especially the prevalence of paraenesis, is
as informative as its content.

The trend toward a study of the final form of a text has penetrated recent biblical
criticism to the core, and redaction and reader-response critics have not been the only
ones to respond. As of late, the grammar of a given text has also been of great interest to
scholars, and discourse analytical critics have expanded the grammatical analysis of
traditional exegesis in order to detect grammatical patterns throughout entire discourses,
rather than the simple constructional analysis which dominated earlier exegetical works.”
As evidence of the benefit of using a wider grammatical lens, many scholars have
discovered large scale grammatical patterns in the text of Mark 13 based on smaller scale

grammatical elements. It is here where the present argument, which presents the text of

" All of these sections oceur between verses 5 and 31. Verse 32 was not included in the discourse because
Colani estimated that it was Jesus™ true answer to the disciples question in v. 4. and therefore not a part off
the imported apocalyptic discourse (Colani. Jésus, 201-5). There are others who make differentiations
between editorial text and source text within the discourse, though Colani makes the assumption that the
whole text is unoriginal source material. Weisse was among the first to claim some sort of internal
redaction in the text. However, rather than discuss editorial speech as evidence of a redactor. Weisse
claimed that the passage represented three independent discourses (Weisse. Geschichte. 590-92: cited in
Beasley Murray. Jesus. 6-8). Others have since made some differentiation between editorial text and
source text (see especially Porter. Criteria, 220-34), though it is not necessarily prudent to for this to be the
basis for an overall structure, since editorial comments are not necessarily markers of a change in subject or
section.

*In the past. the analysis of grammar in exegesis was rarely done above the pericope level. and was done
mainly at the word and sentence levels. Many grammatical teaching texts focus closely on individual
erammatical constructions at the word and sentence level. and rarely. it ever. discuss a text above the
sentence or paragraph level. This assumption. that grammatical analysis is understood to be relevant only to
the understanding of individual pericopes. is evident in such teaching texts as Guthrie and Duvall. Even in
their guide to the exegesis of a passage. though a read through of the text in English is recommended. there
is no indication that the grammar taught in the text is useful beyond the individual paragraph to be analysed
(Guthrie and Duvall. Exegesis. 101-65).
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Mark 13 as a predominately prophetic/instructional text. and the Spirit in Mark 13 as a
promise to aid in the obedience of those instruct, finds its greatest support. A grammatical
analysis of the text points directly to its paraenetic elements as the backbone of the
pericope. Porter is among the first to notice that this pericope differs from the rest of the
entirety of the book of Mark predominately in its elevated use of the imperative.' He
notes that paraenesis, represented by the imperative and hortatory subjunctive, operated
to divide the text into smaller subsections.” Porter describes a series of alternating
commands that are each followed by an aorist subjunctive, describing the future event in
which the imperative will be needed and reasons for cach.” This pattern of alternating
imperative, aorist subjunctive. and explanation establish a grammatical outline to guide
the interpretation of the passage. This only reinforces the claim that the Spirit in Mark 13
is the promised aid as the disciples obey the imperative not to fear (U TPOUEPIUVATE).
The specific future context for the command is delineated clearly by the aorist
subjunctive 0Tav aywolv Upac mapadidovTes. Thus. the Spirit in Mark 13 is a gift of
speech given in times of persecution. and specifically when the speaker is called to
defend his/her faith before kings and leaders.

3.3. Conclusions on the Spirit and the Genre and Structure of Mark 13

Though the genre and structure of the passage do not seem immediately relevant to an
understanding of the Spirit in this passage. they play a great, though understated role. in

the exegetical framework of the passage. It has been argued that the passage represents a

"Porter, Criteria. 229.

* Porter. though a pioneer in linguistic analysis. was not the first to notice this pattern. He himself gives
credit to a large number of scholars who divide the text in an almost identical manner including Lambrecht
(Lambrecht, Markus-Apokalypse). Pesch (Pesch. Nahenvariungen). Lane (Mark. 446). Rousseau
(Rousseau. “Structure™, 157-72), and Beasley-Murray (Jesus: cited in Porter, Aspect. 433—44).

