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Woord vooraf 

Als je op je tocht naar Ithaka vertrekt, 
smeek dat je weg heel lang mag zijn, 

vol avonturen, vol ervaring. 
… 

Houd altijd Ithaka in je gedachten. 
Daar aan te komen dat is je bestemming. 

Maar overhaast de reis volstrekt niet. 
Beter dat die vele jaren duren zal, 

en dat je, oud al, landen zult op het eiland, 
rijk met alles wat je onderweg hebt gewonnen, 

niet verwachtend dat Ithaka je rijkdom geven zal. 
Ithaka gaf je de mooie reis. 

Zonder dat eiland was je niet op weg gegaan. 
Verder heeft het je niets meer te geven. 

En als je het armelijk vindt, Ithaka misleidde je niet. 
Zo wijs als je bent geworden, met zoveel ervaring, 
zul je al begrepen hebben wat Ithaka’s betekenen. 

(K.P. Kavafis) 

De reis waarvan dit proefschrift de neerslag bevat, was lang en begon in het voorjaar van 
2009. Zoals de dichter Kavafis met nadruk stelt, was de reis het belangrijkste, maar ik ben 
toch wel blij dat ik de bestemming, het afronden van dit proefschrift, dit Ithaka, bereikt hebt 
(en misschien zelfs nog voordat ik al oud ben). Ik kijk terug op een lange, bewogen, 
spannende reis die me veel gegeven en veel geleerd heeft. Onderweg heb ik verschillende 
mensen getroffen die soms een etappe, soms een flink deel van de reis en soms het hele 
traject met me zijn meegegaan. Anderen, die geen directe reisgenoot waren, zorgden ervoor 
dat ik op weg kon gaan en de weg tot het eind kon vervolgen. Bij enkele van deze 
betrokkenen wil ik graag even stilstaan om hen te bedanken. 

Als eerste noem ik Maarten Menken, die ik met trots mijn leermeester en Doktorvater 
noem. Voorafgaand aan dit promotieonderzoek had ik Maarten al leren kennen als 
begeleider van mijn afstudeerscriptie Nieuwe Testament. Daarnaast was ik bijna 5 jaar zijn 
student-assistent geweest, een periode waarin hij me volop kansen gaf me verder te 
verdiepen in verschillende aspecten van het exegetische handwerk. Het was Maarten die mij 
na mijn afstuderen aanmoedigde om met een promotieonderzoek te starten dat in het 
verlengde lag van mijn afstudeerscriptie en zich afspeelde op het wetenschappelijke terrein 
waar zijn interesse en expertise lagen: de receptie van het Oude Testament in het Nieuwe. 
Het duurde 3,5 jaar voordat ik uiteindelijk van start ging, maar vanaf de eerste dag was de 
samenwerking als vanouds en tegelijk kreeg ik meer ruimte om als wetenschapper mijn 
eigen weg te zoeken en daarbij een eigen stijl te ontwikkelen, ook als dat betekende dat we 
soms verschillend dachten over bepaalde aspecten van de te volgen koers. Ook dan bleef 
ons gesprek open en voelde ik altijd dat ik op Maartens steun kon rekenen. Aan onze 
gezamenlijke reis kwam helaas een einde door Maartens plotselinge overlijden. Gedurende 
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de rest van de reis heb ik op vele manieren ervaren wat een immens verlies dat is. Ik mis nog 
steeds onze besprekingen (met koffie en lekkers), zijn gevoel voor humor, Maartens 
nauwgezette lezen van mijn schrijfsels en zijn gedetailleerde feedback, maar misschien toch 
wel het meest zijn persoonlijkheid die gekenmerkt werd door een combinatie van 
hartelijkheid, belangstelling, eruditie en bescheidenheid. Het mooiste compliment dat ik ooit 
ontving voor een artikel dat ik had geschreven, was dat de lezer ervan vaststelde dat ik in 
mijn wetenschappelijke aanpak door Maarten gevormd moest zijn. Ik hoop van harte dat die 
vaststelling ook voor dit proefschrift mag gelden dat ik met grote dankbaarheid aan Maarten 
opdraag. 
Ik noem hier ook graag Corja, die ik natuurlijk al kende uit de tijd dat ik Maartens assistent 
was, maar die na het overlijden van Maarten, met belangstelling de voortgang van mijn 
onderzoek bleef volgen en mij steeds weer aanmoedigde om het tot een goed einde te 
brengen, zeker in de fases waarin het niet zo gemakkelijk ging. 

Vervolgens noem ik Bart, die door Maartens overlijden ineens voor de opgave stond om mijn 
eerste promotor te worden. Bart, ik ben je heel dankbaar dat je dat met overgave hebt 
gedaan. Het was voor mij even wennen aan een promotor die een andere stijl van 
begeleiden heeft, maar ik denk dat die voor mij heel goed en leerzaam is geweest. Met 
name jouw focus op het toewerken naar een eindproduct en je pogingen om mijn 
‘uitstapjes’ om toch nog even dit of dat beter uit te zoeken aan banden te leggen (waarin je 
soms slaagde en soms op mijn nogal grote perfectionisme en nieuwsgierigheid stuitte) 
hebben mij geholpen om van mijn onderzoek een presentabel geheel te maken. Daarnaast 
heb ik veel profijt gehad van jouw kwaliteiten als netwerker en heb ik meermaals de 
gastvrijheid van jou en je gezin mogen genieten bij het bespreken van conceptteksten. Je 
belangstelling voor mij en mijn gezin had altijd een plek in ons contact en dat stel ik enorm 
op prijs. In het proces van zelfstandig onderzoek leren doen, was het voor mij goed en 
stimulerend dat jij je vooral concentreerde op de hoofdlijnen en dat je me veel vertrouwen 
schonk in het uitwerken daarvan. Daarmee heb je me voorbereid op het onderzoek dat ik 
hoop te gaan doen na de promotie. 

Dan ben ik aangeland bij mijn derde promotor, Geert. Beste Geert, het was voor mij een 
grote eer dat jij bereid was als promotor op de reeds rijdende trein van mijn onderzoek te 
stappen. Ik realiseer me dat zoiets geen aantrekkelijk scenario is, en waardeer het des te 
meer dat je op mijn verzoek ‘ja’ hebt gezegd wetend dat jouw agenda stevig gevuld is. Toen 
ik noodgedwongen op zoek moest naar een nieuwe promotor, stond jouw naam bovenaan 
mijn lijstje. Ik had grote behoefte om met iemand te kunnen sparren die zeer goed thuis is in 
het Marcusevangelie en die bovendien mijn tot dan toe vooral historisch getinte bril kon 
voorzien van een zone die een meer narratief-literair kijken kon ondersteunen. In de 
verschillende gesprekken die ik met je heb mogen voeren, zijn beide wensen ruimschoots 
vervuld. Mede door die gesprekken is er een hele nieuwe wereld voor mij open gegaan en ik 
denk dat de bifocale bril die ik daaraan te danken heb dit onderzoek een stuk rijker heeft 
gemaakt. Misschien nog wel belangrijker, en daarvoor wil ik je bijzonder danken, was dat ik 
door onze gesprekken steeds opnieuw enthousiast werd over dat mooie Marcusevangelie. 
Met name de manier waarop de oude vertellingen daarin vandaag de dag nog steeds tot de 
verbeelding en tot het hart kunnen spreken en hoe de ‘performance’ van die verhalen daar 
aan kan bijdragen, blijft me boeien. Tenslotte dank ik je voor je secure lezen van mijn 
teksten en voor de verschillende Zoomsessies waarin je ruimschoots de tijd nam om jouw 
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feedback met mij te bespreken. Naast het voorstellen van inhoudelijke verbeteringen, 
haalde je ook menige fout uit de teksten waardoor de leesbaarheid van dit proefschrift sterk 
is verbeterd. 

Zeker zo belangrijk als de inzet en expertise van mijn directe begeleiders was de 
betrokkenheid en steun van Henk Janssen ofm zonder wie dit promotieonderzoek niet plaats 
had kunnen vinden. Ik leerde Henk kennen toen hij deken van Arnhem was en 
ontmoetingsavonden voor theologiestudenten uit het dekenaat organiseerde. Hij was 
doordrongen van het belang van voortgaande studie voor de professionaliteit van pastores 
die, vaak volledig in beslag genomen door hun pastorale taken, het gevaar lopen dat hun 
verkondiging niet (meer) geworteld is in een degelijke en actuele exegese van de bijbelse 
teksten. Vanaf het begin heeft Henk mijn plannen voor een promotietraject van harte 
ondersteund. Het is aan jouw persoonlijke inzet te danken, Henk, dat de financiële basis die 
nodig was voor mijn onderzoek, gelegd werd. Daarnaast denk ik met veel genoegen terug 
aan onze voortgangsgesprekken waarin je met belangstelling het verloop van mijn 
onderzoek volgde, maar waarin ik bovenal kon ervaren dat ik in jou een reisgenoot had 
getroffen die bereid was de weg samen te gaan tot de bestemming bereikt was. Daarvoor 
ben ik je heel erg dankbaar. 

Dit promotieonderzoek was niet mogelijk geweest zonder de financiële steun van het Ans & 
Hans Wouters-Hellebrekersfonds en van de Bemmel en Haalderenstichting. Ik ben het 
bestuur van beide zeer erkentelijk voor het in mij gestelde vertrouwen en voor hun durf een 
zo langdurig traject te financieren. Ik hoop dat met het verschijnen van dit proefschrift hun 
geduld dat door de duur van dit onderzoek stevig op de proef is gesteld, beloond is. 

Bij het vervaardigen van dit proefschrift hebben Wendy North en Piet van Midden een 
belangrijke rol gespeeld. Wendy heeft delen van dit proefschrift gelezen en het Engels ervan 
verbeterd. Wendy, thank you so much for improving the English of my texts, but in addition, 
for your kind and warm support along the way towards the completion of this thesis. 
Piet, die mij tijdens mijn studie heeft ingevoerd in het Hebreeuws en Aramees, wat tijdens 
het onderzoek z’n waarde heeft bewezen, was zo vriendelijk om mij te adviseren bij het 
aanleveren van de tekst van het proefschrift aan en bij de communicatie met de drukker. 
Bijzonder Piet, dat je dat zomaar hebt willen doen! 

Als buitenpromovendus kan het uitvoeren van een promotieonderzoek soms nogal eenzaam 
voelen. Zo heb ik dat in elk geval ervaren. Het is dan heel inspirerend als je mensen 
tegenkomt met wie je af en toe iets van je werk kunt delen en die je interessante suggesties 
aan de hand doen. Vandaar dat ik Marieke den Hartog, Eric Ottenheijm (Universiteit Utrecht) 
en Barry Hartog (PThU, Groningen) heel hartelijk wil bedanken, Marieke voor haar feedback 
op hoofdstuk 5 en het inspirerende gesprek daarover, Eric voor verschillende gesprekjes 
over de relevantie van rabbijnse tradities voor mijn onderzoek en voor zijn feedback op een 
eerdere versie van hoofdstuk 4, en Barry voor het beschikbaar stellen van relevante delen uit 
zijn werk over ‘scribes’ en voor zijn suggestie over de invloed van het Judeo-Arabisch op de 
tekst van het Damascusdocument in de versie die in de geniza van Cairo is gevonden. 
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Familie, vrienden, bekenden en collega’s hebben ‘onderweg’ regelmatig belangstelling 
getoond voor mijn onderzoek. Ze zullen soms wel eens gedacht hebben dat het een 
eindeloze onderneming was. Hun belangstelling en aanmoediging zorgde er mede voor dat 
ik enthousiast bleef over mijn onderzoek en heeft er daarmee aan bijdragen dat ik de 
eindstreep gehaald heb. 
 
Tenslotte is ons gezin de veilige en warme plek geweest waar ik zowel de ruimte heb 
gekregen om dit onderzoek te doen maar er bovendien aan werd herinnerd dat mijn leven 
meer is dan exegese en pastoraat. Joost, Twan en David, enorm bedankt dat jullie me 
regelmatig uit mijn rol als onderzoeker (maar ook als pastor) hebben gehaald om ‘gewoon’ 
jullie vader te zijn, samen leuke te dingen doen en kostbare momenten te beleven. Ik hoop 
dat het, nu het proefschrift af is, aan tafel wat minder over ‘werk’ zal gaan.  
 
Mijn reisgenoot op de weg van het leven, Simone, was en is ook mijn belangrijkste 
medereiziger geweest onderweg naar de afronding van dit onderzoek. Wat dat voor mij 
betekent kan ik niet in woorden vatten, maar als ik een poging waag er toch iets van te 
benoemen dan is het dat ik jou, Simone, enorm dankbaar ben dat je mij zo nadrukkelijk hebt 
aangemoedigd om de dingen te gaan doen waarvan ik geniet omdat ze sporen met mijn 
drijfveren en niet op de eerste plaats om er de instemming en waardering van anderen mee 
te oogsten. Daarnaast betekent het heel veel voor mij dat we naast en verbonden met 
elkaar, ieder onze eigen droom proberen te realiseren in het werk dat we doen en elkaar 
daarbij stimuleren in onze eigen, kwetsbare kracht te gaan staan. Die spannende en 
uitdagende reis ga ik graag verder met je, ook na mijn promotie! 
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Introduction  
Scriptural Quotations in the Gospel of Mark: Issues of Method 

The writings of the New Testament are profoundly ‘Scriptural’ in their language, style, ideas 

and conventions. The authors of these texts were so at home in Scripture that their 

reflections and convictions about the relevance and meaning of the life, suffering, death, 

and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth as well as their way of expressing them was thoroughly 

shaped by it. This occurred both unconsciously and consciously. This is attested by the 

manifold explicit and implicit references to Scripture encountered in the New Testament 

(NT) writings, not least in the Gospel of Mark. 

Scholarly attention to the explicit use of Scripture in the Markan Gospel has increased over 

the last 50 years, with Alfred Suhl’s study published in 19651 as the first to address in a 

systematic way the function of all Old Testament (OT) quotations in Mark instead of 

analysing individual cases. Since then, OT quotations in Mark have received increasing 

attention in many studies, focusing on their textual form, their sources and their function. 

These studies have enriched our reading of the Second Gospel and deepened our knowledge 

of its author’s use of Scripture. Yet, a number of issues have not been (sufficiently) 

addressed, which leaves important gaps in our understanding. 

First, while several studies paying attention to one or more OT quotations indicate the 

Septuagint (LXX) as the probable source text for the quotations, a comprehensive and 

thorough analysis of the textual form of all Scriptural quotations in Mark establishing their 

possible source(s) has not yet been carried out2.  

Second, some scholars have noted that the text of quotations in the Markan Gospel 

frequently deviates from that of their alleged sources. Explanations for this state of affairs 

include (i) the Markan author’s alleged carelessness in reproducing Scriptural passages, (ii) 

the possibility of his referring to popular traditions of Scripture or copying from a collection 

of testimonia instead of authoritative texts of Scripture, and (iii) authorial intention, i.e. the 

author’s wish to emphasize certain words or phrases which bring out or support his 

theological convictions. The explanations given, although perhaps insightful, have not as yet 

been integrated into an overall approach to the phenomenon of textual variation in the 

quotations from Scripture in Mark. 

