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Introduction.

Wrede's book on Mark's gospel1 raised the question of the
relation between the narrative account of that gospel and
the life of Jesus and the relation between history and the
messianic beliefs of the church. It did so by calling
attention to the motifs of secrecy and lack of understanding
in the gospel and suggested a conflict between the situation
of Jesus' life and that of the post-resurrection church on
the basis of the litérary evidence of the gospel for the
nature of the historical tradition behind it in its
presentation of the church's post-resurrection faith in
Jesus. The question of the origin of the title Messiah as
applied to Jesus was not the main interest of the book,
but the theory of the messianic secret came to represent the
view that the church's faith in Jesus had its origin in the
resurrection and not in Jesus' lifetime, on the basis of
the negative aspect of the account of Peter's 'confession'.
Later work has gone on to question the relation between
the gospels and the life of Jesus on the basis of more precise
literary analiysis, and to discuss the general question of the
relation between history and the Gospel. The result has
been a distinction between the literary gospels (distinguished
in the following by a small 'g') and both the 1ife of
Jesus and the Gospel (with a capital 'G'), similar to the

distinction between the life of Jesus and the Gospel



ii,

themselves, but also more recently, an assertion that

the gospels are intended to show the relation between the
life of Jesus, or the historical Jesus, and the Gospel,
The point of this study is to show how the 'messianic
secret' in the synoptic gospels not only raises the
question of the nature of that relation, but also

provides the answer,

1Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien., see chapter 1

followings.



THE CONCTALED MESSTAHSHIP IN THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS AND THE

IMPLICATIONS OF THIS FOR THE STUDY OF THE LIFE OF JESUS

AND OF THE CHURCH.

Chapter One. The discussion from Wrede to Burkill,

This discussion must begin with two books which appeared

on the same day in 1901, These were Das Messiasgeheimnis in

den Evangelien. Zugleich ein Beitrag zum Verst&ndnis des

Markusevangeliums, G&8ttingen 1901(1913, 1963), by William

Wrede and Das Messianit@ts-und Leidensgeheimnis., Eine Skizze

des Lebens Jesu. | Tlbingen and Leipzig 1901, second part of

Das Abendmahl im Zusamménhang mit dem Leben Jesu und der

Geschichte des Urchristentums by Albert Schweitzer. Both

books attacked the current approach of the nineteenth-century
liberals to the study of the life of Jesus and his messiahship?
by making significant use of material, mainly in the gospel
of Mark, which was taken to imply a secret about Jesus'
messiahship, But whilst Wrede treated the theme as the
creation of the early church, Schweitzer interpreted it as a
factor in the context of Jesus' earthly life. 1In different
ways both made the figure of Jesus problematical for
Christianity.

The joint significance of these two books over against
previous work was stressed by Schweitzer himself in Yon

Reimarus zu Wrede. Fine Geschichte der Leben-Jesu-Forsch_ungo2

Ttbingen 1906(1913, 1951 revised and extended) in chapter xix. -

\
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Here however Schweitzer had also to contrast the approach of
Wrede, designated as 'thoroughgoing sceptieism'- a judgement
which he later modified-with his own, designated as
'thoroughgoing eschatology's In method Schweitzer was no
different from the liberals whom he attacks, whereas Wrede
had made a significant critical departure. Wrede's book

was concerned with the Marcan gospelB, whilst Schweitzer's
was concerned with the life of Jesus. Whereas for Wrede the
historical Jesus was problematical for later church dogma
because his life was probably unmessianic; for Schweitzer it

was the manner in which Jesus' messiahship was conceived in

his lifetime which made him problematical. Wrede started from

the gospel tradition and moved back into the dogma of the early

church, whereas Schweitzer tried to explain the gospel
material from the thoughteworld of Jesus himself and the
outlines of his life, Por Schweitzexr the key to both was
to be found in eschatology, which in his view explained
the manner in which Jesus conceived of his messiahship,

The contrast between these two approaches is of
importance for the subsequent discussion and for the theme
of secrecy itself and we will examine the work of Schweitzer

and of Wrede in some detail. Since Schweitzer really belongs
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to the earlier period we will take him first,

For Schweitzer_the gospel material was as far as
possible to be explained from the outline of Jesus' life,
The problem was to find the right principle from which to
interpret, understand, and order the different elements in
the story. Against the ethical understanding of Jesus!
preaching and messiahship of the earlier liberals, Schweitzer
set a thoroughly eschatological and apocalyptic one, In Jesus!
lifetime the secret or mystery of the kingdom of God developed
into the secret of the passion of Jesus and together these
explain the secret of Jesus! messiahship. This was the
secret which Judas betrayed4 and which brought the passion
about. The eschatological eveﬂt never did take place and
Jesus receded into the ﬁists of history, A gigantic system
of dogma was built around his person., Eschatology was
displaced by ethics which was formerly subordinate to it. But
the concept of Jesus' messiahship had been initiated by Jesus
himselfs. The material in the gospels can be properly
explained in terms of Jesus! earthly life6° The key to this
life is the secret of Jesus' messiahship, understood in terms
of eschatology and apocalyptic,

Jesus'! messiahship had té remain a secret in his lifetime
in order to be properly fulfilled in the future7, This

future, and at present secret, messiahship was understood



and expressed in terms of the Son of Man expected in the
future, with whom Jesus came to identify himselfS.

Schweitzer's recognition of the importance of

eschatology in the gospel-tradition was valuable, and

9

already Johannes Weiss had done so among others., But %
Schweitzer's method of using eschatology together with the theme:
of secrecy, in order to discover behind the gospels the plan
of Jesus' life and his own developing self-consciousness is

a different matter, It was Schweitzer's belief that his
approach was a !'simplification of the literary problem' which
enhanced the 'cfedibility of the Gespel tradition'lo. Since
the early church, according to Schweitzer, was indifferent

to the life of Jesus, it did not feel compelled to "fabricate
facts" in the life of Jesus'll. For the church, Jesus!
méssiahship was grounded on the resurrection not on the

earthly ministrylz. Thus the gospels could be said to

contain reliable tradition without too much embroidery.
Schweitzer took it for granted that Jesus must have been the i
one to initiate the question of his messiahship and thought '
it essential that he should have done 8013. Schweitzer,
hgwever, whilst considering that an accurate picture of

Jesus can be found within the gospels, saw a distinction
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between his outlook and that of the church which preserved
the tradition,

Wrede's approach was quite different. He may have
thought it likely that Jesus! conception was different
from that of the church, but went furthef by asserting that
there was no connection between the two in that it was
doubtful whether he had ever thought of himself as Messiah,
and that not the historical Jesus but church dogma lay behind
the structure and contents of the gospels. The attitude of
Jesus himself was unknown., There was a complete break
between Jesus and the church rather than just a development,
The messianic secret in Markis gospel was for Wrede a
reflection of the early churcht's awareness of this. Nothing
positive about Jesus, at least with regard to his messiahship
énd the pattern of his life and thought, could be ascertained
from the gospel material,

This judgment was based on a radical and systematic
examination, primarily of the earliest gospel, assumed to
be that of Mark, as a critique of the liberal historical
approach to the gospels. Wrede set out to show that the
gospels reflect early church tradition rather than the outline

of Jesus'! life and that their setting in the life and faith
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of the early church must be investigated before judgments
are made from them about the historical Jesus. This
possibility had been too easily dismissed by Schweitzer

on inadequate grounds., He had treated the gospels as
primarily clues to and sources for the life of Jesus.

This procedure had meant accepting some aspects and rejecting
others according to tastelh and the presumed necessity of
discovering how the material could be connected as an
account of Jesus' life, That it could be so connected was
more a dogmatic assumption than a necessary conclusion from
the material itself., It was this kind of approach which
Wrede criticised, and the theme of the messianic secret
seemed to him to be a justification for his view.

Wrede had his predecessors in such scholars as Bruno
Bauer, Gustav Volkmar and S. Hoekstra15 and rested his work
to a large extent on the Ey then generally accepted thesis of
the priority of Markl6. Since the Marcan order lay behind
that of Matthew and Luke this was of great importance
for any attempt to recomstruct the life of Jesus. The
liberals had recognized the lateness of the records but
had not taken this with sufficient seriousnessl7. The

only attempts made to differentiate what could be ascribed



to Jesus from what could be ascribed to the early church had
been in the direction of rationalizing miracle stories and
excising contradictions in and between narratives in order
to produce an apparently credible account. But, asked Wrede,
how could this account, when substituted for that of the
evangelist, be its actual historical content or kernel,
when it was not in the writer's own mind and not what he had
in fact writtenls. There was no reason to believe that this
historical kernel was there at all., The spirit of the work
itself, and not psychological connections introduced on the
basis of the arbitrary assumptions and presuppositions of the
reader, was for Wrede the only proper criterion for judging
the contents of a piece of writing, especially when the
facts were so little known.

Taking a special interest in the theme of secrecy,
Wrede subjected the Marcan outline to what Bousset called a
'consistent and sustained methodological! enquiry,19 which
Baldensperger admitted to find wearying,zo in the attempt to
see whether a reasonable historical narrative, such as the
liberals claimed to exist, could in fact be obtained, Wrede
had no difficulty in pointing out the contradictions and
inconsistencies in Mark which prevail against this. Wrede
picked out passages suggesting that Jesus tried to keep his

messiahship a secret throughout his earthly life, e.g,



his commands to the demohs to be silent when they address
him with messianic or other titles, his commands to the
disciples after Peter's confession and after the transfigura-
tion not to speak of him or of what they have heard and seen,
and his general commands to secrecy after certain miracles,
as well as passages where the disciples show a consistent
lack of understanding of apparently clear and unambiguous
events and statements, e,g. after the two feeding miracles
and fhe prophecies of the passion. Throughout there is the
implication that Jesus is the Messiah and this is necessary
to make the narrative worth,telling21 but this belongs to

the literary construction of the evangelist, The messiahship
provides the content of what it is forbidden to communicate
and the giving of special revelation to the disciples is

a necessary part of the theme of their lack of understanding,.
On this basis the conéistent appearance of both aspects of
concealment and revelation side by side in the gospel is
explicable22 as well as the contradictions in the secrecy
theme itself. The theme reflects the fact that historically
the concept of Jesus' messiahship dates from the resurrection23
as we see from Mk. ix. 9, and the theological hint of this

)
at Mk. iv. 21£°7,

The 'confession' of Peter at Caesarea Philippi does not
provide the turning-point in the narrative which many have

read into it25. There are clear revelations earliex26

e
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even if they are unperceived, and no development of
understanding on the disciples' part leads up to Caesarea
Philippi. Also there remains a considerable lack of
understanding afterwards on the disciples’ part., They
remain throughout the gospel unable to grasp what Jesus
saysz7. It is Matthew who gives prominence to the passage.
But in Mark the command to silence after Peter's so-called
confession is virtually a slap in the facezS. References
to the passion also occur earlier in the gqspel, particularly
at ii, 20, There is nothing to suggest that Mark regarded
Caesarea Philippi as marking a point of development in his
narrative, nor that it was so historically.

For Wrede it was clear that Mark knew nothing of the
historical life of Jesus29 though some scanty outlines may

vet be visibleBO. Mark's gospel belongs rather to the

history of dogma31. The apparent contradictions are not
historical difficultieszz but arise from the fact that the
work is built around a theme which has its origin in the think~
ing of the early church33 and one which is a theological
conceptioth. The only relation which history has to this

is negative.

The other evangelists are dependent on Mark for the

ordering of their material and modify his account in

35

different ways”~”, Matthew has no further understanding of
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the messianic secret and in most cases completely alters it.
Luke restricté it to the suffering and death of Jesus and
constructs a dogmatic scheme of a history of salﬁation
divided into two periods, Jesus! earthly life and the time
following his death and resurrection. Here too the Marcan
plan is disrupted, but in line with the preconceptions of

the evangelist and not from independent historical knowledge,
John alone can be compared with Mark, but his relation to

the tradition is quite different36. In John the theme of
teaching in riddles is developed to cover the whole of Jesus'
teaching, for the disciples as well as for others, during his
life, whilst in Mark it referred to Jesus! teaching in
parables (i.e. 'riddles')37 that those without might not
understand,

Having tried to show that the motif of secrecy is a
literary and theological conception in the plan of Mark
rather than a historical theme, Wrede sets out in the
latter half of his book38 to explain the origin of the
conception., Its sole relation with history had been said
to be the fact that the point of origin of belief in and
proclamation of Jesus' messiahship was the resurrection.

Wrede now analysed the theme and differentiated within it

two elements, which are parallel but quite independent39.
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The first is the suggestion that Jesus kept his messiahship
secret till the resurrection, the other the lack of
understanding of the disciples before the resurrection (i.e.
the twin themes of secrecy and of an actual secret). Neither
of these two ideas could have developed out of the other nor
could have demanded the otherho. Both must be seen as twin
concepts arising from the consciousness of the early
Christian community, parts of the development of the beliefs
and understanding of the early church which we can see
behind the gospels,

According the Wrede the first element in the motif
of secrecy in Mark's gospel, Jesus! concealment of his
messiahship either by commands to silence or by teaching in
parables or in secret, has nothing to do with Jesus' self-
consciousness or his understanding about the nature of his
messiahship but with the church's knowledge, at a time when
Jesus' life was beginning to be described in messianic terms,
that awareness of his messiahship dated from the resurrectionhz
It had always been difficult to see, on the basis of the
gospel material, how Jesus had conceived of his messiahshiphzo
The relation between the concept of the coming Son of Man
in the gospels and Jesus' earthly self-consciousness had
always been a mysteryhB. It Jesus had identified himself

with the coming Son of Man he would have to have presupposed

his death or removal, just as they are presupposed by the
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churéh. In fact the identification represents the Christian
view of Jesus' messiahship, Thus Jesus' messiahship appears
in the gospels as present and concealed, yet future., It is
not the case that we can see a conception by Jesus of his
messiahship as proleptichho

The way in which Jesus! messiahship is presented
in Mark is perfectly understandable, according to Wrede, if
one asks how the concept of a concealed messiahship aroseh5°
Wrede rejected the view, which he admits to have been his
first thoughth6 and which is often wrongly ascribed to himh7,
that the element of concealment arose from the apologetically-
inspired desire of the church to explain why Jesus! messiahship
only became known after his death, This was because it was
not clear why this should have been necessary if it was an
established fact that Jesus became Messiah at the resurrectioﬁ?
Why should it have been necessary to discuss the question of
Jesus'! messiahship during his earthly life if it was clearly
the case that it was only known at the resurrectioné It was
not clear what internal doubts or external attacks should
have demanded of the church this kind of apologetic, If
it was felt important to stress Jesus' foreknowledge direct

statement of this was all that was necessary rather than a

complex motif of secrecy. Xnowledge that Jesus! messiahship
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dated from the resurrection wouid not demand the concept of
earlier concealment, and indeed the concept secems %o exist
side-by-side with statements that he was the Messiah. If
implies a concealed and future messiahship and would seem
to exclude open proclamation of his messiahship during his
lifetimeh9. There is not even a stress on the disciplesf
secfet knowledgeso. Commands to silence are general, The
theme does not so much stress ignorance of Jesus! messiahship
during his lifetime as the positive fact that awareness of
it arose from the resurrection, and not just after it5l .
Because of this Jesus' messiahship is represented during his
lifetime as future and concealed., There is no attempt to
éxplain anything away.

It was from this concept of concealment with regard
to Jesus' messiahship in his lifetime that the idea arose
that there was something to conceal., The life of Jesus
began to be described in messianic terms, in a way which had
begun to be evident in Marksz. The theme of the secret
messiahship lies in fact between knowledge that the
ascription to Jesus of the title Messiah took place at the
resurrection and a later representation of Jesus' life in
messianic terms, To put it in another way: the concept of

the messianic secret arose out of the impulse to present the




14, L

life of Jesus as messianic, controlled none the less by the
earlier and yet strong awareness of the factsss. The
development was probably from a picture of Jesus not
recognised as Messiah in his 1ifetihe to that of Jesus refusing
to be so known5h. This is how the concept must have arisen
and developed according to Wrede,

Likewise, the other side of the theme of secrecy in
Mark, the disciples' lack of understanding, despite apparently
clear and unambiguous statements, is to be explained as
arising out of the knowledge that a change in the conscious—
ness of the disciples took place at the resurrectionss. We
can see a reflection of this in the Lucan and Johannine
legends of the post-resurrection gift of the Spirit56.
Fundamental to the faith of the church was the change
wrought in the disciples' understanding and experience by
the resurrention. Thus this theme is parallel to the other

57

one and performs a similar function in the tradition.

Mark has brought these two themes together, with the
resulting contradictions and inconsistencies in the narrative5§
The Marcan parable~chapter illustrates this in that secret
teaching is given to the disciples and yet they remain without

understanding. Also a tendency to present Jesus' 1life in

messianic terms has begun to break up the theme of secrecy,
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Petert's confession belongs to the post-resurrection situation59
and conflicts with the theme of the disciples! lack of
understanding. But in its present place the 'confession!
is rejected, Here, however, Wrede was clearly in difficulties
and had not come to a clear decision. He found contradictory
material in Mark also in the account of the healing of
Bartimaeus and the entry to Jerusalem. These, however, he
took to be late developments in the tradition,

Luke, he said, had retained the future aspect of
Jesus' messiahship and made use of the secret of the passion
in Mark to stress the fact that Jesus! messiahship could
only be proclaimed in the future after the passion and
resurrection6o. Wrede also thought that Gnostic emphasis
in the apocryphal gospels on secret teaching given to the
disciples, especially after the resurrection, was probably
to be regarded as resulting from the older theme of secrecy
and the historical background to it, as well as being a
later adaptation and development of it61o

Thus Wrede denied that one could extract from Mark,
supplemented by Matthew and Luke, a picture of the life of
Jesus, The work contains too many contradictions, demanding

the use of arbitrary connections, to make sense as history

or to allow such a procedure., Also the central theme of

O
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the gospel seems to disallow the possibility. This theme
of the messianic secret is derived from the consciousness
of the early church and dominates the rest of the material,
The concept came into being from awareneés that Jesus was
first held to be Messiah after and as a result of the
resurrection, Thus Jesus' messiahship appears in Mafk as
future and concealed. It is probable then that Jesus himself
did not hold himself to be or proclaim himself as the
Messiah, although there can be no certainty about this
and the discussion in his book was not regarded by Wrede as
settling the question62¢ Mark presents us with a conflation
of two themes of secrecy and a later theme of open messiahship
in which we can detect behind the gospel a developing
tradition and not a developing life of Jesus,

Bousset63, who was later to take up a position much
closer to Wrede, summed up Wrede's significance in his
own time when he said that, in future, research into the
life of Jesus must have a clearer awareness of its
limitations, and of the boundaries and possibilities of
knowledge. The psychology and individuality of each
of the evangelists and the limitations of the gospel
tradition as a whole must be investigated. From then on

over-hasty conclusions about Jesus' life must cease,



17.

A mediating position between Schweitzer and Wrede
was taken up by Johannes Weiss., He rejected the idea that
the gospels contain a chronological account - though
naturally the baptism of Jesus is at the beginning and the
passion at the endéu. Mark's gospel is basically
'Verklindigung! (proclamation) and not historical in
character. But this does not mean that it is not closely
related to earlier traditions which are connected with
knowledge about Jesus' l1life. The earliest tradition dates
Jesus' messiahship from the resurrection.65 This reflects
the fact that during Jesus' life his messiahship was
conceived as future and that Peter's confession was
originally that Jesus‘was the one destined to become the
Messiah 6. Because of this the commands to silence are
understandable within the framework of Jesus' life67 though
Mark has developed them in line with the Pauline idea of
the 'hardening' of the people. But even the disciples
appear unable to grasp the full meaning of Jesus! messiahship
in his lifetime although they are g&iven secret teaching.

The disciples' lack of understanding -~ or misunderstanding -
68

thus acts as a toil to the full content of the Gospel
It is clear that this approach does not escape the

difficulties in expounding the themes in the gospel with
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regard to the life of Jesus which had been pointed out

by Wrede although it may be that Wrede had been too
sceptical about the possibility of doing so. A method

was still required by which earlier forms of the tradition
could_be ascertained in relation to the gospels as we
have them. But Wrede's insistence on starting with these
gospels and firstly with Mark, was still right, Weiss had
really fallen between two stools in his attempt to find a
relation to the life of Jesus in the gospels and reach an
understanding of the present structure of the gospels and
was unable to do either adequately.