> Watch out (3b). don’t be upset (7). watch out (9a). and don’t worry about what to say (11a) (Porter.
Aspect. 433-33).
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prophetic/paraenetic genre. Had it been proven that the passage was a Jewish apocalypse,
it might have been perfectly reasonable to assume that the Spirit in the passage was
representative of some divine messenger. In this case, the Spirit would fill a mandatory
role in the bringing of a message. Instead, this research has confirmed that the passage is
quite reflective of'a form of prophecy which is known for ““forthtelling™ rather than for its
emphasis on the future. That is, the predicted future in this case is a new context for the
application of an already established teaching. In this case, it is the authority of Jesus and
his message that the future context would challenge. The Spirit, in this context, acts as a
promised aid to those who follow this authority. In this passage particularly, the Spirit is
the only aid promised in the age to come. The Spirit is the sole help given to the disciples
in persecution so that they can stand firm on the teachings of Jesus. With the help of the
Spirit, they can and remain faithful in a context in which they might otherwise succumb
to the pressures of the kingdoms of this world. This very same conclusion is collaborated
by the structure of the passage. which holds the commands of Jesus at its very centre.
Around this imperative skeleton a flesh of subjunctives is built. These subjunctive clauses
clarify the reason for the imperative and introduce a series of future form phrases, which
place the commands in their future context. Each of these future form phrases promise a
coming event. Most of them predict hardship and persecution. However two of these hold
hope for the disciples. The first is the promise of the Spirit and the second is the promise
of salvation in the end. Only the promise of the Spirit coincides with the period of
persecution. Thus, by confirming the situational “forthtelling™ nature of the prophetic
genre, and the structure arranged around paraenesis, it has been confirmed that the Spirit

in Mark 13 is the sole aid to the disciples in a period of persecution, and is present in
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order to keep them faithful to the message and authority of Jesus and the Kingdom of
God.
Conclusions
Though not necessarily in the same way as in the introduction of Mark. the Kingdom of
God and the Spirit have been shown to be highly connected. As it has been argued before.
this in no way acts to form an overarching Markan pneumatology. but shows only that the
Markan emphasis on the Kingdom of God pervades the entire book. Mark has a penchant
for tying small discourses on the Spirit to the larger thread of Markan Kingdom theology.
This study has revealed that, once again, Mark has used a great deal of Kingdom
language in reference to the causes of persecution for the disciples and, once again. it is
the Spirit that will be working against these kingdoms not of God. The emphasis here. as
opposed to earlier discussions, is not on the action of the Spirit in bringing down these
kingdoms in favour of the growth of the Kingdom of God. Rather the Spirit is the voice
for those who are persecuted by these kingdoms as a witness to Jesus. The Spirit is also
the authority of Jesus to preserve and keep his followers faithful until the end. In the same
breath that Mark describes these kingdoms™ wars against one another. and their
persecution of the disciples to come, he mentions many other troubles and a context that
is. not only opposed to followers of Jesus, but full of confusion concerning who his
followers are. It is into this context that the Spirit is promised.

The examination of Mark 13:1-14 has determined that Jesus left the disciples
with a timely predictive set of commands. The passage is organized around these
commands in the prophetic/paraenetic form. The commands unanimously encourage the

disciples to remain steadfast and focussed on the message of Jesus that they have already
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heard. and not to be confused or afraid. The Spirit is the only help offered in this context
to guarantee that the disciples will be able to stay faithful. Therefore. the content and
grammar, genre and structure of the pericope all point in the same direction. The Spirit is
the sole promised gift to the disciples in the predicted time of persecution to ensure that
they. and the Kingdom of God with them, persevere over the kingdoms not of God. The
Spirit enables the disciples to serve as witnesses to Jesus in the great time of persecution

that they must endure until their final salvation in the end.
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CONCLUSION