Finally, studies of the use of Scripture in Mark commonly pay attention to the historical 

circumstances in which the Gospel was composed. This is often regarded as the most 

important context within which the meaning and function of a Scriptural quotation must be 

established. Growing interest in the contribution of literary approaches to biblical studies led 

to increasing attention being paid to the literary context of quoted passages. At first, the 

1 A. SUHL, Die Funktion der alttestamentliche Zitate und Anspielungen im Markusevangelium (Gütersloh: Mohn, 
1965). 
2 The study closest to an all-embracing analysis is that of Martin Meiser published in 2014 which however limits 
its succinct comparison of the textual form of the quotations in Mark to the LXX. Meiser’s study will be 
discussed below in II.2.4. 
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‘original’ context of a quoted passage (‘original’ referring to its context in the Scriptural book 

from which the quotation was supposedly drawn3) became an important source for 

establishing the meaning of the quoted text in its new literary environment. Later, however, 

attention turned to the context within the Markan narrative itself as possibly influencing the 

textual form of a quotation as well as its meaning. Intertextual studies focusing on 

interactions between the context of a quoted passage in Mark and that of its referent in 

Scripture highlighted the possible contribution of both contexts to the meaning of a 

quotation. Although incorporated in the approach of several scholars of the use of Scripture 

in the NT, these recent developments in the field of narrative criticism have yet to become 

customary practice. 

In this study of the OT quotations in Mark, I will address the issues mentioned and try to 

contribute to our understanding of these aspects of the Second Evangelist’s use of Scripture. 

To be more precise, I shall address three related research questions: 

1. Is the LXX indeed the source from which the Markan Evangelist drew his OT

quotations?

2. How may one explain the variation observed between the text of an OT quotation in

Mark and that of its alleged source from the viewpoint of the Markan author’s role in

the transmission of (specific passages from) Scripture?

3. To what extent has the narrative context of the Markan Gospel determined the

textual form and function of embedded OT quotations, and does the ‘original’

context of the quoted passages also contribute to their Markan understanding?

The inquiry will be presented in two major parts. In the first (part I), I shall examine the 

textual form of all OT quotations in the Gospel of Mark and compare these to the extant 

versions of Scripture notably the Hebrew of the Masoretic text (MT), the Greek of the 

Septuagint (LXX, including minor Septuagintal manuscripts) and where appropriate to the 

Hebrew of the scriptural texts from Qumran and to the Aramaic of traditions known from 

the Targums4. This analysis will allow me to characterize the LXX as the major source on 

which the quotations are based and to present an inventory of the variation encountered 

when comparing the text of the quotations in Mark to that of the quoted passages in the 

LXX. Also, in part I, I will try to explain the variation observed and focus specifically on two

types of variation. To be precise, I will apply a theory for explaining the generation of

different types of deviation in the texts of Scriptural traditions to the OT quotations in Mark

and identify the ‘memory variant’ as an important type of variation. In addition, I will identify

3 The word ‘original’ is printed between quotation marks to emphasize that the original context understood as 
the context in the literary work as it was originally composed is a problematic term if one takes into account 
the fact that such composition took place in a culture in which oral and written media were tightly interrelated 
and in which several versions of a developing work may have existed next to one another. Moreover, we 
usually do not possess the original in this sense, but later, sometimes early, versions. Some scholars use the 
term ‘original’ to refer to the (almost) fixed form of the work to which authority was granted within certain 
circles. In this study, the term ‘original context’ will be generally used to refer to the literary context of a 
quoted OT-passage in (the text-critical editions of) the MT or the LXX. 
4 Although I use the designations ‘Masoretic text’ and ‘Septuagint’, it is important to bear in mind that at the 
time of the composition of the Markan Gospel, these texts were not (yet) singular, fixed texts, but occurring in 
different, variant versions, a fact to which the available manuscripts bear witness (cf. also 2.5.1). 
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those OT quotations in Mark of which the textual form exhibits a variation which is best 

explained as modification due to the influence of the Markan narrative context. I will term 

this type of variation ‘context-based’.  

Part II of this study will consist of four selected cases in which I suspect that context-based 

modification of an OT quotation occurs. The nature of the influence from the Markan 

narrative context and its effect on the textual form and meaning of the quotation involved 

will be analysed in detail. In those cases where the Markan context hints at influence from 

the ‘original’ context of the quoted OT passage, this context and its influence on the 

rendering and understanding of the quotation in its Markan context will be assessed. 

Before presenting my research, some issues of method must be addressed, and I must 

furthermore contextualize my approach by reviewing some recent studies in the field of the 

use of Scripture in Mark which are relevant to my argument. The most significant issues of 

method concern the definition of quotation and allusion and their relatedness which will 

guide my analysis of the textual form of the OT quotations in Mark in part I (section I of this 

introduction). For part II of this study, recent scholarship on the importance attributed to the 

narrative context of Mark’s story as essential for establishing the meaning and function of 

OT quotations as well as on the contribution of the quoted passages’ ‘original’ context, 

provides important useful points of departure (section II of this introduction). At the end of 

this introduction, in section III, I shall point out how the issues discussed inform my 

approach. 

I. Quotation and allusion in the study of the Old Testament in the New: the issue of

definition

I.1 Biblical scholars on the definition of and distinction between different categories of

Scriptural reference

At the centre of this study stand the OT quotations in the Gospel of Mark. Scholars have

identified some 30 of these quotations in the Second Gospel agreeing in the large majority of

cases in identifying them. In a small number of cases it is not entirely clear if the reference to

an OT passage presents a case of quotation or of some other category of intertextual

reference such as an allusion5. Because I will use the terms ‘quotation’ and ‘allusion’

frequently throughout this study, I present a concise overview of recent scholarly discussion

of the terminology and offer a definition of the terms6 as I will use them throughout this

study which is informed by insights from the field of textual linguistics (see 1.2, below).

5 Disagreement about the type of extratextual reference concerns Mark 4,32; 6,34 and 9,11. I will discuss these 
references and my evaluation of the type of reference involved in Chapter 1. 
6 S. E. PORTER, “The Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament: A Brief Comment on Method and 
Terminology”, in: C.A. EVANS AND J.A. SANDERS (EDS), Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel (JSNT 
SS 148: Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2000), 78-96, points to the abundance of terms used (80) and remarks 
that “the vast majority of those discussing the issue do not bother to define their terms” (81). He rightly urges 
scholars of the subject “to define the categories under discussion, and then apply them rigorously.” (94). In the 
course of presenting the scholarly discussion, I will refer to the work of scholars who, like Porter, have written 
extensively on the subject. Their work is recommended to anyone interested in a more detailed exposition of 
the issues involved. 
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Richard Hays distinguishes between ‘quotation’, ‘allusion’, and ‘echo’, considering the three 

terms to mark different positions on the spectrum of intertextual reference moving from the 

most explicit to the least explicit forms of reference7. A quotation “features the verbatim 

reproduction of an extended chain of words, often a sentence or more, from the source 

text”8. An allusion “usually embeds several words from the precursor text, or it at least in 

some way explicitly mentions notable characters or events that signal the reader to make 

the intertextual connection”9. In the case of an allusion, the reference does not consist of a 

verbal repetition of a stretch of pre(cursor)-text of significant length, it merely contains 

repeated elements (words, phrases) from that text which are embedded in a new one. 

Together, these repeated elements serve as a signal directing the audience to the specific 

pre-text10. An allusion, therefore, indirectly refers to the pre-text. It is important to stress 

that not only a pre-text may be alluded to but also people, events, objects, ideas etc. outside 

a text11, although in the course of this study I will use the term ‘allusion’ to cases in which 

one text (a passage in the Markan Gospel) alludes to another (OT) text. Hays adds that the 

concept of allusion is tightly connected to notions of authorial intentionality. In other words: 

an allusion is used intentionally by the author aiming at its recognition by the audience. As a 

consequence, a shared knowledge of the text alluded to by the author and the audience is 

necessary for the allusion to be effective12. Kelli O’Brien emphasizes that another 

characteristic of an allusion is that it has interpretive value, i.e., it affects the meaning of the 

alluding text13. 

Finally, Hays defines ‘echo’ as the least distinct intertextual type of reference consisting of 

only a word or phrase evoking “for the alert reader”14 a pre-text. Hays’s description seems to 

suggest that whereas an allusion is likely to be recognized by the audience, for an echo this is 

not certain. Its discernment requires a specific sensitivity on the part of the audience which 

the author does not anticipate. In fact, as Christopher Beetham points out, an author may 

not even intend his audience to recognize the echo or include an echo unconsciously15. As a 

result, echoes will more often than not fail to result in establishing a link between a text and 

a pre-text. Because the concept of echo involves many aspects which must remain uncertain 

7 R.B. HAYS, Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels (Waco, Tx: Baylor, 2016), 10; for the use of different terms also 
considered to occupy positions along a spectrum of reference cf. e.g.,  S.P. AHEARNE-KROLL, The Psalms of 
Lament in Mark’s Passion. Jesus’ Davidic Suffering (SNTS Monograph Series 142; Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2007), 35; M. MEISER, “Die Funktion der Septuaginta-Zitate im Markusevangelium”, in: W. 
KRAUS – S. KREUZER (EDS), Die Septuaginta – Text, Wirkung, Rezeption (WUNT 325; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
2014), 520 with references mentioned there. 
8 HAYS, Echoes, 10. 
9 HAYS, Echoes, 10. 
10 K.S. O’BRIEN, The Use of Scripture in the Markan Passion Narrative (LNTS 384; London – New York: T&T Clark, 
2010), 30-32, points out that the number of elements required to serve as an allusion depends on their 
specificity in evoking a pre-text. An allusion never consists of a single word with a common meaning.  
11 Cf. AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 29. 
12 C.A. BEETHAM, Echoes of Scripture in the Letter of Paul to the Colossians (Biblical Interpretation Series 96; 
Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2009), 18-19. 
13 O’BRIEN, Use, 22 and below, 2.2.3. 
14 HAYS, Echoes, 10. 
15 BEETHAM, Echoes, 20-21. 
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to any scholar trying to describe the NT’s use of the OT, I prefer not to use nor to apply the 

term in this study and restrict myself to studying ‘quotation’ and ‘allusion’16.  

The definition of the terms ‘quotation’ and ‘allusion’ by Hays and other NT scholars are to a 

large extent descriptive and partly based on intuition and practice, and hence not very 

precise17. Although a clear-cut distinction between the two terms is impossible to arrive at, 

as we will see in the next section, an excursus into the field of textual linguistics may sharpen 

our insight into the way in which the terms are related. This, in turn, will assist us in 

highlighting their specific characteristics. 

I.2. Quotation and allusion from the point of view of textual linguistics 

I.2.1 The definition of ‘quotation’ 

In the field of textual linguistics, both ‘quotation’ and ‘allusion’ may be considered 

intertextual devices. I follow Heinrich Plett’s characterization of a quotation by the following 

features18: 

 

a. it is an intertextual repetition: a pre-text is reproduced in a subsequent text; 

b.  it is segmental in character reproducing only part of the pre-text; 

c.  it is therefore per definition never self-sufficient; 

d.  it does not constitute an organic part of the text in which it is reproduced and may as  

such be viewed as alien and removable. It can hypothetically be transformed into a  

text segment that properly fits its new context. As such it may be considered an  

improprie-segment replacing a hypothetical proprie-segment19. 

e.  as an alien segment reproduced from a pre-text which is different from the text in  

which it is introduced (the target text), it adds semantic value to the hypothetical  

segment which is part of the text continuum of the target text. 

 

 
16 Fundamentally uncertain remain the intentionality on the part of the author and the possibility of a 
reader/hearer to discern the echo. This means that describing possible echoes basically reflects the reading by 
the scholar and his/her discernment of potential echoes. However interesting this may be, it is, in my opinion, 
too speculative for academic study. 
17 BEETHAM, Echoes, 16-17, sharpens his definitions of quotation and allusion by arbitrarily introducing a limit to 
the number of consecutive words from a pre-text to be repeated verbally. For a quotation at least 6 words 
must be repeated verbatim, in cases of less than 6 words, the reference is termed allusion (with the exception 
of course of less than 6 repeated words introduced by a quotation formula). In my opinion, this procedure of 
distinguishing quotation from allusion, although striving for clarity, misses the point that the difference 
between quotation and allusion does not lie in the length of a repeated number of words, but in the fact that a 
quotation is essentially a reproduction of a text-segment whereas an allusion only repeats words that comprise 
a marker signalling the pre-text by its specific meaning. 
18 H.F. PLETT, “The Poetics of Quotation”, in: J.S. PETÖFI AND T. OLIVI (EDS), Von der verbalen Konstitution zur 
symbolischen Bedeutung – From verbal constitution to symbolic meaning (Papiere zur Textlinguistik / Papers in 
Textlinguistics Vol. 62; Hamburg: Buske Verlag, 1988), 313-334: 314-315 (Reproduced in: H.F. PLETT, 
“Intertextualities”, in: IDEM., Intertextuality [Research in Text Theory – Untersuchungen zur Texttheorie Vol. 15; 
Berlin – New York: De Gruyter, 1991], 3-29: 8-9); H.F. PLETT, Literary Rhetoric: Concepts – Structures – Analyses 
(International Studies in the History of Rhetoric, Vol. 2; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2010), 281-282. 
19 The terms proprie and improprie are best translated by their English counterparts ‘proper’ and ‘improper’. 
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Plett thus offers as a provisional definition: “A quotation repeats a segment derived from a 

pre-text within a subsequent text, where it replaces a proprie-segment”20. For our purposes 

it is worth noting that a quotation reproduces a text segment taken from a pre-text in a 

target text. Plett adds the observation that whereas in scientific and judicial texts quotation 

takes place as accurately as possible, in poetic texts the reproduction of text segments 

usually involves their alteration. Cases where the text segment reproduced in the target text 

(Q1) differs from that in the pre-text (Q2), one speaks of intertextual deviation. Intertextual 

deviation may occur at two levels, that of expression and of content, or in other terms of 

surface structure and deep structure.  

The first level, that of surface structure, involves the textual form and can be described in 

terms of transformations such as addition, subtraction (omission), substitution, permutation 

(changes of order of words or phrases) and repetition. As I will discuss in chapter 2, these 

types of variation can be consciously introduced by an author, as Plett assumes, but may 

also be the result of unconscious change due to the media involved in the process of 

quoting. In addition, Plett notes that because the quotation is embedded in a new context 

which by definition differs from that of the pre-text, a conflict arises between quotation and 

its new context which he refers to as interference. At the textual level such interference 

arises when quotation and new context differ in “language, dialect, sociolect, register, 

spelling, prosody etc”21. I propose to add a difference in syntax. To alleviate such 

interference, attempts can be made to assimilate the quotation to its new context referred 

to by Plett as transcoding or transposition. Such attempts must be distinguished from those 

that aim at alleviating tension between the quotation and its new context in terms of view(s) 

or ideas, and line of argument. Variation of this type between quotation and its counterpart 

in the pre-text betray something of an author’s intention and are therefore of special 

interest. In chapter 2, I will return to this type of variation which I will characterize as 

‘context-based’. 