Of course it may still be true that both needed to be
done., The question is one of method and approach, as
Schweitzer noted69. Schweitzer pointed out that one
could either make sense of the gospels historically by
finding the right key or one could not, If the latter was
the case then Wrede's method was not just a roundabout way of
refuting the liberals but a necessary procedure in itself,
and the only valid one. Wrede and Weiss had been unjust
to each other in the sense that eschatology may well be the
key to Jesus' preaching and life but that also there was
a serious question about the relation of the gospel-material

to the traditions of the early church, This latter question
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must be considered according to Wrede before one claimed
to have fbund a satisfactory or possible explanation of aspects
of the tradition in terms of Jesus! life., Weiss took it
as an axiom that the fundamentals of the church's faith
reached back into the life of Jesus7o. The resurrection
could not have been in itself responsible for faith in
Jesus'! messiahship71o Also he said that if the early
church had constructed the essentials of its faith the
result would have béen dogma and therefore there would have
been no contradictions in the gospel account72° It seems
right that a conflict in the tradition suggests a complex
development but not in itself the authenticity of any
particular aspect., Weiss contended too that the resurrection
was seen in the tradition as the time when Jesus entered on
his messianic status but that this depends on preparation
for the idea in Jesus! lifetime, To say this would'requife
very careful evaluation of the tradition behind its use
in Mark but it is in itself a strong argument., It does not
however decide the nature of the concept of messiahship
in Jesus' lifetime nor the explanation of the theme of
secrecy, but it is helpful,

Schweitzer returned to the discussion after Wrede

73

in Von Reimarus zu Wrede’”, His description of the
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approach of Wrede as that of 'radical scepticism' was
criticised as inaccurate by Adolf Jﬁlicher74 ~ who
described Schweitzer's work as unliterary and dogmatic =
and Schweitzer himself amended this in later editions

of that book. Schweitzer referred to the opinieon of

Bruno Bauer75 that 'the inconsistency between the public
life of Jesus and his messianic claim lies either in the
nature of the Jewish messianic conception or in the
representation of the Evangelist'76. Bauer had assigned
the messianic secret to the literary work of the evangelist
because he rejected eschatology as a factor in the lifetime
of Jesus. Wrede had however in fact assumed eschatology

as a factor in Jesus' preaching in an earlier work77,- 'Die
Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes! vacationrlecture course in

Breslau 9th-1lth Oc, 1895, printed in Vortr#ge und Studien

Tbingen 1907, cf. Das Messiasgeheimnis Pp. 211ff ~ but

found in the gospel of Mark the Christian concept of Jesus'
messiahship78. The messianic secret came for Wrede from the
pre-Marcan tradition79. As SBchweitzer noted Wrede had not
accepted Bauer's alternativeSo. Schweitzer found the
ascription to the tradition a very precarious hypothesisgl.
Wrede's method of ascribing different elements in the gospel

to different traditions showed for Schweitzer the weakness of

Wrede's position. But this was because Schweitzer thought
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that he had found an explanation of the different elements
in 'dogmatic history.' Here a fundamental difference of
method was clearlon Schweitzer's own showing, A greater
influence on the tradition from history should perhaps be
recognized than Wrede allowed for ~ see e.g. the question
of Jesus'! prucifixion as messianic pretender,82 but this
would not in itself be grounds for rejecting Wrede's method
of procedure.

Schweitzer also argued that the contemporary concept
of messiahship in Jesus' days was of an eschatological and
glorified Messiah and that this would fit the eschatological
aspects of Jesus' preaching. Wrede had however recognized
the place of the'eschatological in Jesus' preaching in
'Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes' and had rejected the
notion of Jesus' messianic self-consciousness precisely
because the Messiah was a future and eschatological conception
and must therefore have been part of Jesus' future expectation
rather than present consciousnesssB. How the title Messiah
came to be applied to Jesus at all stili remains a problem
howe#er and this is not explained by the resurrectioth.
That Schweitzer had adequately explained it in terms of Jesus!
self-consciousness, together with the theme of secrecy, is

also doubtful, More analysis of the tradition behind the
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gospelskwould need to be done.

The status and nature of the gospels themselves would
need investigation. Wrede had not explained their purpose.
Schweitzer thought them fairly direct witnesses to Jesus
on the ground that the early church was not interested
in Jesus'! earthly life nor thé question of the place of
the Messiahship within it85 and therefore did not have to
'fabricate facts'!., The assumption for this was that the
early church was too preoccupied with eschatology and Jesus!
parousia. But the actual existence of the gospels needs
explanation on this ground as well as the preservation of
the tradition. Wrede himself had assumed a lack of concern
as well as awareness that Jesus! life was unmessianic in the
early church, reflected in the theme of secrecy where
awareness that he was not Messiah in his lifetime is linked
with a conviction that he is Messiah and a wish to present

him as Messiah none the less. We must investigate what we

find in the gospels and evaluate it without making premature

assumptions about it.

There was some similarity between the two books of
Wrede and Schweitzer over against the liberals, as the
latter noted. Psychologizing connections and arbitrari

reconstructions are avoided by both. Both take seriously
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the gospels as they stand without looking for a historical
kernel in the narratives., Both admit the difficulties and
inconsistencies which are only explicable from the presence
of a dogmatic element. For Schweitzer, however, this belongs
to history, for Wrede it is an intrusion from the tradition.
But Schweitzer did not.really take the challenge of Wrede's
work seriously enough and did not recognize it as one which
affected his work as well as that of the liberals. At the
same time Wrede may have been too negative about the
possibility of theinfluence of history in the gospels as
they stand and in the tradition behind them., But there is no
doubt that his analysis of the theme of secrecy was of great
importance,

As regards method the choice between Wrede and Schweitzer
is significant in later work. Whilst Wrede has been more
influential in Germany, Schweitzer has been more influential
in England, Many editions of his work have appeared in
English, though none of Wrede's., We note in England the
example of William Sanday86o Sanday's discussion of Wrede
is inadequate87° On Schweitzer he quotes a long passage88
for Schweitzer's view, which is in fact Wrede's used by
Schweitzer to support himself, There is no awareness of

the issues and one doubts whether Sanday, like many since,
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had read Wrede. This is the more serious as he is probably

responsible for the subsequent neglect of Wrede in England89.
We can see the influence of Schweitzer as early as

George Tyrrell9o. He speaks of the messianic secret as

91

betrayed by Judas and emphasises the place of eschatology,
apocalyptic and the figure of the Son of Man in the gospel
tradition92. Schweitzer however is not mentioned,

93

Rawlinson's discussion of Wrede is typical of later
English attitudes and largely the source of them, though

it seems that it is itself derived in essence from Sanday.
Rawlinson posits a mixture of historical fact and literary.
elaboration to account for the various aspects of secrecy

in Mark, He contests, with Weiss, that the resurrection could
be the source in itself for the conclusion that Jesus was

the Messiah, This is valid but does not necessitate the view
that Jesus had himself suggested it, It does, however,
demand further examination of the tradition and the theme

of secrecy as a whole. He also admits that the resurrection
may well have wrought a change in the disciples,‘ But this
dividing up of the theme of secrecy according to historical
probability is not the way to deal with Wrede's demand for a

systematic and methodical investigation of the material and

themes in the gospels, and particularly Mark, as they stand
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and of their derivation from earlier tradition., If the
structure of Mark rests on early church dogma or tradition and
not directly on history then Wrede's challenge cannot be
denied, even if his explanation is not satisfactory in some
detailso Rawlinson's argument rests too much on what is
historically probable. This is not adequate on its own as a
method of judging the gospel material., Wrede insisted that
the secrecy-theme must be invesfigated as a whole, though it
was divisible into different aspects, because it bears a
single witness to uncertainty about thevhistoricél status of
the idea that Jesus was the Messiah in his lifetime, . The
roots of this uncertainty need investigation through the
whole Marcan tradition. It is not enough to posit‘that they
lie in a different view of messiahship on Jesus' part from
that of his contemporaries with the result that secrecy was

- necessary to avoid misunderstanding. As Wrede had shown this
explanation would not account for all aspects of the theme

of secrecy in Mark, e.g. the disciples' lack of understanding,
and is not satisfactory as an explanation of the theme of
messiahship in the plan of Mark as a whole, The different
lines of tradition require closer analysis and more
satisfaclory differentiation and explahation if one is to
reject Wrede's position., The argument that Jesus! view of

his messiahship was different from the usual view and
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therefore required secrecy is interesting but is an
importation without warrent ih Mark. It might be asked

why secrecy should be necessary when clear exposition would
have done., Also if it is claimed that this secrecy was to
avoid trouble with the authorities this is difficult to main-
tain when in fact, according to the text as it stands, Jesus
expected death from the authorities and was in fact

crucified as a messianic pretender: something Wrede does

not take into account, If this latter fate was part of
Jesus'! understanding of his historical messiahship the
disciples certainly did not understand it. The attempﬁ to
explain the gospel on an historical level alone is
unsatisfactory, as Wrede had shown, If this is recognized it
is a necessity to investigate the gospel material in relation
to previous tradition, including the theme of secrecy,
Rawlinson admits that there is difficulty in Mark about the
question of Jesus' messiahship and this difficulty must be

rooted in the facts of history. It is also a difficulty

which is highlighted by the theme of secrecy. The implications

of this must be investigated in the structure of Mark and the
underlying tradition. Even Rawlinson does not escape the
fact that Jesus was not the generally expected Messiah and

that only at the resurrection did the disciples realize what
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kind of Messiah he was. The question at issue is the precise

relation of the commands to silence to these aspects of the

Marcan tradition, whether in history, in the tradition,

or in the redactional work of the evangelist. To determine

this will require careful analysis of the gospel itself,
Important to the discussion so far is the place of

the Son of Man in the tradition and the relation of the

concept to Jesus. The concept was crucial to Schweitzer's

interpretation of secrecy in the gospels and led him to

write his thesis for a Doctorate of Medicine on Jesus!

mental health9h, in which he claimed that the common apocaly~

ptic conceptions of his time saved Jesus' sanity. But, of

course, it was not common at the time to see oneself as

the coming S8on of Man! Johannes Weiss had asserted that

Jesus held himself to be the destined Messiah in the shape

of the coming Son of Man, Daniel VS8lter’” held that Jesus

saw himself as Messiah but expected another Son of Man,

Max Maurenbrecher96 followed Wrede in the view that Jesus

did not believe himself to be the Messiah and only became

Messiah at the resurrection, but contended that Jesus in

fact preached another Messiah in terms of the coming Son of

Man, The use of the Son of Man myths was therefore the

97

basis of Christianity”‘, . Hans Windisch, discussing this
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view”  , agrees with it and says99 that in future whoever
holds the messianic consciousness of Jesus and is opposed
to the views of Daniel VGlter must either ascribe all the Son

of Man sayings to the early church or explain Jesus'

self-consciousness along psychologizing lines like Johannes

100

Weiss, Thus, given the difficulties of VOlter's position ’

~the alternatives for the upholders of Jesus' messianic

self-consciousness are, either a messianic self-consciousness

of Jesus without the concept of the Son of Man - the nature

of which would be difficult to envisage - or a psychologizing

approach open to criticism on grounds of method., The latter

would require also that Jesus took his death for granted,

But, according to Maurenbrecher and Windisch, Jesus?

bpreaching of the coming Son of Man need not have involved

any messianic self-consciousness on his part, Jesus as the

coming Son of Man was the conception of the early church,

The eschatological view of Jesus' preaching had thus its

own difficulties for the contenders for Jesus'! messianic

self-consciowmness and his being viewed as Messiah in his

lifetime., The early church's view of his messiahship was

still a future one which depended on his previous death,

This whole guestion assumes importance again later and

itself demands careful analysis of the gospel tradition,
Wilhelm Bousset101 moved much nearer Wrede than in

his original review. The Son of Man concept, applied
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to Jesus, belonged to the theology and dogma of the early
ohurchloz. The messianic secret was an apologetic device103
to explain the unmessianic character of Jesus! life and its
tragic outcomel04 and was a dogma of the evangelist himself,

105

Bousset's earlier position had been like that of Johannes

Weisse Rudolf Bultmann rightly pointed out106 that the

view that the messianic secret in Mark has an apologetic
purpose does not fit the juxtaposition of concealment and
revelation in the gospel which Wrede had prointed out and

does not explain either the disobedience of the commands

to be silent nor the disciples' lack of understanding.

Form-criticism, which attempted to systematize the

107 and Wellhausen to the gospelslos,

approach of Wrede
i attempted a more careful analysis of the relation between
tradition and gospel-redaction. In the improved form of his

09

work on the subject, Martin Dibelius1 saw the messianie
secret as a literary dogma of the evangelist which attempted
to explain how the revelation in Jesus as Messiah fitted with
his fate on the cross. Thus Mark®s gospel was the book

of secret epiphanieslloo The passion was the main interest

of Mark and the other traditions were used to explain
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Jesus' life under the shadow of the cross which brought
that life to an end., The gospels were in fact passion-
stories with an extended introduction as stated by Martin
K&hlerlll. This harked back to the words of Johannes Weis s
that for Mark - as for Paul - Jesus'-death was the sole point
and purpose of his life, Mark'®s gospel was thus a passion
story extended backwardsllzo Dibeliust! view of the
meésianic'secret involves a part-theological, part-historical
apologetical interpretation of it as a literary theory of
the evangelist necessitated by the compilation of oral i
tradition in an account of the pre-passion life of Jesus »
the Messiah.

Rudolf Bultmann went further than Dibelius into the
historical implications of form-criticism for the tradition
as well as its implications for the redaction of the gospels.
Thus for Bultmann the messianic secret was not just a literary
pPhenomenon but the actually necessary expression of faith
in a Messiah for whom an incognito was characteristicllB.
The dogma of the messianic secret allowed the evangelist to
write a life of Jesus as the Messiah;lh. Wrede's
inperprétation of it and of its implications are fully

acceptedlls. Dibelius'! characterization of Mark as the book
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of secret epiphanies is correct. Mark has joined the
Hellenistic kerygma about Christ with the tradition of the
story of Jesus. The theme of secrecy is the work of the
evangelist and necessitated by this procedure116. It
reflected the unmessianic character of Jesus! life, judged
by traditional interpretations, and an interpretation of
Jesus as the Messiah by the church which involved a quite
new understanding of messiahship taking account both of the
passion and the Son of Man expectation of Jesus. This
reinterpretation of the concept could not have been the work
of Jesus himself., The secrecy theme results in contradict~
ions in the gospel between concealment and revelation
understandable only from this view of its background in

the editorial work of Mark. The fact that it is located

in editorial sentences and not in the traditional material
shows that it is a theory of the evangelist and not a
historical fact (as against the view of Schniewind) 7. To be
historical it would require that Jesus identified himself with
the coming Son of Man when the application of that title to
the earthly Jesus would itself require a good deal of
reinterpretation., This was evident for Bultmann in the
secondary Son of Man sayings in the gospels which refer to

the earthly or the crucified Jesus when compared with the
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authentic Son of Man sayings which merely refer to a coming
apocalyptic figure separate from Jesus himself, For
Bultmann the identification of Jesus with the Son of Man
reflected in some groups of sayings was the work of the
early Hellenistic church. Mark was conscious of what he
was doing as is reflected in his alteration of traditions
reflecting the resurrection faith by the additioﬁ of

the note of secrecy118 « The 'confession! at Caesarea
Philippi is certainly not the turningpoint of the Marcan
narrative which many had seen in it, either from history or

119.

in the Marcan redaction Jesus! own preaching belongs

only to the prolegomena of New Testament theology120. In
any case faith in Jesus as Messiah is, for us as for the
early church, independent of historical facts, and exists
as response to the church's kerygma121. The fourth gospel
developed the Marcan theme in that, whilst for Mark the

messiahship of Jesus was a secret because it was concealed,

122

for John it was a secret because it was revealed
In contrast to the work of Bultmann is that of Rudolf

Otto123 which revived the approach of Johannes Weiss and Albert

Schweitzer by interpreting the gospel material as it stands

to create a consistent and credible account of Jesus?

eschatological preaching and self~consciousness as the

designated Messiah-Son of Man in such a way as to create
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a single conception, The work of Julius Schniewind stands
out againsﬁ that of Bultmann as an attempt to take a look
at the messianic secret in the gospels from a different
point of view., Literary analysis is ignored in preference
for a view of the gospels as revelatory history, a process
which did not differentiate the supernatural from the
historical.12h The conception that the messianic secret
is the expressioﬁ of Jesus' eschatological preaching ;s

taken from Schweitzer whilst Schweitzer's interpretation of

Jesus' ethics as !Interimsethik! is rejected on the grounds

that Schweitzer did not give full validity to his
eschatological understanding of the messianic secret°125
Bultmann had, in fact, according to Schniewind, lead us
further unintentionally by his description of Jesus?
preaching as eschatological and as comprising a call to
salvation and repentance in itself equivalent to a present
demand on the hearer of the time of salvation itself.
Judgment was involved in one's response to Jesus' words.
And the decisive message of Jesus! preaching was forgivenes;?6
Bultmann could therefore use the expression timplicitly
messianic! for Jesus! messag9227 Jesus' messiahship is
perceived in response to that message and not in neutral

investigation., For Schniewind, then, Jesus' call to

repentence linked with the call to salvation was itself

the messianic secretl28., The implied presence of the
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kingdom ofyGod signified that secret129 because Jesus was

the kingdom of God in person130. The Marcan parable-chapter
did not contain the apologetic theory of the ch_urch131 because
the secret of the parables concealed a secret of the kingdom
of God present in Jesus! person. The use of the title Son

of Man served to maintain this secret as a means of a
simultaneous veiling and unveiling of himself by Jesus132.
The passion was also a continuation of the same secret., The
resurrection meant revealed messiahship. The gospels

were written from faith in this resurrection, but the secret
was maintained in the preaching of the Gospel133.

But the Gospel in the g;spels was clearly, for Schniewind,
rooted in history. This was for Schniewind the explanation
of the fact that Mark's gospel13hwas permeated‘with the
conception of the messianic secret. But it might be argued
that the question about the relation of the Gospel in the
gospels, both to history and the tradition, was the one
that ought to be asked here, whereas Schniewind seems to
ignore the question about the incidence of the messanic
secret in Mark and explains it from a dogmatic view of
revelatory history. Bultmann was right to insist, against

Schniewind, that it is the incidence of the messianic secret

in Mark which is precisely the problem requiring explanation

over against the tradition and the history, since its place

in the earlier tradition, apart from Mark and hence its place
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in history, is in doubt. This is the case even if it were
argued that the secrecy theme is a proper interpretation of
the history in relation to the Gospel., The question of the
messianic secret as a valid theological interpretation of
history and Jesus' preaching, and as a historical factor

in Jesus' life, the motivation and inner meaning of his

life and preaching, are two different things. Schniewind's
approach to the gospels results in a failure to distinguish
them. This is because he wishes to assert the truth of the
Gospel behind the history. But the result seems to be that
he wants to see it in the history as well, Thus Schniewind
says that Jesus was crucified because he would be Messiah]35
typically telescoping history and Gospel, historical and
theological judgements. He explains the reticence of Jesus
about his messiahship from a self-consciousness which
nullified the mere concern with a particular title]36 His
insistence that Mark is not concerned with history as such137
shows that he must admit that there is a problem about history
but that he wants to see it as part of the history itself.
When Bultmann says that Jesus! preaching implies messiahship

or speaks of an implicit Ch:l:'istology158 he denies that this

involves any messianic self~consciousness on Jesus® part,

It is rather that Jesus? messiahship is perceived by the
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church in its full response to his message and his person,
Thus the relation in the gospels between the tradition about
Jesus and his eschatological preaching, and the church's
christology, needs investigating in terms of the church's
conscious response to Jesus' message in christological
terms. Then it may be found that the place of the messianic
secret is in the evangelist's exposition of the relation
between history and Gospel, Jesus' eschatology and the church's
christology, rather than in the history itself or in Jesus'
eschatological preaching itself, Thus Jesus' call to
decision 'does imply a christology which will unfold the
implications of the pesitive answer to his demand for

the decision, the obedient response which acknowledges
God's revelation in Jesus', not Jesus'! messianic self-
consciousness, tSuch christoiogy became explicit in the
earliest Church to the extent that they understood Jesus

as the one whom God by the resurrection has made Messiah,
and that they awaited him as the coming Son of Man.'139

The messianic secret can be said to witness to this, but
not, as Schniewind would have it, be used as a defence by

an apologist like Schniewind himself for the messianic
self-consciousness of Jesus, and for Jesus! description of

himself as Son of Man.,
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A doctorate thesisluo by Hans JlUrgen Ebeling emphasized

further the work of the evangelist. For Ebeling the aim and
most characteristic feature of the Marcan gospel was the open
proclamation and revelation of the messiahship of Jesusolhl
The secrecy-motif is the construction of the evangelist and
is to be understood from his conception of his work as a
proclamation of the Gospel. The theme, in each of its
aspects - commands to silence, the lack of understanding
of the disciples, and the Marcan parable-theory is a single
conception of Mark. Wrede had differentiated two aspects
within it belonging to the pre-Marcan tradition and the
consciousness of the church, in forming its traditions, of
the unmessianic character of Jesus! life, Because of forme
critiéism it was possible to differentiate better between
earlier tradition and the work of the evangelist, The
messianic secret could then be seen as the result of the
pPreaching of the risen one and of the resurrection-
certainty of the church set in the light of the crossoluz
In the gospel the story of Jesus was read back from the
cross in the light of the resurrection. There is no
consciousness of incongruity, and no distinction is made or
implied by Mark between the real life of Jesus and the

143

breaching of Jesus as the Christ . The messianic secret

is to be understood from the proclamation of revelation
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and not vice-versa.144 There never was a:.purely

146

historical account of Jesus]h5 nor any interest in one,
Thus the commands to silence in the miracle~stores
are seen as foils to highlight the fame of Jesus which is

by

spread abroad1 and the disciples® lack of understanding
illustrates the revelatory character of Jesus'! message and
the obedience demanded by God's Messiah, the transcendent
Lo:r‘d]l‘8 The parable-~theory illustrates the demand

made on the hearer by the message of the preaching of Jesus
in the Gospel, i.,e. by the revelation of the Christ.
Questions of authenticity are in fact irrelevant, according
to Ebeling, beyond the warning 'take heed what you hear'.149
The point of the gospel is that it is the resurrection-
certainty of the church which uncovers the messianic secret,

It is in this way that the commands to Peter to be silent after
his confession and to the discuples after the transfiguration
'till the resurrection' are to be understood]so There

is no consciousness of a non-messianic life of Jesus nor any
trace of a historical;understanding of the secret?51 The
resurrection is seen as the only guarantee of Jesus'!
messiahship and it is as such central to the secrecy theme,

Belief in Jesust messiahship did not arise at the resurrection

as a result of reflection back on Jesus' words and a process
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of deduction. The risen Lord proclaimed his messiahship
himself152'
Thus for Ebeling the fact that Jesus! messiahship was
a post-resurrection conception was quite natural énd needed
no explanation. The gospel narratives were not to be
understood from a historical point of view, whether
negatively or positively, nor was Mark's gospel to be seen
as constructed with reference to history or as a historicizing
pbresentation of the Gospel., The only approach to the life
of Jesus was, for Ebeling, by way of the Gospel. The
messianic secret stressed the revelatory character of this
Gospel and its dependence on the resurrection, as well as
its demand for the response of faith., History could not
be appealed to as an independent witness, and indeed was
for Ebeling entirely subservient to the revelation of the
risen Lord and incapable of contradicting it.
This approach seems,rightly, to stress Mark's gospel
as a presentation of the primitive kerygma and its relation
to the positive preaching of the Gospel, The work is not
concerned to 'fabricate facts! nor to make an historically
orientated apology for the Gospel. It is right to see the
gospel as the redactional work of the evangelist and the
messianic secret as an important rart of that redaction,

But at the same time Ebeling seems to ignore the real question

about the actual relation in the literary gospel between
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history and the Gospel in its presentation of the church'!s
kerygma and tradition. The fact that Mark was consciously
ordering that tradition in the form of a life of Jesus would
suggest that the messianic secret, as indeed belonging to the
redactional work of the evangelist, had some function to
perform in respect of the evangelist's understanding of

the relation between history and the Gospel, There is in
Mark not only proclamation but also a narrative, and it

seems likely, since the theme of the messianic secret seems
to stand between them as an intrusion of the evangelist,
that that theme is the means of relating and differentiating
them, It may well be that Mark is not concerned with history
as such, and that he sees né real clash between history and
the Gospel, but, at the same time, he shows awareness of a
discrepancy which requires explanation and an account of the ;
proper relation and differentiation between them. Both in

its form and content his whole work can be regarded as

céncerned with that relation and differentiation and the

theme of the messianic secret should probabiy be regarded

as a means of presenting them. In Ebeling's understanding

of it the messianic secret seems to have no real function

at all in the construction of the gospel out of the tradition

but appears only as a means of highlighting the Gospel-

message which the evangelist wished to convey. This seems
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to be because Ebeling neglected the real questions about
the literary construction of the gospel which are fundamental
in Mark to the question of the structure of the Gospel itself,
because the evangelist seems to have constructed his work in
the form of a life of Jesus out of the kerygmatic tradition
Precisely to show that structure. The structure of the

Gospel of Jesus Christ cannot after all ignore the relation

of its message to history, however that relation is conceived.