Through the examination of the Gospel of Mark it has been discovered, above all else,
that Mark is a formidable author. He has formed his narrative carefully. He has placed
specific focus on broad themes such as the development of a Kingdom theology, an
unmistakably high christology, and an unfortunate rejection ot Jesus by the Jerusalem
establishment. There seem to be two scholarly approaches to the Spirit in the text of
Mark. One side presents a clear and unified Markan pneumatology. The other refers to
Mark on the Spirit, often in footnotes, in passages referring to the Spirit in other Gospels.
Neither of these, however, is sufficient for the manner in which Mark has pieced together
his Gospel, and neither does justice to its complexity. The first places too much emphasis
on a small amount of material. The second does not do justice to Mark’s originality and
often misrepresents his goals. There are recognizable reasons for allotting the Spirit in
Mark a place in support of another Gospel’s claims. There is simply too little focus on the
Spirit in the Gospel to have justified a thorough examination of the Markan emphasis on
the Spirit. However, when a reasonable exegetical attempt is made at such a task, the

results will invariably reveal much more depth to the Markan portrayal of the Spirit than



has been credited to it in the past. The Spirit, thought there is no unified Markan
pneumatology, is presented without fail in the development of the Markan theology of the
Kingdom. Though the individual Spirit discourses of Mark may not have much in
common, they do share a common bond in their development of the Kingdom of God.

In the first chapter of this work there is a large amount of evidence presented that
differentiates the portrayal of the Spirit in other Gospels from Mark, suggesting that Mark
used the Spirit in a manner unique to his Gospel within the New Testament. The Gospel
of' Matthew uses the Spirit in the same way that Mark does. In both. the Spirit is
mentioned in relation to the author’s primary theological concerns. The focus in Mark is
on the Kingdom, while Matthew chose to use the Spirit in relation to the redemption and
restoration of Israel. In contrast, however, this language seems antithetical the Markan
temple rejection theme. Similarly, Luke-Acts emphasises the power of the Spirit. his
relation to the Spirit of prophecy, and the transformative nature of the Spirit at work in
the Church. The Spirit works in the church in Mark to preserve the Kingdom of God in
persecution. In contrast, Luke emphasises the power of the Spirit to transform the church.
Though John’s concepts are similar to Mark’s, John seems to place a great deal more
emphasis on the work of the Spirit in the proclamation of the Gospel than Mark. Finally.
Paul’s emphasis on the Spirit is soteriological and charismatic. Neither of these themes
are even remotely connected to the Spirit in Mark. Simply, there is no place for the Spirit
in Mark in the footnotes of another study without some mention of Mark's unique
emphasis.

The Spirit is decidedly present in the first chapter of Mark. There is an

unquestionable connection between the Spirit and the development of Mark’s christology



and Kingdom theology. There is an immediate comparison drawn between Jesus and
John the Baptist, both semantically and in Mark’s use of the Scriptures, which serves to
place John and Jesus in a great/greater than comparison. Semantically, John is connected
with prophets, called a sent one from God, and is equated with the beginning of the
gospel. Upon the arrival of Jesus, however, the semantics change. John, who was painted
with grandiose language, now becomes subservient to Jesus. Jesus is called the Son of
God, the Christ, and is served by John and prepared by the Spirit for his Kingdom
ministry. The same picture is painted by Mark’s use of the Old Testament and
intertestamental literature. John is painted as none less than the great prophet Elijah going
before Yahweh to prepare his way. Upon the arrival of Jesus, however, Jesus is now the
superlatively great coming one, the Son of God, and the Isaianic deliverer, the coming
one of Malachi and the promised salvation of the Exodus. In all of this, it is only the
Spirit and the direct connection to the Kingdom which separate the ministries of Jesus
and John. Jesus. the divine Christ, is proven by the Spirit to be the only fitful ruler of the
Kingdom of God, which has arrived in force at the exact moment that Jesus begins his
public ministry.