The second level, that of deep structure, involves the fact that with the introduction of a text 

segment taken from a different text, two levels of interpretation become possible, a literal 

one (when the quoted text is considered a proprie-segment) and a non-literal one (taking 

into account that the quoted text is in fact an improprie-segment stemming from another 

text where it has a specific meaning). An author quoting a text may signal to his audience 

how the two levels of interpretation should be interrelated, e.g. by linking the quotation to 

its new context by using a formula such as ‘as it is written’ or its shortened variant ‘as’, or by 

‘so that’, ‘for Moses/God said’ or ‘thus was fulfilled what had been spoken by…’. If such a 

signal is absent this task rests solely on the audience’s shoulders. 

20 PLETT, “Poetics of Quotation”, 315. 
21 PLETT, “Poetics of Quotation”, 320. 
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Figure 1: Diagram of terminology used in Plett’s description of quotation. Q = quotation; Q1 = Text segment 

reproduced in the target text; Q2 = Text segment in pre-text; C1 = context in Target text; C2 = context in pre-

text. If Q1 ≠ Q2 --> intertextual deviation; tension between Q1 and C1 is termed interference. 

I.2.2 The relationship between quotation and allusion

At this point, I wish to address the issue of the relationship between quotation and allusion.

Ziva Ben-Porat defines a literary allusion as “a device for the simultaneous activation of two

texts”22. The activation, understood by Ben-Porat as a four-step process23, is set in motion by

the identification of a sign, referred to by Ben-Porat as a ‘marker’, in the alluding text (step

1). This marker is characterized by a referent which is an independent reference text that is

evoked as step 2 of the process. In the reference text (evoked by the marker), the marker is

present in a form denoted ‘the marked’ by Ben-Porat. Due to the interaction of alluding and

evoked text, the local (i.e. in the text where it occurs) interpretation of the signal/marker is

modified under influence of the local interpretation of ‘the marked’ (step 3), a process which

may be deepened by successive cycles of interrelation of the two texts in which additional,

related elements found in both play a role (step 4).

For our purposes, it is important that Ben-Porat notes that in the case of a quotation, the

marker and the marked are formally identical24. As such, she considers the quotation to be a

special instance of allusion.

Although he uses different terminology, Plett seems to arrive at a similar view of the relation 

between allusion and quotation. According to Plett, the allusion in contrast to the quotation 

represents a device of non-literal text reproduction25. It refers to a pre-text (the evoked text 

of Ben-Porat) primarily at a semantic level whereas the quotation does so at the formal 

level26. So, when the relation between a pre-text and a target text depends solely on deep 

structure (semantic content not literalness), one speaks of an allusion, when it depends 

solely on surface structure (literalness) one speaks of quotation. In practice, however, an 

22 Z. BEN-PORAT, “The Poetics of Literary Allusion”, PTL 1 (1976), 105-128: 107. 
23 BEN-PORAT, “Poetics of Allusion”, 110-113. 
24 BEN-PORAT, “Poetics of Allusion”, 110. 
25 PLETT, “Poetics of Quotation”, 317. 
26 Or to use other terminology employed by Plett: the quotation is related to a pre-text by the surface structure 
and the allusion by the deep structure. 
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allusion will not only evoke a pre-text through semantic reference but also (and necessarily) 

through a certain degree of correspondence in wording. In contrast, a quotation will do so 

primarily by verbatim reproduction of the pre-text27. So, one might perhaps state that the 

allusion manifests itself as a spectrum characterized by a changing balance between 

required verbal correspondence and specific semantic content (allowing for evocation of a 

specific pre-text), the quotation forming that extreme of the spectrum where the 

relationship of pre-text and target text depends (almost) entirely on verbal reproduction28. 

Taking into consideration that quotation of a pre-text in a target text may involve the 

introduction of some intertextual deviation and of subsequent transcoding/transposition, I 

consider as quotations those cases of intertextual reproduction that are entirely or 

predominantly literal29. 

This means that a quotation consists of a stretch of consecutive words that is reproduced 

verbatim to such a degree that it allows the identification of the specific pre-text which is 

reproduced.  

This definition avoids establishing a minimum number of words that must be reproduced to 

identify an intertextual reference as a quotation. Furthermore, it allows for a certain degree 

of intertextual variation. The specificity which characterizes an intertextual reference as a 

quotation is therefore not only a quantitative but also a qualitative property30. 

By contrast, an allusion commonly requires subsequent interaction of pre-text and target 

text to establish whether the latter refers to the former. This involves the identification of 

additional points of intertextual contact. 

In addition, Plett emphasizes another difference between quotation and allusion which I 

mentioned before. Whereas a text can only quote another text, it may allude not only to 

another text, but also to a character, an event, an idea, a time etc31. In practice, a literary 

allusion will commonly refer to both a text and a person, event, location, idea etc. occurring 

in it. 

Excursus: Mark 6,34 as an example of allusion 

An example of an allusion, sometimes identified as a quotation32, is found in Mark 6,34 

where we encounter the phrase ὡς πρόβατα μὴ ἔχοντα ποιμένα. As I will show in the next 

chapter, this phrase is not a verbatim quotation of any OT passage, but the combination of 

the words ‘sheep’ and ‘shepherd’ and their specific relationship, i.e., sheep lacking a 

27 In addition to the predominant formal type of reference, a quotation may have some capacity of semantic 
reference as well if the reproduced text-segment contains words or phrases referring to persons, events, places 
etc. that are capable of specifically signalling the pre-text. 
28 Because hard divisions are ultimately impossible to reach, some scholars decide to drop the distinctive 
terminology and opt for one term covering all types of intertextual reference, e.g., O’BRIEN, Use, 28. 
29 BEETHAM, Echoes, 17, likewise defines ‘quotation’ as “intentional, explicit, verbatim or near verbatim citation 
of a former text …” (italics mine). 
30 In the case of OT quotations, the pre-text usually occurs only once in the OT. In some cases, however, the 
pre-text may also have been quoted within the corpus of the OT itself as a result of which it occurs more than 
once, possibly with some intertextual deviation.  
31 PLETT, “Poetics of Quotation”, 317. 
32 So NA28. 
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shepherd, invokes several passages carrying similar combinations used in different contexts 

such as in Numbers 27,17; 1 Kings 22,17; Judith 11,19; 2 Chronicles 18,16, and Ezekiel 34,533. 

When, however, the contexts of the initially invoked text segments are included (Ben-Porat’s 

step 4), one discovers additional elements shared by both the Markan target text and one of 

the candidate pre-texts, Ezekiel 34. In Mark 6,30-44, Jesus commands his disciples, who have 

proposed to send the crowd (referred to as sheep in 6,34) away to buy food for themselves, 

to feed the people (6,37; cf. Ezek. 34,2LXX where the shepherds are criticized for not feeding 

the sheep). He then assumes the role of the shepherd who, like God in Ezekiel, cares for the 

sheep (e.g., Ezek. 34,11-13), the people who have gone out to meet him. He feeds the crowd 

in preparation of which he has them lay down on the grass (6,39, which recalls Ezek. 34,14).  

So, the activation of the two texts, Mark 6,30-44 and Ezekiel 34 initiated by a phrase is 

deepened through a combination of additional words or phrases, and of ideas, events etc., 

shared by the two texts. The words printed in italics in NA28 are not a literal reproduction of 

part of the pre-text nor are they sufficient to evoke it as a singular pre-text. This requires the 

identification of additional elements. In other words, in my opinion, Mark 6,34 does not 

contain a quotation but an allusion. 

II. The interaction of a Scriptural quotation and its two contexts

As noted above, the introduction of a quotation in a target text will always result in some

tension between the quotation and its new context, creating some interaction. An important

question which has increasingly occupied biblical scholars during the past decade is that of

the interaction between a quotation and both its contexts (that of the pre-text and of the

target text34) in establishing the quotation’s meaning in the new configuration. As we shall

see below, several scholars have paid attention to the possible influence of the so-called

‘original’ context of a quotation, i.e., that of the pre-text, on the quotation’s meaning in the

target text. Opinions vary as to how far that context extends, ranging from the quoted words

only as far as the whole of the book, psalm, song or proverb from which the quotation is

drawn.

Only recently has the influence of the context of the target text been given proper

consideration. Plett already noted that when only one or a few quotations from a certain

pre-text occur in a target text, it is the target text’s context which turns out to have

determining influence on both structure and meaning of the quotation. When, however, the

number of quotations or allusions increases, and therefore also the number of interactions

with the pre-text, that pre-text becomes more influential35.

Thomas Hatina, in his monograph In Search of a Context (2002)36, was the first to address 

comprehensively the issue of the determining influence of the two contexts of a quotation in 

establishing its meaning and function. I shall extensively discuss his work and then outline 

33 As O’BRIEN, Use, 32, remarks, an allusion may (at a first stage) invoke not just one but a small number of 
texts. Based on the Greek texts of the first three passages initially evoked, one gets the impression that the 
phrase used is a standardized expression. 
34 I.e., C1 and C2 in figure 1 above. 
35 PLETT, “Poetics of Quotation”, 318. 
36 T.R. HATINA, In Search of a Context. The Function of Scripture in Mark’s Narrative (JSNT SS 232; London – New 
York: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002). 
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how the issue of context has played a role in recent studies on the use of Scripture in Mark. I 

shall subsequently explicate my own approach to the study of the OT quotations in the 

Second Gospel and present an outline of the rest of this thesis (section 3). 

Before turning to Hatina’s work, a word of explanation is required for my choice of his study 

to begin the survey of scholarly research on the use of Scripture in Mark. Attention has been 

paid to the use of Scripture in the Second Gospel ever since modern, critical analysis of Mark 

started with the work of David Friedrich Strauss. The contribution of work prior to the 

twentieth century has been included in an overview by H.-J. Steichele37. Research on the use 

of Scripture in Mark in the twentieth century has been presented in excellent reviews by 

Rikki Watts and also by Thomas Hatina in the first chapter of the book I am about to discuss, 

and, consequently, I shall not repeat their surveys but refer the reader to their work38. In 

Hatina’s review, which pays ample attention to the monumental study by Joel Marcus, The 

Way of the Lord (1992) and also to Rikki Watts’ influential study on Isaiah’s New Exodus and 

Mark (1997), he argues for the context of Isaiah as profoundly determinative for the 

understanding of the OT quotations in Mark. Although not discussed separately in this 

introduction, these important monographs will be regularly referred to throughout this 

study. 

II.1 Thomas R. Hatina: In Search of a Context (2002)

II.1.1 Preliminary considerations concerning the approach to the Markan use of Scripture

In the introduction of his work, Hatina immediately addresses the issue of context. One of

his objectives is described as evaluating “the various contexts that have been proposed […]

for reading Mark’s quotations and allusions”39. Having enumerated several proposed

contexts, Hatina observes that none of these approaches has paid due attention to the

narrative of Mark as the primary context within which the quotations and allusions are

embedded. He asserts, citing G.B. Caird, that “the meaning of quotations is controlled by the

user, determined largely by the context in which the Scripture texts are embedded, and

partly by the choice of referent”40. The latter means that the audience – whether a reader or

hearer – determining a quotation’s meaning is predominantly influenced by the narrative

context in which it is embedded and (only) partly by that of the referent text (pre-text)41.

One of Hatina’s objectives is therefore to read and interpret quotations first and foremost in

their narrative context, that is in the Markan story world, and to supplement this

interpretation by historical analysis, given that the Gospel itself was written under specific

historical circumstances in which an author wished to communicate a message to a specific,

intended audience42.

37 H.-J. STEICHELE, Der leidende Sohn Gottes: Eine Untersuchung einiger alttestamentlicher Motive in der 
Christologie des Markusevangeliums (Biblische Untersuchungen 14; Regensburg: Pustet, 1980), 1-36. 
38 R.E. WATTS, Isaiah’s New Exodus and Mark (WUNT 2/88; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 9-28; HATINA, In 
Search, 8-48. 
39 HATINA, In Search, 1. 
40 HATINA, In Search, 2-3. 
41 Including the history of interpretation of that referent text. 
42 HATINA, In Search, 3, 49. 
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Towards the end of his survey of recent scholarly research on the Markan use of Scripture, 

Hatina returns to the issue of the interaction between quotation and its narrative context. 

His question is: “does a given scriptural referent determine the meaning of Mark’s 

associated narrative or is it the reverse?”43 Approaches focusing on the sources of the 

quotations will emphasize “Mark’s exegesis of Scripture”44 which then determines the 

meaning of the narrative in which it is embedded, thus overlooking “… salient features of 

Mark’s narrative, such as prominent themes and the plot, from which one might determine 

an interpretive paradigm”45. “Consequently, when a scriptural quotation is examined, its 

originating literary context sometimes plays a significant role in determining the meaning of 

the Markan pericopes connected with the quotation. […] Thus, Scripture along with its 

interpretation in contemporary Judaism often dominates the reading process”46. This is not 

to say that Hatina is of the opinion that the context of the passage to which a quotation 

refers (its pre-text) does not contribute at all to the understanding of the Markan narrative 

in which it is embedded. Hatina assumes a reciprocal dynamic in which the narrative context 

informs the reading of the embedded quotations, and the quotations (read also within their 

source texts) contribute to the understanding of the narrative47.  As the former has often 

been neglected, he passionately advocates an approach in which the context of the Markan 

narrative receives pride of place in determining a quotation’s meaning. 

Before describing Hatina’s own approach, a few words about his evaluation of recent 

scholarship are in order. Hatina’s critical survey yields some important points. First, he 

advocates an approach to the Markan author’s use of Scripture that combines historical, 

literary and theological enquiry and is explicit about their relationships, especially about 

which strand of investigation holds priority48. Second, he argues for the need of approaches 

which take into account all of the quotations (and allusions) in the Gospel49, although his 

own analysis is limited to only five case studies. A survey of the Second Evangelist’s use of 

Scripture which pays no, or insufficient attention to the explicit quotations but draws 

conclusions on the basis of an analysis of hidden or agreed-upon allusions cannot be 

adequate50. In addition, the analysis of the function of the quotations should not be limited 

to the level of the textual unit in which these occur but address their role in the overall 

narrative51. Third, Hatina criticizes those scholars who adopt an external, predetermined 

pattern, framework or metanarrative for the interpretation of the Gospel’s quotations. The 

primary source of paradigmatic or hermeneutic keys used to fulfil this aim should be found 

43 HATINA, In Search, 46. 
44 HATINA, In Search, 46. 
45 HATINA, In Search, 46. 
46 This criticism is also levelled by Hatina against Joel Marcus’ study The Way of the Lord (J. MARCUS, The Way of 
the Lord. Christological Exegesis of the Old Testament in the Gospel of Mark [Louisville, KY: Westminster/John 
Knox, 1992]), one of its limitations he describes as Marcus “forcing too much of the context of the scriptural 
passage into the Markan text” (42). 
47 HATINA, In Search, 49. 
48 HATINA, In Search, 8. 
49 HATINA, In Search, 8, 42, 47. 
50 HATINA, In Search, 16, 33. 
51 HATINA, In Search, 10, 42. 
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within the Markan gospel narrative itself52. What this looks like must be revealed through an 

inductive approach involving an extended analysis of (at least) the Scriptural quotations. 

With these points of criticism in mind, we proceed to outline Hatina’s own approach. 

