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CHAPTER ONE

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

The present study concerns itself with the redaction of

e
n
.

Yark'!s Gospel, The precise question which it seeks to answer

hd

What set of purposes governed Mark's thematic presentation of the
incomprehension of ths disciples?
The question itself calls for explanation, Is it a worth-

Jon? Is it crucial © tbe understanding of the Marcan

redaction? Or is it of secondary and periphersl interest?

Faind

he question as critical fto the under-
spel emerges with clarity from the history of
Marcan scholarship, This is an odd and clrcuvitous history, for until

the mid~nineteenth century Mark was the r

=

most neglec
Evangelists, TFrom the wmide-nins Gcnbh cbnturg until the publication

in 1901 of William Wrede'ls Das Messiasecheimnis in den Evangelien,

R

Mark was studied almost exclusively from the standpoint of historical-
Jesus research, Although Wrede's work is a turning point,.concenw
trated attention of the Marcan redaction as such had to wait for the
period from the middle 1950%s to the present,

Cur first step will be to svevey this history of scholarship,

primerily wit

question~-the incomprehsnsicn of the disciples in Mark--is a
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significant one, Howsver, the survey w111 also serve other
purposes: to outline the problems which confront the redaction
coitic, and to make explicilt the presuppositlions a2nd scope of the
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In short, Mark is not a disciple, he follows no speéial order,
and he is recording reminiscences just as he heard them,

The first indication tﬁat Matthew mey have used Mark was
given in 1826 in en article by Gottlieb Wilkez but the importance
of such a notion did not become apparent until after 1835 with the
-publication of Friedrich Straﬁss' Lebeén Je;ﬁ. Strauss sought to
demonstrate that the mythical element of the Gospels is so great
that we cannot possibly speak of the "Jesus of histo%y". |

)
The implications of the work of Wilk93 and Lachmann now

i
became apparent, The two tasks of proving Maresn priority and Marcan
cbjective history became cne, If it could be shown from Mark

that Jesus wag an "historically prébable“ person, and Marcan priorﬁty
was also established, such critics as Strauss were answered,
Generally, alt the end of the ninsteenth century, the notion was

still current that Mark wrote "objective histoery': he saw history

as a series of objsctive events related by cause and effect., The few

theological influences (due to Paul) webe easily identified and

2
.
"Uber die Parabel ven den Arbeitern in Weinberge Matth, 20,

- ¥ T Te ¥ Iy . P o~ B O Y-y BT R
1-16, in Winer's Zeilschrift fur Wissenshaftlich Theologie, 1,
73-88, Cf., J. M, Robinson, The Problem of History in Mark, (London:

5.C.M,, 1957), p. 7.

2

S
Further dembnstraticn of the t
Wilke, Der Urevangelist, 1838, Cf, Robinson, p. 7.

Lachmam sought to demonstrate the priority of Mark from order
in Der ordine narrationum in evanseliis
pp. 570-5390. Cf, Bobinson, p. 7.
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discounted,5 Thus the dominant scholars of this age thought that
by demonstrating the priority of Mark they had gzined direct asccess

to the historical Jesus,

From Wrede to the Present

The publication of Wrede's Das Messiasgeheimnis in den

Bvangelien inaugurated a whole new approach to the problem of history
in the Gospels, The nineteenth century's imposition of its under-
standing of nistory upon Mok was shown to be naive, Wreds demone

RN RUIOUREI §

strated that Mark was not "simple objective history," not a trans-

Ea)

parent medium through which the history of Jesus wes easily discern-
ible by all.
There were varlous reactions to Wrede'!s hypothssis, One was

to cling to the nineteenth-century viewpoint end dismiss Wreds's

work as invalid; a second was to attribule the departure from normal

history to the evangelist; s third was to atiribute it to Jesus himself,

L_l

The latter tack was taken by Schwellzer ® who said that a simp

life of Jesus was not discernible in the Gospels because Jesus did not

5

Robinson, p. 8.

Of particular interest is H, J, Holtzmann, Die synoptischen
Evangelien, 1863, Cf, Robins

A, Schweitzer, Quest of the Histerical Jesus, trans, W,
MacMillen, 1951), -



Jead a‘simple life: He was a very unusual, unprediétabie and
paycholoc.cally "odd" person, Therefore no normel historical pattern
could possibly be recénstructed from the Gospels, The implication of
such a line of argument was thet there was no time in the history of
early Christianity when Jesus was still looked upon from an objective,,
imminent point of view, |

Wellhausen represents what we have called the second reaction
to Wreds, Mark desires to preéent Jesus as the Christ, and therefore
the "characteristics of real historiography (Historie) are lecking,'

There followed from this a series of unlikely hypotheses,
"whose primary strength lay in the fact that they did nol historicize

11 o - ; -
Mark W, Erbt, Das Merkusevangelium, (1911), presented an intér-

pretation of Mark in terms of astral mythology. In 1921 Arthur Drews

0w
6]

renswed his attack upon the th

i3 -

Das Marlmscevargelimm als an gagen die Geschichtlichikeil Jesu~, in

which he drew attention to the mythological point of view from which
Mark was written, "01d Bebylonian traditions, together with astrological
speculations, had been taken over by Jewish gnostics to construct a

. - . 12
concent of a dying and rising Messiah "

ten Tvanzelien, 1905, Quoted
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hy Rob%gggg, p, 1J.

11 :
Robinson, p. 10,

12516 of the historicity of Jssus with a TONOZrah
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-In 1923 Martin Werner demonstrated in Der Einfluss pauvlinischer Theologie

. 13

im Markusevangelium, by specificslly refuting Volkmar, the in-

adequacies of such symbolic and allegorical interpretations., Neverw
thelegs, similar types of interpretation have been adopted by such 2
14
The great merit of all these approaches was that Mark was not

Unfortunately they tended to over-react to
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the historicism of the nineteenth century, Robinson comments that
the contemporary trend is to read Mark as ”“Heologioally understood

history." The form critics, by COH“POLTStlH” on individuel units in
the Gospels, took the cmpha51 away from the viswpoints of the Go;gal
"On the other hand, form criticism eliminated pre-Marcan
literary sources and Gospels, This sccentvated Mark's vole

material which had previously circulated in the

corntext of the Church's life, but now appsared in the context of a

Julius Schrniewind, in his article Zur Synophiker-Zxecese,

» Marcus und die
ﬁxangelien, 1870,

Gustav Volkmasr, Die
¥ -15(‘"—0 und aus

n, 11,

Ly

L

15

Rebinsen, p. 15.

T, B, n, F, IT 193¢, 129-82, Cf,




under the influence of K, Schmidi,17 demonstrated that the early
{Church was conscious of 1ifing in a time of salvation; yet it would
not be such if the Christ had nol been in history, The early Church
was living in 2 tims of salvation because that time had been inavgurated
by ths Christwévent. The Church's understanding end transmission

)

of such an event embraces both the history of Jesus and the history

of the Church, The Gospels are thus presentations of the Church's

own erperience, but thig is done th?oﬁgJ he recording of the history
of Jesus as the Christ, Mark is therefore Jerygmatiq history and
not objective history.
Conclusion

The above very brief outline demonstrates the problien one
faces when dealing with the Marcan redaction, The problem cof the
incomprshension of the disciples is part of the larger problem of