If there is no problem here, as Ebeling contends, that must

- be demounstrated. Since Ebeling ignores the relation between

history and the Gospel he fails to deal adequately with the
construction of the Marcan gospel and hence with the
messianic secret.

At the same time it might well turn out from a purely
theological pdnt of view and from the standpoint of
contemporary e xegesis of Mark that Ebeling has some truth
in what he says. Mark probably does emphasize the Gospel
over against and in preference to history and assert that
history cannot properly be said to contradict the Gospel,
whilst being unable to offer independent proof of ito But
this needs reinforecing from a study of the way Mark has
consciously ordered his material to this end and from the
background to the gospel in history and the fradition. The

function of the secrecy-theme can then be properly assessed,
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Here two different tasks of exegesis, the literary and
historical, and the theological, are to be distinguished,
Ebeling seems to have attempted the latter without proper
reference to the former, There is however a hint of a
valuable development in the understanding of the
theological structure of Mark with regard to history and
the Gospel, but it is weak by reason of the failure to take
the relation to history in the gospel seriously,

Ernst Loymeyer was rightly critical of Ebeling
because of a failure to get behind the presentation of the
evangelist in his discussion of the contents of the
gospel of Mark!53 For Loymeyer the different motifs
in the gospels belonged to different church traditions,
They represented different christological interpretations
of Jesus' life, Lohmeyer's work was left incomplete, but the
main lines of his approach are clear,. Three conceptions
are seen to be united in the gospel picture; that of the
Son of Man, that of the servant of the Lord, and that of
the divine, yet concealed, Sono154 Thus the whole of
Jesus' life is seen as lying under a veil, a secrecy proper
to the servant of God, the eschatological fulfiller]55

and to the earthly activity of the Son of Manl56

.secret presence of the Son of Man is reflected in the

commands to silence]57 The secret was resolved at the
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resurrection.158 The secrecy-theme would seem to be an

intrinsic part of the Gospel and the history, and essential to
any picture of the historical Jesus., It is seen as lying
behind the presentation of the evangelist in the traditions
which he uses!sg' The idea that complete traditions of
Jesus! life reflected in the different christological titles
and associated with different geographical locations in
which the concealment theme can be traced back can only be
investigated by detailed exegesis of the text.16o
New developments since the war regarding the question
of the historical Jesus in the gospels took place in the
work of some of Bultmann's old pupils., It was felt that it
ought to be possible to posit some actual correspondence
between the historical Jesus and statements of faith in the
gospels, whilst it was still recognized that the resurrection

was central to faith in Jesus and that no reliance could be

placed on history as such., The nature and character of

~Jesus'! life were seen to be as relevant as the mere fact of

his existence in history. It was still recognized.however
that the gospels were not accounts of Jesus'! life and that
they were based on the kerygma of the church, but that the
relevance of the historical Jesus was implied throughout.

Messianic self-consciousness was not, however, ascribed to

the historical Jesus, although the historical tradition
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contained an 'indirect christology’®., The old liberal
school's attempts to free the picture of Jesus in the
gospels from church dogma and find the historical Jesus
was seen to be misguided,162 not because the historical
Jesus was all but irrelevant, as he was for Bultmann, but
because the historical Jesus was bresupposed in the church's
proclamation of him. He did not proclaim himself as Messiah
but the church's proclamation of him as Messiah fitted the
implications of his own preach.ing.163 The messianic seqret
in Mark reflects the indirectness of any application to the
historical Jesus of the title Messiah, or any other such
title, yet it does not deny their appositeness when applied
to him from beyond the resurrection. It reflects not so
much the unmessianic character of Jesus' life as a 'movement
of broken Messianic hopes!? finding their fulfillment in
relation to Jesus at the resurrection.16h But it is a
device of the evangelist in the compilation of his gospel
to take account of this béckgrounda

Hans Conzelmann sees the gospels as an entirely new
kind of litérature created by the taking over of
previously oral material which was used in the form of a
narrative about Jesus! life., The first example of this is
the gospel of Mark which is a consciously compiled narrative

account of the kerygma built awround two geographical "BlOcke!..
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Galilee and Jerusalem ~ and the theme of +the messianic
secreto, The varied material of the synoptic tradition is
united consciously around this theme by "Mark" in a unity
which was latent from the beginning around the person of
Jesus, but made explicit in the bPresent arrangement of the
material in literary form.165
According to Conzelmann, Wrede and Bultmann had thought
of two things co~existing prior to Mark: faith in Christ
and traditional material in which the earthly life of Jesus
was not yet presented in messianic terms. These were
adjusted to each other by means of the "theory" of the
messianic secret: that the fact that Jesus was the Messiah
had been concealed during his lifetime, Against this
Conzelmann argued that form-criticism showed that the pre-
Marcan tradition was already messianic and Mark showed no
knoﬁledge of any other kind of tradition., What we can
differentiate, through an investigation of the tradition,
as earlier unmessianic material and messianic material
created by the church, was homogeneous for Mark, Mark
took over the messianic tradition and presented it as part
of the kerygma of the church and as the expression of a
specific understanding of revelation, not with a pragmatic
historical interest. This is +the case with Mk, iv., 10-12.

It was not unmessianic but messianic material which gave
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Mark anxiety. Wrede's .explanation of the messianic secret
does not account for the kind of literature we call 'gospel?,
Mark has not made use of a "theory" to explain a difficulty
in his material, but has introduced a theological conception
to unite material, disparate in form, in a single view-point,
The secrecy theme should then be seen as the hermeneutical
presupposition of the literary type called tgospel!,

Mark's scheme was to describe an intended secret and
a necessary lack of understanding before the resurrection]66
The disciples in the gospel could not understand before
the resurrection, not just did not understand, because their
hearts were hardened., The manner of pPresentation of this
scheme is governed by the requirements of the dialectic
involved in the reference back to the situation of Jesus!
life. The possibility of faith is thus seen to depend on
the resurrection. By means of the theme of secrecy, however,
Mark demonstrates the continuity between the time of Jesus!
life and after the resurrection, a continuity based on an
understanding of revelation, Present in the former time
but perceived in the latter. Mark is concerned with the
.distinction between what is visible on earth during Jesus?
lifetime and now, in the time of the church. In a similar

way Mark juxtaposes history and apocalyptic in ch. xiii,
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Thus Conzelmann interprets the messianic secret as a
part of the redactional work of Mark and his theological
understanding of the relation between the Gospel and the
life of Jesus in the kerygma of the church and the tradition
upon which he drew, Mark had no historical understanding
of the Gospel and yet saw a real relation between the
church's Gospel and the life of Jesus. The theme of the
messianic secret took account of both these aspects of Markts
understanding and enabled him faithfully to interpret and
relate the Gospel and the historical tradition through an
ordering of the material in the form of a life of Jesus.,
Thus the nature of Mark's gospel becomes clear, The
approach, by taking account of the background to the
gospel, is an improvement of the interpretation of Ebeling
as well as of that of Bultmann and Wrede. A rveal assessment
of the work of Mark, as well as of the early tradition and
church kerygma, and of the relation in each between history
and the Gospel, becomes possible by reflection on the theme
of the messianic secret.,

The study of the redactional work of the evangelists,
complementing that of form—criticism, has helped to improve
on the approach to the gospels of Wrede, The relatién
between earlier tradition and the work of the evangelist

and between the Sitz~im-~Leben of the gospel material in
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the early church and in the gospels themselves becomes
clearer. The gospels are recognized as being part of the
early history of dogma and to depend on church tradition
rather than history, But Wrede's understanding of what was
involved has been refined, as is the case with Bultmann's
understanding of the relation between history and the Gospel.
Crucial for this change is the interpretation of the messianic
secret in Mark, It is shown as not merely reflecting a discone~
tinuity between history and the Gospel, the unmessianic
character of Jesus' life, but as pointing to the positive
relation between history and the Gospel in the revelation
to the church of Jesus! messiahship at the resurrection.

An example of this change in the exegesis of Mark is
the discussion of Mk, iv by Willi Marxsen367 Farlier
interpretations had seen the 'parable~theory! as an addition
of Mark368 which misunderstood the meaning of the word

168

'parable? and which had either an apologetic function
(so Jilicher) or was part of the evangelistts "theory" of
the messianic secret (so Wrede), For Marxsen the whole of
Chapter iv was the‘construction of the evangelist out of
probably authentic items of tradition, which were used in

the church's preaching. This context is what is reflected

in V,V. 11, 12, No historical "theory" is involved. The
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The evangelist is net concerned with history but with
kerygma of the church. The messianic secret is involved
in the present preaching of the church,17o between the
life of Jesus and the parousia,

This approach is important in its stress on the nature
of the gospels as expounding the kerygmatic tradition of
the church. But it should also be stressed that the form
of the gospels involves reflection back on Jesus? life,
and that their christological concern includes reference to
the historical Jesus. Awareness of the context of the
kerygma in the postmresurrection church and the proper
differentiation between history and Gospel necessitated,
in the earliest gospel, the theme of the messianic secret,
This theme was however a positive, kerygmatically-orientated
expression of the basis of the Gospel, rather than a negative,
historically~orientated theory. The presentation of the
church kerygma in the form of a life of Jesus necessitated
the theme. This is the valuable contribution to the
discussion of Hans Conzelmann. This approach differs from
those of Bultmann and Ebeling in that it takes seriously the
form of the gospel, and, therefore, recognizes a real
interest in the historical Jesus, but, at the same time,
stresses the real nature of the relationship between the

Gospel and the historical Jesus, It recognizes the



50,

implications of the messianic secret as propounded by Wrede,
but improves on his explanation of it and his uhderstanding
of the structure of the gospel and its relation to earlier
tradition, and, therefore, improves on his understanding of
the function of the theme of secrecy in the construction
of the gospel by the evangelist, The approach thus
continues and improves upon previous exegesis and criticism.,
There have been other attempts to interpret the theme
of secrecy as belonging to the context of Jesus! earthly
life and, as such, reflected in the gospels, These have
been most notable in Sweden. A mediating position appeared
first in the work of Ernst Percy371 The messianic secret
reflected for Percy the change wrought on the conception
of Jesus' messiahship by the cross and resurrection, It
was not a device on Jesus! part to protect him from false
views of messiahship since simple rejection of the false
views would be enough]72 Only Wredg7gnd Bultmann had
noted the difficulties of identifying the earthly Jesus
with the coming Son of Man. But the identification presented
no problems after the resurrection, Then the earthly Jesus
could be seen as the concealed Son of Man. Thus the Son
of Man sayings reflect the change in the conception between
the time of the life of Jesus and the time . following his

death and resurrection, Thus, clearly, for.Percy there was
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a basic messianic self-consciousness in Jesus' lifetime,
which, in terms of Jesus! lifetime, is seen as necessarily
enigmatic, This messiahship is both understood and its
enigmatic quality explained after the resurrection. This
approach does seem, however, to raise many questions about
the history of the concept of Jesus'! messiahship as revealed
in the gospel maferial and does not explain how Jesus
could have thought of himself as the Messiah or given that
impression. If there was a basis for the conception in
Jesus' lifetime it could not have been in his messianic
self-consciousness, We do discern behind the gospels

a conviction that Jesus was the Messiah, but one based on
the resurrection and not on Jesus' earthly 1life, There is
a clear difficulty in the gospels about describing Jesus
on earth and in history as the Messiah, even though the
idea may bhave appeared during his lifetime. IFf we treat
the Son of Man material as belonging to the understanding
of the post-resurrection church we have no means of under-—
standing a messianic self-consciouness of Jesus, That
remains a difficulty without any solution. The gospels
give no hint as to how he might have conceived of his
messiahship beyond the Son of Man sayings, which reflect,
as descriptions of Jesus, the presupposition of the

crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus. Jesus on earth



could not be described as Son of Man either, unless it
was assumed that he would fulfil the usual role of the
Son of Man in heavenly glory, and this depended on his
death or removal. It might be said that he presupposed

his death and that this was necessary to his understanding

of his messiahship, although his death seemed to contradict

his being Messiah whilst being also the result of a supposed

claim to be Messiah! But these solutions appear in Mark
as a completely unperceived secret during Jesus' earthly
life and as a contradiction of the idea of messiahship
when applied to Jesus. The earthly and historical Jesus
seems to be both identified with the Son-of Man, without
this being noted at the time, and in contradiction of his
messiahshipl74, and differentiated from himl75. It would
seem that Percy is right to see the understanding of the
post-resurrection church in the Son of Man sayings, but
it would seem equally true that this leaves us without a
valid ascription of messiahship to Jesus during his
lifetime and without any hint of a messianic self-
consciousness of Jesus. The Son of Man sayings are thus
shown to be crucial to this question, as Schweitzer had
already perceived.

An attempt to understand the concept of secrecy in

terms of Jesus' life and to use the Son of Man sayings for

this purpose was made by Erik Sjbbergl76, He asserted
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that there were both themes of concealment and revelation
throughout the gospel material and indeed throughout the
+177

New Testamen « There was also, according to Sjbberg,

both concealment‘and revelation in the apocalyptic
conception of the Son of Man and in the rabbinic‘cohcébtion
of a concealed, and possibly of a suffering, Messiah. But
the Christian conception in its uniting of these other two
cannot be traéed in earlier materiall78.

Sjdberg goes on to find secrecy to be a concept
running through the whole of Mark's gospell79. Side by
side with this is clear messianic materiallSO. The question
is then what meaning the concépt has for Mark., SjOberg
rejects the view of Wrede that it has the function of

Joining together contradictions in the traditionlSl or the

182. He

view that it is suitable as an apologetic device
asserts, against Ebeling, that it is not a purely literary
creation but has a real relation to history. ' The conception
is explicable,according to Sjoberg, in relation to the theme
of revelation and concealment in the New Testament as a whol]eg3
and from Jewish apocalyptic together with the fact of Jesus!
earthly existence as the necessarily concealed Son of Man.
The revelation of redemption was in fact made through the

184

cross and resurrection « Mark made the secret explicit

(e.gs in iv 11, 12) or sharpened it. Matthew and Luke
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softened it and took it over without understanding it 5.

But the secret runs through all the gospel material and is
to be found iﬁ the common source of Matthew and Luke. It is
messianic in character, and is not a theory but a fact 186.

Thus in Jesus' lifetime the messiahship was explained
in terms of the Son of Man, thought of, in Jesus' under-
standing of himself, as concealed on earth before coming
in glory187. The concept of concealnent was a necessary
part of Jesus' self-consciousness whilst on earth. Its
presentation by Mark may be unhistorical but the fact of
the secret is not. Jesus used the title Son of Man of
himself, but never directly of himself on earth - thus the
earthly Son of Man sayings are held to be unauthentic.
Concealmeﬁt belonged essentially to the historical picture
of Jesus as the Messiah in terms of the concealed Son of
Man. Both secrecy and the messiahship are thus seen to
belong to the context of Jesus' earthly 1life,

The weakness of Sjoberg's position would seem to lie
in his insistence on the actual and necessary concealment
which makes it possible to think of Jesus on earth as Son
of Man and as describing himself as Son of Man, and in the
consequent reading back of the conception, as it actually

appears in the gospels, schematically into the context of

Jesus' earthly life., Whereas, in fact, reflection back on
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to Jesus' life as already complete, from the view-point

of the faith of the early church, seems necessary not only
to understand the revelation of Jesus as Son of Man at the
resurrection, but also to perceive the concealment involved
in his earthly life, The construction of the whole
conception of Jesus as the Son of Man seems to depend on
Jesus' previous death in order to be the answer to the
problem of his life., Also S$jO8berg's position is weak in its
analysis of the Son of Man material, which is not uniform
and does not seem to allow for a single schematic picture
of Jesus as the on earth concealed and later to be revealed
Son of Man. Rather we have quite different and separate
strands of tradition, some of which distinguish Jesus from
the Son‘of Man and speak of the coming Son of Man in glory,
and some of which seem to identify Jesus with the Son of
Man on earth. There is no conception of concealment, unless
it consists in that very identification, and no single
conception of Jesus as the Son of Man running through each
set of material, except in the uniting of the different
strands in the gospels themselves. In fact the conception
of the concealment of the Son of Man is absent from the
material itself 188. The messianic secret as it appears

in Mark is a different and later conception of the evangelist
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and is set over against the messianic tradition. It does
not seem to be connected with the Son of Man tradition at all,
although the conception of Jesus as the Son of Man appears
to be set over against the notion of Jesus' historical
messiahship. But Jesus in his lifetime can only have
differentiated between himself and the Son of Man., The
conception when applied to Jesus must suggest secrecy and
concealment and it is clear that set against the facts of
Jesus! life we can assert a concealment, but this is a later
conception, as the work of Mark shows. The Son of Man
tradition is used in the gospel to explain the fact that
Jesus in his lifetime was not the Messiah. This would seem
to be the explanation of the use of the tradition in Mark
and the place in Mark of the theme of the messianic secret,
Sjoberg has in fact read the resulting scheme and the.
secrecy back into Jesus' life. Tt is a quite different
matter to say with Gerhard Gloege189 that Jesus lived the
messianic secret, thus that the Gospel proclaimed the

actual secret of his life. SjOberg wants a full conception
of concealment which provided the basis for the christological
self-consciousness of Jesus. It is questionable whether the
gospel material will support his contention.

We must now look at the discussion of the Son of Man
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sayings in the gospel tradition., Bultmann asserted that
the only authentic Son of Man sayings are those which refer
to a future Son of Man and differentiate him from Jesus
whilst the others are either originally "I" sayings or
sayings about "man" in general which reveal a later use

of the title merely as a description of Jesus without the

original apocalyptic meaning, or vaticinia ex eventu about

the passion where again the title has become colourlessl90.
Heinz Eduard ngtl9l made a thorough investigation of the

Son of Man sayings in the synoptic gospels and in relation

to earlier‘tradition. He concluded that the only authentic
sayings, which do not show marks of belonging to the theology
of the early church or the redaction of the evangelists, are
a few references to the coming Son of Man which do not
identify him with Jesus (Mtt. xxiv 27, 37, 39 and Lk.xvii 30;
Lk. xi 30; Mtt. xxiv 44; Lk, xii 8f)l92. These can be said
to fit the pattern of Jesus! éschatological preaching,
whereas the context, usage or formulation of the other
sayings betrays their secondary origin. Of the same

opinion is Ferdinand Hahn 193 « It is asserted however

that the Son of Man sayings stem from various christological
developments in the early church and that they perform a

christological function. Thus the earthly Son of Man sayings

in 'Q' show awareness by the church that the sayings of
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Jesus there preserved represent a continuation of the
preaching of Jesus by the church which is made possible by
the church's christologyl9h. It is these earthly Son of
Man sayings, however, which Eduard Schweizer 195 thinks
are authentic as against the others. TFor Schweizer they
represent Jesus' self-understanding of himself as guarantor
of the presence of the kingdom of God, and Jesus' ambiguous
description of himself. The difficulty of that view is
mainly linguistic in that the phrase which is quite clear
as a reference to an apocalyptic figure is not so easily
understandable as a straightforward reference to oneself.
If it were in regular use as a self-designation it is not
easy to see how it could have a special meaning, and if it
was impossible as a self-designation then it could only
refer to man in generall96. Whether the phrase could be
a self-designation in Aramaic is questionable, and whether
it could be ambiguous is yet more difficultl97. It is
easier to understand the designation of Jesus as Son of Man
from a prior identification of Jesus with the coming Son
of Manl98.

A different view is taken by Philipp Vielhauert??
who asserts that the authentic preaching of Jesus in the
gospels is that of the coming of the kingdom of God which

has nothing to do with the christological concept of the

Son of Man, and by Hans Conzelmannzoo . According to
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Conzelmann the Son of Man sayings in the gospels are clearly
formulated about Jesus and that the expected Son of Man is
clearly none other than Jesus himself, thought of as risen
and exalted. There is no indication that the church had
come later to identify the one whom Jesus expected with
Jesus himself. The Son of Man sayings are used as
christological formulations. Jesus is unlikely to have
preached another beside himself, because of his own close
relation to the expected kingdom of God.