 

At the outset, Hatina, states his overall aim: “to arrive at a coherent reading of Mark’s 

scriptural quotations within the literary wholeness of the narrative – a narrative, however, 

which is not ahistorical, but one that is rooted in the ideological and socio-historical context 

of the early Church”53. Of the methodological approaches which are combined, the 

narrative-critical one is primary, with historical and theological criticism playing a 

subordinate role in substantiating an informed reading of the narrative attuned to the 

narrator’s intended audience54.  

Hatina’s narrative-critical analysis builds on two premises, (i) that Mark is a unified literary 

work and (ii) that a text can support multiple interpretations55. The latter arises from the fact 

that Hatina opts for a text-centred approach asking the text about its intention(s) instead of 

reconstructing the author’s (singular) intention56.  

 

The three features of the narrative which Hatina pays attention to during the analysis of 

Scriptural quotations are plot, character and point of view. The plot of Mark is generated by 

a series of conflicts between Jesus and other characters in the story. Conflict turns out to be 

linked to Jesus’ identity. He plays the most important role in the fundamental conflict 

between God’s kingdom and Satan’s which underlies all other conflicts in the Gospel57. The 

most important conflict at the narrative plane at which earthly story characters occur, 

eventually leading to Jesus’ death, takes place between Jesus and the religious authorities58. 

In this conflict, Scriptural passages are appealed to in support of competing views on both 

parts, but mostly by Jesus59. 

 

The plot is generated by the actions and interactions of the characters which in turn are 

defined by their actions and words60. The plot is mediated by the narrator who is in fact an 

instrument of the author, constructing the narrative world in which all events and actions of 

the characters take place61.  

 

According to Hatina, point of view must take the first position in narrative analysis as it is 

“the prior feature of the narrative shaping and framing the action-like features, notably plot 

 
52 HATINA, In Search, 23, 28. 
53 HATINA, In Search, 49. 
54 HATINA, In Search, 50. 
55 HATINA, In Search, 51. 
56 HATINA, In Search, 56. 
57 HATINA, In Search, 59-60; likewise, E. STRUTHERS MALBON, Mark’s Jesus. Characterization as Narrative 
Christology (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2009), 43-46. 
58 So also, MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 46-48. 
59 HATINA, In Search, 60. 
60 HATINA, In Search, 61. MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 14-16, rightly adds to this that actions and words of/by others 
toward or concerning characters also play a role in defining them. 
61 HATINA, In Search, 64. 
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and character”62. In fact, the plot of the Markan narrative is driven by conflicts which arise 

from different ideological points of view held by Jesus and his opponents. The narrator’s 

point of view – believed to be that of the author – serves as a criterion against which other 

points of view encountered in the narrative should be evaluated63. In Mark, the narrator’s 

view is usually considered reliable by the audience as it coincides with that of Jesus and of 

God64. It is Hatina’s conviction that it is the narrator’s point of view which informs the 

function and meaning of Scriptural quotations in Mark65. 

Historical criticism plays the role of an ancilla in the approach. Hatina proposes it merely 

illuminates and clarifies his understanding of the narrative66. Yet, such a supportive role of 

historical criticism is necessary because Mark, as every literary work, functions in a 

communicative process between an author and his (intended) readers. External information 

must be supplemented to arrive at a well-informed reading of the narrative for several 

reasons, of which Hatina mentions (i) that understanding how the category of genre shapes 

the narrative requires comparison to other contemporary works of the same or comparable 

genre67, (ii) that the Gospel was originally written in Greek requires for its proper 

understanding (at different levels, from words to syntaxis to composition) historically 

oriented linguistic inquiry and comparison68, (iii) that ideological point of view is connected 

with historical context which means that inquiry of and comparison with contemporary 

views informing the Markan narrator’s point of view is required69, and finally, (iv) that the 

presence of Scriptural quotations in the gospel narrative draws the intended audience to the 

sources from which they were taken and to their exegetical tradition70. Attention must 

therefore be paid to contemporary works in which the quoted passages appear and/or in 

which they are interpreted. So, several types of historical approach may play an important 

supplementary role within a primarily narrative-critical analysis of the OT quotations in 

Mark. 

Finally, Hatina draws attention to the fact that Mark is a religious text employing religious 

language and notions. He speaks of a theology of Mark (i.e., of the author71) which is 

embodied in the shared point of view of the narrator and the main character, Jesus72, 

expressed in the narrator’s opening statement (1,1-3) and in Jesus’ first words which make 

62 HATINA, In Search, 64. 
63 HATINA, In Search, 67. 
64 HATINA, In Search, 66. Interestingly, MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 190-194, has proposed that in some cases the 
point of view of the narrator and Jesus do not coincide: “the narrator’s point of view is not dramatically at odds 
with the point of view of the Markan Jesus, but they are clearly distinguishable.” She specifies the difference 
between narrator and Jesus as “the Markan narrator who wants to talk about Jesus and the Markan Jesus who 
wants to talk about God.” (191) 
65 HATINA, In Search, 65. 
66 HATINA, In Search, 69. 
67 HATINA, In Search, 72. 
68 HATINA, In Search, 73-74. 
69 HATINA, In Search, 74-76. 
70 HATINA, In Search, 76-80. 
71 Cf. HATINA, In Search, 84: “Mark, for example expresses his theology ..” (emphasis mine). 
72 HATINA, In Search, 85. 
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up an opening declaration in 1,14-15. Hatina takes the shared eschatological point of view 

expressed in these verses as an important hermeneutical key for interpreting the Scriptural 

quotations73. Before describing how he defines this eschatological point of view, I would like 

to stress that here, Hatina seems to do exactly what he has warned against, having assessed 

the work of other scholars: he predetermines an overall paradigm by means of which the 

Scriptural quotations will be interpreted (i.e., deductively) and does not arrive at formulating 

a paradigm in the course of an inductive process of analysing a series of samples.  

 

Hatina specifies the paradigmatic framework within which he will read the Scriptural 

quotations as based on Jesus’ announcement in 1,14-15, i.e., “that the time is fulfilled and 

the kingdom of God at hand”74. He then goes on (i) to argue that Mark 1,14-15 is part of the 

prologue and as such fulfils an introductory function for the entire narrative, and (ii) to point 

out how the inbreaking of God’s kingdom propels the plot by initiating conflicts, one of 

which evolves between Jesus and the religious authorities in the course of which Scriptural 

quotations play an important role.  

 

First, Hatina notes that it is in the prologue that the narrator’s point of view is revealed to 

the audience. This in fact occurs from the opening line75, yet Hatina finds it articulated in 

verses 14 and 15. Having argued for these verses to be part of the prologue, he goes on to 

specify their narrative function. As Jesus’ first words at the beginning of his ministry, verses 

14 and 15 have programmatic and paradigmatic significance. This significance is 

strengthened by the fact that they contain several key terms and concepts (βασιλεία τοῦ 

θεοῦ, εὐαγγέλιον, κηρύσσειν, μετανοεῖν) and by the fact that they are formulated as a 

summary statement not aimed at any character in the story76. Although Hatina is aware of 

the fact that the verses’ significance is based on Jesus’ authority77 which is communicated to 

the audience in the whole of the prologue and especially 1,1-3.7-8.9-13, he confines his 

interpretive framework to verses 14 and 15, i.e., to Jesus’ proclamation of God’s kingdom 

and to the ‘good news’ that God’s rule has come in Jesus. 

 

Hatina then characterizes the interpretive framework by its major features: (a) realized 

eschatology, (b) gospel, (c) kingdom of God and the community around Jesus. 

 

a. realized eschatology; by ‘eschatology’, Hatina refers to “the dawn of a new era which is 

manifested in the establishment of a renewed people of God through the ministry of 

Jesus”78. He emphasizes that the new era does not initiate with the parousia, nor at the last 

of days but that it is already breaking in with Jesus’ ministry and the positive response 

toward it by his followers who form a new people of God. The inbreaking of God’s kingdom 

occurs here and now and at the same time it continues into the future, to be interrupted for 

 
73 HATINA, In Search, 85. 
74 HATINA, In Search, 90. 
75 HATINA, In Search, 93. 
76 HATINA, In Search, 103-104. 
77 HATINA, In Search, 104. 
78 HATINA, In Search, 108. 
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a short period when Jesus is deserted by his followers and dies, but then resuming with the 

risen Christ as its centre79. 

b. the gospel; according to Hatina three traditional views on the meaning of the word

‘gospel’ in Mark, namely, that it is influenced by Paul’s use of the word in preaching salvation

through Jesus’ death and resurrection, that it parallels Roman usage announcing joyful

events concerning the divine emperor, and that it reflects prophetic tradition announcing

restoration of Israel may explain in part how it is used by the Markan author. Yet, he points

out that ‘gospel’ is especially used in the narrative in the sense of Jesus being the bearer of

God’s kingdom, so that his ministry brings about its inbreaking80.

c. kingdom of God and the community around Jesus; although the word βασιλεία may

denote both a spatial sense and one of the act of ruling, Hatina specifically links it to its

manifestation as a community. The latter of course is the community around Jesus formed

by those who respond positively to his ministry. Hatina is not entirely clear about the

relationship between God’s kingdom and the community of followers of Jesus (he states that

there is no explicit connection81) but seems inclined to identify the one with the other. From

this point of view, Hatina sees important correspondences in the duality presented in Mark

of ‘those outside’ versus ‘those inside’ (the latter he refers to as “members of the

kingdom”82) on the one hand, and also the duality of the house as the base of Jesus’ new

community and the house of Satan, in which people are enslaved and which is plundered, on

the other. He also refers to the latter dichotomy by referring to the opposition between the

kingdom of God and the kingdom of Satan83.

For Hatina, the kingdom as a mysterious coming of God in Jesus, takes on shape in the new 

community formed around and tightly bound to Jesus. It is experienced in a communal 

setting and open to everyone who does the will of God (Mark 3,35). It is within the 

boundaries of this new community that Scripture plays its role as it contributes to a unifying 

concept which supports the community’s new identity. In Hatina’s words: “Scripture 

quotations and allusions contribute to the validity and understanding of the new era and 

new community that Jesus has set in motion”84. The narrator’s point of view of the kingdom 

of God having arrived in Jesus and manifested in his new community clashes with that of the 

religious authorities who deny that Jesus’ ministry embodies God’s coming. Within the 

ensuing conflict, Scriptural quotations are used to back up the narrator’s point of view. How 

these function in detail is analysed in five case studies to which I will now turn. 

79 HATINA, In Search, 129-131. 
80 HATINA, In Search, 114. 
81 HATINA, In Search, 117. 
82 HATINA, In Search, 118. 
83 HATINA, In Search, 120. 
84 HATINA, In Search, 134. 
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II.1.2. Exodus 23,20, Malachi 3,1, and Isaiah 40,3 in Mark 1,2-3

Hatina posits that contexts external to the Markan narrative, such as that of Second Isaiah, 

have been influential in many readings of the combined quotations in Mark 1,2-3, but that 

these are not determinative for understanding the quotation’s function in Mark85. Mark’s 

use of the quotation is primarily concerned with the work of the Baptist and indirectly with 

the coming of Jesus which he prepares86.  

In the Markan context, the quotation provides a basis for the Baptist’s presence and activity 

in the Judean desert. John prepares Jesus’s way by calling people to repent and be baptized, 

an activity which is characterized by Hatina as part of an “ethical preparation to the 

immanent coming of God and/or Jesus”87 specified as following Jesus’ way. In addition, the 

Baptist prepares the way of Jesus by being his forerunner, preceding Jesus by living out his 

message of repentance leading to arrest, suffering and death88. 

According to Hatina, it is not Second Isaiah’s new exodus with its message of God’s imminent 

liberation of Israel and his return to Zion which is determinative for understanding the 

combined quotations (as is the basic thrust of R. Watts’ study Isaiah’s New Exodus and 

Mark)89, but its application to a new situation in which the Baptist’s role and activity are 

introduced and shown to be consistent with Scripture, i.e., with God’s will90. Although Hatina 

does not spell it out explicitly, the Markan depiction of the Baptist as Elijah (in 1,6 and in 

9,11-13) functions as a marker that the context of one of the three quotations, that of 

Malachi 3,1, does contribute to the interpretation of the combined quotations in Mark91. 

Finally, Hatina notes that whereas the quotations support the introduction of the Baptist, it 

does so in as far as the Baptist introduces Jesus who in turn ushers in the kingdom of God92. 

Hatina’s observations will resurface in chapter 3 where I shall discuss the combined 

quotations in detail. At this point, I would like to indicate that in identifying the referents of 

the personal pronouns σου in verse 2 and αὐτοῦ in verse 3 within the framework of the 

narrative context of the Markan prologue, Hatina lays the basis for my claim, elaborated in 

that chapter, that the modification of the quoted texts resulting in the presence of these 

personal pronouns is context-based. 

In the course of his discussion of the quotations in 1,2-3, Hatina touches on an important 

question in relation to the possible influence of the so-called ‘original’ context of a Scriptural 

reference as he posits that sometimes such a context may not be regarded at all when the 

quotation is being used atomistically93.  

85 HATINA, In Search, 139, 182. 
86 HATINA, In Search, 139, 182. 
87 HATINA, In Search, 167. 
88 HATINA, In Search, 171-172. 
89 HATINA, In Search, 163. 
90 HATINA, In Search, 182. 
91 Notably Mal. 3,22-23 (4,5-6) is of importance here identifying the one sent in 3,1 as Elijah and describing his 
major task as bringing about repentance; cf. HATINA, In Search, 172. 
92 HATINA, In Search, 183. 
93 HATINA, In Search, 158. 
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II.1.3 Isaiah 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12

In his study, Hatina unfortunately does not define the terminology used in distinguishing 

between different types of Scriptural reference. As a result, he sometimes refers to the 

Scriptural reference in Mark 4,12 as ‘paraphrase’94, ‘paraphrased quotation’95 and also as 

‘quotation’96. It is possible that Hatina’s inconsistency illustrates the fact that definitions of 

‘quotation’ usually do not allow for a certain degree of variation, as I pointed out above in 

I.2.2. This variation may be the result of the existence of variant versions of a Scriptural

passage, of intentional modification or of retrieval of a passage from memory. As I will show

in chapter 4, the reference to Isaiah 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12 is best considered a truncated

quotation.

Hatina starts his discussion by observing that interpretation of the quotation in 4,12 has 

been dominated mainly by theological concerns caused by resistance against a reading 

which has Jesus state that his use of parables is intended to prevent ‘those outside’ from 

repenting and being forgiven. Furthermore, scholars have commonly interpreted the 

quotation within contexts outside of Mark97. As an alternative, he reads the quotation in the 

Markan narrative context. First, he notes that in verse 10, a disjunction occurs which he 

explains by asserting that verses 10-20 occur chronologically later than verses 1-9 and 21-34. 

In chapter 4, I will present a similar but different solution to this problem which, in my 

opinion, further supports Hatina’s reading of the quotation. According to Hatina, the 

quotation functions to characterize two kinds of people, ‘those inside’ and ‘those outside’, 

with the former identified as members of God’s kingdom and the latter as members of 

Satan’s kingdom98. To be precise, the quotation characterizes only ‘those outside’, whom 

Hatina identifies as those who reject Jesus’ message of the inbreaking kingdom99.  