: N

the total interpretation of Fark: What is the redscltion atlemplting

o s2y to the reader? OCbviously, the new tack given te the under-

c

by Wrede was vital; we shall now examine his specific

lout
;i:’l
.l
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tanding o

concribution, and the resultant debate, in more detail,

Wreds on Park

8

“Wrede's book was radical and polemical, a biting attack on

CT, Der Rahmen der GQ“(QLC”L@ Jesu, 1918,

1 Zu;:]_@j ch ein
, (Gobtingen: 1901),
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thé whole nofioﬁ tﬁatuMark gives a convincing account of the 1ife of
Jesus, especially wiﬁh regird to the purported gradual revelation of
Messiahship and the accompanjing evolubion of the disciples! mentality
and understanding of it, His criticism of such notions is based on
spacific Marcan texts,

mre@e assembled his data methodicalliy: in Mark Jesus silences
£he demons who would mske him | nown,ﬁ 125, 34, 3:11 f, ) He commands
‘silence after the more noteble miracles (L:ll, 5:473, 7:36, 8:26),
He also commands silence afier Peter's confession (8:30) and on the
descent from the mount of transfiguration (9:9), He'goés_on secret
journeys away from the crowds .(7:24, 9:30) and gives esoteric teach-
ing to the disciples (43510 ). Mark does not tell us why Jesus eonw
tirvally forbids such referencss to his Messlishship, It is iefﬁ_to
the conjecture of the reader why the words must not he told after the
confession of Peter at Cassorea Philippi, Wrede also sces a Jack of
continuity in Mark--after the feeding of the four thousand the disciples
are as far from undsrstanding Jesus as ever, Yet the blind msn of
Jericho somehow apprehends that Jesus is Davidl's son and the multitude
great Jeéus on entry into Jerusalew as Wessiah, Added to these fachs
is the incongruity in Jesus' commanding the sick to be silent and yet
performing mivacles in full 171icity,l lefore Caeserea FPhilippi he
hes designoted Himself as the Son of Fan having lordship over the
sabbath (2:28),

Wrede examines the data he has sssewmbled and draws his own

n

irrevocable conclusions, Charges of secrecy impossad upon demo

0‘1
D



(1:25, 3:12) and various individuals after miracles (1:43-45); on

the disciples (8:30, 9:9) and the blind man of Jericho (10:47): and

the appavent intention of Jeous to vemsin hidden (7: ol 9:30), 211
have the same thematic unity of guarding the '"Messienic Sescret," Why?

Wrede rejects the idea That Jesus warnted to prevent Himself from being

assoclated with revolutﬁonary Hessianic aspirations, He could have
dispersed such by simply announcing He was not 2 political Messiah (1),
Cther attempts at ensurlng secrecy: the story of Jairus!
daughter (5:21-43); LOac hing his disciples ''pri idtely“ and impressing
upon them the need for secrscy (Gethsemane and the Apocalyptic Dis.
course); are all ssen by Wrede as.a definite indication of the abbvmh+
of Jesus to conceal his Messiahship. Only the disciples know the

"seeret of the Kingdom of God" - to the multitudes

D

verything is in

1

parables (4:10 £f),

Wrede concludes that Jesus never claimed To be Hessiah, but

Jesus to be Messiah were resad bhack into the l1life of Jesus,
The problem for Wrede is how, if Jesus did claim to be Messiah did
the disciples not recognize him as such? And, {worse), how did the

Jews come to crucify him? To surmount this problem pre-Marcan Christian

tradition,; further developed by Merk, was responsible for inventing

the Messian

¢ Secret, dJesus had indeed been the Messish, but ke had
Celibarately concszled this fact, The Messianic Secret is a device
which seeks to resclve the tension he tm'an the mernory of the wministry,

and its lack of Messianic cleims, and the development of Christological

thought, in which Jesus is seen as M
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The implications of such conclusions are far-reaching -~ Mark

is not simply presenting hisﬁofy; on the contrafy, he is motivated-by'
dogmatic intentions, The merilt of Wrede's work was that it signallea
the end of the simple "lives of Jesus" based on the Gospel, and critical
analysis of the Marcan redaction has bu¢]t on Wrede
His influence on Bultma enn and Bornkemm is worth noting, for

18b

both accept his basic insight without question, PBultmenn claims that

Jesus regarded himeelf as forerunner of the Messiah, AJl the passages

about the future Son of M

are third person and refer to someone

e vaticinia

=

other than Jesus, The death and resurrection sayings a

r._h

ex eventu, Tt was the Resurrection That convinced the disciples he was
Messiah (Romans 1:4, Acts 2:36), The acco‘nts of the synoptics ave

riddled with post- Bultmann, - how~

gver, does differ formulation of

the secret to the redactor, Wrede saw 1t as part of the pre-¥arcan
tradition,

Some of the defeclts of Wreds's work ought to be noted here,

significant in our understanding of

&
o

w

for later they will be seen o
the i ucomﬁrenanJon of the disciples, Terhsps the wmost serious defect

was to have lumped all the related datas together without distinction,

O

But Maxk L4:10 ffican hardly be cornsidered as simply on a par with the
comriznds to observe the seeret, The significance of this passage in
. . y ? o bl
Mark would seem to be given in 434 -~ vuv® v B o oy
,

7 . ¥ * » .
Vm%quu) EWENILY WO e = Yprivately to his own disciples he

explained everything," The implication is surely that after this
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xplenation they understood, No secret here! Again, the charges
of secrecy in 1t and 724 would pesr from the contert to seccure respite
ffom'the crowds rather then a command not to divulge the messianic
nature of Jesus, In his zealous search for data to support his claim
Qrede has failed to distinguish important differencss in his 'm terial,
Wrade has to ﬁa&mtain that the confession
L3 £

of Peter, the entry into Jerusalsm, and the iuscription of the cross are

all unhistorical, The price he hes to pay for his theory sszems rather ' N

“high, Wrede dlso fails to explein why, if the early Church used the

title Son of Man for Jesus, it ¢ cnly occurs once oubside the Gospels,

T

A formidable objection to Wredetls theory lies in the fact that

Jesus! crucifixion by the Romans 1s dinexplicable if he had mede no
claime to Messishship in hlé 1ife, The first preachers proclaimed a
crucified Messiah, but would hardly have done so if it had not been
knowmn that Jesus was condemmed and crucified as such, Paul spesks of
the crucifixion as "folly to the dews and a stumblinz-Ylock to the

a

¥4

Centiles” (1 Cor, 1:23), thus showing the enormous difficultis

crucified Messiah presented to the early Church, That a belief in

Jesus as Messiah returned ter the Resurreclion is credible, but
. . 3 LI 1, n l
that it origineted with the Resurrsction is mich less so, ;
i
Although Wrede's redical conclusions wmay be refuted, the ides

of the Messiaric Sscret is plainly present in Vark, (As, indead 4n
b

the other Synoptics and even in the Fourth Gospel - "How long will you
keep us in suspense? If you are the Christ, tell us plainly,”" [Jn,10:

- 1 -— I JE,
247]), The problem remzins,
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reserve abouL his Messiahship, and why does he silence the demons?
he incomprehension of the disciples is part of the larger problenm
of the mystery surrounding the Messizhship of Jesus, The immediate

response is to say that Jesus maintained reserve about his Messiah-

ship because his concepltion of it was so different to that of the

people: he did not want to become ewbroiled in the pOllblCu] conno-

{aiions of Messiahship, But there'ls doublless more to the problem
then this, The theme of the incomprshension of the disciples’in
particular requires a fuller explanation, Jesus® Messishship par-
adoxically involves suffering, death and resurrectionp Bul Wreds has
failed to define in a credible way the exaclt nature of the problem

which this posed for Mark's readership,

Post Ureds

We shall now examine the history of Marcan scholarship in more

recent years, This will help to 2lucidate the problems the redaction

423

critic faces, and will also enabls us to identify more precisely ths
context within which the incomprehension of the disciples is to be

understood, Finally, the specific comlribution of three critics of
recent years - G, H, Boobyer, A, T, Burkill and J, B, Tyson - will

be examined, A study of thelr work will help to explicate some of

the pre-suppositions of the present work and the relevance of their

observations will be seen as significant in our conclusion,

It is Wrede's final interpretation, not the initial Jines of

his analysis, which has been extensively criticized, Indeed, we

have seen how his work was influsotial on such form critics as



Bulbm3hn.: form criticism was the most imporﬁant movement to subceed
Wrede, In the work Qf the form critics the ewmphasis was on the in-
dividual pericope and consequently work on the Gospel as a literary
unit was neglected, The form critics hardly explored the question
of how the redactions vere guided by a particular view,

The still more recent trend since the niddle 1050‘5 is

to see the Evangelists as representatives of theological positions,

This is the aim of Redakltionsgeschichte - concentration on the gospel

framework and on the modification and articulation of traditions.
-ion has ils cwn pointlto make, "ngh can 1nd»ed stand in
tain tension with the original tradition,