Whatever view we take of this discussion it is clear
that the conception of the Son of Man in the tradition is
too complex and varied to be the basis of an elaborate
scheme in Jesus! self-consciousness as Sj8berg would make
it. It is equally evident that it is a pointer to a
development in the christology of the early church, closely
related to faith in the resurrection and the church's
attempts to understand Jesus' life in relation to that
faith. Also it is probable that the evangelists have made
use of and developed the concept as a key to their accounts
of the historical Jesus in relation to the Gospel and the
faith of the church. These aspects will need to be borne
in mind in the following discussion of the messianic secret.

The latest contribution to the discussion to date is

1

that of T.A. Burkillzo . Burkill says that Mark did not

write a biography of Jesus, and that he was acutely conscious
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that Jesus was not adequately recognized during his
earthly life. The result of this was the doctrine of

the secret°2, But (for Mark) the secret also meant

that Jesus really was the Messiah, and that it was
therefore part of the divine plan that this should not

be disclosed during Jesus' earthly 1ife203. The period

of Jesus' earthly life was thus for Mark the time of
secret revelationgOM. This results in places in
inconsistency and a strain on the secret, particularly in
the later part of the gospel, with the approach of the
passion205. There Mark is moving in the direction of a
Presentation of Jesus similar to that of John, i.e. open
‘'revelation which goes unperceived with the passion as the
moment of glorification206o The secrecy concept in Mark
is part of Mark's philosophy of history and the period of
Jesus' earthly life is the second of four epochs in the
divine plan of revelation (the others being the advent of
the Baptist as forerunner, the post-resurrection preaching
of the church, and the open parousia of the Son of Man).
It is also a period of concealment207. The inconsistencies
in the narrative are the result of Mark's desire to stréss
the accompanying actual revelation of the Messiah on carth

in Jesuszogo
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Instead of an historical understanding of Mark we have
therefore a Markan understanding of history, with the same
disadvantages from the point of view of consistency. We
have also a development of the view of Wrede in respect of
the Jjuxtaposition of concealment and revelation that there
is a move discernible in Mark to present Jesus' life in
messianic terms., The weakneés here is that Mark's work
itself appears aé inconsistent whereas the inconsistency
should probably be seen in the pre-Markan tradition, with
the concept of secrecy as an attempt to unify. On Burkill's
view Mark has created his own difficulties and concealment
and revelation are in conflict as two conflicting aspects of
his presentation of Jesus! life, The secrecy is meant only
to take account of the awkwardness of history when Mark's
real aim is to emphasize Jesus'!' actual messiahship. The
fesult is self-contradictory. Burkill also finds an
inconsistency in the secrecy-theme itself, between the
keeping of a éecret and the disciples' lack of understanding
Wrede saw them aé independent ways of saying the same thing,.
They can scarcely be united on Burkill's understanding of
the secret as a quasi~historical theological explanation of
the fact that Jesus was not openly Messiah in historye. v

The discussion is howevervrightly seen by Burkill to

209
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centre on the intention and understanding of Mark over
against previous tradition., If we see what this was,

in bringing together varied and contradictory material,
we- shall understand the secrecy theme and the background
of the material used., Burkill's criticisms of

Vincent Taylorzlo are therefore important against any
attempt to suggest that there is no problem and that
Mark's gospel is easily explicable historically as a
reflection of Jesus' conception of his messiahship and

his living that conception. Merely fo assert that Wrede's
hypothesis stands or falls with accepting or rejecting the
messianic self-consciousness of Jesus is rightly stated to
be fa189211, and Wrede had of course denied that that
question was settled by his work. It would be possible

to assert that the idea that Jesus was the Messiah was

212

suggested in his lifetime and was the cause of his death ’

 but vet to claim that it only became a likely suggestion
after the resurrection, reinterpreted by the events of
Jesus' life and death213. Against Taylor's view that the

secrecy is an integral part of the tradition it is pointed

214

out that it is found mainly in editorial sections of Mark
Taylor's view of Jesus' actual messiahship is one based
Solely‘on Mark, and his conception that it was hidden seems

to contradict the view that it was perceived during Jesus'
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lifetime. The view that the secrecy lies in conflicting
views of messiahship is difficult because there is no
reinterpretation of messiahship in Mark's account beyond

the fact that Jesus is called Messiah at all. Indeed

the title is rejected rather than affirmed or reinterpreted.

Even Cﬁllmann agrees with that215

although he advocates
extreme reserve for Jesus' attitude to the conceptl- if
that is the distinction he wishes to draw. Taylorts -
attempts to show the secrecy elements in Mark as perfectly
understandable from a historical point of view are
contested216. The concept of secrecy cannot be reconciled
with Jesus' historical intention as the parables-chapter
shows217. The commentary of C.E.B, Cranfield218 with its
theory of a 'messianic veiledness' in Jesus' lifetime faces
the same difficulties_concerning the editorial and non-
historical character of the secrecy-theme in Mark as regards
the messiahship of Jesus, and the same difficulties in the
theory itself, since it admits concealment during Jesus!
lifetime,

The issue as regards Burkill's view is whether it
accounts satisfactorily for the concept of secrecy in Mark
since he virtually suggests that Mark's understanding of

the secret was in fact like those of Taylor and Cranfield,

despite Mark's awareness of the fact that the view is not
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grounded in history, but in dogma. It is not clear in
Burkill why Mark should insist that Jesus was the Messiah,
when he knew that this was, as an historical fact, false,
nor that Mark's doctrine of concealment went with a desire
to present Jesus' life in messianic terms. The secrecy in
Mark, as far as Jesus' life is concerned, seems to be
complete, and to involve a rejection of the notion of
historical messiéhship. Over against that notion stands
that of the Son of Man, demanding the prior death and
resurrection of Jesus before any proclamation of Jesus takes
place., The concealment involved here appears in the form
of lack of understanding which persists till the resurrection.
The secondary nature of the Son of Man material and of
Jesus' identification with the Son of Man, which depends on
the resurrection, would seem to support the historical
implications of Mark's conception and the fact that Mark is
aware of them. There is what Burkill calls a 'bipolarity!

in Mark's basic position (first suffering and humiliation,

then glory and exaltationﬁl9- but no hint of a conflict of
feelings about the nature of Jesus' 1life (though this
probably existed in the church and in the pre-Markan \
tradition)., It would be more accurate to speak of an

ambiguous attitude to Jesus rather than to Jesus' life, of

a christological rather than a historical concern, although
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history and Jesus' life play a big part in Mark's
conception. There is a real 'bipolarity' with respect of
the person of Jesus, rather than a concept of distinct
periods or epochs., For this we can cite Mk, viii.38, xiv.62
and xii.35ff., which are crucial christologically as well as
in their relation to history and the historical Jesus. The
'bipolarity' is however asserted not overcome. There is a
distinct 'strain' in Mark with respect to any christological
ascription to the historical Jesus, and yet a conviction of
the rightness of such an ascription, over against history,
in the post-resurrection Gospel., There is thus a dialectical
relationshiﬁ with history, which involves a christological
interpretation of the eschatological challenge of Jesus
himself from within history. This is demonstrated in the
Marcan parable~chapter (iv) with its insistence from Jesus'
bpreaching, on the sure coming of the kingdom, however
unlikely that may now seem. This has become programmatic
for the Marcan scheme of concealment and revelation, fadith
and lack of understanding, with regard to the person of
Jesus himselfzzo who is set over against and yet associated
closely with (and ultimately identified with) the coming

Son of Man221. Thus the language of apocalyptic plays a

big part, over against history, in ch.xiii. For Mark the
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realities of history are important, and in particular the
reality of the historical Jesué, but the Gospel is not
identified with the history even if it has the history‘as
its presupposition, Thus there is no need for a theological
apologetic for the inadequacies of history 222. Mark's
gospel is rather an account of the historical presupposition
of the Gospel in the historical Jesus, not an historical
account of the Gospel with regard to the historical Jesus,

either in intention or in fact (this might be a criticism

also of J.M. Robinson The problem of history in Mark

London 1957.) The secrecy theme expresses the relation
between the historical Jesus and the Gospel, not an ambiguous
account of history.

It is along these lines that an investigation of the
concept of secrecy in Mark and of its treatment in Matthew
and Luke will be carried out in the following chapters,

It is clear however that the concept is crucial for an
understanding of the Gospel in relation to history and also
for an understanding of the nature of the writings we call
gospels, their purpose and presuppositions, as well as for
a judgment of the nature of the pre-gospel trédition. It
seems likely that the priority of Mark will be found to be

a theological as well as a literary or chronological truth.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Concealed Messiéhship in Mark.

The previous chapter has tried to show that
investigation of the theme of the messianic secret is concerned
not only with isolated verses but with the gospel of Mark
as a whole, its structure, purpose and content, its
relation to previous tradition as well as its own nature,
Interpretation of the theme has also been shown to be
crucial for the interpretation of the Gospél of Jesus
Christ as it appears im the tradition about Jesus and as
it is presented in the gospels., This chapter is therefore
concerned with the structure of the gospel of Mark in
the hope that study of Mark'!s use of earlier tradition will
be valuable not only to reveal Markfs intentions but also
the nature of the earlier tradition itself, and hence
the nature of the Gospel in addition to its historical
implications., For this purpose it will be necessary to
centre the investigation on the theme of secrecy{mbut
expound it in relation to the structure of the gospel
as a whole,

(i) Mk, i, 1, - The beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ

The significance of Mark's opening wverse -{MWHTDﬁ

edayyer(o¥ 'Inoo¥ XpLotob -
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is easier to bperceive, in general terms, than its Precise
meaning or syntax in relation to what follows., The verse
certainly does not represent a literary title referring
to the beginning of a book, and the word evayyéALov
must be taken in its theological meaning rather than the
later literary meaning, A list of Possible interpretations
is found in Cranfieldts commentaryl. The meaning of the
verse must be decided in large part from its relation to
the following three verses and from their relation to
each other,

VV. 2 and 3 should be taken together although they
do not represent a single quotation from Isaiah, They
are introduced merely by nodidc V. 4 also begins
with a simple § eyévero, which hardly fits grammatically
with the rest of the sentence since it is followed by a
bParticipisal construction, The position of the verb at
the beginning of the sentence is alsb unusual, i, 1 might
be taken as either subject or pPredicate of tyévero
in V. 4, with VvV, 2, 3 in parenthesis; or it might be
taken closely with VV. 2, 3: or vv, 2y 3 might be taken
with V, 4, leaving V.1 as a title for the whole, or part,
of what follows,

A decision on this should be in large part determined
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by the sense of each alternative and the content of the
verses: 1t seems unlikely that Mark would begin his work
with a statement that the beginning of the Gospel was in
accordance with scripture or was comprised in a particular
event the appearance of John the Baptist in the desert.
That would require a conception of the Gospel as an entity
arising from a prophetic utterance or as a process which
began at a particular time. It seems unlikely that

either  madig or &yéveto should be stressed as
connecting links with V.1l. They would seem rather, to
emphasize the contents of the verses they introduce, There
is, however, a clear connection of content between VV. 2, 3
and V. 4 and a relation of prophetic word and actual event.
There must also be some relation between VV. 2,3,4, and V.1,
but not one of identity. It is as if Mark, his main concern
being with the Gospel of Jesus Christ, was saying that

the presupposition of that Gospel was found both in 0ld
Testament prophecy and in actual event fulfilling that
prophecy, this being the force of nadilg and £yéveto.

He is not identifying the beginning of the Gospel with
these things, but asserting that this is where all mention
of the Gospel must begin and that basic to the Gospel

is prophecy and historical event. But this does not mean
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that the Gospel should be identified with an account which
begins with these things. The following writing is not
hereby called e&mwékuw' which would require that §oyf
should have the sense oftincipit?! ~ here begins - or that the
following events should be stressed as the beginning of
the Gospel, with i,1 as a title for VV, 1-8, It would
seem rather that the reader is told that here we are right
at the beginning and that the Gospel of Jesus Christ will be
the result, There is no stress on this section in itself,
but only on its connection with the point of all that
follows, i.,1l is not a descriptive title for anything but
an indication of the fact that the work as a whole is
concerned with the 'origin'! of the Gospel of Jesus Christ,
This means that, starting from John the Baptist, i.1 could
refer to any part of what follows, i.l is therefore not
concerned with indicating the chronological starting-point
of the Gospel but with pointing out that we are here
concerned with the basis of the Gospel beginning from
John the Baptist. This explains the loose grammatical
connection of the opening verses,

The manner in which Mark has been constructed fits the

theological implications intended in the work. It has been



88,

often pointed out that Mark'!s gospel has been constructed
backwards from the passion and resurrectionz. This

was mainly a theological Judgment about the literaryy
character of the gospels, and Mark in particular, but it
is one of far-reaching importance for both the literary
and theological character of the construction of the
gospel, and for its interpretation, Willi Marxsen has
stressed this view with regard to the present context3
and pointed out that since the connection here between
VV. 2, 3 and V.4 must be the work of Mark and that they
could not have existed together earlier, then it is clear
that VV, 2,3 have been placed prior to vv. 4 fr, rather
than VV, 4ff constructed to follow VV 2,3. This is opposed
to the interpretation of Lohmaeyerl‘t that VV, 2,3 introduce
the event which fulfills the prophecy and comprises the
beginning of the Gospel, According to Marxsen this means
that Mark®s gospel reads backwards rather than forwards
with the stress at the end rather than the beginning, There
is no progression of events forwards with a causal and
chronological conmection, but a reflection back, with
each stage dependent on what follows. This means, then,

that the Gospel is not seen to be itself beginning at
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this point, but that the origin of the Gospel has been
traced back to its source. Behind the Gospel and behind

the life of Jesus there is John the Baptist and there is

Old Testament prophecy5 + Right at the beginning it is

made clear that what we are reading in the gospel is
concerned with the Gospel of Jesus Christ, but not directlye.
What is presented to us throughout is the presupposition of
that Gospel,

Thus we see here that one stage gives way to the next
and depends on the next for its significance. After the
event of John is the event of Jesus (see Zyéveto V.9)
or, rather, the event of John precedes that of Jesus. The
0ld Testament prophecy comes alive in the appearance of
John, and John's message comes alive in the appearance
of Jesus (see VV. 8, 10). Jesus' role is made plain by

God himself (V.11).
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(i1) Jesus and the Gospel, - mx, i,1, 14f,

After John's disappearance from the scene Jesus appears
anew, preaching the Gospel (VV. 14f). But the Gospel
here is a Gospel preached by Jesus and not a Gospel about
Jesus, which we might presume to be the case at i,1, The
Gospel at i,14 is the Gospel of God, But, if these two
are to be distinguished, their proximity in Mark is too
close for the evangelist not to have intended a relationship
between them, In any case the phrase ebayyerlov ' Inoot Xpiowod
at i,1 is ambiguous and we might have here either a
subjective or an objective Genitive, But it is at 1,14
that Jesus begins to breach the Gospel, The distinction
should make it plain that Jesu53 breaching at i,14 ig
not the historicél beginning’of the Gospel of i.1l, at ieast
in the sense that here we have the Gospel of Jesus Christ
beginning.

But J, M, Robinsonl, who considers that Mark wrote
*theologically understood history’z, asks whether one
is to see the Gospel beginning with John the Baptist or
with Jesus' preaching of the Gospel in VV, 1A4f, Both views
were, according to Robinson, held in the early church(see

Acts 1.22, x. 27), But in Mark, John's ministry, which
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lies between the future tensés of the prophecies of VV. 2f
and the perfect tenses of Jesus' proclamation in V.15,
must be the time of the beginning of the Gospel.

Against Robinson, it is te be doubted whether there
is any emphasis here on chronology or on a his torical
'‘event of fulfilment', or that the Gospel in i.1 is to be
identified with that in i.14, Mark is not progressing
from a decisive event to describe the Gospel, but he is
still in some way concerned with the 'origin' of the
Gospel of Jesus Christ. He is not describing the
'Geschehen des Evangeliums! (the event of the Gospel)B.
The preaching and baptism of John do not comprise the
beginning of the Gospel proclaimed in V.15, There is
no chronological significance in what Jesus preaches in
V.1l5. John's removal at V.1lh4 implies theologiéal priority
not chronological sequenceu. There is no emphasis in V.15
on what went before. But we have Jesus! historical
preaching in the form of his demand at the time for a
response in the present with regard to the future, It was
Jesus alone who made that demand in proclaiming the Gospel.
This stands now in the larger context of the Gospel of
Jesus Christ. The interest of Jesus' proclamation lies

not so much in the historical fact of the proclamation itself
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but in its relation to the Gospel about Jesus Christ .
of i.1 And i.,1 is not just pointing out that at a
certain time Jesus began to preach the Gospel., The
Gospel of Jesus Christ arises out of and depends on this
preaching by Jesus, but the relation is not temporal but
christological, The relation lies in the person of Jesus
himself, though this is by no means explicit in i,15,
This was the 'origin' of the Gospel because the Gospel
depends on Jesus himself., The relation between Jesus and
the Gospel is like the relation in Jesus? pPreaching
between Jesus and the kingdom of God, Just as it is
difficult to say whether Jesus brings the kingdom or
the kingdom brings Jesus, so it is with the Gospel.
He is the origin and fulfilment both of the proclamation
of the kingdom and of the Gqspel, and is therefore the
author as well as the content of the Gospel, Neither
the kingdom of God nor the Gospel about Jesus Christ
are explicitly present in Jesus' historical preaching,
but they are implicit in his person, by reflection
back from the Gospel,

It is thus that Mark can claim to present the

origin of the Gospel of ahd about Jesus Christ and this
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is the relevance of Jesus? eschatological Gospel to the
christological Gospel of the church and the relationship
between i.l1 and i.,14f, Thus the church's Gospel is

more than a verbal reiteration of Jesus! historical
preaching, but it dépends on that preaching, This is
the point of the repetition of Jesus! preaching of the
Gospel of God in the context of an exposition of the
&pwi of the Goséel of Jesus Christ and it is also
an explanation of Mark's .gospel,

Mark is both concerned with the Gospel about Jesus
Christ of his own day, and with Jesus' historical Gospel
about the kingdom of God, He differentiates between them,
but he relates them to each other in the person of Jesus
such that one is part of the origin of the other, Marxsen's
explanation of Mark'!s concern with Jesus! eschatological
Gospel is different, He does not see the Gospel of i,1
identified ﬁith that of i,14 in the sense that the former
is said to start with the latter in history but in the
sense that the latter is reiterated in the former,in the
bresent,as a continuation of Jesus? preaching. Ffor Marxsen

Mark'®s concern is not historical, neither is it christological,



but it is eschatological, He considers that Mark is
concerned with the Gospel in his own day, but with the
time of Jesus as the starting-point of that Gospel5.
This Gospel is eschatological in the sense that it is to
be fulfilled in Mark's own day. There is no interest in
the significance of the eschatological preaching of Jesus
in Jesus® lifetime., The Jesus who appears in the gospel
is the one who is himself the Gospel of God, the one who
brought it and who will bring it to fulfilment in the
near future, Thus the account of Jesus in the gospel

is an account of the beginning of the eschatological
Gospel of Jesus which must now find its fulfilment,

But this interpretation of Marxsen fails to note
that it is not the eschatological Gospel of Jesus which
Mark sees as contemporary, but the christological Gospel
of Jesus Christ, to which Jesus? eschatological preaching

is brought fto bear witness, He also fails to note that

the Gospel of Jesus Christ is more than a verbal reiteration

of Jesus' eschatological Gospel since its subject is Jesus
himself, Thus ¢pyA means more than chronological
beginning. The fact that Mark's main concern is

christological should also become clearer as the gospel
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progresses, if it is not already clear enough. Both
history and eschatology are important, but subservient to
this concern, Jesus' historical preaching, which was
eschatological in character, is recognized as having been
superseded, Its sole explanation is now in terms
of the church's Gospel of Jesus Christ., This is the truth
in the statement of Gloege that the eschatological message
of Jesus is explicable in terms of Jesus' person6 and of
Burkill7 that eschatology interests Mark for its
christological implications., Schniewind!'s view88f the
messianic secret as the eschatological secret of the
presence of the kingdom in Jesus' person should be
accepted for the understanding of Mark in his construction
of his gospel and not for the historical situation itself,
Schniewind depends on Mark for his assertion, But Mark is
not concerned so much with the historical context of Jesus!
preaching, but with the context of the Gospel of Jesus
Christ, He is concerned with the history as the &oxh
of that Gospel. This is the definition of what he is
writing which Mark has already expressed,

It is from this thatvwe can understand Mark's
narrative of Jesus and his bpreaching, He wishes to present

the relation between Jesus (and that means the historical
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Jesus) and the Gospel, The Gospel is not what Jesus
Proclaimed historically, But it is concerned with Jesus
who did preach in history and it gives validity now to
what Jesus preached then, But it does so in terms of his
person.9 This was what was lacking during Jesus?
earthly life, which in itself is of no concern, Mark
does not give us a 'pre-history! of the GospelJ:O But
he demonstrates the earthly life of Jesus as the
precondition of the Gospel., Part of this bPrecondition

is Jesus'! calling of disciples in VvV, 16ff. The disciples?
following of Jesus will also be seen later to have in
Mark a christological rather than an eschatological
significance, even though it is recognized that this

was not so in Jesus!? life~time, or only inédequately S0,
The disciples did not follow with a perception of the
Gospel, but their actual following comes to have
christological significance, There is in Mark both

a 'believing representation of the divine Master and
historical information about the events of Jesust life'11
But it is only true that historical facts ('Tatsachen')

become transparent in face of the majesty of the Master

to reveal the might of His divine word12 in the Gospel
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about Jesus Christ, This was how the tradition was

used in the church kerygma, and this is how it is used

in the context of a narrative about Jesus, presented as ‘Hﬂ
the joyh of the Gospel, Mark does not historicize the
picture of Jesus in the kerygmatic tradition, but brings
out the relation between history and Gospel in the person
of Jesus himself, It is no more right to see here the
kernel of the Gospel within the history than to look for

@ historical kernel in the narrative of which the
evangelist was not comscious, Mark presents both
history and Gospel, but he keeps them distinct, It is

the relation of the historical Jesus to the Gospel that
interests him, Historical events, and Jesus' own
historical preaching, have their relevenée under this
heading., They do not comprise the Gospel, and are not
recounted as such, They define, to some extent, the
historical Jesus, who he was, but he himself is ultimately
not defined by them but by the Gospel, Thus the Gospel
Jesus preached is differentiated from the Gospel about
Jesus, but in that he preached it it comes tq have

significance in relation to his person,
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(1ii) The jdentity of Jesus, in history and Gospel(i,9fF,21fF,)

Mark's redactiomnal work is not only noticeable
in editorial additions to older traditions but is also
evident in the use made of older traditions themselves
in the construction of the gospel. These older traditions
were naturally accounts of Jesus and in narrative form,
but their point and purpose had been the proclamation of
Jesus in the service of the Gospel, There is every reason
to think that Mark took them over for what they were and
that he used them in accordance with their origin, He
recognized in them the veference to the historical Jesus
and also their formulation from the point of view of the
Gospel. His longer account of the historical Jesus,
constructed from these sources, can be seen as an
exposition of the relation between the historical Jesus
and the Gospel, and his editorial additions are therefore
reminders of that fact, Thus his intention cannot have
been to write a historical account, nor'an account of
the Gospel, but an exposition of the relation between
history and the Gospel about Jesus Christ, himself an
identifiable figure of history., This would seem to be
an explanation of the form and content of the gospel of

Mark so far,
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We must consider here how the identity of Jesus is
demonstrated in the gospel, which is important for the
theme of secrecy, Mark has placed at the beginning a
divine statement of Jesas! identity (i.11)., This belongs
to a tradition of Jesus! baptism by John and recounts the
bestowal of the Spirit on Jesus, with the divine voice
addressing Jesus alone about his statusl. Hahn2 reckons
with a tradition of Hellenistic Jewisthhristianity, which
has been changed, from an originally eschatological and
Palestinian tradition about the institution of the servant
of God to proclaim the imminence of God's reign and
salvation, to one concerned with the beginning of the
earthly activity of the Son of God, itself seen as
having saving significance. But this is not the level
on which Mark continues; he does not encourage a process
by which the life of Jesus is presented in openly messianic
or supernatural terms, From this narrative it must be
presumed that Mark thought of Jesus as aware of his status,

but this is not an aspect which is stressed. Schniewind

is right3 that Mark's intention is not to describe an
experience of Jesus' self-consciousness but to present a
first narrative of Jesus to illuminate what follows, The

N .
narrative is not messianic or adoptionist in the sense
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that implies this to be the time when Jesus became Messiah
or Son of God, or was so designated. The identity of
Jesus remains a secret as'far as history is concerned.