Hatina rightly attributes special importance to verses 21-25 for understanding the quotation, 

interpreting them as sayings concerning the acceptance of the word ‘sown’ by Jesus. Those 

who have been given the mystery of the kingdom of God (whatever its precise meaning) are 

receptive to the word, on which account their insight increases. ‘Those outside’ however 

have rejected Jesus’ message and will even lose the insight they may have had100. The 

obduracy expressed in verses 11-12 is therefore not predestined but the divine response to 

an already existing disposition towards Jesus’ proclamation101. These observations present a 

good example of how the narrative context of the Markan story supports the understanding 

of a Scriptural quotation. In chapter 4, I shall propose that the final clause of the quotation 

has been modified to include the phrase “and it be forgiven them” due to the influence of 

94 HATINA, In Search, 184, 188. 
95 HATINA, In Search, 185. 
96 HATINA, In Search, 185. 
97 HATINA, In Search, 199ff. 
98 HATINA, In Search, 224. 
99 HATINA, In Search, 235, cf. 185. 
100 HATINA, In Search, 228-229. 
101 HATINA, In Search, 227, 236. 
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the Markan narrative context which considers the rejection of Jesus as God’s envoy as a sin 

for which forgiveness is impossible.  

 

Hatina rightly identifies the Jewish religious authorities who oppose Jesus as among ‘those 

outside’. In addition, he tends to include the crowd also among ‘those outside’. Although in 

certain episodes in Mark this is indeed the case and progressively so towards Jesus’ death102, 

I think that the Markan author leaves open the possibility for members of the crowd to 

become insiders. The context of Isaiah 6,9-10 and that of other obduracy texts in the OT 

support Hatina’s reading in that it addresses obduracy as a result of a rejection of some 

divinely inspired teaching or prophecy. Importantly, Hatina notes that the hardening of 

hearts by God occurs only in response to the people’s own hardening of hearts103. As such, 

the quotation from Isaiah 6,9-10 is used to indicate a typological correspondence between 

obdurate Israel of Isaiah’s days and obdurate Israel in Jesus’ day. 

 

II.1.4 Isaiah 29,13 in Mark 7,6-7 

Hatina points out that the quotation in Mark 7,6-7 has received far less attention than the 

two earlier instances, and also that in those cases, its interpretation has usually been 

attempted along the lines of prophecy and fulfilment. As a result of this, the context of Isaiah 

29,13 has usually overshadowed that of the Markan narrative104. Hatina’s narrative-historical 

reading departs from observations on the composition of the episode 7,1-13 by noting that it 

has a concentric pattern, in which the general principle expressed in verses 6-8 is flanked by 

specific examples (handwashing before eating and korban)105. As such, the quotation 

formulates the heart of the conflict between Jesus and the religious authorities (here 

specified as Pharisees and some of the scribes from Jerusalem) as an opposition in terms of 

the essence of their teachings. Jesus criticises his opponents for teaching their tradition (of 

the elders) as if in accordance with God’s commandment whereas they are in fact of human 

origin. As a result, God’s commandment, of which Jesus is the supreme interpreter, and 

which is captured in essence by the command to love God and neighbour (12,28-32), is 

undermined106. By applying the quotation to his opponents, the Markan Jesus subverts their 

authority and emerges from the conflict as the ultimate authority on the Torah and as 

spokesman for God, which is possible because of his identity as God’s son107. Hatina 

identifies the double love commandment as the standard for teaching and interpreting the 

Torah and as the ‘hermeneutic of the kingdom of God’. This hermeneutic is contrasted with 

that of Jesus’ opponents, who adhere to their own hermeneutic. The latter is subverted by 

the use of the quotation.  
 

Insights of historical-critical approaches provide important support for this reading. First, 

prophetic genre in the context of Isaiah 29,13 (and many other OT passages) provides an 

 
102 HATINA, In Search, 230. 
103 HATINA, In Search, 233. 
104 HATINA, In Search, 256. 
105 HATINA, In Search, 254-256. 
106 HATINA, In Search, 257-258, 261. 
107 HATINA, In Search, 263, 265. 
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important parallel in that a prophet chastises (religious-royal) authorities for allowing or 

promoting certain practices and attitudes believed to be inconsistent with true religion108. In 

these terms, as Hatina rightly points out, Jesus takes on a prophetic role. His observation is 

also supported by the use of the verb προφετεύειν in the quotation’s introductory formula. 

Second, a number of Jewish sources present traditions about the Pharisees who are 

(allegedly) criticised because their traditions are not based on the (written) Torah109. 

As Hatina points out, the principle expressed by means of the quotation in 7,6-7 – of 

different points of view expressed in different traditions based on divine versus human 

authority – is also assumed in episodes where other OT passages are quoted as part of a 

conflict between Jesus and the religious authorities, such as in Mark 10,6-8 (Gen. 1,27; 5,2 

and Gen. 2,24) and in 11,17 (Isa. 56,7). 

II.1.5 Psalm 118,26 in Mark 11,9

Hatina begins this case study by noticing that also the reading of the quotation of Psalm

118,26 in Mark 11,9 has commonly been approached from parallels in the OT and early

Jewish, and even Graeco-Roman, traditions at the expense of the quotation’s own narrative

context in Mark. He repeats the principle underlying his own approach: “the literary context

in which the quotation is embedded is the arbiter of meaning”110. The habit of determining

the quotation’s meaning by comparison with Jewish liturgical traditions in which it features,

with the entry of the royal Davidic king of Zechariah 9,9-10 and with the traditions which

depict God as Isaiah’s Divine Warrior (Watts), may provide some valuable insights, but it is

the Markan context itself where the enquiry must start.

In this context, Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem has no points of contact with a liturgical setting in

which Jesus would feature as a pilgrim. In Mark, it forms the beginning of the major clash

between Jesus’ point of view and that of his major opponents, the Jewish religious

authorities111.

In Mark, the crowd welcomes Jesus by shouting words from Psalm 118,26 followed by a 

parallel expression which links Jesus’ coming to that of the long-awaited restoration of the 

kingdom of David. The audience has already been prepared for this Davidic, messianic link by 

the preceding episode in which blind Bartimaeus calls upon Jesus twice by the title ‘Son of 

David’. The crowd’s acclamation of Jesus as the one who comes with God’s name and brings 

the kingdom of David stands in tension with the point of view of the religious authorities 

who deny Jesus’ special status, which lends the story heightened suspense112.   

Literary-historical enquiry supports the narrative reading in important ways. Jesus’s use of a 

colt invokes Zechariah 9,9-10 in which a messianic king enters Jerusalem on such an animal. 

The spreading of garments and branches on the road has a parallel in the OT scene of the 

inauguration of Jehu as king (2 Kgs. 9,12-13) and Jewish and Graeco-Roman traditions about 

the entry of royal figures or warlords into important cities share many elements with the 

108 HATINA, In Search, 264. 
109 HATINA, In Search, 273-281. I shall discuss some of these sources in chapter 5. 
110 HATINA, In Search, 297. 
111 HATINA, In Search, 305. 
112 HATINA, In Search, 308. 
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Markan story of Jesus’ entry. All of these parallels deepen the insight into the way the 

Markan author depicts Jesus’ identity and authority as a royal and divinely appointed 

character113, the messianic king of God’s kingdom114.  

That expectations of a Davidic messiah were held by Jewish people at the time when the 

Markan Gospel appeared is attested by several texts from Qumran, by rabbinic texts (used 

with caution because of the problems of dating the traditions these contain) and by the 

Targum (which necessitates similarly caution). Hatina concludes that the Markan author has 

once again applied a Scriptural passage to a new situation, with the new context lending it a 

new meaning115. In this case, the quotation of Psalm 118,26 functions to identify Jesus as a 

royal figure coming to establish the long-awaited Davidic kingdom116. As Hatina points out, 

the expectations linked to the title ‘Son of David’ will be modified in the course of the 

narrative, notably in 12,35-37. Even so, he considers the title ‘Son of David’ compatible with 

‘Son of God’ as one more aspect of Jesus’ identity, that is, as king of God’s kingdom. 

II.1.6 Isaiah 13,10; 34,4, Daniel 7,13, Zechariah 2,10, and Deuteronomy 30,4 in Mark 13,24-

27

In the fifth and final case study, Hatina turns to the series of Scriptural references in Mark

13,24-27. In the introductory lines of the chapter, devoted to establishing the function of

this complex of references, he calls them “allusions or echoes”117. I get the impression that

Hatina does not distinguish between the two terms, since he can speak of ‘these echoes’ and

of ‘this series of allusions’ in the same paragraph118. As I have mentioned before, it would

have improved Hatina’s thorough study if he had devoted some space to the definition of

the terminology. This is of particular interest to this final case study as Hatina encounters

some of the problems involved in identifying the allusions and their (potential) Scriptural

referents119. He notices that searching for verbal agreement for the Scriptural references

under survey is complicated by the limited number of textual witnesses that have survived,

where others, possibly with variant readings, are no longer extant. Moreover, variety may

also have been introduced by the use of “memory, hearsay or an eclectic florilegium”120, or

by intentional alteration of the texts by the Markan author or his source(s)121.

Having established the alleged allusions, Hatina continues in his usual manner by pointing 

out the negligence of the Markan story as the primary context in which they must be read. 

Historical-critical approaches, however, have usually tried to interpret verses 24-27 within 

the framework of a Markan community which, according to a reconstruction from chapter 

13 and other passages in the gospel, experienced an eschatological crisis122. Hatina then sets 

113 HATINA, In Search, 311. 
114 HATINA, In Search, 324. 
115 HATINA, In Search, 323. 
116 HATINA, In Search, 324. 
117 HATINA, In Search, 325. 
118 HATINA, In Search, 325, 326. 
119 HATINA, In Search, 326-334. 
120 HATINA, In Search, 328, 331. 
121 HATINA, In Search, 333. 
122 HATINA, In Search, 334. 
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out to understand the verses within its narrative context, notably Mark 13 which, he 

proposes, is not an apocalypse but fits the genre of a parenesis123. Furthermore, Mark 13 

must be read in the context of increasing tension between Jesus and the Jewish religious 

authorities which focuses on the temple from chapter 11 onwards124. In its entirety, Mark 13 

is Jesus’ response to his disciples’ double question in verse 4 which in turn takes up Jesus’ 

prediction of the temple’s destruction (v. 2). Hatina therefore reads the entire thirteenth 

chapter as a description of the events leading up to and including the temple’s destruction. 

Unlike the majority of scholars, he argues that Mark 13 nowhere concerns the 

consummation of history125. In support of this view he points to 8,38 – 9,1 which uses 

language similar to 13,26 in predicting the coming of God’s kingdom with power at a time 

when some present will still be alive126. In addition, he turns to biblical passages sharing the 

images of cosmic portents with 13,24-27 and which concern acts of divine judgment against 

political-religious entities taking place within history. Like 13,27, these judgments are usually 

followed by a gathering and restoration of the elect or righteous ones127.  

Based on his narrative-historical reading, Hatina interprets the cosmic events in Mark 13,24-

27 as referring to a divine judgment directed against the religious authorities, and resulting 

in the destruction of their centre of power, the temple, because they have rejected Jesus’ 

message. Although I think that Hatina’s reading is an interesting one, and indeed primarily 

informed by the Markan narrative context, some of its aspects require further analysis, 

including his insistence that the parousia is not in view because he seems to suppose that it 

should coincide with a collective resurrection which is not mentioned in 13,24-27128. 

 

II.1.7 Conclusion, evaluation, and prospects 

Hatina summarizes his study by stating that his approach has shown that understanding the 

function of Scriptural quotations in the Markan narrative in contexts external to the Markan 

story world proves inadequate. To arrive at a well-substantiated reading of OT quotations in 

Mark one must view them as texts that participate in and contribute to their new narrative 

context. Consequently, the interpretive paradigm must be the context of the story itself129. 

Hatina has repeated his mantra time and again in different wordings of which the last 

example reads: “Mark must be permitted to be Mark”130.  

The case studies have also shown that what Hatina calls the ‘historical component’ cannot 

be neglected131. Although to different degrees, the five examples evince that historical 

 
123 HATINA, In Search, 343. 
124 HATINA, In Search, 345-346. 
125 HATINA, In Search, 326, 371-372. 
126 HATINA, In Search, 351. Hatina sees a parallel in 13,30. His conclusion that those who will see the coming of 
the kingdom are “not among the faithful, but among those who are ashamed of Jesus and his works […] 
because the language here is of judgment” (352-353) is not compelling in my opinion. Mark 9,1 does not refer 
to the coming of the Son of Man as 13,26 and 14,62 do, but to the coming of the kingdom of God. It is more 
likely that both followers and non-followers of Jesus are addressed here. 
127 HATINA, In Search, 357-362, 369-371. 
128 HATINA, In Search, 371. In addition, Hatina seems not to consider the possibility of the coincidence of the 
cosmic portents accompanying the destruction of the temple and the parousia. 
129 HATINA, In Search, 375. 
130 HATINA, In Search, 365. 
131 HATINA, In Search, 375-376. 
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parallels and backgrounds are of vital importance in supporting and deepening the narrative 

readings.  

Hatina finally points out that the narrator’s ideological point of view, the realization of the 

kingdom of God, governs the function of Scripture in Mark.  

The latter contention is in my opinion only partly correct. In some of the case studies, the 

connection of a quotation’s meaning to this framework is indirect at best as for example in 

the case of Isaiah 29,13 in 7,6-7. In chapter 5, I will propose that the quotation functions 

primarily to establish Jesus’ authority as interpreter par excellence of God’s commandments. 

In general, I think that Hatina focuses too sharply on the inbreaking kingdom of God as the 

interpretive paradigm for the Markan author’s use of Scripture. An equally important 

paradigm and linked to Hatina’s is that of Jesus’ identity as Son of God, an identity which in 

all its complexity forms the substance of the conflict with the religious opponents. It would 

perhaps have been better had Hatina applied the more open and inductive approach he 

advocates himself and identified hermeneutic keys after studying the five exemplary cases. 

As he is aware himself, it is highly likely that there is no single, unifying paradigm governing 

the use of Scripture in Mark, but several connected paradigms. It seems that this issue is 

related to the manifold aspects of Jesus’ identity which appear alongside one another in the 

gospel without being merged into one overarching view. 

Another issue of method which I think Hatina might have applied more consistently is that 

he rightly advocates that any approach to the Markan use of Scripture must begin with the 

Markan narrative. Yet he has structured all of his case studies in such a way as to have the 

narrative-historical reading preceded by a historical-critical one132. For whatever reason this 

may have been done133, Hatina would have strengthened his case by giving the narrative-

historical reading precedence. 

Finally, Hatina restricts his reading of Mark to the level of the narrative proper. A more 

sophisticated version of his approach could involve a distinction of at least one other 

narrative level that, in my opinion, comes to the fore at several points, which is that of the 

implied author and implied or intended audience. This would allow for the possibility of a 

quotation having different meanings at these different levels. Such an extended approach 

seems promising at least in the case of the quotation of Isaiah 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12, as I will 

attempt to show in chapter 4. 

These critical remarks, however, do not lessen my appreciation for Hatina’s study. His plea 

for a narrative-historical approach towards the function of Scriptural quotations in Mark is 

well-founded and yields interesting readings of the episodes in which the quotations occur. 

Hatina’s work not only merits the attention of colleagues but also further study and 

refinement.  