The Gospel of MHark presents unigue problems for the redaction
critic, TIf thes priority of Mark be accepted, we have in Matthew and
Tuke a common source which they Levork The changes and additions
they mode can be isolated, However, no one has satis factdrily i5-

olated the sources of Mark, and the chenges he may have made can
only be conjectursd with the help of ITiterary and form critical
analysis, (Here Bultmenn has rendered a service by alttemplting to
relate the complex of naterial examined by Wreds to the redaction

£

of Mark),

H, J, Ebalingls book™ is an important landmerk in the post-

md die Botschaft

H, J, Ebeling, Das Fsssiaszsheimni
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~Th1rbj el i years dfbor the arncaranco of the first
edition of Wrede's bock Ebeling could take his point
of departure from the form critical insights which in
the meantime had prevailed in German research, The
oral trzdition discloses a Ycharismatic unconcern
about all recollection of Jesus! life," (99), There
was absolutely no rneed for the oldest congrogation or
the Evangelist to harmonize a fact of Jesus! life with
the post~Easter faith in Christ, Wreds, who had
struggled so successfully against the hnsLo ~icizing
view of Mark's G0>peT had himself given a historicizing-
interpratation of what he had discovered, 20

o
=
K
L

0

81

Bbeling then goes to explicate: the command to silence, the
incomprehension of the disciples and the parabolic pronouncement
o - . o 21 .
in 4:10 f,, are not mean to concezl, bul to reveal,  The whole -

secrecy motif is a device to convsy 1o the readsr lhat what Jesus

forbade to be told to others is revesled to them, thus demonstrating

ﬂ.

the greatness and profoundity of the revelation, ‘'he same holds

trus for the misurderstanding of the disciples, The reader can and

may understarnd what even the d“SCLplC“ of Jesus did not understand,"

The merit of Ebeling is that h tries to formulste & kerygmatic
understanding of Marl

The harvest of Marcan research from 1901-1939 can be con-

5

. . . 2
veniently summarized under four headings: >

20 : _ i
Heing-Dieter Enigge,"The Meaning of Mark: The Exegesis
of the Second Gospel," Interpretation, 1967, p. 58 f,

21 :
Ibid,, p. 59.

22
_?‘Eé—éw 1 P! 59!



(1) The demonstration by Wrede and the form critics that Mark does
- not mersly present us with "the historical 1ife of Jesus,”

.

(2) The grouping of the complex ms

KN .

terial - incomprehension of the
disciples, commands to silence, and the parabolic pronounce-
ment-under the conecept of Messianic Secret,

(3) The demonstration by Bultmann that these motifs belong
specifiecally to the»Marcén redaction,

(&) Ebeling's insistence on the kerygratic 1ntewPretat]on of these
motifs.

Recent attempts at understanding Mark

H,-D, Enigge distinguishes three basic typss of understanding

was-a union of the Hellenistic kerygma
25 . .
v of the history of Jesus, Mark is
interpreted in terms of Philippians 2:6-11 in which one observes
the Hellenistic coneept of pre-existence, humiliation and exaltation,
Unfortunately, there is nothing in Mark which conclusively demon-
strates that Mark is aware of the e-existence concept in Hellenism,

muck less thet he wished to themaetize it! Schreiber seems to see

2l
Ibid., p. €0 fT,

i

25
J. Schreiber,'Die Christolegie des Mark uqcvnnvs]Ju

2Th.K, 58,1961, pp. 19183,

it
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the Messianic Secret motif as being explicable in terms of the ides
that Jesus was the '"hidden" redeemer, He commands silence so as

not to be recognized by the demons, Yet, as Knigge points out, in

O

-~

Mark it is precisely the demons who recognize Jesus

It is J, M, Robinson who gives the most convincing argument

27

"’:

etting the understanding of Mark in its mythical context,
Beginning with a thorough anrd incisive analysis of the introduction

of Mark (1:1m13), he demonstrates that the theme of  ~TNevpw

runs throughout the introductio The baptism and temptation are
described in coswiec terms - a struggle between the TYﬁLﬂQpL or

0o

God and Satan, Mark's introduction is designasd to set the rest of

3 £

the Gospel in conmtexlt: the life of Jesus is to be interpreted in

terms of a cosmic halttle betwsen God and Satan, This mobtif runs

es and instruction to the

i__h

throughout the exorcisms, mirscle stor

.

disciples, Mark is therefore rscording the cosmic batile which took

©
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of Jesus, Rcbinson thus stross

=2
}«-v

place in the 11
dimension of Jesus?! historical appearance,

Tn this initial encounter (i.e. the baptism and
temptation of Jesus) between thﬂ escba%ojo ical
Spirit and the ruler of the p ent evil QuOﬂ the
Kingdom of God draws near, The event maiu{b ‘thd
'beginning! of the last hour, and thus of the
Christian history (1:1), The hssis has been
provided for the ministry of Jesus, which consists

¥, Robinsor, The Problem of Mistory in Mark, (London:
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in proclaiming the rovc]&tory situation (1:15) and
in carrying through thg struggle against Satan in the
powsr of the Spirit 2

L

Mark as historian

The implication of Robinson's work is that Mark doss have

a perspective of history: the prophels, then Jesus, and then the

N

time of the Church, There is historical thinking in that there is
a consclousness of past and present, Knigze cites G, Strecker as
a representative of the thought that Mark is concernsd with history:

In the parable theory and in the Passion prophecies as
well as in the geographical and lemporal enno tations

f Yark's redaction Strecker finds an "historical in-
tpntlon“ which does not necessarily stand in contra-
diction to the kerygmatic purpose of the nspp] since
Hark means to present revelation "as an event which is
past from the viewpoint of the author," 100 £ [/ 104, 29

e 3PN) L 3-'— =3 L .
Schweliger for examination, He c] tes Marrsanas conbendi [‘g that

the

[0}

gospel 1s deterurined by opposing movemsnts, "the broadening of

Ibid., p. 32

p. &4, The work which ip%ggﬂ cﬁt@r.is G,

llr"

.
[ v, Zur Messia szeheimnls theo
Stud, By, TIT TV 88, 1964, pp. &4-104

zelist Yerikus, Studien zur Redaktionsgeschichis
Vandanhoesclk egﬂ Bupracht, 1959),

-@r”ﬂum*mﬂ%nzm?ueMof des Yarkud'
cszabe 0, Cullmennt Ho L. Sunyl 6,
e Armerk, ) e ﬁh@
, 1%“- pp. 337-355.
imnis bel Markus) 7, ¥

50




the kerygma which moves from the Passion story bz ckwards,

18

and the
32

movement of history which runs from John the Baptist forward,”

Mark is preaching in the sense
about Jesus,

(1:2),

that he formulates

which he redscts to give meaning to the word "gospel”

0N

ie nature of Mark:

Schweltzer emphasized the kerygumatl
The 'life of Jesus! is to Mark a2 foil by which

he presents the 'difficulties,,.which the revelation
encounters with men'! (LAWGLA. ,103), These difficulties
are shown by the m,sundﬁrstundiﬂ” of the digciples and

the psrable theory, Iven Peter with his orthodox
confession (8:29) does not reach ' }a confessional
level occupied by the demons' (Leist,, 34:9), The Passion

narrative ,which is so unambiguous in compsrison to the
paraeble gwylwas is frustrated by the misunderstanding
of the disciples, and yet ths revelation, which is so
incomprehensible to wmen, bresks through to the pagan!
That 1s shown by the sltory of the Syrophoenician woman
(7:22 ££,) and above 21l by the confession of the

centurion bensath the cross (15:39), The point Ma
makes by his characteristic connection of passio:
looneoy and dlucﬂpiennlb is thereby conflrmed; the
revelation ¢f God may be comprahended only in-connection
with the passion and death of Jesus, It will be inevit-
ably misunderstood 'whers the disciples do not learn
tand the resa tery of the suff of

)

1 myst
Man, by following the way o
[958
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vt ctentiren

The Gospol of Hark still poses a

not really been resolved, Redaction

but whatl has been established i

ney,

2. theologian, Theological wmoti




may therefore give us the key to the
This is where & study
be especially significant, for it is

underst

p

2.1

Fad

Ox

tanding
of the incomprehension of

‘the

19

£ the redaction,
the disciples may

larger complex of

material which Wrede designated the Messianic Secret,
ecent Studies in the Incomprehension of the Disciples in the
harcan Hedaction

the disciple

larger motif of the

The Secrecy Motif in St, Mark's Gospel

33

A1though not specially a study of

s in the Marcan ““daCbloﬂ
iy

HMessianic Secret

i

WL

th

1

e incomprehension of

Boobyer's “treatment of the

s sigmificant for

our present

study, ie begins by summsrizing recent thoughlt on the topic since

Wrede and distingulshes five general positions:

1, The contention that the Messianic Secret pervades Mark more
extensively than ¥Wrede maintained e,g, J, Sch viewind, V,
Taylor, %, Percy and E, S5jdberg,

2. The idea thalt Mark presents Jesus as hiding his Messishshiy
to account for his rejection e.g., J, Weliss, M. Dibelius, R,

B. Lightfoot.

3. The notion of Ebeling that the secrecy motif is msant to reveal
rather than conceal,
L, The Marcan secrscy motif is 2llied with the general concept
(especially in Hebrews and Paul) that the Bastsr revelalion
33
G, H, Boohyer,"The Secrecy Hotif in St, Yark's Cespsl,”
M, T, Stud, 1950, oo, 225-235, :
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of the exalted Lord was preceded by a terrestial 1life in which

Jesus laid aside all his powers (Ykenotic Christology™), The

obscurity, huniliation and guise of Jesus s a servant is

explicable in the contex
S 3 ] . LA . t 324'

5. An elsboration of this latter point by E, ojober The

rish A ca]vpt1c and is
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Mesgianic Secret ha
only explicable within the terms of this background, Jesus
saw himself as the Hi d@n Soni of Fan of Enoch and IV Bara,

Boobver takes issue with those commentators who have failed

to comprehend the complexity of the Secrel: Mark does relate events _ i

"eomsisting not mercly in the presence of Mark of & secrecy molif,
but in the concurvence and interplay throughoul the Gospel of three

closely associated motifs, which may be describod 2s those of
secrscy, publicity, and r, " 5 Boobs

along the lines of asking to whon and in whal ways the I

s
Pre.culeas S5ecredy.

Such an enguiry lsads Boobyer lo conclude thet the Chrisltian

users of the Gospel are privelsged heneficiaries of revelation, as

" 1] “ Il - [ RY - KRN -~
hown by 4322, 9:9, 13:10 ) 2:30 f, and 12:10 &, (thess Jatler lwo

Der Ves




references being "ssid
is the key verse, for

the revelation to all

umnderstand;
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veale:
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es? addressed to Christian readers). 9:9
it imp] lies that after the Resurrection comes

so that the Christian rs

P

Fal

of revelation,'’

the secret of
Jesus

following

in that they
return in glory

41
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public, or
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Boohyesr then
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blandly dismisses the term "Son of Man' in 8:38 as referring to
someone other than Jesus, As for 10:47 £, Boobyer notes that
Bartimeevs became a disciple ("he followed him in the way"), The
phrase "Many rebuked hiw that he would hold his peace' (10:L8) implies

twesn the crowds and the believers, Jesus had

no need to impose 3 restriction on Rartimaeus because the crowd had

already done so,

"Nowhers do publicly performed miracles cr the publicity which

37

essiahship,’

desus himself received amount to publie disclosuress of

W
£

In support of this statement Boobyer points out that nowhere do Jesus!
¢ , Mot
wiraclas lead the o g&bg to conclude that Jesus was Messiah, On the

conbrary, such texts zs 6:1-6 indicate thst Jesus was still no more

(R !

han a carpenter to them - Jesus

_____ arvels abt their unbelief,! "There

was public marifestation of Jesus' divine power, but it never led to
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Yes, and more - it was never intended
indsed, was Mark's belief, Tralt Jesus did not
wers to do

apply Messianic titles to himself in public, or vermit ot

ndicates, the secre

tde

so, bints 2t as much,” Ls 1210 f£1,

an enigms

Kingdom of God was glven to the discliples bul ren s

. LY :
end e riddle to the o tvw .




It is Boobyer's distinction belween the disciples and the

o\ &&E> thich is significant, Mark is demonstrating that there

was mucn before the Easter event which even the Twelve did not

understand, Yet, going beyond this, Mark distinguishes the disciples

v ’
from the O\ng . Why? Because Mark wished to show that God had

Ll

rejected the Jews, TIsaish £:9 f,, which underlies the thought of

Mark 4:10 f,, concerns not the rejection of Isaiazh, but the rejection

of the Jews, Particularly do we see this motif appavent in the
parable of the Wicked Hushendmern, the cursing of'tha fig tfee and
rending of the vell in two, The Jews are deprived of their inheri-
Indeed; Jesus explicitly hides the significance of the rev-
vtion from them (8:12, 11:33, Q:ll £.).

In summery, Rochyer sees the secracy wmotif as the expression

of Mark's conviction that the Jews have bheen rajected by God, He

ges the incomprshension of the dlsci les as highly significant -

Fr)

they only understood in part because they cannol fully understand

7 Jesus, helr incomprshension is not of

teaching by the sawe kind
as that which drove the Jews to crucify Jesus, for the latlter had
never been iwnitlated into the sscret of His revelstion, In other

vords, the incowprehension of the disciples is not properly part

the secrecy motif for the latter is only applicable to the
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A, T, Man in St, Mark'!s Gospel

uy]

urkill: The Hiddewn Son of

Burkill, beginning with the premise that "3t, Mark's thought

is informed and sustained by a theology of salvation,” attempts to
Jus ti r the notion that ¥Mark is an exposiltion of two central themes .

the secret fact of the Messianic status of Jesus and the mysterious

1.0 .
" The first thems domirnstes

of the Gospel and the second the later part, Burkill admits to in-

consistency in Mark's application to his task, and says that this is

&

because conflicting motives compete to dominate his schemate, The
problenm of Mark is that he is proclaiming a Messiah who was not

recognized as such by his contemporaries, Mark therefore seeks to

explain this reference to the Scriptures (Merk 1L:27, 15:34, 14:21),

1.

showing that Jesus! suffering and Passion were in accord with the

9]

will of God, Hark also stresses the foreknowledge of Jesus (WU:8,
318, 14:27-31), In short, the hidden Son of ¥an motif is a

of divine predestination: it was nolt intended that Jesus should be

.

o

iessiak, The significance of the Cagsares Philippl

b

hat the disciples becsme aware that Jesus was the

Messiah, They fail to understand the nature of Jdesus! Hessizhship
2
59
A, T, Burkill,"The Hidden Son of Han in St, HMark's
Gospel, " Zeit, W, T, Wigs, 52, 191, vp, 189-213,




because that only becomes fully revealed alter the ter event,  This
evenlt 1s important in Mark's schemata because it.prepares the reader
for a vright understanding of the Fassion narrative, Mark does dis-

LY

psople to recognize the Messish-
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ship of Jesus and the incomprehension of the diseciples concerning

its naturs, Mark agress with Faul (Romans 9~11) that the rejection
of Jdesus was a resull of ths predetermined plan of God, The disciples,
however, although they do nol comprehend pafore the Baster event, do

so afterwards -~ they correspond to Paulls

In regard to the incomprehsnsion of the diseiples Mark is not
quite consistent in that in the transfiguration scene he 2llows them

fark "is not completely
satisfiei with the doctyine that the humiliastion of the Messish is
his fubure trivmph," In Mark 11:1 £Ff, and
subject te great strain as Jesus' Messiahship
¢ does at times

recogmition, @ In short, ¥or

of John where thHe Son of Man is not hidden,

sE 1 . o ks . — LR TR 3 N “n
Mark, in fact,is not consistesnt bescsuse hs wishse o make the culp-
ability of the Jews obwvious to all,

An Hxamination
. Cornell Univ,
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Burkill's work 1s notable or its attempt to isolate the
secrecy motifs in the pfemuarcan tradition, By comparing these to
the redaction of Mark he contends that the standpoint of Mark be-
coﬁes clearer. The editorial pBSb%GGS of 1:34 and 3:11 f, - in-