The question of Jesus' identity is involved in, and
raised by, the crowd'!s questioning about his EEovcsio
in teaching and exorcism (i 22, 27). The demons' cries
seem intended to provide supernatural insight into the
guestion of Jesus! identity5. The substance is provided
by'Mark as the key to the question about Jesusi authority
but the utterance is apparently neither heard nor allowed
to be heard (V.34). Both of these aspects are stressed
by Mark. The utterance and the silencing are both christ-
ological in character. The command to be silent would be too

being

late to prevent the cries kexke heard, and the original point
may have been a general one in exorcisms that the demon
tried to defend himself by a contrary attack on the
exorcist in person. But Mark shows in V03h6 that his
interest is in the possibility of Jesus! identity becoming
generally known as a result of the demons! cries. The
point of the remark is not so much to explain the fact that
the demons' cries were not heard with the possibility that
they might have been heard as to assert that they were

not heard and that they had not to be heard. The
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correctness of the demonk:! description of Jesus is

admitted but it is regarded as inappropriate, Mark does not
stress the historical fact of Jesus!' status so much as the
fact that his status required supernatural insight to be
discerned at the time, but that it was not, and was not

to be generally perceived, Mark's narrative is therefore
inconsistent as history7 and must therefore be viewed as
history seen from the view-point of the Gospel,

The secrecystheme here would be too complex and
clumsy as an attempt to write an account of Jesus!
historical messiahship allowing at the same time for its
being indiscernable in history, This is the difficulty
with Burkill's view of Mark as presenting a philosophy of
history. It seems rather that Mark insists on Jesus!
messiahship, but also insists that it was not recognized in
bistory and could not be, but that what is later asserted
about him is correct and can only later be discerned in
the history itself,

We shall see later that Mark's difficulty is not
merely with unmessianicBhistorY - indeed there may have
been messianic elements in the history - but with the very
nature of Jesus! messiahship, which made any historical

description of Jesus in messianic or similar terms



10k,

inadequate, and even falseé. Markis difficulty is with
messiahship itself, and Jesus! messiahship in particular.
The secrecy-theme suggests that Mark had no wish to
describe Jesus in messianic terms in history since the
terms were inadequate for Jesus and, as historical, inadequate
for a proper conception of messiahship, which only Jesus
would fulfil9. Thus the supernatural element in these
passages is, in fact, meant to be set over against
history, and the questions which arise from Jesusf life
(i 22, 27).

Since Mark's concern here is christological rather
than historical, issue must be taken with the view of
J«M. Robinsosn that 'In the Marcan presentation they (i.e.
the exorcism narratives) depict a cosmic strugéle in
history to inaugurate the eschatological reign of God'lo
and that Mark wrote 'cosmic history!. It has already been
stated that interest centres in Mark on the Gospel of
Jesus Christ and only on Jesus! eschatological
preaching and activity in history as subservient to that
Gospels, There is no concern with Jesus' life as the
time of fulfilment apart from the significance of Jesus?
person as proclaimed in the Gospel. And Jesus! own

eschatological Gospel has itself become secondary to the
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Gospel about Jesus Christ, The particulars of Jesus! life
are important in that they identify the one whom the Gospel
is about., DBut the Gospel adds something which is not
available in the historical particulars themselves. This
seems to be the point of the theme of secrecy here, and the
point of the ascription of christological utterance to the
demons of exorcisms, whom Jesus silences, This theme is
ignored by Robinson, although it is the most characteristic
aspect of Mark's account and clearly of major importance
for the evangelist, It is, of course, equally clear that
Mark accepts the rightness of the content of the demonst
cries and wishes to stress thalt content as an answer to

the questioning of the crowds who surrounded Jesus in
history. But at the same time that answer was not given

to the crowds and was not allowed to be given; not

because it was not appropriate at the time or in those
circumstancesll ~ since the theme of secrecy persists
throughout the gospel - but because it was not and could
not be given in history at all during Jesus' life, but
wouid be given later, Also it is not the case that

Mark saw Jesus! life as a process which was concealed from
the general view, but that he saw in history the roots of

the Gospel about Jesus Christ and that, apart from that
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Gospel, who Jesus i1s, or was, remains concealed, Thué
his identity is known only to supernatural insight beyond
the processes of history, hence to God and the demons. The
emphasis of Mark is christological rather than historical
or eschatological, The so-called messianic secret seems
to preclude the possibility that Mark intended to write
a messianic history, but it does show that Mark's interest

in both history and eschatology was of a christological kind,
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(iv) i_14-20, 21-39, the 'typical day' in Jesus!

ministry: history, eschatology, and christology.

The relationship between these three things in Mark
needs careful investigation. We have already pointed out
that any discussion of Mark which forgets christology and
concentrates on one or other of the other two, or on both,
with whatever emphasis, misses the point of the Marcan
narrative altogether. This is not to say that there~is
not history behind Mark's gospel, nor that eschatology
has got no recognition in it, buf it is to say that their
relevance in Mark is geared to christology. Thus Mark
does not provide us with a historical account, not even
an eschatological view of history, nor with an eschatological
challenge in the present, but with each of these in
relation to christology.

Dodd claimed that the eschatology of Jesus was a
'realized eschatology' and this description was later
modified by Jeremias, on the suggestion of Ernst Haenchen
and accepted by Dodd, as a 'sich realisierende Eschatologie'.l
Haenchen said that Jesus preached 'die sich von jetzt ab
verwirklichende Gottesherrschaft! (i.e. 'inaugurated
eschatology'), the key to which was to be found in Jesus
himselfz. But these are ultimatelyvchristological statements

about the significance of Jesus' eschatological preaching



109.

and only express the significance of that preaching
as it appears in Mark. Thus Schniewind's assertion
that Jesus is the 'autobza.sileia"3 is right from the
point of view of the church's christological reinterpretation ;
of Jesus' preaching but not from the proint of view that
Mark is describing eschatological history within which
there lies the secret of Jesus'! person., The secret of
Jesus' person is present in Jesus! eschatological preaching
but this is evident in the Gospel and manifestly not in

the history. |

This is the setting for the silencing of the demons!

cries in the context of Jesus! eschatological preaching

and activity. Those cries could not have been heard

historically, yet there is no answer to the question of
Jesus! authority in any other terms although they are
only made plain in the Gospel., The answer given in the
Gospel is also the only right answer to the problems
implied in, and the questions raised by, Jesus' historical
preaching and activity, although that answer is not
provided with them., History and eschatology appear as
being without answers to the questions they raise, but
they provide the basis for the answer which the Gospel
brovides in Jesus'! person and proclamation. But he did
not proclaim himself (e.g. in VV. 38, 39) as the Gospel

does. Mark's gospel, however, in its account of Jesus
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does reveal to us the Gospel about Jésus. Only in this way
is it right that 'Evangelium heisst.... einfach Erzidhlung
von Jesus Christus'h. But an historical account itself
would not be that Gespel, even with the eschatological
preaching of Jesus included, but would describe the
presupposition for the Gospel and demand the Gospel for its
explanation. The meaningful connection of history and
eschatology with the Gospel is in terms of Jesus! person,

as proclaimed by the Gospel.5
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References for Chapter Two

Section (iv)

l ' .
Jeremias Die Gleichnisse Jesu G8ttingen, 1958, 1960, p.194,
Eng. The parables of Jesus London 1954 p.l1l59, 1963, P.230.
('eschatology in process of realization'),

‘see Kasemann Exegetische Versuche P.212, Essays p.ik,

3'see his commentary on Mark op.cit. pp.l8f.

N

*see Hirsch Frithgeschichte des Evangeliums I, T8bingen 1951
P 1910 ) :

5

"Criticism of the view that the kingdom should be seen as
bresent in history with Jesus' person is found also in
T8dt op.cit. pp. 237ff.
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(v) The secret and the problem of history; the

debates ~ Mk, i 40ff,, ii, 1 = 1iid.6,

In the following section, which is introduced by the
parabolic4miracle—story of'cleansing of the leper, Jesus,
who has been indicated forbthe readers of the gospel by the
divine voice as the Son of God, and who, as such, has
exorcised demons, is confronted in history by men, and
there, at one and the same time, he is both contradicted and
borne witness to, His basic historicity, even when
breached by the Gospel and in the_kerygma of the church,
is made plain, but its offence is not thereby reduced,
Historically Jesus is the hidden Son of God, and Son of
Man, who fails to be a historical Messiah, This is all
seen, however, from the standpoint of the church kerygma
and the dialectical relationship between history and the
Gospel which is thereby revealed, This dialectic is the
explanation of the equivocality of the picture of Jesus
in Mark and the presence at once of both concealment and
revelation in his account. The story of the cleansing
of the leper is a parable of +his ambiguity and the
following debates illustrate ite

i. 4Off has all the signs of being the result of a

long process of development and addition, though the exact

process cannot be traced. Basic to it would seem to be
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a simple miracle~story represented by VV, 40f1. This

is preferable to Lohmeyer's suggestion that there were two

independent stories which have been ihterwovenﬁ. According
2 LY ’

to Lohmeyer VV, 41a (with OPYLOdelg Yo 43, Llha, Ly

belonged to one, VV, 41a (with omayyviodelc Y, 4hb, the

other. Thus VV., 40 and 41, with one wariation or another,
are necessary to both, and still shown to be fundamental. We
are still faced with a process of accretion or with the
conjunction of different elements, The contradiction in the
story is, however, the result of the command to silence set
over against V;45¢ The resulting difficulties make the story
ideal for Mark's purposes, although read purely on the

level of history ithas-little meaning. Jesus is openly
prbclaimed as the one who had cleansed the leper, but the
meaning of that cleansing remains hidden, although his
attempts to hide behind the official cultic cleansing were
foiledes That cultic cleansing, or declaring clean, if in
fact it was carried out, would itself have borne indirect
testimony to Jesus! having cleansed the leper first -

See gtg uapq;'ép[lov (x(’)’[;otg’ Vgl-l-ug The evidence of the

cultus could then have been brought to incriminate Jesus!

3

opponents, Jesus' historical cleansing of the leper

has wider significance and implications, although they were

missed and the cleansing was a source of offence at the time,

The open proclamation of Jesus in Vol5 does not then
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contradict V.44 but is another aspect of the same picture
of concealment which Jesus! actual fame as a miracle~worker
reinforces,

The prohibition to speak of the miracle can thus be
seen as pointing out where the interest of the story lies,
It is connected with the command to go to the priest and
is intended to emphasize the concealment of Jesus' own previous
cleansing of the leper., The ambiguity in the expression
tcleanse'!, between the sense of physical healing and cultic
declaring clean, reinforces the significance of the relation
between Jesus! action and that of the priest, The priest's
action could only witness to what in fact Jesus had already
done, In relation to V45 the prohibition stresses the fact
of concealment so far as the real significance of Jesus'
actions go, Thus, according to Mark, we have the historical
evidence of Jesus and yet the historical testimony is indirect,
The Gospel discloses the actual secret of Jesus' life, but
Jesus' life is the actual presupposition of that Gospel,

Historically, Jesus? cleansing of the leper must
have been highly questionable and demanded the official
cleansing ceremony of the cultus, yet, ironically, that
ceremony was no longer needed and in its performance was

merely a witness to Jesus., The Mosaic cultus had in fact

capitulated to the Christ, though this was a later insight
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of the church. The past event is important but not sufficient
in itself because even in the thronging of the crowds

around the historical Jesus(VQEB) the Christ is not
disclosed,. The emphasis here is on Jesus as disclosed

by the Gospel not on historical event, Thus it is not
enough for Sj8berg to say that the messiahship of Jesus was
in fact historically concealed despite the fact that the
miracle was not4 The concealment is historical in the

sense that it was a concealment by and in history itself and
not a matter of concealing this or that fact at the time,
The structure of and contradietion within the theme of secrecy
in this pericope between VV. 44 and 45 shows the secondary
nature of its construction and the fact that the concealment
is involved in the difference and relation between history
and the Gospel: what has been called their dialectical
felationship. Any historical secret there may have been

was in fact divulged, but the real secret, that of the
history itself, remained intact, and remains intact, apart
from the Gospel about Jesus Christ. Individual motifs of
secrecy there may have been already in the tradition, where
that tradition was used in the context of the church's
kerygma, and they may have historical foundations, but

they form in Mark a larger structure with wider implications,

Because Mark is not simply writing an historical account
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but an account of history in relation to the Gospel the
historical difficulties of the theme as a whole are, as here,
useful and offer no difficulties to the evangelist,

The theme of secrecy accepts positively the
difficulties of history with regard to the messiahship
of Jesus and precludes a search for Jesus the Messiah
within histéry alone., At the same time the church's
breaching of Jesus is shown to be continuous with Jesu55¢
With respect to the so~called 'new quest of the historical
Jesus', the continuity between the Jesus of histéry
and the Christ of faith is to be found solely in the Gospel
of the resurrection, Mark was not an apblogist for their
historical didentity, History and Gospel are not confused
but they are related christologically with reference to
Jesus himself., The identity of Jesus is Jhowever, only
validly perceived in the Gospel. The history is thus
the &pwﬁ of the Gospel because of Jesus., Mark
did not~  see Jesus as Messiah on earth nor view 'the life
of Jesus' as 'the earthly career of the Messiah'! and
present it as such in his gospel., Mark was concerned with
the Gospel not the life of.Jesus in itself apart from that
Gospel. He did see more than bare facts in the miracles,
but yet the miracles were bare facts which required the
Gospel if a deeper meaning was to be perceived, a meaning

which the crowds of Vol45 did not and could not perceive,
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Mark's conscious use of previous tradition in both its
historical and kerygmatic aspects is of great interest,
and the kéy to it is in the theme of secrecy.

The theme of secrecy is meant to bring out and express
a relationship latent and implicit within the earlier tradition.
It is not a historical 'theory' nor a philosophy of history.
It reflects something seen to be presenf in the history
itself - from the stand-point of the Gospel - and not from
within history itself, The Gospel reveals the secret along
with Jesus'! messiahship. It was added to the tradition7,
but not in the sense of a device to reconcile messianic
and unmessianic material, as Wrede thought, but to guard
against the production of a messianic 1life of Jesus and
emphasise the fact that a valid perception of Jesus' messiah-
ship depends on the church's Gospel of the resurrection, and to
depict the nature of the continuity which exists with the
historical Jesus. As such, secrecy is basic to every
accoﬁnt of Jesus in the gospel so that the messianic
secret is a constant factor throughout. Schniewind asserted
this és a reflection of the nature of Jesus' life but his
interpretation fails to see that the secret itself comes to
light only with the Gospel, In history there was only the
fact that Jesus was not the Messiah., The dialectic lies
between history and the Gospel and not within the history

itself, This is plain from the fact that the particular
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motifs of secrecy are secondary, and in so far as they may
be authentic they probably had a different sense in history
from that which they now have in Mark, as the gospel has been
constructed. Mark was not intent to say that Jesus really
was the Messiah, but to demonstrate that Jesus is now
rightly seen to be the Messiah. Mark had no conception of

a historical messiahship (see xii, 35ff). On the historical
level the command to silence in\ﬁ.hh refers to the miracle,
and as such it is disobeyed, but the messianic secret, the
hidden fact of Jesus! significance, persists, and is only
evident to those who know and accept the Gospel and to
Mark's readers who have already been privileged to hear

the divine voice at the baptism and the cry of the exorcised
demons, The world contemporary with Jesus heard neither,
ner was it aware of a secret.8 Mark's ac¢count of the
origin of the Gospel brings to light the content of both
from the stand-point of that Gospel., This is the
explanation of the theme of secrecy in Mark with regard to
history, rather than Schniewindt's, because of the place of
the theme in the tradition, setting as it does,y history
over against the Gospel and also relating them. The
presentation of the Gospel in the form of stories about Jesus
in the kerygma is the background of the gospel of Mark,

who gives an account of the relation between history and
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The Gospel in the form of an account of Jesus'! historical
existence, using the previous kerygmatic and historical
tradition, The secrecy is a necessary aspect of this
process,

We have the explanation of how in this pericope, news
of the miracle is spread abroad, but the messianic secret
is not. The theme of secrecy here has two related functions:
it has a historical application, and also shows how the real
secret stands over against the history itself. The validity
of’the application to Jesus of the title Messiah is shown
to have been important to Mark whereas the question of the
historical authenticity of particular conceptions was note
Thus too Mark was not concerned to recount a miracle as it
was recounted to the crowds but to disclose the significance
of Jesus to which the miracle can be seen to bear witness,
This is the point of the ambiguous emphasis on cleansing,
Mark®!s whole 'narrative' is constructed from this point of
view in that it can only be understood from its climax, or
rather starting~point, at the resurrection, on the other
side of the passion., The fact that the resurrection is the
basis of belief in Jesus! messiahship is a theological fact
rooted in the historical circumstance that only then could

the disciples legitimately and rightly ascribe messiahship
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to Jesus. But this will need further exposition as this
study progresses.

Suffice it to say that Mark had before him
kerygmatic material which asserted Jesus! messiahship. But,
in the context of an account of Jesus' historicity in the form
of a 'life! of Jesus (i.e. a narrative about Jesus prior to
the passion and resurrection), constructed to show the
relation between the historical Jesus and the Gospel which
proclaimed him, the concept of secrecy was necessary to
Preserve the kerygmatic stand-point and show the relation
and difference between history and the Gospel, Mark!s
work is not a historical account of the Gospel, but
expressly an account of its historical presupposition. This
is clear in that the following of Jesus by the crowds does
not destroy the secret. |

In the debates which follow (ii.l-iii.6), the real
dialectic is again between history and the Gospel and the
secret is evident in the questioning of the historical
Jesus by the scribes and Pharisees. This questioning has
its point with regard to the Gospel, as we see from the
Son of Man sayings, and probably belongs to the context of
the early churchts debates with Judaism as well as Jesus'
historical difficulties with contemporary religious leaders
which is the subject of discussion. The Gospel is seen

as giving significance to Jesus' outlook and actions on earth
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and also provides the reason for discussing them. Again
we have the historical level, and the kerygmatic, with the
secret showing the relationship between history and the
Gospel with regard to historical Jesus who is proclaimed
by the Gospel. The cleansing of the leper fittingly introduces
this collection of pericopae since it shows how Jesus'
questionable relation to the contempofary cultus witnesses
to his significance. In the following pericopae we can
see how Jesus' questionableness for the Jewish leaders
witnesses to his status, though the fact of his status is
concealed from them by the very aspects which the Gospel
validates. The history does not openly proclaim the
Gospel but is validated in the Gospel and not vice-versa.
Mark is not here proving the Gospel to the Jews, but showing
the validity of the Gospel message about Jesus with regard
to history.