132 For the sake of focusing on the issues relevant to this study, my discussion of some of Hatina’s case studies 
does not follow his consistently applied structure.  
133 It is conceivable that Hatina chose the structure adopted to highlight the limitations of historical-critical 
approaches before presenting the narrative-historical one he recommends. 
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II.2 The study of the use of Scripture in Mark and the attention paid to the contribution of 

context since Hatina’s ‘In Search of a Context’ 

How has Hatina’s proposal to allot a narrative-historical approach pride of place in analysing 

the use of Scripture in the Gospel of Mark been received? I shall discuss some major 

publications on the use of Scripture in Mark that have appeared since Hatina’s In Search of 

Context in 2002 with special attention to (i) the contribution of narrative-historical analysis 

in the adopted approaches and (ii) the importance attached to the Markan story as the 

primary context for establishing the function of Scriptural references. 

The studies, which will be discussed in chronological order, are (1) the collection of essays 

edited by Hatina himself, which comprise the first volume in the series entitled Biblical 

Interpretation in Early Christian Gospels (2006), (2) Stephen Ahearne-Kroll’s monograph The 

Psalms of Lament in Mark’s Passion (2007), (3) Kelli O’Brien’s study The Use of Scripture in 

the Markan Passion Narrative (2010), and (4) Martin Meiser’s “Die Funktion der Septuaginta-

Zitate im Markusevangelium” (2014). 

 

II.2.1 Biblical Interpretation in Early Christian Gospels (2006)134 

In his introduction to the volume, Hatina notes an increasing importance and influence of 

literary approaches to the study of Scripture texts embedded in the Markan gospel narrative 

over the last 20 years. Moreover, sociological and anthropological inquiry have changed the 

focus of historical-critical questions. Hatina states that the contributions to the volume “all 

in their own way attempt to explore biblical interpretation in the Gospel of Mark from a 

narrative and (socio-)historical perspective”135. While this may be the case, the contributions 

exhibit considerable differences in balance between narrative and historical approaches, as I 

will now demonstrate by discussing selected examples. 

 

II.2.1.1 T.R. Hatina, “Embedded Scripture Texts and the Plurality of Meaning: The 

Announcement of the ‘Voice from Heaven’ in Mark 1.11 as a Case Study”136 

Hatina introduces his contribution by saying that he chose Mark 1,11 as a test case to show 

that the quest for one or the meaning of an embedded Scripture text is a too narrow 

approach137. An openness to a plurality of options for the function of embedded Scripture 

texts is required because we do not have access to the author’s intention in using them or to 

the audience’s reception of them138. I would add that such openness is even more desirable 

when the functions of allusions and echoes, rather than quotations, is under survey. The 

example chosen by Hatina, the words from the heavenly voice in 1,11, is shown to possibly 

resonate at least three Scriptural passages and their traditions of interpretation: Isaiah 42,1, 

Genesis 22,2.12.16LXX and Psalm 2,7, none of which can be shown to be the referent 

intended by the Markan author. 

 

 
134 T.R. HATINA, Biblical Interpretation in Early Christian Gospels, Volume 1. The Gospel of Mark (LNTS 304; 
London – New York: T&T Clark, 2006). 
135 HATINA, Biblical Interpretation, 1. 
136 In: HATINA, Biblical Interpretation, 81-99. 
137 HATINA, “Embedded Scripture”, 81-81, cf. 98-99. 
138 HATINA, “Embedded Scripture”, 82. 
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From the point of view of method, two observations are of interest. First, Hatina devotes 

very little space to the narrative analysis of the passage within its Markan context. He 

immediately turns to the candidate passages which may be in view. His emphasis on the 

priority of the Markan narrative as the framework within which meaning and function of 

embedded Scripture texts must be established leads one to expect that he would have 

devoted more attention to that context. 

The second, and closely related, observation is, as he states at the end of his contribution, 

that Hatina’s essay clearly shows that historical criticism, notably the history of 

interpretation of a Scriptural text in contemporary Judaism, is indispensable to the study of 

the use of Scripture in the Gospels139. On this basis, his view outlined in In Search of a 

Context that historical-critical analyses are only supportive of narrative-critical readings may 

prove difficult to sustain generally. In some cases, it is probably better to give equal weight 

to both narrative and historical-critical approaches. 

II.2.1.2 L. Perkins, “Kingdom, Messianic Authority and the Re-Constituting of God’s People –

Tracing the Function of Exodus Material in Mark’s Narrative”140

Perkins introduces his essay by stating his preference for an approach to the use of Scripture

in Mark that analyses not only the function of individual quotations, allusions or motifs, but

also the way in which the Markan author uses them together in accomplishing his narrative

purpose141.

The purpose of Perkins’ analysis is to clarify to what degree the Markan author employs

quotes, allusions and motifs from Exodus to make his audience reflect upon key elements of

Israel’s experience while reading or hearing Mark. In addition, he wishes to determine if the

use of explicit quotations and motifs from Exodus in Mark is complementary142.

Perkins first addresses the Markan quotations from Exodus, then some allusions and, finally, 

several Exodus motifs. As regards the Markan author’s use of the quotations from Exodus, 

Perkins presents some clear observations. Concerning the use of Exodus 23,20 in Mark 1,2, 

he states that “the author redirects the reference in Exodus from the general people of God 

whose way the messenger prepares to the specific person of Jesus”143. Although Perkins is 

aware that the quotation is reapplied to a new context, he submits that the conflation with 

Isaiah 40,3 is deliberate and probably indicates that the author wants his readers “to see the 

new exodus from Isaiah as a revised exodus paradigm”144. Perkins, however, does not clarify 

how the Markan narrative itself sustains or signals such a claim145. Perkins rightly observes 

139 HATINA, “Embedded Scripture”, 99. 
140 In: HATINA, Biblical Interpretation, 100-115. 
141 PERKINS, “Kingdom”, 100-101. 
142 PERKINS, “Kingdom”, 101. 
143 PERKINS, “Kingdom”, 103. 
144 PERKINS, “Kingdom”, 104. 
145 In chapter 3, I will propose that the combination of Scriptural passages serves the author’s intention of 

showing a double role of John the Baptist in preparing Jesus’ way. 
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that in the Markan narrative quotations from Exodus (in 7,10 and 12,26) support the Markan 

author’s depiction of Jesus as true interpreter of the Torah/Moses146. 

 

Having discussed the possible significance of some (potential) allusions to passages from 

Exodus, Perkins turns to an extensive presentation of motifs from Exodus which may be 

shared by the Markan author. At the end of the exposition, Perkins has to conclude that “we 

cannot determine whether the Markan author deliberately structured his narrative literarily 

according to the Exodus narrative pattern”147. This conclusion shows that although the 

recommendation to broaden the approach to include not only quotations and clear allusions 

but all possible Scriptural references may be conceptionally sound, it brings with it a 

considerable uncertainty which prevents drawing clear conclusions. Therefore, I would 

propose that one first studies the quotations and clear allusions and then tries to establish 

whether or not less certain references fit in and further specify the picture that has 

emerged. 

 

II.2.1.3 T. Shepherd, “The Narrative Role of John and Jesus in Mark 1.1-15”148 

Shepherd’s contribution offers a fine example of what the priority of a narrative-critical 

reading of a Scriptural quotation in the Markan Gospel may look like and what kind of 

insights it may yield. He extensively analyses the Markan prologue by the standard narrative 

categories of settings, characters, actions, plot, time relationships, the role of the narrator 

and of the implied author. Having thus elucidated the major narrative characteristics of the 

prologue, Shepherd turns his attention to questions, in particular that of the function of the 

Scriptural quotations in 1,2-3, which he describes as fulfilled by what is presented in the 

prologue’s heading in verse 1 and “along with the concept of the Way of the Lord […] to 

guide the direction of the development of the prologue”149. 

 

Although Shepherd provides the data that forms the basis on which one can draw 

conclusions about the possible influence from the context of the quoted passages (the pre-

texts), it is unfortunate that he does not address the issue explicitly. Thus, for example, his 

analysis allows for the conclusion that the context of one of the quoted passages, Exodus 

23,20, does not contribute to the quotation’s meaning in Mark. Nevertheless, this essay 

convincingly shows that beginning the search for meaning and function of a quotation 

embedded in the Markan narrative by a narrative analysis holds promise. 

 

II.2.1.4. J. Svartvik, “The Markan Interpretation of the Pentateuchal Food Laws”150 

Having repeated Perkins’ call for an approach that goes beyond studying individual 

quotations and other references to analyse the use of Scripture in Mark, Svartvik presents a 

programme of six points to promote such a “holistic perspective”151. Three of these points 

 
146 PERKINS, “Kingdom”, 105. 
147 HATINA, PERKINS, “Kingdom”, 114. 
148 In: HATINA, Biblical Interpretation, 151-168. 
149 SHEPHERD, “Narrative Role”, 165. 
150 In: HATINA, Biblical Interpretation, 169-181. 
151 SVARTVIK, “Markan Interpretation”, 169-172. 
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pertain specifically to the study of Scripture in the NT: (i) ‘Text’; Mark must be read as Mark, 

i.e., linguistic approaches have priority over historical reconstruction, (ii) ‘Effect’; the

Wirkungsgeschichte of a Scriptural passage embedded in a gospel text in early Christianity

must be taken into account, and (iii) ‘Context’; early Christian texts must not be isolated

from contemporary Judaism. Although the latter is specified as overcoming stereotyped

identifications of Jewish characters in gospel stories with historical persons, in the context of

studying texts from the Hebrew Bible, Svartvik also encourages taking into account the

history of interpretation and implementation of Scriptural passages in Jewish circles up to

and including early rabbinic traditions. As such he rightly points out that the concept of ‘Old

Testament’ does not capture what Scriptural texts meant to Jesus’ contemporaries152.

Before presenting his case study, Svartvik addresses an important methodological issue. He 

states that the quest for the ipsissima verba Jesu is a vain project. What should be pursued 

instead is the ipsissima structura, i.e., “the historical reconstruction … [of] a credible setting 

in which historically the reported deed could have been done or the reported saying could 

have been uttered”153. Importantly, one should distinguish between the ipsissima structura 

Jesu and the ipsissima structura Marci, the former referring to the setting of the historical 

Jesus and the latter to that of the Markan author154. 

Concerning the level of ‘text’ for Mark 7,1-23 and the saying in 7,15 in particular, Svartvik 

points out that the Markan plot may be characterized as ‘complot’, a conspiracy against 

Jesus resulting in his death, an outcome which the Markan author wishes to present as 

inevitable. Conflict between Jesus, “the Authorized One”155, and the religious authorities 

drives the plot and includes several clashes including some over the interpretation of Torah. 

These conflicts are concentrated in two cycles in 2,1 – 3,6 and 11,12 – 12,12. The debate in 

7,1-23, however, is not part of these cycles but of the bread cycle (6,30 – 8,18) which has the 

Gentile mission as its focus. It is in this context, Svartvik avers, that the saying in 7,15 must 

be interpreted156. 

At the level of ‘effect’, it is remarkable that the first part of the saying in 7,15 and its specific 

interpretation in 7,19b does not seem to have played a role in discussions in the early church 

about access of Gentiles to the Christian communities. It is the second part of the saying that 

received attention whereby the saying as a whole was understood in a relative sense: ‘not so 

much … but’157. 

At the level of ‘context’, Svartvik presents rabbinic material which suggests that according to 

the rabbis, evil speech was considered a serious sin which makes a person ritually impure.  

Combining the results of the three steps, Svartvik concludes that the early church 

understood the saying in 7,15 mainly as a warning against evil speech like its parallels in 

152 SVARTVIK, “Markan Interpretation”, 172. 
153 SVARTVIK, “Markan Interpretation”, 172-173, italics original. 
154 SVARTVIK, “Markan Interpretation”, 173. Although Svartvik uses the term ‘Markan narrative’ as the setting for 
the ipsissima structura Marci, I understand it as referring to the historical situation in which the Markan author 
composed his narrative for an intended audience. 
155 SVARTVIK, “Markan Interpretation”, 174. 
156 SVARTVIK, “Markan Interpretation”, 177. 
157 SVARTVIK, “Markan Interpretation”, 177-178. 



27 
 

rabbinic traditions. Whereas the ipsissima structura Jesu centre around questions of impurity 

of food and speech, the ipsissima structura Marci are formed by the Pauline mission to the 

Gentiles158. 

 

Although Svartvik presents an interesting approach for the interpretation of the saying in 

7,15, some critical remarks are in place. First, although Svartvik takes the Markan narrative 

seriously as the context in which embedded Scriptural texts must be interpreted, his aim to 

arrive at ipsissima structura tips the scale of his approach to historical-critical analyses. 

Second, the distinction between ipsissima structura Jesu and ipsissima structura Marci as 

reconstructed historical settings shows a close resemblance to the traditional distinction 

between tradition and redaction in redactional criticism and the quest for Sitze im Leben 

which characterized the form critical approach. As such, Svartvik’s programma may turn out 

to present a long-established approach as an innovation. 

Third, and related to the former, I think that instead of distinguishing the ipsissima structura 

Jesu and the ipsissima structura Marci as historical settings reconstructed mainly on the 

basis of the Wirkungsgeschichte of Scriptural texts in early Judaism and early Christianity, the 

distinction of different narrative levels in the Markan story takes the priority of narrative 

analysis more seriously. Narrative levels corresponding to Svartvik’s ipsissima structura Jesu 

and Marci are that of the narrative proper and that of the implied author and audience 

respectively. 

Fourth and finally, the narrative component of Svartvik’s programme does not describe how 

the saying in 7,15 functions within 7,1-23. It seems to me that, e.g., the singular issue of 

handwashing on which the saying reflects is broadened to an entire tradition (of the elders) 

which is devaluated in favour of Jesus’ authority as interpreter of Scripture. It is within this 

framework that the saying in 7,15 must also be interpreted. 

 

Taken together, the contributions to the volume witness to the increase of attention given 

to narrative criticism in the study of the use of Scripture in Mark. In practice, however, the 

priority of the Markan story as the primary context within which Scriptural references must 

be interpreted, as advocated by Hatina, turns out not yet to be a commonly shared principle. 

 

II.2.2 S.P. Ahearne-Kroll, The Psalms of Lament in Mark’s Passion (2007) 

Ahearne-Kroll defines the purpose of his study as exploring “how reading Mark’s passion 

narrative with attention to the PssLam159 reconfigures human experience and allows the 

reader to understand Jesus’ suffering and death differently as a result of the process of 

reading the passion narrative this way”160.  As an approach to read Mark’s passion narrative 

with attention to the PssLam, Ahearne-Kroll focuses on allusions to these psalms as far as 

they are ‘simple’, by which he means that they are discernible evocations of one and only 

one psalm text161. He uses allusions as defined by Ben-Porat laying special emphasis on the 

final stages of her definition by reading the alluding text in light of the evoked text which is 

 
158 SVARTVIK, “Markan Interpretation”, 181. 
159 PssLam is an abbreviation for Psalms of (individual) Lament 
160 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 23. 
161 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 24. 
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read in its entirety162. Ahearne-Kroll points out that in fact he uses a combination of two 

approaches, a diachronic and a synchronic one. The former, ‘influence and allusion’, 

highlights the author’s intention as signalled by the (alluding) text whereas the latter, ‘the 

intertextual approach’, focuses on the multiple interactions between alluding and evoked 

text as wholes including those the author may not have consciously intended163. 