Junctions of sgerecy upon the demons » demonstrate that Mark

wishes to draw a contrast between the supernatural insight of the

0]

demons and the ignorance of the people, Howsver, in 1:23 f, th

injunction to silence is part of the tradition that Mark reviewed
and is explicable in its own context - the verb _Q\yoov being

commonly employed in incantations as a means of gaining power over
Wy ’ ’
the dewmons, Tt has nothing directly to do with the ides of

concealing & mystery,

posed after miracle (These are now considered sepavately from
the comaands to silence imposed upon the demons, The irne

JURNE. B A T o Afe cnle mamm e b E T SRR SR SRS T
anc Tl 03877 tard appsairs Lo e Lrying wo S

v

the truth of Jesus! person as displayed in is action, although

given to the reader, was not knowm to Jesus' contemporaries, Yetl




there appears to be a pre-Marcan motif - that of showing that Jesus
%as not like the ordinary "thaumaturge!, with his predilection
for selfw-advertisemsnt, for he chose to try to check the excite-
ment which his actions aroused among the peodple,

Accordingly, Burkill agfees with D, J, Sjgberg’s con~
clusion that St. Mark's doctrine of the secret is not imposed
upon an alien tradition - "idéas cérresponding to it pre~-existed
in the materials with which the evaengelist deals,’ 5 Burkill's

"
subsequent examination of Sjobherg's work need not concern us here,

divine mysteries were announced, His main cortention is that

4

Farkls secrecy motif is nol a literary convention of ths svangelist,

but 2 motif rooted in the teaching of Jesus himself under the in-
flusncs of Jewish Apocalyptic,
Burkill concludes that "J3t, Mark's doctrine of the Messianic

Mystery is nol impossd ab extra upon an utterly slien tradition,

<&

Various secrecy motifs were already present in the material he

uses, and the noltion of hiddensss, associated with a form of divine
pre-~destination, may well have been exemplified after the wannsr

Ibid., p. 206,

16 ,

Vids infre, chapt., 2, for elaboration of esoleric motifs

Lis
=



s ‘ ) - - 2 8

outlinsd, in the teaching of Jesus himself,” Yet it is not quite

correct to say that Jesus thought of Himself as the hidden Son of

. L

Man, rather should the emphasis be put on the strong predestination.

conviction involved in the teaching of Jesus - 'no less than in

i R T o1 nl”"?

the case of his great prophetic predecessors,
The significance of Burkill's work is that he does see a

us of

rl-

distinction between the secret fact of the Messianic sta

iraw out the

joR

Jesus and the mysterious meaning of the fact, If we

implications of this line of thought we note a differencs betwsen . - -

R

Hesslanic Mystery and Messiznlc Secrel, The Secrst concerns that

7N

complex of material which keeps the fact of Jesus! Messiahship
concealed, The Mystery, hoﬁcvul, is concaerned with the elusive
nature of the leszsiakship. Tt is this latter point which ths
disciples do not widerstand, for they rocognize Jesus as Messiah

K]

at Caesarea Fhilippi, bub nowhere in the redaction do they fathom

Burkill also gives dus weighl to the significance of the

Camsares Fhilippl incident as preparing the reader for a right

™

than the fact,




29

L8
indness of the IﬁQCJDlPS in Merk

!J

J. B, Tyson: The

Tyson's short article. is of special significance in our

task, for he deals specifically with the incomprehension of the

L1

dicciples, and implies that it is the key to undersltanding the

He begins by cleiming that the wmisunderstanding of thse
disciples is not properly a part of the Messianic Secret motif .

as Wrede secwmed to think, For it is nolt as if the disciples

discern the nature of Jssus and are concequently precluded from

prociaiming it, rather they have a ng concephtion aboul his
nature, Cerntering on the three Predictions of the Passion, 8:31-
points ovt that therlatter rO perlcoﬂe»
hewing the dis of
he former (9:33-37) the disciples are dis- .
reatest, and in the latter (30:35 £f.) we

Jesus




Tyson infers from this that the only
motif cut of this is because he
betwesn his own position and,fhat of

For Tyson, the three pericopes

necessity of his suffering "bear no

c)
o]
e
&
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They are editorial device

resemolance to authentic history,

30

reason Mark would make a

was aware of a significant difference

L9
the disciples,

giving Jesus! words on the

w50

L%

To the obvious objections: how

could the dlgCiP1Co preach the Messishship of Jesus without meking

some sense oub of His desth? Does no

£,
s

a crucl

t the fact that they preached

ied Messiah indicate they had been prepsred by Jesus? Tyson

replies that the disciples did not preach simply a death, but 2

explain the necessity of Jesus! death

EALY
(O34

he pe~icores following the second

and third prediction of

the Passion, showinz the disciples!' own lack of undorstanding concert-
ing thelr om pesiti within the wondty, 2mplify G:9 -« the

N
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N
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o
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Questions of rank and importance
can only have ardisen if the disciples concelived of Jesus as a royal
Messiah, Tater, in the Jerusalem Church, there was an slttemplt to
try to set up a family dynasty, first headed by Jesus! brother

. . N . D2 '
dames, and then by other mewmbers of the family, Paultls con-
troversies with the Jerusalem Church indicate that it thought of

Christianity as still being within Judaism, The Jerusalem Church

=

s reluctant to initiate a wission te the Gentilss, implying that

The facts secem to indicate that the Church of Jerusalem was narrow.

- otr Da

=] e T - : s s - v . - AL S o
arnt CoNsSgIrvaLive ©o5ciuse it saw JQbLLb 85 & newr avICic klﬂ';_i,,

has redamptive

lessiahship conceived of by nationalistic Jews, (Mark makes 1ittle

1.

of the "Son of David" theology,) Iar

<'s reprecentation of the
disciples as uncomprehencing is, in fact, polemical - he 'is dsme

thot the disciples never understood the nature of Jesus!

If it is correct, then, the
Meseishship is different from thel of the disciples, from where did

3:11, 1, which
who held the

mo21rs QL

Pl

< 3
position of blsaop of Jerusslen,

ship is not the royal
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he derive his view? Paul is th

®»

mpst obvious sourcs, especially in
view of the traditional link between Mark and Paul, Alternatively
Mark could be a representativé of Galilean rather than Jerusalem
Christianity.53

Tyson concludes that the presence of this molif indicates

Mark's appreciation of a Gentile mission, Mark i

7]
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challenging the Church of Jerusalem's authority., It is significant
thet Rome (probably where Mark was writing), rose to the leading

position among the Christian churches., The ending of Mark is now
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also explicable: even theResurrection is not od by Jesus!

associates « Wi oodid oubey Lo QQSQQQJTG "R - (16:8),
Although only the three women are mentioned as

siplty towb, sursly the disciples are

mind, as 16:7 indicates, Moreover, it

Nficant that Inrk does nobt describe an

appearance of the risen Jesus to the disciples,

Here is the climax of the Gospel, and although

Mark loocks forward to some kind of experisnce on

the part of the "disciples of Peter', these are

not the firs o heer the news of Jesus!resurrection,

What 2 strange ending for our eariiest gospel, and

yet what an zporvopriate and significant one 1f one

of Mark's chief purposes was to cell attention to

the wsys in which the disciples Tell short in their

understanding and proclamation of the Christian

Gospel, T

.

pp. 26-35, who argues that the basic Christologsy ul
Church wes the "Son of Man' Christology, end that of Jerusalem
id" Christology,



Engt is ot Stake in the Question about the Incomcrshension F the

Tt is apparent that if Tyson's theory is correct then our

totel understanding of the Gospel of Mark needs to be reappraised,

It is this kind of ilwmplication which makes & study of the motif
of the incomprehension of the disciples so significant, Our
survey of the history of the understanding of Mark has shown that

redaction criticism has a vital role to play in telling us more

1,
i
i

=y

about the qusstion: What is Mark a1l about? The work of Wrede was

L

vital in pointing out that the motives and intenticns of

evengelist colour the total Harcan Gospel, Mark is not simple

(=)
history: iT a recoznition of his own intentions play a wital part
in our understanding of his Gospel, then ths guest of Farcan scholar

ship is defined: Lo rediscover the redactor ss 2 represcntative of
a theological wiew, I it can be showm thet the incormprshension
of the disciples is a significance to the re-
stratasgic function in the opening up of
<L

chepter has been two-fold: to elucidate

the significance anle Seerel in understanding

v2]ild to isclzte the incompre-
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m
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at., The Secret as Yred

it is composed ofi  the imposition of silence on demons and after

notable mirscles; the avoldonce by Josus of public Messianic clalws
. . Y . 3 hY

and his apparent intention to remain hidden (7:2@, Q:30), Yrede szl
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saw as part of the Secret the imposition of sscrecy on the disciples
(8:30 and 9:9), the esoteric teaching given to them (U:10 F,), and

thaeir incomprshension,

But, as Tyson has pointed out, it 1s rot merely that the
disciples understand Jesus to be Messiah and are told not to pro-

silence imposed upon the disciples is not on par with that imposed
on the people, The imposition of secrecy on the demons and after