Since Wrede, it has been noted that the first
pericope in ii, 1ff. is made up of two parts9 iia 1=5a, 11F,
and ii. 5b~10, The basic pericope is a miracle-story into

which has been inserted a dispute ~ 'Streitgespréch?t, Apart

from the different forms of each section the ground for this
is the repetition in VV.5 and 10 of Myel 1§ mepauTLU,
and the difficulties of connection between VV, 10 and 11,

The prior element must be the miracle story, bresumably with

the statement which goes with it: "arise, take up your
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bed, and go home" (V.11l, cf. Jn. v.8), since the dispute
depends on it for its setting and conclusion. Also the
point of the debate depends on the following miracle to
complete the argument, and the following miracle is
presupposed and anticipated in V.9. But the signdificance
of the resulting pericope lies in the conclusion to the
dispute in V.10 and the statement added in V.5b, as the
argument in V.9 shows.

The details of the development behind the present
structure are in dispute, as well as whether the evangelist
has contributed to the development., Burkill10 thinks
that Mark has added the question in V.9 to bring together
two statements and point out their respective importance
and the relation between them and to emphasize the
forgiveness over the act of healing., This is because he
disliked the way V.10 emphasized the healing as_proof of
forgiveness. Burkill therefore rejects Boobyer's viewll
that V.10 is a further intrusion of the evangelist addressed
to his readers, Hahnlg thinks that V.5b was part of the
earlier pericope, followed by the statement of V.ll, since
then the inserted debate is intended to defend Jesus!
statement on the basis of a connection between forgiveness

and healing, so that the healing appears as a proof both

of Jesus' authority and of the power of the Sen of Man.
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It is necessary for the present purpose to discover the
point of the pericope in the gospel, and of its present
construction, which serves the purposes of the evangelist,
The pericope seems to be part of a complex of
material stretching in Mark to iii. 6. Its position in
Mark must be connected with the intentions and point of
view of the evangelist rather than with the chronology
of Jesus' life, This is not the case merely with the
apparently open mention of the Son of Man before
Caesarea Philippi. That would mean that we had a
basically accurate historical account with a few erractic
insertions like loose and misplaced boulders which had
moved their position on a sloping terrain: in that case
they would serve little purpose., But the whole plan of
thé gospel must be seen as the work of Mark. In any case
iii.6 shows signs of previous connection with a passion-
narrative, It has been suggested that there was originally
a connection with xii.13 because of the parallel mention
of the mysterious ‘Herodians'130 The original point of
the collection may have been to explain why Jgsus had been
crucified, This would not necessarily be any more

historically reliable than the present order of Mark., Tt

is certain, however, that Mark does not see a direct or
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immediate historical connection between these debates and
the passion, although the passion is clearly in mind at iii.6
as the culmination of Jesus!'! life and the ultimate
confrontation which Jesus apparently lost. But a purely
historical connection cannot be intended by Mark here.
Seen in historical terms to mention the Son of Man at ii.l1lQ,
28 and the passion at iii.6 appears premature, But Mark's
concern in the construction of his gospel would seem to be
other than the creation of a historical account, and hence
he was not concerned with apparent inconsistencies in the
narrative.

It is an open question whether the reference to the
Son of Man at i1i1.10 (and 28) is the work of Mark or derives
from the collection of debates which he used. Either of
the two verses could be subtracted without affecting the

connection, and it is almost certain that they were added

.at some time - although we have mentioned Burkillts

contention that V.9 is in fact Mark's addition. Certainly,
however, these verses must be taken as of central
significance to the pericopae in which they occur, as
they appear in Mark.

T8dt noted herelu a particular usage with regard to

Son of Man sayings used with reference to the earthly Jesus,
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which differed from that of the 'Q!' material, These sayings
do not, as those in 'Q!', stand in relation to "logia® of
Jesus, but they are incorporated into and stand in relation
to the narrative tradition of Jesus' deeds. Thus the
kerygmatic nature of the narrative tradition as

proclaiming Jesus is here in evidence, rather than the
reaffirmation and repetition of Jesus'! preaching in the
preaching of the church about his pberson, as the continuing
guarantor of the truth and relevance of his own preaching =
which is, according to Tadt, what we find as the presupposition
of the 'Q' material as a body, comprising a collection of
Jesus! logia and Son of Man sayings referring to the earthly
Jesus, In 'Q', the Son of Man sayings are interpretative

in function, in Mark these are kerygmatic, They point
outside and beyond the situation of Jesus? life, where

they would be hardly appropriate, but are related closely

to the historical tradition and expound its relevance915
They assert the ultimate challenge of Jesus' person as

the cause of his death, from beyond that death, so that

from there, his messiahship can really be proclaimed over
history, in which he probably did in fact die on the false
charge of being a meséianic pretender., Afterwards the

church was enabled to assert that Jesus is the Messiah,
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and because of this the verses in question do not contradict
the secrecy-theme in Mark. In fact in the context of
offence and debate, the open proclamation over against
history only serves +to highlight the secret. Because of
the fact that Mark expresses the difference and the
relation between history and the Gospel, secrecy and
revelation belong together in the context of the kerygma

in which Mark writes, and do not represent opposing or
inconsistent elements in his gospel16. That would be

the case only if Mark were writing a historical representation
of Jesus és Messiah,

Thus this debate, together with those following it,
was used by Mark with reference to the relation between
history and the Gospel. The offence of Jesus'! opponents
has the function here of the secrecy=theme elsewhere,

The conceptual structure of the debates must be examined
to show how this is so,

The literary structure of Mk, ii 1~12 has already
been mentioned., 1In terms of ideas, the notion of forgiving
sins is associated with that of healing paralysis so that
the former can be presumed in the latter and the latter
can guarantee the formetr. The christological function

of the present narrvative is plain in the way the two ideas
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are brought together in V.9 and associated in Vo10 with the
person of Jesus as proclaimed by the church and in VV.11f
with the healing performed by the historical Jesusas The
literary structure, in which the miracle story is prior to
the debate, reveals also the conceptual structure, in which
the historical healing is bpresupposed by the argument
leading up to V.10. This Justified the substitution of the
saying in V.5b for that in V,11. The statement of Ve10

is supported from history (VV°11f) and from the argument

'a minori ad maius’17 at Ve9. The miracle is the lesser
thing in this argument, and what is already assumed,
although the harder thing to assert, The weightier point
of the argument, and what is disputed, is the ability to
forgive sins, which is asserted of Jesus because he had
healed a paralytic., The healing of the paralytic is
expounded in terms of Jesus?® ability to forgive sins, and
that ability is proclaimed of him in direct relation to
history as Mark understood ite This is the structure of
the kerygma in its proclamation of Jesus from the
historical tradition and it reinforces Mark's presentation
of the relation between history and the Gospel, The
structure here is exactly that which welfound at i.4Off,

Just as Jesus? cleansing of the leper was seen as having

wider significance, so it is with Jesus' healing of the
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parlytic. The point Qf the story is christological, as V.10,
with V.9, shows, and it ought not to be read historically
as an account of the psychological relation between sin
and sickness, élthough the contemporary connection between
sin and sickness made possible the construction of the
pericope in its present form.18 Though Schniewind19
rejects the psychological understanding of the pericope he
does not perceive any objection to it on historical grounds
because he fails to take the literary structure seriously.
But as a historical narrative it reads very strangely, apart
from the question of the connection between VV.10 and 11,
since it is not clear why the statement in V.5b should have
been made to the paralytic at allzo, unless merely to score
a point! The emphasis seems to be purely christological.,
This can be seen from the structure of the argument with-
in the literary structure of the pericope. Within the
dispute (VV. 5b~10) Jesus' statement about the forgiveness
of sins provokes the reaction of the scribes and leads to
a question comparing the statement with the other one in
V.11, whereas to declare sins forgiven is the easiest to
say, it is not the easiest to prove. The command to get up
and walk, however, takes immediate effect and the miracle

is therefore used to support the claim made in V.10, The
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ambiguity in Vo9 is intended and provides the central

argument between history ~ Jesus' miracle - and the Gospel ~

that Jesus can forgive sins. The miracle story is presupposed

in the discussion21 but the purpose of the pericope now is

to assert Jesus! ability to forgive sinszz. The argument
moves forward from Jesus! healing of a paralytic in history
to the authority of the Son of Man to forgive sins on
carth3 _ &my hic yHc . The mention of the
Son of Man reveals a different dimension but one relevant
to earthly existence because of the historical activity of
Jesus on earth, The kerygmatic significance of Vo100 is
preserved by Mark -~ if the verse is not introduced by him -
without breaking the secret involved in Jesus'! historical
existence, which is the presupposition for this kerygma (thus
it is not true that the secret is absent from these conflict-
stories as Mark uses them24° In so far as Jesus? rejection
in his historicity is reflected in the debates so it is clear
that his messiahship, as proclaimed by the kerygma, is
concealed by history,

With this approach to Mark's narrative, as a
presentation of the relation in the kerygma between history
and the Gospel, must be contrasted the view of J, M. Robinson

that Mark interprets Jesus! life in eschatological terms,

rather than as has been asserted earlier in this discussion,

25
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that Jesus!' eschatology is interpreted by Mark christologically
from the standpoint of the Gospel, Thus Robinson26 speaks

of 'the truth of eschatological history in the debates! and

an 'ambiguity of a his torical situation! resolved by the
debates. 'Jesus reduces the confusion (i.e. over the truth of
the historical situation which is ambiguous, a confusion

caused by the evil intentions of the opposition) to clarity

S0 as to veveal the truth inherent in the historical situation!'.
This statement parallels an earlier one of Robinson on the
exorcism-narratives as an taffirmation of the presence of
eschatology in history.!

Against Robinson it should be said that Markfs concern
appears to be christological and to arise from a desire to
show the relation between history and the Gospel, not by
seeing the Gospel rooted in the history but by showing how
the Gospel affects one's judgments about the history itself.
Mark's intentions were not to reaffirm history, but to affirm
what the Gospel says of Jesus.

Robinson has taken scarcely sufficient note of Wrede
and has not taken seriously enoqghﬁthe evangelist's
christological concern27. For Robinson the alternatives
are either to seek a 'haven of refuge for contemplating

eternal truths' or to recognize a 'cosmic struggle taking
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place in history'ZS. It is not clear, however, that
these are the alternatives, despite Robinson's strong
criticism of the work of H. J. Ebeling29o Robinson's
concern with the 'new quest of the historical Jesus! seems to
be behind his preference in exegesis for seeing Mark's role
as 'historicizer! of the oral tradition aﬁd as such dependent
on a real history at the centre of Christian theology and at
the heart of the kerygma. But this does not exempt one from
discovering the kind of relationship between that history |
and the Gospel disclosed by the kerygma, nor from recognizing
the questionable character of the history in itself, when
set against the Gospel, Robinson's approach, not
surprisingly, leads him +to respect the position of
Schniewind as the 'best! interpretation of the views of
Karl Ludwig SchmidtBO. Thus '"the messianic secret" is
but an expression of an understanding of history which
embraces both the history of Jesus and the history of the
churcho'31o

But this approach ignores investigation of the place
of the secrecy~theme in the redaction of the gospel and its
implications with regard to the tradition. The theme reflects
rather the difficulties of history and the solution of those
difficulties in the Gospel. Mark's 'historicization!' of the

oral tradition recognizes these difficulties of history and
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their solution in the Gospel by including the theme of
secrecy. History is not ignored, but neither is it

bresented as other than it ise Thus Mark Presents the
christological understanding of the kerygma in his use of

the title the Son of Man, This term is not "historicized!

by Mark although it interprets Jesus! historical existence

and his personal significance, 'Historically it could only
have referred to a future figure other than Jesus himself,
Schweizer asserts that originally it was merely a reference
by Jesus to himself -~ if that is linguistically possible,

In the latter case, however, it would not have the force

and point which it has in Mark, It is with Mark's use of

the title that we are concerned, not with a possible
different use in Jesus' lifetimeBza Schniewind's
explanation33 is that the term was used ambiguously by Jesus
and could have been taken either as meaning 'man? generically,
oY as an indirect christological self~refer ence by Jesus,
This view, like that of Schwéizer, faces linguistic difficultieg?
as well as the fact that in Mark the term as applied to Jesus,
is clearly kerygmatic and christological and stands over
against Jesus' historical Situation while depending on it,

The debates reflect, therefore, the manner in which +the

Gospel overcomes the difficulties of history without denying

thems This is also the case with the messianic secret,
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In ii. 13 ff,. the tradition again bresents the historical

Jesus as the object of offence because of his association with
tax-collectors and sinners. His attitude to sinners is

shown in V.17 and is Justified by the previous kerygmatic
statement of V,10. Mark does not repeat a saying like

that in 'Q' at Matt. xi.19//Lk.vii.34 about the Son of

Man, but he presents the historical bPresupposition for that
saying and has repeated at V.10 the soteriological
Justification for the fact of Jesus' association with
sinners, The following of Jesus referred to in both

parts of this pericope (VVo 13f. and lef)35 must have been
originally the eschatological following of repentance, though
the conception develops in a christological direction in
connection with the following of Jesus by his disciples

(see Mk, x21, 28ff., and viii, 34fFf: in Mark the following
becomes 'for my sake and the Gospelt's - and cf.Mtt,. viiiy,1l9ff,
/Lke ix, 57ff.)}. The opposite would presumably be offence

at Jesus (cf.Mbtbt. xi.6/Lke. viio23), Both offence and
"following' were clearly possibilities in relation to

Jesus historically, but their significance is disclosed

by the Gospel in terms of Jesus'! berson and shown to be

crucial in the judgment before the Son of Man, (see Mk.viii¢38).
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The historical Jesus guarantees judgment and salvation in
accordance with one's attitude towards him., Both aspects
are disclosed by the Gospel, The history itself does not
involve the judgment but provides the presupposition for it
in the person of Jesuso Historical attitudes to the
historical Jesus are given fresh significance on another
plane in relation to the Son of Man. The historical
relationship with Jesus is not identified with a relationship
with the Son of Man, but the two are related through Jesus!
berson in response to the Gospel, It is the Gospel that
gives meaning to offence at and following Jesus (see vidiie
35, x. 39)o The Gospel proclaims the present significance
of the historical Jesus for the future salvation to be brought
by the Son of Man., Of course this will be seen later in the
gospel to depend on the passion, death, and resurrection

of Jesus by which it is possible to call him Messiéh and
identify him with the Son of Man. This identification

was not possible historically, and Mark does not try to
argue differently. He depicts the offence and contradiction
of Jesus!'! historicity as an essential aspect of the Gospel
itself, as well as insisting that it is this Jesus and no

other whom the Gospel proclaims. Jesus! identity for
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faith thus depends on his historical identity but goes
beyond it. Jesus is preached in the kerygma together with
his historicity - hence the form of the pericopae - but
Mark's gospel shows that that preaching goes beyond the
historical situation itself36’ 37. The togetherness -

or 'relation' - is within the kerygma itself and not in
history - i.e. in the Preceding historical situation of
Jesus, or é matter of succession. But the preaching of

the church presents the real éhallenge of Jesus now, within
history, where we are, together with the historical Jesus,
over against the future fulfilment. But this is so only
within the preaching and it is outside the history itself -
as historical succession. It is not permitted for us to
see the historical Jesus as the eschatological Son of Man
within history. But in the preaching about Jesus, based
on his preaching of the kingdom, we are faced with the
eschatological Son of Man himself, and our response is
crucial.

Thus it is through the kerygma that the historical
Jesus makes possible the forgiveness of sins on earth by
the Son of Man, and that Jesus is identified with the Son
of Man. This is in a kerygma which belongs ggggg Jesus'!
earthly life but presupposes that earthly life and proclaims

its significance. At the same time the Gospel demands more
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than a historical relation to Jesus. Jesus' own
eschatological preaching pointed beyond history, and this
eschatological challenge is taken up by the Gospel in
christological terms as his personal challenge, This is
the relevance of the Son of Man title. Mark does not present
Jesus 'as the one who acts truly in hisbry' in order to set
'the record étraight'§8 since the emphasis should not be

so much on the period of Jesus! earthly life. ®Eschatology
is not historicized in Mark, but christologized, Fuchs!
interpretation of Jesus the Christ as the end of history
and of its successive continuity, as standing within it,

is to be preferred, because in Mark christological assertions
about the person of Jesus are made the answer to the issues
both of history and of eschatology. It is 4in this way that
the kerygma proclaims Jesus as the Christ and that Mark
bresents him as the Christ, Jesus is not presented in

Mark as the Christ historicélly, but the historical Jesus

is pr;claimed to usy within history, as the Christ, in his
ultimate, eschatological demand on men over against history,
by the post-~resurrection Gospel, in which Jesus is brought
in meaningful relation with the Son of Man. Through Jesus

also thé Son of Man has relevance for uses We know that He

can forgive our sins on earth because Jesus, alongside us in
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history, healed the paraiytic and associated with sinners
as his own special mission (ii. 10, 17), although in
history he was, and is, exposed to offence as well as to
faith, This was his historical mission. It is possible
to object, with the scribes, at a man in history declaring
sins forgiven (V.7), but this declaration by Jesus is
validated by his association with the Son of Man, who can
forgive sins by his association with Jesus, who revealed
his authority in history by healing the paralytic. Wé

are faced here with that dialectic between history and the
Gospel with regard to the person of Jesus which has already
been mentioned, and which expounds the eschatological
challenge of Jesus from within history =~ a continuing history
- and makes the historical Jesus a proper object of faith
and confidence in terms of the Son of Man. Thus even in
this pericope, where the Son of Man is proclaimed, we have
the messianic secret of the historical Jesus, and the
pericope can be seen to fit Mark's plan and justify his
treatment of the kerygmatic tradition in its proclamation
of Jesus, Mark has emphatically not 'historicized! that
kerygmatic tradition as the secrecy-theme shows, but he
has shown the nature of its relationship to the historical

Jesus, The basis of that relationship is, after all,

not historical, but is to be found in the resurrection.
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There a real relationship is created and not merely
maintained, and the historical is seen on a new level,
together with the risen Jesus himself,

The next pericope (ii. 18ff) stresses the break between
the present and the period of Jesus' life caused by his
death. But it stresses also the import of his presence in
history. It does so from a christological point of view,
although this is an extension of the eschatological attitude
of Jesus during his lifetime, That attitude had caused offence
and marked off Jesus and his disciples from their contemporar-
ies, but it is justified by the Gospel, on the basis of a
christological understanding of Jesus' identity, in the new
emphasis on the person of the bridegroom. The significance
of Jesus' person, whether present or absent, is here
revealed, in reflection back on to Jesus'! lifetime, in the
contrast between the eschatological rejoicing of the
disciples then and the mourning which followed his
departure, The presence of the bridegroom was however
historically the secret of Jesus! life and preaching.,

But this is only made plain in the post-resurrection
kerygma, The fasting which followed Jesus! death revealgéd
the christological significance of the eschatological joy of

his lifetime., The debate is therefore a christological one
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and reflects the messianic secret involved in Jesus' life

and death, a secret which, as we shall see, is only

revealed to the disciples at the resurrection after Jesus'!
death, The disciples certainly show no awareness of this
here, and the theme of their lack of understanding, concerned
with Jesus' messiahship and bpassion with regard to Jesus!
lifetime, will be developed later in the gospel. But the
fact of Jesus' death already casts its shadow in Mark (not
only at ii.20 but also iii,6) and is clearly regarded as the
climax of the debates with scribes and Pharisees, seen in the
light of the historical offence of Jesus, which is both set
over against and presupposed by the Gospel,

Thus the debates reflect the dialectical relation of
history and the Gospel éﬁ?& regard to Jesus and are therefore
part of the theme of secrecy as it appears in Mark's gospel
as a whole, Of course the secret extends beyond Jesus!
life, as seen from V.20, in the christological fasting of the
disciples in his absence and before the parousia, The
dialectical relation between history and Gospel, which is
christologically based, takes over the eschatological
aspect of Jesus' life and teaching. The end of history
is expected in Jesus himself, as will be gathered from the

Marcan apocalypse. This explains why the Son of Man came to

be accepted very early as the most suitable title for
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Jesus, and explains its dialectical relation to the
historical Jesus at ii.10, 28, The secref allows for the
fact that the language of apocalyptic is used in Mark to
expound both eschatology and christology in relation to
history39. i1,18ff. sees the time of Jesus and that of

the church on one Plane and understands both christologically,
from the standpoint of the Gospel, This understanding will
be expounded in terms of apocalyptic. Both history and
eschatology are understood christologically from Jesus'
bpresence in history and his later fulfilment of history.
Theré is also a diaiectical relation between these two
essential aspects of Jesus in the gospel. These two
aspects are not confused, either by an eschatological
understanding of history, or by a historical understanding

of eschatology, because the christological aspect is

uppermost in Mark'!s work. The title Son of Man at ii.l10
retains its apocalyptic force and is only related to
earthly matters by the historical activity of Jesus. The
identity of Jesus with the Son of Man is in the Gospel

not in history. In the textual reading which distinguishes
Mark from either Matthew or Luke, it is sins ¢nt THe vhc
which are forgiven, and not the Son of Man éﬁ:TW;Yﬁs

who can forgive them, When J«M.Robinson says of ii lef.:hO
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"The confusing implications that eating with tax-gatherers
and sinners means advocating sin, is clarified as the action
of the doctor who is calling sinners (ii.16f). The illustration
is not left as a general principle, but rather is focused on
the coming of Jesus"; he forgets that even this is a
christological judgment made in the context of the kerygma,
though dependent on Jesus! his toricity. Thus too in ii.l18ff.
the rejoicing of the disciples is linked with Jesus!? historical
presence and their subsequent fasting with his departure, but
the christological aspect is more important than the historical
or the eschatological or any fusion between them,

This interpretation fits the questions survounding the
internal structure of the pericope in its present form,
as was the case with ii.iff. A debate about fasting was
at some time extendedhl. V.1l9b provides the link between
the original statement of V.19a and the new point in V.20,
The mention in V.20 of a subéequent period of fasting does
not fit with the original parabolic image of a wedding-
feast in V.l9ah2, neither does the new emphasis on the
presence or ébsence of the bridegrooth. The extension
in V.20 is two~fold, one in the direction of a stress on

the person of the bridegroom, the other towards a

differentiation of time between Jesus? life and after.
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But the latter is probably the basis for the former,

There is a reflection on the importance of Jesus!
historicity but not so much on the eschatological nature
of the time as on the significance of the person. A change
from an eschatological emphasis to a christological one

can be discernedhu. But there is no emphasis on the presence
of the 'eschaton' in history in Jesus' personh5. The
Gospel expounds the significance of Jesus within history

in terms of a fulfilment still to come, of which he is
nevertheless the guarantor. As Nineham saysh6, tonce
again the issue turns not on the abstract desirability

of some principle or practice, but on the identity of
Jesus, and the eschatological character of his coming;

"it is this the questioners have failed to discern.! The
'eschatological character of his coming' should be seen as
guaranteed in his person for the future. Meanwhile there
is a period of fasting before the future fulfilment, but

it is eschatological, based on a christological understanding
of Jesus' person, and as such is not inconsistent with the
earlier position but is one with it, resulting from the
secret of the Messiah's presence and absence which the
Gospel proclaims. Here we have the view of Mark about the

origin and basis of the Gospel. VV, 21f about what action
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is senseless or appropriate47 have their point here from
the presence of Jesus in history and what is appropriate
in relation to that as its meaning is expounded in the
Gospel,

The pattern in these disputes is becoming plain in
that the christological implications of Jesus'! historical
attitude, which was based on an eschatological viewpoint
which stood over against history but is now seen to have
depended on his own presence within history, are seen
be proclaimed by the Gospel in such a way that offence
at Jesus is seen as part of the messianic secret of Jesust
life and death and thus that his relation to the apocalyptic
Son of Man is also revealed. Our decision with regard
to the historical Jesus will be crucial in the judgement,
The passion is the ultimate illustration of that, as well
as being described as the ultimate confrontation between
Jesus and his opponentshso The passion is clearly relevant
to these debates (1ii.6).