Importantly, Ahearne-Kroll states that although he will use the synchronic approach, he will 

not “stray from the parameters of the diachronic approach with respect to […] reading the 

text as much as possible within its historical and cultural context”164.  

Ahearne-Kroll limits his study to four psalms of lament, 22, 41, 42-43 and 69 which are 

evoked in the Markan passion narrative by ‘simple allusions’. He reads the complete psalm 

texts in the Greek of the LXX because he posits that this is the language and version in which 

a first-century audience will have known them165. Reading of these psalms reveals a shared 

central issue, “the abandonment, the silence, and the absence of God”166 in situations of 

suffering of the psalmist. It is this theme that Ahearne-Kroll brings to the Markan passion 

story to see if and how it illuminates its reading. Such a reading yields several important 

observations. 

First, Ahearne-Kroll reads the PssLam as voiced by David whose suffering as a royal figure he 

proposes is evoked in the passion narrative167. As such, the allusions taken together provide 

one model for Jesus’ suffering as that of David, the royal righteous sufferer, next to other 

models such as the Suffering Servant of Second Isaiah, the Danielic Son of Man, and the 

struck shepherd of Zechariah168.  

Second, Ahearne-Kroll claims that in the PssLam, David challenges God’s role in his suffering 

and this in turn informs the reading of Jesus’ suffering in Mark169. A central theme of the 

PssLam is indeed the experience of abandonment by God by the suffering one, and Ahearne-

Kroll rightly points out that it is paralleled in Mark, as the quotation of Psalm 22,2 in 15,34 

explicitly indicates. The quotation occurs at the climax of an increasing experience of 

abandonment by Jesus who is forsaken by the crowd, by his followers and ultimately by God. 

Ahearne-Kroll, however, extends the parallels between the PssLam and the Markan passion 

narrative in such a way that both call into question the necessity of the protagonist’s 

suffering due to God’s inactivity. Therefore, he claims that through the allusions to the 

PssLam, the reader of the Markan story is encouraged by the author to question the 

necessity of Jesus’ suffering and death as a Messiah, occurring according to God’s will within 

an apocalyptic framework170. Thus, Ahearne-Kroll understands the quotation in Mark 15,34 

162 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 27; this means reading the entire psalm of which an element is alluded to. 
163 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 29-31. 
164 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 31. 
165 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 35-37. 
166 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 131. 
167 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 169. 
168 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 171, 173, 213, 217. 
169 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 195-196. 
170 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 170, 197. 
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of Psalm 22,2 as an expression of “the outrage of Jesus’ suffering and God’s abandonment in 

the midst of it”171.  

Even if the theological question of God’s assent with regard to the suffering of David is posed 

by the PssLam and is paralleled to a certain extent in the Markan passion narrative, I hesitate 

to agree with Ahearne-Kroll that the Markan author uses it to encourage his audience to 

question the necessity of Jesus’ passion. The episodes narrating Jesus’ prayer at Gethsemane 

and his death on the cross confront the audience with his agony, fear and experience of 

abandonment and may thus evoke the question of why this would be willed by God. At the 

same time, the notion that Jesus’ suffering, death and resurrection are part of a divine plan 

is present throughout the entire gospel. This view is expressly communicated from the first 

passion prediction in 8,31 onwards, sometimes with an appeal to Scripture in its support 

(e.g., 9,12; 14,21.27.49). In chapter 6, where the textual form and function of one of these 

Scriptural passages, Zechariah 13,7 (in Mark 14,27) is analysed, I shall argue that the context 

of the Markan Gospel indicates that for its author it is of the utmost importance that Jesus’ 

passion is understood as in accord with God’s will. Moreover, in conversation with the views 

of several scholars, I will describe the unresolvable tension that results from the 

interwovenness of God’s and human involvement in what befalls Jesus. 

 

Ahearne-Kroll’s claim that the allusions to the PssLam encourage the audience of Mark to 

question the need of Jesus’ suffering and death as legitimized by God is perhaps better 

understood as stemming from the perspective of the real (contemporary?) reader. As 

legitimate and theologically relevant the issue raised by Ahearne-Kroll’s reading may be, it 

arises when the Markan story is not given priority in interpreting the embedded Scripture 

texts. The so-called ‘intertextual approach’ brings with it the risk that the alluding text is no 

longer regarded as expressing authorial intentionality and therefore to be the judge of any 

interpretation172. Consequently, the author’s intention is imported from outside the story. 

 

Nevertheless, Ahearne-Kroll’s study offers a valuable contribution to the study of the use of 

Scripture in Mark because it rightly points to the suffering of king David as a model for the 

suffering of Jesus who throughout the Markan passion narrative is presented as a king. This 

parallel elicits important questions about what Jesus’ kingship actually encompasses. The 

most important difference between the suffering of David and that of Jesus is of course that 

Jesus dies at the hands of his enemies whereas David does not, a difference to which 

Ahearne-Kroll pays insufficient attention. In addition, one might note the difference 

between God’s response to David’s and to Jesus’ pleas173. Finally, Ahearne-Kroll’s study is a 

valuable indicator that the PssLam must be included among the Scriptures according to 

which the Markan author states that Jesus’ suffering and death take place. 

 
171 AHEARNE-KROLL, Psalms, 210. 
172 In my opinion, questioning God’s role in allowing Jesus to suffer and die is an important theological issue 
which may be evoked by reading the Markan passion narrative and the psalms of lament alluded to. Yet, it 
seems that the issue raised by the psalms reverberates in the reader (the author of the monograph himself?) 
and not in the Markan narrative. 
173 Ahearne-Kroll, e.g., does not discuss the vv. 30-37 of Psalm 68 in his description of the psalm’s role in the 
Markan passion narrative. These verses suggest that God has answered David’s call for salvation. In the case of 
Jesus, by contrast, an answer by God is postponed until after his death. 
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II.2.3 K.S. O’Brien, The Use of Scripture in the Markan Passion Narrative (2010)

In the introduction to her monograph, O’Brien points to gaps and debates in the study of

allusion to Scripture she wishes to address. The first concerns the establishment of allusions

in biblical texts, while the second concerns what allusions contribute to the meaning of a

narrative such as the Markan passion. Finally, she indicates that only a limited number of

allusions has been studied and, in these cases, usually to determine their contribution to

Christology.

Given this state of affairs, she wishes to examine the use of Scripture in the Markan passion

narrative “aiming to bridge some of the gaps and establish, with more precision and

argument than has often been the case, just which allusions do exist and what these

allusions contribute to the meaning of the narrative”174.

According to O’Brien, an allusion affects the meaning of the referring text175. It results in an 

interaction of evoking and evoked text in creating new meanings in ways described by Ben-

Porat. Therefore, the referent text’s meaning within its ‘original’ context is rarely transferred 

to the referring text without modification176. The interactive process can be understood as 

creative reinterpretation of Scripture by which new meaning is generated. This occurs in 

specific historical contexts usually in response to crises177. 

An important issue which has elicited varying opinions concerns the degree to which the 

context of the referent text contributes to the meaning of the referring text. Following Hays, 

O’Brien opts for an approach on a case by case basis in which the context of the referring 

text is examined for correspondences and differences in theme, language, and sense with 

the referent passage178. In other words, it is the referring passage and its narrative context 

that provide the clues for establishing how far the referent text’s context (C2 in figure 1) has 

contributed to generating new meaning179. 

Yet, as O’Brien rightly remarks, the author may not have included such clues in the referring 

text’s context because he did not wish to spell out what the audience was able to grasp180. 

For us, however, the clues which can be unearthed are all that we have at our disposal and 

we should use them as wisely as we can. 

Based on the above-mentioned views and assumptions, O’Brien develops a two-step 

approach. In the first step, potential allusions are identified. This identification is mainly 

based on verbal agreement between referring and referent text. As a rule of thumb, one-

word agreements are not considered allusions unless the word under consideration has a 

specific meaning in the two texts. In the second step, selected allusions are confirmed as real 

allusions by establishing thematic correspondence and interplay between referring and 

referent text. In discussing parallels in the contexts of alluding and alluded text, O’Brien also 

invokes the evidence presented by contemporary early Jewish and Christian interpretations 

174 O’BRIEN, Use, 1. 
175 O’BRIEN, Use, 22. 
176 O’BRIEN, Use, 48. 
177 O’BRIEN, Use, 50-51. 
178 O’BRIEN, Use, 56. 
179 O’BRIEN, Use, 58. 
180 O’BRIEN, Use, 62-63. 
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of alluded passages181. This serves as an important contribution because contemporary 

sources provide clues for how a passage was understood at the time the Markan author 

composed his Gospel. Such clues may then assist in the search of parallel elements in the 

context of an allusion in the Markan narrative.  

 

Yet, in some instances it seems that O’Brien goes a step further than the approach she 

describes when she appears to suggest that motifs or themes present in the context of 

(contemporary interpretations of) alluded passages must have necessarily influenced the 

reading of the alluding passage in Mark. I shall present three examples to demonstrate this 

phenomenon. 

 

First, in assessing the allusion to Zechariah 13,7 in Mark 14,27, O’Brien observes that in the 

context of the alluded passage (i.e., in Zech. 13,7-9), purification and reconciliation appear as 

important themes. These themes are then supposed to correspond to the scattering and 

regathering of the disciples in Mark 14,27-28182. Whereas reconciliation may indeed be 

inferred from Jesus’ prediction that he will go before his disciples after his resurrection, the 

aspect of purification – perhaps as a specific aspect of this reconciliation – is absent in Mark. 

 

Second, in discussing the baptismal scene in Mark, O’Brien proposes that the allusion to 

Psalm 2,7 in 1,11 “must indicate Jesus’ royal identity as it [its immediate context in Ps. 2,6; 

HL] speaks of the installation of a king”183. This seems straightforward, yet O’Brien adds: 

“this is not necessarily so, since Psalm 2 is often interpreted to refer to Israel as whole”184. 

Her conclusion that “Jesus is representative of Israel”185 is, however, not supported by the 

Markan context.  

During the discussion of this allusion, O’Brien seems to infer that the distance of a verse to 

an alluded verse in its ‘original’ context is a governing factor in determining if that verse may 

have exerted influence in creating new meaning for the alluding text. Although this may 

generally be a sound assumption, it is not the only criterium to establish how far the 

interacting context extends. Another equally important criterium is the presence of parallel 

themes or content. 

 

Third and finally, O’Brien points out that in some contemporary interpretations, the ‘Son of 

Man’ (notably in the Similitudes of Enoch and 4 Ezra) is portrayed as pre-existent. She 

therefore suggests that if the Markan author “was influenced by that aspect of the tradition, 

that figure [the ‘Son of Man’ in Mark; HL] is also somehow pre-existent, either in the will of 

God or in actual being”186. She combines this intuition with the use of the phrase ‘coming’ in 

10,45 and in 14,62 to conclude that the Markan author possibly conceived of the Son of Man 

as somehow pre-existent. Although the proposal is cautiously formulated, it seems to me 

 
181 O’BRIEN, Use, 113. 
182 O’BRIEN, Use, 123-124. 
183 O’BRIEN, Use, 165. 
184 O’BRIEN, Use, 165. 
185 O’BRIEN, Use, 165. 
186 O’BRIEN, Use, 186. 
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that O’Brien is stretching the Markan narrative in a forced way to be able to read into it an 

idea of pre-existence. Remarkably, the passage sometimes considered to support the notion 

of a pre-existent Jesus in Mark, 1,2-3 is not mentioned here. 

In her interpretation of potential allusions, O’Brien sometimes seems to suppose that the 

context of an alluded passage must cover more than just the alluded verse. In my opinion, 

some instances of allusion may be limited to one alluded verse (sometimes referred to by 

scholars as an ‘atomistic use’ of Scriptural references) which is invoked to describe or 

characterize a single feature (e.g., Ps. 37,32 in Mark 14,55, the Jewish leaders’ seeking to kill 

Jesus and Exod. 20,16 in Mark 14,56-57, emphasizing giving false witness as a grave breach 

of a divine commandment).  

Notwithstanding these critical remarks concerning O’Brien’s application of her approach, her 

study provides useful insights which merit further consideration. To mention some, I would 

point to her observations concerning the use of the three allusions to Psalm 22. Like 

Ahearne-Kroll, she shows how the interaction with passages from the psalm portray Jesus as 

a king who suffers and who experiences “utter desolation”187. She also rightly criticizes those 

scholars who believe that the allusions to Psalm 22 imply that Jesus’ resurrection in Mark 

corresponds to the end of the Psalm. In other words, that the allusions would already signal 

Jesus’ vindication. O’Brien correctly states that “Mark never alludes to the end of Psalm 

22”188. 

Her discussion of the three allusions in 14,61-62 and the ways in which these complement 

one another in characterizing Jesus and defining his identity189 provides a strong example of 

the usefulness of her approach. 

Apart from observations on how certain allusions may inform our reading of the Markan 

passion narrative, O’Brien also presents another important result. Although scholars like H.C. 

Kee have suggested that the Markan passion narrative contains over 270 allusions to 

Scripture190, O’Brien’s approach identifies only 16 of these as genuine allusions191. This 

shows that using a set of predefined criteria proves a useful tool in preventing one from 

identifying allusions where only the use of biblical language and imagery occurs. An 

important consequence of O’Brien’s results is that the opinion held by some scholars that 

the Markan passion narrative grew out of interpretations of Scriptural passages which 

determined its form and content is not tenable. O’Brien’s results support the contrary 

conclusion that the Markan author composed a story about the passion of Jesus in which he 

187 O’BRIEN, Use, 153-154. 
188 O’BRIEN, Use, 152. It is somewhat surprising that a little further, she claims that the allusion to Ps. 22,2 in 
15,34 must mean that Jesus’ cry from the cross also expresses “expectant petition” (153). This seems to 
contradict her earlier observation that the end of Ps. 22 is not alluded to. 
189 O’BRIEN, Use, 185-186. 
190 O’BRIEN, Use, 17. She arrives at this number by addition of several proposals by different authors. H.C. KEE, 
“The Function of Scriptural Quotations and Allusions in Mark 11-16”, in: E.E. ELLIS AND E. GRÄSSER (EDS), Jesus und 
Paulus: Festschrift für Werner Georg Kümmel zum 70. Geburtstag (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975), 
165-188: 171, asserts that in Mark 11-16 some 57 quotations and approximately 160 allusions occur.
191 One of these 16, the alleged allusion to Hos. 6,2 in Mark 14,1 should not have passed her test as the time
indication (‘after two days’) does not refer to the resurrection as O’Brien asserts (115), leaving only 15
allusions.
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evoked Scriptural passages to give a specific, deeper meaning to certain aspects of his 

narrative192. 