" 1o ex plain how the

nize Jesus as Messiah (so Wrede) or to show

visages a time when the Secret will be told, Ths Secrst will be
told when the mystery of Jesus! Messianic Destiny Bas beer azcce-

omplished; that is, after the Resvrreclion (9:9). Indeed, if
Boobyer is claimed to be Fessiah

before "the

[ad
e

cest is "all-prevading? -

o]

I o K . B A T A A
Wrede seems to suggest that the

; e R 3 o - - o Tha neor ey
Jesus! Messiahship is kept from ths people and




Gospel thematizes the naturs of Jesus! Messiahship, Mark seems

concsrned to point out thax the fact of jesus’ Méssiahship is not
recognized by the psople, (those who do, e.g;,the demons, are
silenced), but it is eventually recognized by the disciples, and
they are told to reveal it after the Wesurrectﬂon, Mark, in fact,
is distinguishing the uﬂdeTSLQQdLﬁ; of the disciple é from that of
the people., Here is where Eheling fails to go far enough, He
merely reverses H*eae, and sees the Secrel as revealing and not
concealing, 4 vital distinction is still obscuréd: revelation is

1 3

sy
given - not to the Jews, the 0\2k§0 , but to the disciples,

This is a line of thought we shall return to later,
Our policy will be, "distinguish and units," Once ti

R ¥4

stinchtion between Messianlc Seecret and Messianlic Hys

Q.
1._1 .
(.{.

been mde, (following Boobyer, Burkill an? TTSO&), our effort will
.

be to relste them, and relate them in terms of what Man

1. . PRPE 1 o s
elicit from his resdership, Ts the roaders

with the disciples (so Burkill) or against them (so Tyson)? This

question, like so many others bearing on thé—incomprph“nsﬂon wotif,
cammot be satisfactorily answered as an isolated question, We shall
have to undertake an examination of the Marcen rodaction as a whole,
its structure, its symboliswm, and so forth, Huving fastened on a

'

mwificant to the redaction as a whole,

o
)

I
(1]

single aspect as espscially si
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our purposé in the following chapter will be to confront the
familizr "circle of interpretation’ according to which the whole
is intelligible in terms of thé parts and the parts in terms of
the whole, Our next chapter therefore will be concerred with the

1

symbolism and structure of the Marcan redsction,



CHAPTER TWO

\

THE SYMBOLISM AKD STR UC”U“ﬁ OF THe MARCAN EEDACTION

By exemining the

to Mark

w
e

hope to find insights i
some educated conjecture on how

Pl

that is, what kinds of

ok

’b

rea 5

oY
1

~e

them, The relationships within i
Jasus and the crowds, Jesus and

from the relationship of writer

symbolism and structure of the redaction we

's exact purposes,
he stands in relat 1onsh1p to hiS

to elicit fror

=

response he wishes

the story-line - for examp]e between
the disciples - should be distinguished
to reade But the two sets of re

lations are themselves related; for the quesltion arises as to how tF"
writer wishes the veader relate to characters and groups within the

In chapter one we noted,

rikls story-

historical reminiscence of Jesu

tors? This much at

It therefore belongs to the task of the redaction critiec not

=

wraat VST ons
v

in accoru with scholarship genevally

LN

line is not simply conbtrolled by the

s, whnal, then, are the other con-

©,

any rate is clear: the Evangslist's

ligious purposcs, to what Mark wishss

IS

and motifs but to penstrate their
aspoct of the criticel task is hest

This will nscessitate
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solution, it hes the meril of giving

of the "inc ompvﬂhen.Lov cf the disciples,” Mark, according to Tyson,
wishes his rcadership to identify nobt with the disciplss bul against
e e e g a1

them, He has cloarly shifted the emphasis from the relationships

=

his, he

]
s

0

within the story-line to the writlsr-readar relation; .

sees, is delerminative of Mark's narrvative picture, One shortcoming

in Tyson's treatment, howsver, is evident, Il bas worked too much in

procoss of testing the interpretation of the port (the blindnees of
the disciplss) by independently confronting the redaction in terms
of its tolal organizalion (1iterary stztrLun and allied-questiors),

Our task is %c see how the relationships within the

which the redaction iz intended to slicit from the readership,

The short erzmination of esotericism with which we begin is
mezat to show that ¥ark presupposced ceriain Jinks with his reader-
ship vhich nodera man mey have difficulty in spontanecusly reco:

s often heen overlocked, There is,

of course, o difference hetwsen symbolism ard esotervicism, Bubt often

iem moznt Tor the iriticted, Tt kel

relation, AL the saro time, sywbiolism end ssotoric wmoltifls way
. i - . EY . . | : LY.
function within the story-line; and, as we have rvemaried ahove, thess
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destiny are esoteric motifs, But their final senss depends on the

£

role Mark assigns Them in instructing his readership and calling for

O

particular responses from it,A

The present chapler will atiempt to justify the proposition that
esotericism bploms part and parcel to the early Chris tlan outlook,
We hope to uncover its symbolic aspect, with a view to .clarifying the

character of the trmter-—‘:eadcr relati owmhlp impliecit in ¥

£

ran to capture ths ethos

for such film producsrs as Godard and Faselinil, Peter Gay has szid

trat this Jloss of ths sense of syrbolism begen with the Erlightenment,

T pover, prec
laucad to mere
. This wes on
scattsred trac

g man 561

becauss b—ney 3
devicas ov f[i,“t'..e:_x,z"»...
1easond 01 sin

intent thr OU ghout
the ways of the

nie N

ning

[\]

0

Y TNers,

in Trtermretation, {\“0*‘ York: Vol, 1,

}, };‘a 2391 : -
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Tet if medern man has lost his sense of symbolism, it was not

so at the time of the Gospel writings, The esoleric and symbolic

nature of religlous awareness in the Hellenistic world and in

 Palestine alt ths time of Jesus has been adequately demonstrated by

scholars - particularly Joachim Jeremias, In The Eucharistic Words
of desus Jeremias poses the question: Why does the Fourth Evangelist

omit any account of the institution of the Eucharist? After examining

0]
c;t
]
o+
Pt
ha
ol

some of ths answers previously postwleted, hs conltend
answer i1s simple, The Dvangelist Yconsciously owitted the account of

he sacrsd formula

the whole environment of primilive

teaching of the philosophic s

it has bean generally recognized 1

world, it has for a long time been 1ittle known that we find an arcars

discipline in Palestine in Mew Testament times, DBubt the newly dis-

o
. . . 2
covered Essens texts have disposed of the Jast doubt concerning this,'”

)

on, (e.g.,Dnniel

I

Jevemias concludes that within the Avnocaliyrtic tradit
B & &

s of Jesus, trans, H, Perrin,

J, de i The Tucharistic
a
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12:h, IV Egra 14:L4.46), and outside of it in late Judaism, there

Jerusalem at the Time of

e
-

an zsoteric element, In another work,

5 -

Jesus, Jeremias argues that the influence of the Scribes was due to

the fact that they werse besrers of a secret knowlsedge -~ the decisive

reason for the dominance of the Scribes over the rest of the psople

was that they "wers guardians of a secrst knowledge, an esoteric

H
s b
tradition,”
He concludest "The Apoczlyptic writings o te Judaism thus
contained the esoteric teaching of the Scribes, and knowing this fach,
we can immediately psrcelvs the extent of such teaching and the valus

were not isolated thsologieal

theological esystens, sreant doctrinal constr JF+1O

whose comtent was atitributed to Divine inspiratjon."E

The implications of such & contention for our pressent project
sre obvious, If it is {rue that ssobteric fteaching wes an integral part
of the theologice]l and philosephical eystems of the time of Jesus, then

it wmey be that these elements are to be feund in the Gospel trad

o T 1 1~ A s ey p . S T N el JETR ST Lo .
1t would be 2 wistoke Lo assume that they are of necsssity there: we
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the text can surport such a hyrothssis,
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known to the disciples bult they are expressly told to divulge it to