A new point at issue appears in ii.23ff. and is
continued in iii,1ff. but the pattern is the same, The
historical Jesus!'! action as regards sinners was at issue

in the earlier pericopae, whilst here it is his treatment
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of the sabbath. His action in each case is soteriological
and its significanbe christological. In each case Jesus
causes offence by acting against God's ordinance or
infringing His prerogative, whilst virtually laying claim
to both, His action allows one to perceive the authority
of the Son of Man by which Jesus! action is Justified.
Jesus affirms the divine prerogative of forgiveness and
also declares the original purpose of the sabbath (ii°27);
All this has its justification with reference to the
expected Son of Man (V.28). The expectation of the

Son of Man has too its relevance from association with

the historical Jesus. Thus ii.28 belongs to the context
of the Gospel and only as such is relevant to the debate
it now brings to ;a close, These Son.of Man sayings

are not direct references to Jesus but are set over against
the traditién about Jesus, The EEouota of the Son of
Man (ii.10, 28) is seen as the answer to questions about
the  rouoia of Jesus (in i.22, 27 and within the
debates themselves). This depends however also on Jesus!
historical demonstration of that & ovoto . ‘JesuS'
earthly activity and christological statement are
interrelated in the Gospel about Jesus Christ,

In this way we see the function and literary relation
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of ii.10, 28 with regard to their context. There is nothing
to suggest a secret kept by Jesus himself with the use of

an ambiguous self-designation nor an originally non-
christological me aning with the sense of 'man3 in general,
The whole point of the sayings in Mark is christological

and their loose connection with the context suggests
secondary addition. The reference is clearly to a figure

of apocalyptic used with reference to Jesus himself. This
is only possible in the context of the post-resurrection
Gospel. This explains too the oblique reference to,

and indirect identification with, Jesus, in a context
describing his earthly life, which the third person
maintains. There is no hint of reinterpretation of
messiahship in a spiritual direction, mnor of the Son of

Man concept used in an earthly and historical sense

except in so far as both conceptions are brought in relation
to the historical Jesus, This relation remains however a
questionable one throughout Mark. It does not exist within
history, but in the post-resurrection Gospel., Here too

is the justification for the relationship posited between
Jesus and the Son of Man. That could not be obtained merely
from history itself even though it is the historical Jesus
who provides the content for the Son of Man expectation

and hope of the church, and who thereby guarantees his own
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eschatological proclamation. But faith is not put in the
historical Jesus as such. There is no external evidence
for the Gospel, There is é harder thing to believe than
that Jesus performed miracles, and the full implication of
those miracles requires the Gospel to expound it. The
debates stress Jesus! historical incognito as fundamentally

j as they stress the issue of Jesus' authority as expounded

W by the Gospel. Revelation and concealment exist side-by~-

side, as in Mark's gospel as a whole. That is dinevitable

in the theme of secrecy and lack of understanding and

not the result of an inconsistency in the evangelist's
intention, But, as Wrede has insisted, this duality is

i not explicable historically, but from the Juxtaposition of
history and Gospel, while against Wrede, it is imisted
that the secrecy does not stress the absolute
inconsistency of history and Gospel, if it admits their lack
of identity. Rather does it insist on the nature of the
relationship between them as well as on the dincognito
of the historical Jesus. The nature of the material
reflects its place in the kerygma of the church as well
as the character of Jesus' life, and the evangelist has
used it to bring out the relationship between that

kerygma and Jesus. This is the purpose of his 'historici-~
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zation! éf the kerygmatic tradition: to present it not
as a description of Jesus! life but as a description of
Jesus' life from the point of view of the kerygma and to
show how Jesus can be the subject of that kerygma. The
secret was needed to insist on the kerygma as well as

to preserve the incognito of the historical Jesus. Both
are equally stressed with regard to each other,

He J. Ebeling failed to see the stress on Jesus'
historicity in the secrecy-theme in Mark, a historicity
which could, however, only be given its proper significance
by the Gospel, But, as against J. M. Robinson, it must
be asserted that that significance is not seen in historical
terms. The messianic secret was given with the kerygma
itself ahd the meaning of the 'sign! of !'the appearance
of Jesus'49 needed expounding as soon as Jesus'
eschatological proclamation became included in the church's
Gospel. But the answer was not for Mark in terms of a
'historicization! of that Gospel but of the dialectical
relation between history and the Gospel which the
historicity of Jesus makes possible, This is the sole
Justification for Mark's work in that it preserves the
context of the kerygma and also takes account of history,

without making a false identification between the two,

The link is to be found in the person of Jesus himself,
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but only the post-resurrection Gospel could say So.
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(vi) Reaffirmation of the problem of the historical

Jesus, as basic to the Gospel,iii,7ff., 20ff.

The next main pericope ~ iii.20ff.- stresses the fact
that the question of Jesus! authority and identity is
raised by the history itself and is involved in his
historicity, though not answered by history. This is
brepared for by a further reference to exorcisms (VV. 11f),
which have already played a significant role, VV. 7ffa
also remind us of the general context of Jesus! 1life
and ministry, his healing and exorcism., Behind these
lies the identity of Jesus as Son of God (iii.11), which

Mark accepts as a description of the historical Jesus

_but does not admit as a description to be historically

discerned., Jesus is not to be, and is not, made known (V°12)o
The disciples, by whom he will be made known, appear in
VV.13ff possessed of two functions: the first is to be

with Jesus, and the second is to preach -~ wunplooeLy o~

and to have authority over demons, Both these #unctions

are related to Jesus, the first historically, the second
christologically, and this is the link between them, The
significance of the disciples in the gospel is made

plain in this two-fold function., Their preaching and

casting out of demons will be about, and in, the name of

Jesus. Their preaching, however, depends on their first
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being with him, The break came with Jesus! betrayval and
departure, itself broughtabout by a disciple (V.19)°

The issues so far raised in the gospel are collected
together in iii.20ff, This is a thematic collection of
different items of tradition and deals with the problem
of the historical Jesus. The point at issue is the authority é
and identity of Jesus and it arises primarily out of
another dispute with the scribes centred on the question
of Jesus' exorcisms., The christological implications
of exorcisms are already familiar to readers of the
gospel but not to Jesus' contemporaries, Jesus' historical

relationship to different groups of people, and their

attitudes towards him, are here at issue in a christological

context. The way in which the central pericope draws
together themes already possessing significance in Mark,
and shows thedir christological importance with regard to
the question of the relation between the Gospel and history,
is the explanation of its position in the gospel,
V420 sets the scene and V,21 introduces the question

of the offensive aspect of Jesus! historicity and the fact

that it is with the historically real Jesus that we are

here concerned; VV.22fFf, contain the dispute about the
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authority by-which Jesus casts out demons; and VV.31ff,.
show Jesus already with an inner group around him and even
those historically closest to him excluded. As LohmeyerI
says here for the first time in Mark there is a complete
concentration on tﬁe figure of Jesus, His historical identity
is plain, but this on its own is seen to be inadequate.

The Beelzeboul controversy in Mark is different in
quite significant respects from the 'Q!' version found
in Matthew and Luke, As Lohmeyer notes2 the initial
structure of the argument is different - c¢f. Mk.iii.23-26
with Mbtt. xii.25, 26//ik. xi. 17, 18. The 'Qf version
has an eschatological reference - see Mtt, xii.28/Lk. xi.20 -
and raises the general question of exorcisms among the Jews -
see Mtto xiio.27/Lk. xi.1l9., Markt!s conclusion raises in
return the issue of Jesus' authority using a different
version of a 'Q! saying apparently not part of this
pericope in 'Q?* - of. Lk. xii.10 and contrast Mtt. xii., 31f.
where both versions are given, Probably Matthew follows
Mark more closely and Luke follows 'Qf (see also Lk. xi 21f.).

Mark's version, compared with 'Q', shows concern
mainly for the christological implications of the
controversy. Mark omits the eschatological saying found

in Mtt, xii. 28/Lk. xi. 20. Instead he has a saying which
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stresses that Jesus' authority is from the holy Spirit and
not Beelzeboul, or an unclean spirit (vv.28f,, 30}, This
reveals the implications of offence at the histdrical
activity of Jesus; there will be no forgiveness, The 'Q!
versién stresses a difference between one's attitude to
the Son of Man - i,e., in 'Q!, the earthly Jesus ~ and
blasphemy against the holy Spirit - i.e. the Spirit of Jesus
in the kerygma. The 'Q' collection is of sayings Jesus
used in the service of the kerygma, with a conscious backe
reference to the historical Jesus, as their guarantee,
in the earthly Son of Man sayings. But there is a
difference between the historical Jesus as such and his
Spirit in the kerygma of the churchB. Mark does not make
this distinction here, although he is consciously writing
from the standpoint of the kerygma and not in historical
terms. He is concerned with Jesus as he is proclaimed
in the kerygma, but at the same time with a historical
Jesué who is proclaimed in the kerygma. He makes no
distinction between the time of Jesus and the time of the
church, although he does make a distinction between
/—\Eistory and the Gospel, Thus the historical Jesus as such
is seen as subject to offence but the Gospel shows us the

christological implications of such offence. Mark is not
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writing an account of Jesus' life, but showing the relation
which exists between the historical Jesus and the Gospel,
Therefore there is no description in Mark of Jesus as the
Son of Man on earth4 in distinction from the kerygma; but
the historical Jesus is brought into relation with the

Son of Man expectation and vice~versa, Also, Jesus!

life is not described in eschatological terms but the
significance of Jesus! eschatological preaching is shown
in relation to the christological interpretation of the
Gospel, Mark writes an account of the historical Jesus

to show how one and the same decision has to be made

with regard to Jesus and the Gospel in the kerygma. In
Mark the historical Jesus and the Gospel are related

by the conception of the holy Spirit5° The eternal
anathema is related to non-perception of the authority

of Jesus in rejecting the witness to him of the Spirit.
But this is for Mark something brought about by the Gospel
with regard to Jesus in the preaching of Jesus in the
church kerygma, and not historically visible., But at

the same time the Spirit is not separated from the
historical Jesus himself. The Spirit is seen as the authority
of the historical Jesus, even if not a visible one, and
one which demanded secrecy (see Mk, i.10f,, 12f,, 23f., 34

iii. 11, 22ff.,, 29f.). This concealment remains in the
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breaching of the church before the pParousia, but that

Preaching is then specifically about Jesus and in the

power of the holy Spirit. This preaching is also the

task of those who do the will of God as the successors

of those who surrounded and followed Jesus (see Mk, iii.

14f., 34f.). Jesus is both the revealed, and the concealed,

Messiah in the power of the Spirit as proclaimed by the

Gospel, Thus there is no distinction in Mark between Jesus

and the Spirit, or between the time of Jesus and the time

of the Spirit, because Mark's concern is with the

crucial challenge of the person of Jesus, present in

history and proclaimed by the church which is understood

in terms of the divine Spirit., He had, however, first to

fulfil his destiny as the suffering and risen Lord and

thus become the Son of Man. But the concealed and revealed

challenge of Jesus by the Spirit is then seen to be not a

matter of history but of the Spirit at work in the kerygma.,
The fact that Mark does not refer at iii.28 to the

earthly Jesus as the Son of Man despite the evidence of

'Q* for this saying, is significant in view of earlier

remarks on ii.10, 28, He makes no use of the characteristic

'Q' material about the earthly Son of Man - although in

this pericope he shows knowledge of parallel m terial
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containing such a reference, Thus he does not - as do
Matthew and Luke in order to accommodate this material -
lay special emphasis on the period of Jesus' earthly
life or,refer to his activity as the earthly activity of
the Son of Man. He is aware of the difficulties of the
Son of Man material and of its primary reference to an
apocalyptic figure with whom Jesus is associated in the
kerygma. This shows that the earthly Son of Man material,
peculiar to 'Q' is special material on its own and is
connected with the particular context and purpose of the
'logiat collecﬁion of 'Q'6. The christological use of
the title, as given to Jesus himself - whatever use he
may or may not have made of it himself - appears to
belong to the preaching activity of the church and its
christological reflection. The difficulties of seeing
it, in the varied forms in which it appears in the gospels,
as a single conception going back to Jesus himself as a
mode of self~designation have been already mentioned

in chapter I in the discussion of the work of Wrede and
Bultmann., The relation between the future, apocalyptic
reference of the title preserved in some sayings, and
the direct earthly and historical reference of it to
Jesus, found in 'Q', could only be within the context of

church christology =~ this is so even if one aspect is
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regarded as authentic for the preaching of Jesue himself,
The different references seem, howe?er, explicable from
different contexts in church preaching and Mark has
concentrated on the abocalyptic referenceythe original point
of the title, only referring it directly to Jesus by
way of the cross and resurrection. The use of @' din
Matthew and Luke required a different approach to the
title to bring those sayings into relation with the
apocalyptic material, and discussion of this belongs to
chapters three and four. This relation is, however, only
brought about within the framework of those two gospels,
Mark gives no hint of how the'title might be referred, to
Jesus, apart from the particularly Marcan passion and
resurrection ,sayings in the latter half of the gospel,
which will be discussed later in their context. Tt has
been shown that ii.10, 28 are again particularly Marcan,
a‘special case, and are not, strictly speaking, earthly
Son of Man sayings at all, since, in historical terms, they
would have to be taken as references by Jesus to another
figure, unlike the 'Q! sayings. Their reference to
Jesus is kerygmatic.,

There is reflected an actual fact of secrecy about

the messiahship of the historical Jesus and his identification
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with the expected Son of Man which is admitted by
Sj8berg, But this is the result of ascription of
messiahship to a crucified man despite that fact, and

the identification of the Son of Man with a historical
persoh7. This state of affairs is reflgcted in

Mk. viii, 38 -~ which may be based on an original utterance
of Jesus found in *'Qt', 1k. xii.8f.8 - 8et over against the
question of his messiahship and passion in viii. 27ff., and
in xive. 62 in the same kind of context., The combination
of the concepts of Messiah and Son of Man is also plain
in xii. 35ff. But this depends on a back-reference to

a Jesus who is already believed to be the exalted Lord on
the basis of faith in his resurrection after crucifixion.
There is no trace of a spiritualization of the concept

of messiahship or reinterpretation of the concept of the
Son of Man which might have been made by Jesus himself to
fit the two together and apply them to himself., This is
so even if he preached a coming Son of Man (as T8dt and
Hahn think) or used the title as a special mode of self-
designation (as E. Schweizer thinks on the basis of the
'Q' material)., The factual difficulty of the identification
however remains in the Gospel and will remain till the
parousia. This fact is reflected throughout Mark and is

basic to his christology and his presentation of the
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relation between history and the Gospel with regard to

the historical Jesus, It is also implicit in the traditional
material which he uses, as well as being brought out in
his use of the material. The pPresence of Son of Man
sayings in the first half of Mark should have contradicted
those who sought a developing self-proclamation - or
self—coﬁsciousness of Jesus in the text. There is no
evidence in Mark of Jesus seeing himself as the Son of
Man concealed on earth. Whether this conception appears
in Matthew or Luke as a result of their use of the

earthly Son of Man sayings in 'Q' will be investigated

in the following two chapters.,
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(vii) The 'parables! of Jesusj Jesus and the

kingdom of God - iv 1=,

This chapter as we now have it is the construction of
the evangelist1; As Jeremias says, basic to it are
three parables - VYV, 3ff,, 26ff,, 30ff., to which were added
vv. 10, 13-20 and 33, Mark is probably responsible for
Vv. 1f., 11f., 21~23, 24f,, and 34°%.  As Jeremias says
we can discern clearly the various stages in the
develobment of the tradition: Jesus.... the early church....
the evangelist, We can discern toothow the kerygma of
Jesus became part_of the kerygma about Jesus, and was then
incbrporatea inté %he gospel which looked back to the
one through the other and thereby showed the relationship
between the Gospel and the historical Jesus.

This development is reflected in the change of
sense which has occurred in the point and purpose of the
parables. From being stories told to illustrate and
explain points, the word 'parable!' has come to mean the
same as 'masal' in Hebrew, or 'mathla' in Aramaic, i,e.
triddlet, As such they need explanation, and the
explanation is only given to an 'in-group' of disciples,
This understanding fits with the gospel's presentation
of the historical Jesus using the device of the messianic

secretB. The historical secret of Jesus! identity

in relation to the Gospel was demonstrated in the
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preceding three chapters, with iii.20~35 bringing to

a climax both the christological significance of the
exorcisms, and the point of the conflict stories., In
chapter four Jesus! eschatological preaching is again

in question, again bringing in the disciples of Jesus,

The interest of the material included consists in its
significance for the question of the relation between

the Gospel about Jesus and the preaching of the historical
Jesus, as already shown at i. 14f. The christological
implications of Jesus'! parabolic utterances have already
been hinted at in iii.23, and the christological importance
of the disciples at iii.31ff,

In accordance with Jeremias' analysis of chapter iv
the earliest material is in the three parables, ‘These
represent the eschatological preaching of Jesus which has
been incorporated into a context where the concern is
christological. Jesus' earthly preaching was eschatological
in that its subject was the near approach of the kingdom
of God, demanding a final and unconditional response in
the present to that preaching. The nature of this response
was crucial for one's standing in that kingdom. This can
be discerned in the parable of the sower and Jesus' demand

for repentence in i.15.
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But this preaching contains awareness that
nothing apart from Jesus! pfeaching gives evidence of
the near approach of the kingdom and that decision is to
be made on the basis of that preaching alone. The parables
argue this case. The improbability of what is asserted in
the preaching must not be taken to affect the certainty of
its ultimate verification. The outcome will provide that
verification. The point of the parables is the relation
between Jesus! bPreaching and what it proclaimed, taking
into account the fact that the relation between the two
was not apparenth. The stress lies on the present
acceptance of the demands of the kingdom of God rather
than on a description of the relation between the present
and the future or of the kingdom itselfs. The present
pPreaching of Jesus was the sole guarantee of the kingdom.
The parables are not about response to God'!'s demands and
‘his coming kingdom in general, but about their relation
to Jesus' preaching at that time. The first parable is
concerned with that preaching in relation to the varied
response it receives, which, it is argued, does not
affect the certainty that the right response will find its
:fulfilment in the kingdom. It is not suggested that the

preaching itself is followed by a period of growth
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resulting in the kingdom. The emphasis is on argument

and exhortation. The connection between Jesus! preaching
and the kingdom is by way of man's decision in the present
with regard to Jesus! preaching, seen as crucial with
regard to that kingdom,

What Mark includes is, therefore, the significance of
Jesus'! preaching in relation to the kingdom of God and of
men's response to it., Part of the bPresupposition of the
Gospel is this historical preaching of Jesus and men's
response to it., But its importance is now in terms of
Jesus! person and the significance of the response to his
preaching reveals the messianic secret,

The earlier redaction of this material, which can be
discerned in VV. 10, 13ff., shows that it had already been
used in the context of church 1life with the emphasis on
berseverence., The formal pattern of a question by the
disciples followed by private instruction shows recognition
of the fact that Jesus! sayings and parables require
exposition in thé context of church life with fresh
understanding and application. Catechetical instruction
could have provided the setting for this kind of question
and answer. But the original meaning and christological

implications of the parable are obscured in concern with
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a church situation where falling away was common. The
resulting differentiation of four kinds of earth misconstrues
the original point, causing inconsistency in the original
elements of the parable between the significance of the
seed, the ground and the crop. This should answer any
argument to the effect that the interpretation was merely
another use of the parable by Jesus himselfé vii.17ff.
in fact shows that’the form of the redaction here was a
common one in the early church for the application to its
own problems of sayings of Jesus7,

Mark has taken over the theme of the disciples?
questioning'of Jesus and made quite different use of it,
This can be seen in VV;11f° which are an intrusion
masquerading as an answer to the question about the
parable of the sower, This parable has become
representative of parables generally and of Jesus!
preaching in particular. It is seen as describing Jesus!
breaching é!ﬂamwOMﬂt in its effect on the hearers, V.10
has become a question about parables in general and in
VV.11f. the word nopaforf is used in a further sense
in relation to the ultimate effect of Jesus! preaching8

o

The discussion is not about Jesus' method of teaching in
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parables as such. Mark has built upon the disciples!

lack of understanding of the parable of the sower in the
form of the tradition, and on certain aspects of the sower
parable itself. The earlier interpretation of the sower
parable had already related Jesus! preaching with the
church and this relation has become more important in
Mark's furthertbedaction. Secfet revelation is said to
belong to the church as inheriting the privileges of the
disciples.