The connection between the Spirit and the Kingdom of God is once again
revealed in Mark 3:20-30. In this passage. the Spirit is developed as the empowerer of
Jesus™ exorcisms. He is the means by which Jesus undermines and dismantles the
kingdom of Satan, and works towards the establishment of the Kingdom of God on the
earth. This is shown by Jesus™ own words when he claims that his task. in response to an
accusation of demonic possession, is to tear down the Kingdom that he has been accused

of'associating with. Similarly. though Satan has in the past been represented by a
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strongman, the mission of Jesus is very much like a thief who ties a strongman up, and
then plunders his every possession. In the same way, Jesus is binding the kingdom of
Satan and pillaging it through exorcisms. Further, in response to the accusation that he
operates by an unclean spirit, Jesus makes it unmistakably clear that his actions, and
especially the exorcisms that he performed, are the direct result of the Spirit. To accuse
him of working by an unclean spirit is to blaspheme the Holy Spirit.Connections between
this account and the surrounding story ensure that the Spirit is understood to have been at
work from the beginning of the Gospel in Jesus’ exorcisms. Directly after his anointing
and testing by the Spirit, Jesus begins his ministry of exorcism and the destruction of the
kingdom of Satan. Similarly, as late as 5:10-20, Jesus can be seen at work fulfilling his
mandate from 3:20-30, by casting out a demon that even the strongest of men before
could not control. Jesus is plundering the kingdom of Satan by the Spirit. This is
emphasised from the inauguration of Jesus™ ministry to the end of the strongman
discourse in Mark 5.

Similarly, in the face of questioning from the Pharisees, the Spirit can be seen at
work as a witness to Davidic and messianic kingship of Jesus in Mark 12:1-37. In this
passage there are strong connections made between Jesus and the coming son of David.
There is also a great deal of emphasis on the rejection of Jesus by the temple authorities.
Jesus is being hailed as a king by all of his followers, but there are those who doubt him
and seek to destroy him. This is illustrated in the parable of the vineyards. in which Jesus
is represented by the son of the landowner, and the Jerusalem authority is accused of
rejecting him and attempting to kill him. Jesus fulfills the messianic hopes encapsulated

in the title “son of David,” which has been given to him by his followers. However. the



Spirit himself has testified that Jesus is far greater than even David. He is not only the
expected coming king, but God himself. It is shown in the passage that Jesus is the Son of
God. Jesus is also referred to with royal Psalmic language. All of this is spoken by the
Spirit against the claims of Jesus™ opposition, placing the Spirit as the unequivocal
witness to Jesus’ status as the divine ruler in the Kingdom of God.

Finally, in an episode which is quite different from any of the previous Spirit
discourses, it is the disciples who are in need of the Spirit (Mark 13:1-37). The Spirit is
actively defending the Kingdom from attacks from the kings and rulers of the earth. In
this context the disciples are promised a miserable future, filled with betrayal and
physical abuse. They will be forced to stand before kings to defend the Kingdom and
turned over to the authorities to be beaten. Amidst all of this persecution there will be
people who try to distort the Kingdom of God. In the midst of this persecution, the
disciples have been issued some commands and warnings. They are not to fear. They
must constantly be vigilant so that they will not be lost. With these commands come two
promises. The first is for all those who make it through the eschatological persecution.
For those who follow Jesus® commands and remain faithful. there is salvation in the end.
The only other promise. and the only one applicable in the eschatological persecution. is
the Spirit. The Spirit will be a guide and protector to the disciples. He will give them the
words to speak when they stand before the kingdoms of the world. The Spirit is the only
guide that the disciples will have in their task to maintain and stay faithful to the
Kingdom of God.

As it has been shown here, the Spirit is intimately connected with the

development of the Kingdom of God in Mark’s Gospel. It should not be overemphasised.
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since the Kingdom of God is developed throughout the Gospel and the Spirit is only
mentioned in four pericopes throughout the Gospel. Even in these pericopes, the Spirit is
rarely the main character. It is clear, however, that, though there is nowhere enough
material, nor enough immediate unity to formulate a Markan pneumatology, the Spirit
makes a distinct contribution the development of a Markan theology of the Kingdom of
God. The emphasis on the Spirit in the Gospel of Mark, and his connection with the

Kingdom of God, is without equivalent in the whole of the New Testament.
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