9:9), Indecd, most of Mark aflter 8:27 seems to bhe

]
o
wn

given to the disciples, The eschetological dis-

is given to four disciples only, We are exolicitly
o (R It

STATS \,\o( NN “(,‘ ed T ol o

20 his own disciples,”
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efers to esoleric wisdom reserved for "the mature,
{see esvecially 1 Cor, 231, 2:6, 2:13,'3:2), and he alludes to himselfl

and hie commanions as 'stewards of the mystex jes of God", (1 Cor, 4:1),
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b2 Christology e,g., Hebs, 5:11-£:8 and perhaps

(3

Such evidence authorizes the expectation of esoteric elemsnts

Sear”
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fearing it gives llcence To maks exlravagzent and apparently unsub-
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the need to be critical,
The 01d Testamsnﬁ provides one important key to symbolism in

tament, Ths prophets sought to éonvey teschings or warnings

by "signs" or symbolic actions (e,g, Isa, 20:2), Jerewish 27:2 ff,,

Egzekiel 37:15 £f,)., Jesus hinmself used symbolic actions to illustrate

-

his teaching (e.g. Mk, 9:36, 11:1 f£f, and seec the instructions to ths

6:11),

Wlical background, the historical backeround and the

light of this premise, Consideraltion of the thematic and theological

£

1oy our

saw the miracles of Jesus as ewphasizw

3 - 'I’:( » e o, " _L_’___v
wonder-worker’, However, Metthew

the Mew Testarert tirmes not all

prool of divinity,

ha Jawish and Hellewistic miracle stories, Thelir oblec

oy
a2 SWlsSh anag cSelieni
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simply to present Jesus as a nlghty'u onder~worker!,

A, Richardson auua;VS'both Bultmenn and Libelius on the

7 have difficulty in maintaining a sharp distinction

grounds that th

\',(

between paradigms (Dibelius! usuvage; Pultmann: Apophthegms)

and instruction,

n

miracles because both are concerned with preaching

)

He concludes: "Is anything proved hy the discovery that~the Gospel

Jewish and pagan m1racl stories

%

miracle stories bear the sams form a:
of the anclent world?”g
In short, in the miracles - as in the whole of the Gospsal

tradition ~ we mustl ssek for and recognize the theolo 10&1 and symbolic

significance inherent in their use and letenL1on by the Ivangelist,

ravlify the potion of Jdesus as Christ, tut rather

they fulfilled an dinstructive functiont: they were instrumsnis o

K]

The miraclss are, of courss, inexiriczbly bound vp with the

¢

notion of the %ounK§ of God, and it is pertinent to note that the
A -

mearning of %UV@\M\ in the Hew Testament can only be undsrstood withe

iehte dor Synoptischen Traditica (1931),
racle Stories of the Gospels, (London:
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in the general concept of the V0111ﬂ~ of God's pewer, This concept,
derived from.Apocalyptic, ié an important one in the New Testament
Theology. 'There is a certain hiddeness aboul the activity of God
which i5 as yet known only by faith, although it is truly present and
effectval in its working,,, It is only to the disciples that it is
given to know the mystery of the %uoﬁaucd'Goc (ma““'b-ll),“ll

St. John never refers to bhe miracles as %OJQ\QC Ymighty works,"

he
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but as U ped i.e., it is as

miracies are nob included in the tradition to show Jesus as a "wonder-

erest by the Zvangelist in the molives of

viorker, " nor becauss of int ki
Jesus (e.g., his ”compacvwon.‘ In Harkcwdkuﬁ$gwgqccurs only three

. . . ) .12
times ~ in 6134, 8:2 and 1:41, the latter being a doubtful reading ™),

Hor can the problam of the miraculous be resolved by 2 Ritschlean

of approach - an engUiry on historical grounds, The miracles carmot

be detached from their thsological ks ckground, Any such attempt misces
the fundamental presuppositions of the Gespzl writers - the power of

God, "Is it not for this cause that ye err, that ye know not the
12:2L), They are not mere
devicss Lo avouse cradulous aslonishment 2% a ‘%ixog SSANS

but rather an intergral part of the presentation of the revelation of

. P
aubthorities veed Q?\\U%ux wnich, as &
is provebly to be preferrad,

mers dLAPLu‘
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that miracles are an integral and not an
accidental part of the Gos spal tﬂddit' on, In Mark some 209 out of
\ . - . . . . .
656 verses{to 16:8) deal directly or indirectly with miracles (i,e.
13 . .
over 31%).7 If we ask ourselves why this is, we wust look to the

014 Testement for an answer, The 01d Testament was seen 4s bearing

testimony to Jesus! Messishship; it is only against the beckground of
the 01d Testament that the miracles of Kark become meaningful, Note,

for example, the following: Isaiah 29:18: "In that day the deaf shall
hear the words of a book, and out of their gloom and darkness the eyes

of the blind shall see," ITeainh 32:3 f,: "Then the eyes of those who

ses will not ba closed, and the esars of those who hear will hearken,

the mind of the rash will heve good judggement, and the tongue of the
: " . V3 . ESNIEE DU i Tendah [ ™, .
stemmerers will spezk readily end distinetly,’ Isaiah 35:5: "Then

-t

the fugitive, and you shall spesk and be no longer duwh, 3o you will

them; and they will know thet T am the Lord”, (R,S,V.

o}

<5 ey L
e a2 sign t
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t )S—L;\JLL
If the healings of the deaf mute (7:31--,37), the Plind man of
Bothsaide (7:22-24) and blind Bartimeecus (10:46-52) are seesn against

C)

S N KN IR ) . - et N £ JCAL N TS S e oy
first apparazat, but which is discerrsble to the initisted eye, More-

Richarduon, p. 36,



over, the stratsgic placemsnt of miracles in the gospel redactions
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mey indicats the redachor's own purposes

Let us set a feow wiracles in context and see if they do
elucidate Mark's intentions, The cure of the deaf mute comes after
the feeding of ths five thousand and the disciples! incomprehension
of that mirecle, and immediately besfore the fesding of the four

thousand, Whether the two feeding stories constitute a doublet is

tha
the

to

b careful ervamination of both stories adds considerable weight

to the theory, The scene of the Tsedlng of the five thousand is

o

placed in the framswork of the Galilesn ministry - the feeding of

thz four thousard in the frameswork of travel (ef

ives the five thousand five lozves (Ffive books of the Taw) and to

the four thousard sevoen (nrobably a number comnected with Gentileg;

cp. the soven dsacons in

- ~ e ars,
.8 Q1 sceraps arc

and \koci\\fog is usaed

commonly used hy Je
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5
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the word is gV Ve, & mors ordinery snd comson basket,
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In Mark 8:14-21 we have what appears to be z cryplic story
about the disciples and Jesus in a discussion following the discovery

thet they only had one loaf in their boat., Jesus questions them con-

o

crning their understanding of the feeding miracles and the section

O
7
ends with the pointed quesl,lon. CUTTWO 0‘\3\3\2,/\(,’7 "Do you not yetb

understand?”  (Mark £:21). It would seem a rezsonabl conjecture,

@

®

given the context in which the story is sel, that what the disciples

do not wnderstand is that Jesus 1s the Bread of Life for Jews and

The story of blind Bertimesus (10:466.52) comes after the

farkis
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or Voubt of the vil Just as he leads the disciples awey from the

orowds and into the desert

h takes place in two stages: there is a "progressive

character” about it, The story follows 8:21 0UTIWO vwiw; and gccording
to 5t. John Peter's howe wes Belhsaida, The remarkable structural

confession (8:27.30)

The blind man of Rethsaida

Ve

. B, ~2 1. Lo - - P L, % S-S
¢s were cponed at Csesarea Prhilippl
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th the interpretation of thi
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kelplsss in blindness and pove
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rty until

they learn to call upon Him
on has grasped the symt cﬂlc nature of these
tion does not go far snough., The touching of

is somoehor

t is mors

1.8 3

in ths

Fowever, he langnishes son

corresst,

of homiletics when it comes to the mirecle of
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Bartimsens, It is not Just that men are Llind and helpless until

he calls them, Partimeeus mak Jesus! Messiashship public and re-

. 41

fuses to be silenced by the rabble, Jesus! response is to call him.