The concern here is with the relation between Jesus!
eschatological preaching and the church kerygma. The
'mystery of the kingdom of God'! holds both together, and
is what is communicated to Jesus' disciples in the church .
What is revealed is the significance of Jesus' person. The
questionableness or improbability of Jesus! preaching to
which the parables are addressed, is identified as the
'myétery of the kingaom of God! understood in terms of
Jesus' preaching of the kingdom of God. This is how VVv.11f
relate to the parable of the sower,

The mystery is not, however, so much thepresence of
the kingdom with the person of Jesus during his lifetime
as the fact that the kerygma of the church reveals the
christological implications of Jesus! preaching of the

kingdom of Gods VV.11f. do not stress the presence of the
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kingdom as such, since this would, in the context of the
kerygma, imply later growth., The mystexry of the kingdom
is rather what the Gospel reveals, from Jesus' preaching,
of the significance of his person.

VV. 11f. stress the position of the disciples in
relation to this mystery as those who were with Jesus and
later preached about him, This, at the same time, stresses
the secret in Jesus' lifetime and the disciples!' dinability
to perceive it. At the same time it does not fit with the
fact that, during his lifetime, Jesus did not behave in
an esoteric mamner, as his openness to outcasts shows.
This is so even though his attitude to the 'righteous!
might suggest a reversal of previous Jjudgments according
to a new criterion. VV,11f., cannot therefore refer to
Jesus'! actual behaviour in teaching during his lifetime
but to the ultimate outcome in the Gospel, Jeremiast?
argument that VV.11f belong to a later period of Jesus!
life does not hold, and does not take the significance
of their position seriously enough, since the idea that
there was a later period in Jesus! 1life where these
verses might have been appropriate is purely an
inference from Mark, when Mark himself places these

verses earlier! This is the same as the discussion of
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1i.10, 28, which cannot be said to be out of place
when we have only Mark's order as a guide,
VV.11f. should be taken as referring to the end~-

result rather than the purpose of Jesus' bpreaching.,

phnote

9

to the effect of Jesus! preaching”, They are programmatic
in their present position and refer to the ultimate effect
of Jesus' preaching. Any other original setting cannot
now be conceived., The special teaching of the disciples
in VV, 13ff. is the reason for their inclusion here,
But this does not avoid the contemporary failure of the
disciples to understand. But the verses could have
originally referred to the disciples!' acceptance in their
following of Jesus of the problematical character of
Jesus! preaching of the kingdom of God as expressed in
the parables10°

The significance of that pbreaching is only perceived
later in relation of Jesus! person., The whole question
of revelation and the relation between the Gospel and
Jesus' life and preaching are involved. Jesus' parables

look forward to a future revelation based on the present,

which will come to those who accept what is given in the

—
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present, whereas VV. 11f look back to what has been
received on the basis of acceptance of what Jesus gave.,
There is a link between the later understanding of the
relétion between the Gospel and Jesus! preaching and
Jesus' understanding of the relation between his present
preaching and the future. Jesus had not taught
esoterically but as the parables show he had accepted the
fact that his Preaching appeared to be without foundation
but asserted that it would later be Justifieds This has
been reinterpreted in terms of his relation with the
Gospel. Hence his pPreaching can be described as being
'in riddles', on the basis of the parables, and to bear
witness to the 'mystery of the kingdom of God.! To be
faithful te Jesus! understanding of the relation between
present and future, as expressed in the parables, it is
incorrect to reinterpret them in terms of the presence of
the kingdom with Jesus or in terms of growth, but right
to interpret them with regard to the relation between
Jesus and the Gospel. Thus the 'mystery of the kingdom?
is the christological one of the significance of Jesus'
person.

It is the dialectic between history, i.e., Jesus!
eschatological preaching in history, and the Gospel that

reveals the 'mystery of the kingdom of God,! 11 It is
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not something present within history, but it is something
implied in Jesus! Preaching and which is explicit in the
Gospel. The parables were not meant to conceal anything,
nor havé they a secret meaninglz but in so far as they
Presuppose a present concealment over against a future
revelation, they can represent the secret of Jesus! person
in his preaching as revealed by the Gospel. Mark again
finds the basis for the Gospel within Jesus! own life and
breaching in the same way as the kingdom is related in the
parables to Jesus! breaching. VV. 11f are a demonstration
of Loisy's statement that 'Jesus broclaimed the kingdom of
God and the church was the resulto} This fulfilment of
God's rule in the Gospel about Jesus is reflected in Mark
and in his doctrine of the secret.

Marxsen is rightl3 that here is no "theory" about
barables as such but a reflection of the situation of the
evangelist and of the relation between the Gospel about
Jesus and Jesus! Preaching of the kingdom of God. This
means that the secret appears from that relation and that
it is therefore a simplification to see the secret present
in the history :’ut:selfollL Mark's secrecy-theme is an
exposition of the real relation between history and the Gospél
with regard to Jesus, and any historical exposition of it is

a hypothesis, because it ignores the facts of the relation
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between the Gospel and Jesus' life and the circumstances
of the creation of the church, as these are reflected in
Mark. It also fails to take seriously enough the secrecy
with regard to Jesus! historicity.

The nature of the secret is reflected in the collection
of sayings in VV, 21ff., which serve to introduce and expound
the two concluding parables. These sayings must have
programmatic and interpretative significance, since it is
not Mark's practice to insert sayings material without its
have significance in the plan of his gospel., 1TIn the parables
which follow, the ‘mystery of the kingdom of God' is its
relation to the preaching of Jesus, But VV. 21f. assert
that what is there hidden will come to light., Jesus preaches
the word (see Vell; after that it depends bn the hearers
(VV. 23ff.j. In the Gospel it is still to Jesus and Jesus!
Preaching that one must respond, yet in a way not made known %o
his contemporaries. Even in the Gospel the 'Mystery! rémains,
but it is a mystery of Jesus himselfs The Gospel leads back
to Jesus, but by doing so it discloses the secret of his
identity. The dialectic between bresent and future remains
in the dialectic between history and the Gospel, and the
central point is Jesus himse1f15° This means that there is
no emphasis on the time of Jesus, but only on Jesus himself,

He is both promise and fulfilment, the sole sign of the
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kingdom and the point of decision16. But this is disclosed
in and by the Gospel and is not to be seen in the past;
it is Jesus himself, the historical Jesus, to whom the
"kerygma" now bears witness, But in history his relation
to this "kerygma" remains hidden, The relationship is a
dialectical one, just as in the parables, between the
beginning and the endy there is nougrowth or prolepsis.
There is not even growth from a period of concealment to
one of revelation, and Mark is not describing a period of
concealment but the relation between history and the Gospel
as regards Jesus. It is this relation which involves
both concealment and revelation, Both concealment and
revelation exist together in relation to Jesus in the
Gospel and both depend on Jesus having preached the
'mystery of the kingdom of God.!

This ié the mystery which appears in the parables
VV. 26ff,, 30ff. When these are repeated they stand for
the mystery of Jesus breaching, which only the Gospel can
expound. These parables appear on two levels since they
represent Jesus' actual preaching in history and his

relation to the Gospel. They do not assert the actual

bresence of the kingdom, or of the Gospel, in Jesus! lifetime,

or the beginning of either, but the fact that secrecy was



176,

integral to that l1life and that only later is its nature
made plain. What follows depends on what went before, There
is a real relation between the Gospel and Jesus' preaching.

An interesting secondary development is discernible in
V.29, which must refer to the action of God. This was not
the case in the parable, where the man is only incidental
to the imagery. V.29 introduces an allegorical element not
present in the original parable. This kind of development
does not affect the treatment of the parables by Mark, wheo
preserves the contrast between present and future in the
parables in the present and past of the Gospel, with probably
a glance further forward to the consummation. But Matthew
has replaced this parable and VV, 21ff. by =xiii. 24ff., which
he clearly takes allegorically with reference to the Son of Man
and a process reaching from the preaching of Jesus to the
parousia - see xiii. 37ff.

For Matthew the parables EEEQ 'riddlesi - see xiii.1l0, 13,
where there is a 'parable-theoryf -~ whilst for Mark the
parables are used to expound the fact that, for outsiders,
everything is in riddles, and this covers the whole life of
Jesus apart from the Gospel., The term 'riddlef in ivell
is not for Mark a definition of a parable in itself. But the
parable of the sower has become representative of Jesus!
preaching, and of his whole activity, in relation to the

Gospel (cf. iv. 13). The time of Jesus was the time of
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sowing, but, as in the parables themselves where the present
time of Jesus! preaching is set against the coming of the
kingdom, when placed in relation to the Gospel, it is what

has been called a 'punctum mathematicum'. It is a time

without definition of its own, which is nevertheless crucial
for all time, and is to be used to calculate the ultimate
significance of all timeg Its eschatological quality is,
however, derived from christology, because of one factor;
the person of Jesus himself.17 This is the secret or mystery
of the kingdom which the Gospel expounds and reveals as a
mystery only to be fully revealed'at the last day. This
makes it possible to call what the gospel describes as

the dpyf of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, the point of
origin and the pPresupposition of that Gospel, from which it
comes and to which it must return in the person of Jesus,.
This is the relation between the history of Jesus and the
Gospel which is expressed by Mark., Because of this relation
the whole 1life of Jesus has become parabolic, in the sense
that its full significance is not to be discerned in its
surface structure, just as Jesus'! parables themselves come
to have greater significance subsequently, Yet there is

a relation between the surface structure and what is to be

discerned beyond it, The +%wo must be held together even




178,

when differentiated. The parables point to the basic
situation of Jesus in the eschatological relatiéon between
Present and future which they describe, and it is this
situation which becomes crucial in the relation between
history and the Gospel., The 'Zeitverstdndnis' of Jesus and
that of the Gospel are identical and depend on the situation
of Jesus. But within this there is a necessary differentiatign
of times, as well as the fact that the preaching of Jesus
himself is different from that of the Gospel, but each depends
on, and is related to, the other because of the basic situation
of Jesus' himself with regard to both. Thus there is no
secret presence of the kingdom18 or of Jesus' messiahship
within history as the explanation of that presencel9 since
that understanding of the mystery ignores the differentiation
of times witnessed to by the parables, But there is the
mystery of the kingdom of God in its relation to Jesus!
preaching which becomes the mystery of Jesus!? messiahship

in the relation between the Gospel and Jesus! preaching. In
this way is Jesus the Christ, parabolicallyzo. For this

his historicity, and the historicity of his message, are
crucial, but they are set against something more, the

kingdom itself and the Gospel of Jesus Christ which are not

absorbed in his historicity, though he is himself of central
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importance to both., The mystery remains mystery even in the
Gospel, and it is only disclosed in the dialectical relation
between history and Gospel to faith.,

Mke ive 33f. are constructed to round off the section
with a reference back to Jesué' teaching. V.33 seems to be
connected with VV, 9 and 14ff and V. 34b seems to refer to
Jesus!' private teaching of disciples as described in VV, 10,
13ff. V. 34a seems to reflect the idea of the parables as
a veiled method of teaching the crowds as opposed to thé
open manner of teaching the disciples as implied in VV, 11f,
The teaching is a summons which is réceived according to the

capacity of the hearers (V. 33b, ¢f, VV.9 and 23f.),
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(viii) The historical Jesus and faith, - Mk, iv. 35-vi.b.

In this section there are a number of miraecle stories,
but Mark's concern is not with miracles as such but with the
possibiiities of faith in the historical Jesus, just as in

the preceding section Mark was not concerned with Jesus!
teaching in parables as such, but with the relation between
the two situations of the Gospel and the preaching of Jesus,
At the same time faith is not required in the historical
Jesus as a miracle-worker, or in the miraculous character
of Jesus' life. The miracles in this section are incidental
to or merely illustrative of the demands of faith in Jesus,
and do not themselves demand faith. The miracle stories
are parables of faith in Jesus. As Schniewind says1, the
miracles say nothing about Jesus other than what might be
said of a prophet or hellenistic preacher, They might even
be offensive when posited of Jesus - see vie 1-6. Yet this
shows what is required is faith in Jesus and not in the miracles
themselves, The miracles are no difficulty to Mark, whereas
faith in Jesus might be aifficulto The position is the same
as in the preceding section, The miracles illustrate
contemporary faith in Jesus and this is now proclaimed in the
kerygma where faith in Jesus is required, Jjust as in the
preceding section the demands of Jesus in face of the

imminence of the kingdom of God were seen as renewed in
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the demands made on behalf of Jesus' person by the Gospel,

The 'beieinander'! of the historical Jesus and the kerygma in

the Gospel, and not just a 'nacheinander' is again in

evidencez.

ive. 35ff. presents the issues of faith and of the identity
of Jesus (vaﬂOf.). It does so in a story about the disciples,
saved from drowning whilst with Jesus in a boat. The disciples!
lack of faith at the time illustrates the demands of faith in
Jesus., Its interest lies beyond the situation itself because
the closing question of the disciples is the crucial one
which #eceives no answer in the‘present context. It is a
guestion which demands the kerygma for an answer, and is the
crucial question for this section., The miracle itself is
taken for granted, but this only leads to the questione
The question is equally plainly about Jesus himself, Whatever
answer is given it will have to be about Jesus and be related
to the situation described., It will have to explain Jesus!
role in the miracle. The Gospel must expound the significance
of the historical Jesus as the history itself fails to expound
it, but it does so in answer to the questions of history, In
s0 doing it explains the demand for faith in the historical
Jesuss Thus 'the healing narratives are not (merely) narratives
of healing but are told to illustrate the power of faith

which Jesus calls into bein,g'3 and this is true of this
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pericope as programmatic for those which follow. The
'question of faith is the question of christology, that is

of the identity of Jesus, which arises out of that of soteri~
ology, that is of the significance of Jesus for faith by which
he is experienced as Saviouroh This is why the miracle
stories are so important for Mark since they illustrate the
christological significance of the question of faith as it
arises in the context of miracle, By so doing they also
illustrate the relation between history énd the Gospel with
regard to Jesus., The Gospel reveals the significance of

Jesus and demands faith in his person, not in history or
ﬁiracles, The miracles show how this faith must operate,

It operates in relation to Jesus as mediated by the Gospel,

It must not depend on miracles, Herein lies the point of

the element of secrecy, It consists in the dialectical
relation between faith and the historical Jesus as expressed
in Mke iv. 41 in relation to V.40. Tt is not to hide the
earthly activity of the Son of Man5 - which would be pointless,
It is the existence of any relation between Jesus and the

Son of Man which is the explanation of the theme of
concealment (see Mk, viii°38)°6 It is this relation too
which is used to explain Jesus' own relation to his proclamation

of the kingdom of God. In Mark there is no more a
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conception of Jesus as the concealed Son of Man on earth

than of a concealed kingdom of God in history, The
combination of these two conceptions togethér as an

explanation of the messianic secret in purely historical

terms is criticized by T6dt7. Christology expounds eschatology
by means of the dialectical relation between the Gospel

and the historical Jesus, This relation is expounded in
thisbsection of the gospel of Mark with regard to the

question of faith,

In v.1ff we have another exorcism~narrative in which
Jesus! identity is recognized by the demon (V.7). The fact
that Jesus is alone probably explains the lack of a command
to silence., But Jesus' incognito is preserved here by his
very conformity to the image of the Hellenistic exorcist
(vv. 14~17). Faith is not a suitablecategory in an exorcism,
but the story draws attention to the power of Jesus to save
(vv. 19f). VVo19f. involve personal testimony not evidence
of a miracle, Faith can only be a response to that power and
not a marvelling at the miracle. The secondary placing of
this pericope here is in this case shown by the change #fom
plural to singular between VV, 1 and 2 and cfo VV. 21 and 31,

The identity of the historical Jesus as the one in
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whom one must believe is clear here but his very historicity

reveals the demands of faith
for his contemporaries, The
for the Hellenistic world as
lessen the demands of faith.

a miracle or in Jesus' power

above his historical appearance
actual miracles are explicable
for our own in ways which

Faith is not to be faith in

to work miracles? but must be

response to Jesus as the awakener of faith, who also answers

it9o It is this that these miracle stories illustrate. The

faith referred to in the two miracle stories of veli1ff, is

prior to the actual miracles and related entirely to Jesus?

persoh (see VV. 34, 36). It

is this which binds these two

stories together, The insertion of one in the other is not

for historical reasons since

one does not really fill a

necessary gap -~ there is no gap between the ruler's

departure and the death of the child which is not filled by

the Jjourney itself,10 or by his conversation with Jesus and

the return journey (cf. similarly iii.22ff, and 21, 31€f.,

and vi., 14FfFf, and 7413, 30fF.

}. The faith of both the woman

and Jairus is that of finality, where all else has failed,

and against all expectation,

gives no comfort to Jairus,

The healing of the woman

The healing only occurs for

those directly involved in the faith-situation (see VVe 31, 40)9
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To others everything is a riddle (VV,39,40a). The faith

is awakened by Jesus and answered by him, Even then the
miracle itself must not be discussed (V.43), although it
could hardly be hid., It is, however, always possible

to take V,39 literarily. To tell of the miracle would

not make faith unnecessary or provide a short-cut to ity

but it might make faith impossible, Faith must be in the
impossible and is itself impossible with regard to the
possible, There is to be no proclamation of Jesus'! miracles,
Faith is not asked for in an 'eschatological action

1T¢ The structure of

constituting the Markan history!
faith must be the same now as then, and be related to

Jesus himself, This is what constitutes the miracle, Thus
there is no point in a secret about the miracles themselves,
The point is that miracles must not take the place of

faith, to which they bear witness,

Any idea that this part of Mark stresses the miraclee
working character of Jesus!'! life ought to be dispelled by
vi. 1=6, which rounds off this section. vi. 1-~6 does not
belong to the next section as both Lohmeyer12 and Schniewind
14

think13. But there is a lack of historical connection

with what precedes, vi. 1 is merely an attempt at connection,
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The pericope contains one of the important questions
(vi.2) which punctuate Mark's gospel throughout and indicate
the point of a particular narrative for.the general theme
(cf., already, 1,27 - based on i.22 -, ii.?7, ii.16, 4ii.18,
ii.24, iv.41, and see later viii.27, 29, ix.10, 11, xii.35
(by Jesus), xiv. 61)., The question is not merely the result
of a natural ('fleshly')} acquaintance with Jesus, but is
concerned with the historical Jesﬁs as such., It witnesses
to offence at the working of miracles by a human person
and points to the requirement of faith, without which
miracles are not only_impossible but meaningless, Jesus'
historicity is shown to be ground for offence, but also
illustrates the requirements of faith in him. Yet no
historical account about him, with or without miracles,
will do instead. It is better indeed that miracles are
not reported (v.43). Mark clearly believed in the miracles
of Jesus, but did not‘equate that with faith in Jesus.,

Even he is not reporting Jesus'! miracles for their own
sake, but to illustrate the demands of faith, His point
here is not like that of Matthew (xiiiOSS)-who simplifies
the Marcan secrecy motif here and throughout in a purely
historical direction, that Jesus did not, or could not,

perform miracles apart from faith - but one concerned with

the nature of faith in Jesus as such (see vi.5,6 and VV,.2f. ).
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This is because his concern is with the relation between
the Gospel and the historical Jesus and hence in that
between faith and the historical Jesus. The nature of the
element of secrecy here and in the disputes earlier shows
that it is no mere literary device or historical theory

but an integral part of the relation described. He is

not concerned so much with the contemporary view of Jesus
except in so far as it helps to an understanding of faith
in Jesus now and as part of that historicity with which we
must reckon. This is the heart of the 'scandal! of faith
and of the Gospel of Jesus Christ and not the spiritualized
version of 'familiarity breeds contempt'! seen here by
:Schniewind15 and it is the whole point of the Marcan
narrvative, as well as the explanation of Mark's use of the
theme of secrecy, Mark is concerned that the Gospel

is about this Jesus and not whether Jesus was historically
recognized as Messiah. TFor Mark it was impossible that

he should have been so, adequately,during his lifetime,

or should ever be so purely on the basis of history as

the secrecy theme shows., *Scandal' is an essential part of
his historical incognito which only the Gospel discloses with
full force. Indeed it is precisely this historical,

scandalous, and unknown Jesus that is for Mark the Messiah,
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It is this Jesus in whom we are called to have faith, not
on the basis of the miracles, but just like those whom
Jesus healed. It is not even enough to argue, like Burkill,
that the idea is that of a period of concealment since,
apart from the Gospel, the historical Jesus Eﬁméiﬁﬁ
concealed and is seen as concealed apart from faith. This
is the case until the parousia (see Mk, viii,38, xiii) and
while history lasts. It is the relation between the
historical Jesus and the Gospel, in each aspect of
concealmenf and revelation, that is Mark'!s concern. This
is clear in the fact that his narrative is built on a
kerygma which combines historical tradition with preaching
of the Gospel.

History has, therefore, its place as defining the
Jesus in whom one is asked to believe. But it cannot
provide external proof for the Gospel nor be used as a
support for faith, though it is essential to both. Indeed it
is the Gospel which must rescue the history from scandal, and
faith which must refuse to be ashamed of the historical
Jesus, But his tory itself involves both for the Gospel, and
Jesus' life can only illustrate that fact and the secrecy-

theme witnesses to it. Yet it is still insisted that






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