The man flings off his coal and runs to Jesus, He is "'saved",

[N - ‘ .
whole", (« wwomgy oo cemovey ), He then follows Jesus in the wey
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What is strikingly evident is the sharp distinctior

Partimaeuvs, who hails Jesus as Messiah, refuses to be silenced and

conflict, The die is cast: Jesus is rejected by his cwn, It is
now 1left to the belisvers such as Partimaecus, who follow Jesus 'in

o form ths new

feariessly proclaim -
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the way!

ship of Jesus,

At this point, having observed that symbolism doss play a part
in Mark and that o recognition of thls is essential in understanding
thz nisunderstanding of the disciples in the Marcan redaction, let

us examine soma of the structuval enalyscs of the Second Gospel

find & chronologicel or geographical orientation by the evangelist,™”

This presses the structuvre of Mark into moulds vhich are guite minor

bt
-

Chelmar B, Faw,"The Cutlins of Mayk " Jowrn. Bib, Iit., 1957,
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. 20 . % , .
in the Gospel, In fact, the outline of Mark "should be one, which
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se determined, the author h“d3°l#, consciously or

unconsciously, has followed in the writing of his bookt 21

(b‘l‘

This would indeed seem to be the most sensible premise on
wiich to procaea, The purpose of exanmining theAsymbolic rientation
of writers in Hew Testament times has been to try to capture sowe
of the prassuppositions Mark would bring to struétuﬂlng his A Gospel,

v structual analysis of Mark which dgnores that he would be in-

fluenced by symbolic esoteric motifs seems, on the basgis of the dis-

Perhaps because Paplze discerned ne order in ¥ark, wmany
scholars have taken the view that Mark is Oqu Loosely structurad,’

But what Papizs mesyt by 'order'! is not celear, Did he mean t

catechetical order observable in Matthew Papias! view in any
case does not setitle the matter, Mark may well have been following

a structure intergral to his owm purposes ard every bit as conscicus

RE

bicated in its own vay as Mslthew or Luke's,

Cr
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in Jerusalem’, and ignore the cohesive motifs of 6:34-8:26 and 8§:22.

.

The tack taken by Faw fixes on four characteristics for

determining the outline of Hark:

)

1. The narratives and sayings waterial collected together express

a particular emphasis o» mood,
2., The ssction as su.cl:z is held togeltlier by i@TG&tOd structural forme,
3, ment,

ths follow

1, Jdesus beg
2. Cppositic:

death, (
3. He apnoict
L He tesche

York: Abingdon-

—— i =



5. He engages in vigorous wonder-working,

(1:35-7:37) (811~

6, Ee announces the way of the cr

. HMaster and disciples
. In Jderusalem he ig
teach ngh

DN ™ =3

He
. He
10, He

4

evoking an amzzed response

26).

oss and resurrection for both
(8:27-10:45),
again melt with populavity and opposition and
a parable (10:L6-10:hL),

awzy from the

feils to take into

accouﬂl lwmportant Marcan moltifs, Faw's initial insight is good, bubl

not thoroughgoing = in application, He fails, for example, to ackno

But i our obser
correct,

blind war

Tet us, then,

disaover any cohosive sty
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choieg of the twslve and through them,

destiny and its foroshadowing is again prominent in the story of

[ ]

John the Paptist's death, 6:14-29, Thiz is followed by t

b3
A

@

of t

r
A

~d
ana

n
o
e
)
[

Throusthout

rejoction of Jdasus by his osm and his aceaplancs by the nuclevs of
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above discussion for its significance); the feeding of the four

thousand (8:1-9 - Jesus the Dread of Iife for the Gentiles): then

w lake snd the controversy with the Pharisees asbout

o .

ragl looks for signs and fails to perceive the ro-

follows the discussion with the disciples shout only

- NP e atr e s EAEN
the secret and mystery of Jesus,

and in Often 1t
is to include 2:27-30:45, Yel if nderstanding of the symbolic

nature of ths

stion to Petorts confe

" O L Lo K
hereforz the section begins at

The
T S 2 (Q.n oo o o N
out in thiz section (8 27 TE,, 30 ff,, 10132 f7, ). After ssch we




have the recurring theme of the incomprehension of the cisciples

second and third predictions we have stories illustrating t

total incomoprehension abou

B
>

that they are concerned with
the Ministery in Jervsalen, The Apocelyphtic discourse of Mark 13
section nltth this,

So then, our snalysis ol St, Mark's Gospel wrould proceed along

et
ot
s
\od

. - t ~"
T Jesus Revezled 1o the ol woider 1:70.8:21

The authority of Jesus demonstraeted - in teaching and 12105
action,
- in controversy 2:1-315
with Seyibes
Concluding vlot against Jesus 3:6
sarly minlstey 31712
mintstry and rejection of Jesus fore- 3:13.8:24
of the 3:13.10s




¢ on collusion with Satan
: st}ong,man and blasphemy
i the true kiﬁdred of Jesus
Parabolic tezaching of Jesus on the growth and
efficacy of the Kingdom:
: parable of the Sower
i dAnterpretation of the Sower
¢ sayings on the lamp ste, B
:
: statewsnt on use of parables

Mirzenlous activity of Jesus
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ination of ths above oubtline

it watil it was couns

reveals that the recurring theme of lhe incomprehension of the disciples
is dintergral to the Gospel. It spans both scetions and there ave

the feedings, the deaf mule,
Partinzeuns the incomprehension of the disciples
It would sesm valid to conclude that the
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structure and svmbolism of Mavrk illustrates the cevirality and im-
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CBAPTER THRISE

EHENSICON OF THE DISCIFIES

Tha primery purposs of the
the role of the incomprehension of the discip
ship andthence in ths story-line
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ton of the redection as 2 whole are twoe: that there is a distinction

pierce the sscret of

and thus on the redaclion as a whole, We shall
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2) Why are the discivples Gistinzguished from the crowds?

- - —_— Gl e )Y
is the thrust of the explaration of the parable of the Sower (il F£7,)7

that which

Paul uses the word VUGTN?\od (1

had been kept secret and is now revealed to the elect and proclain
} =n ket T

: ot et fiad Yessiah . Ty /
the world; ramely, salvation through 2 crucifisd Messiah, VwG\\Q\O\ {

of vressing this too far and concluding
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distinction between the disciples ard "the oubtsiders! amounts, accord-

ingly, to an explanztion of why the Jewlish race ss a whole did not
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Tt may be that Hark wishes to distinguish Christisnsg from Jews
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at Ceesarsa Fhilippi., Cur purpose will bz to show that this and the

following periccpe provide both the distinetion and the comnsction bs.

by detailed examination, we well be in possession of a datum central
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So that when Jesus rebukes and stills the storm, the disciples are

filled with awe bscouse in doing this |

Their dawning realizati
of a guestion and the eax
would have hed s rsady answe
in the story evidence that Jesy a
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to discover and affirm the law of the cross as the suprem
eschatological roversal, The dimensions of Mark's pedagogical task,
then, are considerable, His‘stfatagy is to thematize incomprehsnsion
net only as ignovence ard superficiality, but, above all, as that blird.
ness that comes from the contradiction of human appetites and sambitions,

The disciples are limited by the instinctive willingness to identify
"the good! ac‘“thﬂ good for me',

The Gentile Christians sre to succeed in grasping what ths
diseciples failed to grasp., The redactor's Jast mor4 onn the gospel

story is

given in

the E s recoznition of the

ne Moy God" (15:32), Only by under-
the disciples failed to undsrstand can the catech
wto the v ol Christ,
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emphasses and

while gospel materisls are by and large traditions]

structured, stylized and thematized in accord wit

secks to the Hers, no
: L I Sy ) - - s s . PR - AR
doubt, the evangelists are churchmsn who witness to a large tradition
cpva s e PN i o "
from within it, But the signature of each has now become part of
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t in our conclusions, the signature

of Mark is that of 2
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