 

II.2.4. M. Meiser, “Die Funktion der Septuaginta-Zitate im Markusevangelium” (2014) 

Although Meiser’s study focuses primarily on the contribution of the reception of the LXX in 

Mark to its textual history, attention is also devoted to other aspects such as audience 

recognition of (implicit) Scriptural references and the question to what extent knowledge of 

the ‘original’ context of a quoted or alluded passage is necessary for understanding its use in 

the Markan narrative193. Meiser’s main interest seems to be what the audience misses if it 

does not recognize the various implicit references to Scripture occurring throughout the 

Markan gospel narrative. Unfortunately, he does not address this issue consistently but in 

those cases where he does, he makes some valuable observations. The most interesting case 

is that of the allusion to Jeremiah 7,11 in Mark 11,17 where it is fused with a quotation of 

Isaiah 56,7. Meiser rightly points to the context of Jeremiah 7,11 in which God addresses the 

destruction of the temple at Siloh as a warning of what may happen to the Jerusalem temple 

as a result of the people’s immoral behaviour. This ‘original’ context shares important 

parallels – the possible destruction of the Jerusalem temple and the immoral behaviour of 

those worshipping God in the temple – with that of the Markan narrative which alludes to 

Jeremiah’s phrase ‘den of robbers’, and which profoundly influence the reading of the 

Markan story194. Likewise, the context of Jeremiah 5,21, alluded to in Mark 8,18, may inform 

its reading in Mark as it speaks of ‘a noncompliant and disobedient heart’ (5,23LXX)195. Other 

examples touched upon by Meiser are the allusion to Numbers 27,17 in Mark 6,34196, the 

allusion to Isaiah 35,5-6 and possibly to Genesis 1,31 in Mark 7,37197 and the quotations and 

allusions to Psalm 22 in the Markan passion narrative which, according to Meiser, support a 

characterization of Jesus as righteous sufferer who is treated with contempt by his enemies 

and possibly experiences great despair198. 

 

These examples demonstrate that it is commendable to expand studies such as Meiser’s by 

consistently seeking parallels between the ‘original’ context of Scriptural passages 

embedded in the Markan narrative and the context of the gospel narrative itself. Careful 

comparison of such parallels may indicate if, and if so, how the ‘original’ context contributed 

to the Markan author’s reading of the evoked Scriptural passages. 

 

The larger part of Meiser’s study covers his comparison of the textual form of a selection of 

quotations and allusions in Mark to that of the evoked passages in the LXX. In chapter 1, I 

shall present a similar comparison and discuss Meiser’s observations where appropriate. 

 
192 O’BRIEN, Use, 200-201. 
193 MEISER, “Funktion”, 518, 521. 
194 MEISER, “Funktion”, 532-534. 
195 MEISER, “Funktion”, 529; in an appendix to chapter 4, I will argue that we have here an intra-Markan allusion 
in the first place which evokes the quotation of Isaiah 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12. 
196 MEISER, “Funktion”, 527; although I do not understand why Meiser states that Num. 27,17 is the primary pre-
text. 
197 MEISER, “Funktion”, 529. 
198 MEISER, “Funktion”, 540-541. 
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III. The approach adopted in this study

The survey of recent scholarship on the use of Scripture in Mark has yielded several insights

which inform the approach adopted in the present study.

First, in chapter 1, I shall analyse the textual form of all OT quotations present in the Markan

Gospel. Only an all-embracing inductive approach will provide a nuanced view of the Markan

author’s use of Scripture and hopefully allow me to draw some general conclusions. I shall

proceed from the definition of a quotation given in I.2.2 and the distinction of quotation and

allusion described there to establish a set of Scriptural references in Mark which I consider

quotations.

Second, and related to the first, I will limit myself to the study of Scriptural quotations

leaving aside allusions and fainter types of Scriptural reference. The advantages of limiting

myself to quotations are (i) that these refer to a single Scriptural passage (which also holds

true for quotations which are combined or conflated) and (ii) that one may infer that the

Markan author has used them intentionally, i.e., he wished and expected his audience to

recognize the quotations. The latter premise means that I consider the use of Scriptural

quotations as part of the (conscious) communication between the Markan author and his

intended audience.

Third, I will follow Hatina in allotting the context of the Markan author’s story the decisive

voice in determining the meaning and function of Scriptural quotations occurring in it. This

means that my analysis of selected quotations will be basically narrative-historical. It also

means that as a rule, I shall only accept readings of Scriptural quotations in the Gospel which

are supported by the Markan narrative context. This means that as far as establishing the

meaning of a Scriptural quotation is concerned, my approach shall be text-centred199. This

implies an openness to the possibility of more than one meaning for any Scriptural

quotation, although I shall attempt to combine the meanings of different Scriptural

quotations to delineate a larger overarching view which I shall consider that of the Markan

author. In contrast to Hatina’s case studies, I shall also pay attention to another important

aspect of literary analysis, that of composition of the literary unit in which a Scriptural

quotation is encountered and its contribution to establishing the quotation’s meaning.

Fourth, historical-critical analysis shall be employed in the supportive role pointed out by

Hatina, i.e., to clarify words, phrases, ideas, customs etc. by means of parallels from

contemporary Jewish or early Christian sources. As such, it is in my view indispensable for

arriving at well-founded interpretations of the meaning and function of OT quotations as it

supports and informs notions and insights gained from narrative analysis. Such a recourse to

parallels (which is specifically tradition-historical) shall be embedded in my narrative-literary

reading of the Scriptural quotations. Fifth and finally, I shall also pay attention to the

‘original’ context of a quoted Scriptural passage (i.e., to the pre-text) and to its interpretive

tradition where appropriate.

199 A similar principle to be applied to the entire Gospel is advocated by G. VAN OYEN, “The Meaning of the 
Death of Jesus in the Gospel of Mark: A Real Reader Perspective”, in: G. VAN OYEN AND T. SHEPHERD (EDS), The Trial 
and Death of Jesus. Essays on the Passion Narrative in Mark (CBET 45; Leuven – Paris – Dudley, MA: Peeters, 
2006), 49-68: 50: “The starting point for exegetical approaches to the Gospel of Mark should be the Markan 
text itself”. 
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As indicated at the outset of this introduction, this study consists of two major parts. The 

first will be concerned with the analysis of the textual form of all Scriptural quotations in 

Mark (chapter 1) which will allow me to identify their major source and to present a first 

indication of the variation observed in the Markan renderings of the OT passages quoted 

when compared with this major source. Subsequently, I shall propose an explanation for the 

variation observed and then focus on two types of variation: ‘memory variation’ and 

‘context-based modification’. To be precise, I will start by applying a theory which 

distinguishes between different types of variation to present an inventory of the variants 

encountered in the textual form of the OT quotations in Mark when compared to that of the 

quoted passages in the LXX. This theory will be embedded in a description of the 

communicative environment of the early Jewish Scriptural tradition as thoroughly oral-

memorial-written (chapter 2).  

In part II of this study, comprising of chapters 3-6, I shall specifically focus on four cases in 

which the variety in the textual form of an OT quotation in Mark seems best explained as 

due to influence from the narrative context in which it is embedded. These four case studies 

will take the form of narrative-historical readings inspired by Hatina’s example as outlined 

above. Finally, in my concluding chapter, I shall summarize the most important observations 

of the present study and point to trajectories for future research. 





Part I 

The Old Testament Quotations in Mark: 

Textual Form and Variation 
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1. An Analysis of the Textual Form of the Old Testament Quotations

in the Gospel of Mark

1.1 Introductory issues 
In this chapter, I will set out to analyse the textual form of all the Old Testament (OT) 
quotations which we encounter in the Second Gospel. The aim of this analysis is to 
determine – if possible – which version of the OT was used as a source for each of the 
quotations or at least to establish to which OT version a quotation bears the most 
resemblance. 
To do so, one first must decide which passages in Mark are considered to be an OT 
quotation. In the introduction, in section I.2.2, I defined what I consider a quotation: “those 
cases of intertextual reproduction that are entirely or predominantly literal”, and adduced a 
more practical definition: “a quotation consists of a stretch of consecutive words that is 
reproduced verbatim to such a degree that it allows the identification of the specific pre-text 
which is reproduced”. For practical reasons and to circumvent the many problems involved 
in distinguishing quotations from allusions, paraphrases, and echoes, I will start out from 
those passages which are printed in italics in the 28th edition of Nestle-Aland and assume 
these to be OT quotations unless they do not satisfy my definition. This provides us with 26 
quotations to which I add one passage which is not printed in italics in NA28 but which I 
consider to be an OT quotation, i.e., the final words of the parable of the mustard seed in 
Mark 4,32200.  
The analysis will therefore comprise 27 OT quotations of which the textual forms as we have 
them in NA28 will be compared to those of the passage quoted in all extant OT versions of 
interest201. These always include the Hebrew of the Masoretic Text (MT), the Septuagint 
(LXX) and the versions of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion. Where applicable, the texts of
the Dead Sea scrolls, the Targums and the Peshitta will also be taken into account. At the
end of the analysis, I will then be able to determine whether overall a single version of the
OT provided the text of the quotations or that several OT versions were used for this
purpose.

Throughout this chapter, the text of OT passages in Hebrew is taken from K. ELLIGER AND W.
RUDOLPH (EDS), Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 41990. 
Their translations are from: The Holy Bible containing the Old And New Testaments. New 
Revised Standard Version. Anglicized Edition, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995 (NRSV). 
Passages from the LXX are presented according to the Göttingen Edition: Septuaginta. Vetus 
Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academiae Litterarum Gottingensis editum. Their 
translations are from NETS: A. PIETERSMA AND B.G. WRIGHT (EDS), A New English Translation of 
the Septuagint and Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included under That Title, Oxford – 
New York: Oxford University Press, 2007. Texts from the New Testament are presented 
according to the 28th edition of Nestle-Aland: B. ALAND, K. ALAND, J. KARAVIDOPOULOS,  C.M.
MARTINI AND B.M. METZGER (EDS), Novum Testamentum Graece, Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, 282012, and their translations are from the NRSV. 

200 Part of these were considered to present an OT quotation in the previous edition of Nestle-Aland. 
201 In cases where, on the bases of the textual witnesses available, I suspect that NA28 presents a reading which 
probably presents a modified version of an earlier, alternative rendering, I will adjust the text towards the 
latter. 
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If for some reason the texts presented are not according to the editions mentioned above, 
this will be indicated. This will include those cases in which for the same (key)word different 
renderings are given by NETS and/or NRSV. In these instances, I shall present an alternative 
translation. Moreover, where translations offered by NETS or NRSV do not render the Greek 
or Hebrew text adequately in view of our purposes, I shall present my own alternative. 

1.2 Analysis 

1) Mark 1,2-3 (Exod. 23,20, Mal. 3,1, and Isa. 40,3)
In Mark 1,2-3, we find a marked quotation in which three OT passages have been combined:
Exodus 23,20, Malachi 3,1, and Isaiah 40,3. The text reads:

ἰδοὺ ἀποστέλλω τὸν ἄγγελόν μου πρὸ προσώπου σου, 

ὃς κατασκευάσει τὴν ὁδόν σου ̇ 

φωνὴ βοῶντος ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ ̇ 

ἑτοιμάσατε τὴν ὁδὸν κυρίου, 

εὐθείας ποιεῖτε τὰς τρίβους αὐτοῦ. 


See, I am sending my messenger ahead of you 
who will prepare your way; 
the voice of one crying out in the wilderness: 
“Prepare the way of the Lord 
make his paths straight.” 

Within the New Testament (NT), the combination of these three OT passages is unique to 
Mark. In Matthew and Luke, who have used Mark as a source202, we find these passages in 
two separate pericopae, which concern John the Baptist. In the first (Mat. 3,1-12 // Luke 3,1-
20), introducing the Baptist’s activity, Isaiah 40,3 is quoted203. In the second, in which Jesus 
indicates the importance of the Baptist, we find a conflation of Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 
(Matt. 11,10; Luke 7,27)204. 

The texts of Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 in the LXX read: 

Exod. 23,20: καὶ ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ἀποστέλλω τὸν ἄγγελόν μου πρὸ προσώπου σου, 

ἵνα φυλάξῃ σε ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ, ὅπως εἰσαγάγῃ σε εἰς τὴν γῆν, ἣν ἡτοίμασά σοι. 

And behold205, I am sending my messenger in front of you 

202 Throughout this study, I presuppose the two-document hypothesis. 
203 While Matthew quotes only Isa. 40,3, Luke has expanded the quotation to include Isa. 40,3-5. 
204 Several authors do not mention Exod. 23,20 as a source text, and wrongly suggest that Mal. 3,1 and Isa. 40,3 
have been combined, e.g., R.A. LONGENECKER, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period (Grand Rapids, MI – 
Cambridge: Eerdmans, 21999), 47, 55; L.W. HURTADO, Mark (NIBC; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1989), 23; J.
PAINTER, Mark’s Gospel. Worlds in Conflict (London – New York: Routledge, 1997), 26, and D.E. NINEHAM, The 
Gospel of St Mark (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1963), 60. 
205 NETS translates ἰδοὺ as ‘look’ in Exod. 23,20, but as ‘behold’ in Mal. 3,1. To avoid confusion, I have chosen 

for a uniform translation with ‘behold’. The same applies to ἄγγελος which in NETS is translated by ‘angel’ in 
Exod. 23,20 and by ‘messenger’ in Mal. 3,1. In this case, I have chosen to translate by ‘messenger’ in both cases 
to indicate that in the Greek of the LXX the same word occurs. 
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in order to guard you on the way in order to bring you into the land 
that I prepared for you. 

Mal. 3,1206: ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ἐξαποστέλλω τὸν ἄγγελόν μου, 

καὶ ἐπιβλέψεται ὁδὸν πρὸ προσώπου μου, 

καὶ ἐξαίφνης ἥξει εἰς τὸν ναὸν κύριος, ὃν ὑμεῖς ζητεῖτε. 

Behold, I am sending my messenger, 
and he will oversee the way before me, 
and the Lord whom you seek will suddenly 
come to the shrine. 

In the Hebrew, the passages run: 

Exod. 23,20: הנה  אנכי שלח  מלאך לפנך  לשמרך  בדרך 

 ולהביאך  אל־המקום  אשר הכנתי

See207, I am going to send a messenger208 in front of you, to guard you on the way 
and to bring you to the place that I have prepared. 

Mal. 3,1: הנני שלח  מלאכי ופנה־דרך לפני  

 ופתאם יבוא אל־היכלו האדון אשר־אתם מבקשים

See, I am sending my messenger to prepare the way before me, 
and the Lord, whom you seek will suddenly come to his temple. 

The conflation of Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 is most likely pre-Markan because it is also 
found in Q209. It probably resulted from the fact that these texts were considered analogous 
passages, which could be used to (mutually) explain the meaning of words or phrases these 
contained by means of an exegetical rule called gezerah shawah. For two passages to be 
considered as analogous, the presence of a common word or phrase was required as well as 
some similarity in content of both210. In the process of interpretation, it was then allowed to 

206 Only the relevant part of the verse is presented here. 
207 The NRSV has no counterpart for the Hebrew הנה. To indicate the presence of the word in Hebrew, I have 

added ‘see’ as its translation to the rendering by the NRSV. 
208 The NRSV reads ‘angel’ but to indicate that the same word מלאך is used in Exod. 23,20 and in Mal. 3,1, I 

have chosen to render it in both cases by ‘messenger’. 
209 In Q, however, to the second line as we have it in Mark, the words ἔμπροσθέν σου have been added. These 

probably present a translation of the Hebrew לפני with the possessive suffix in the 1st pers. sg. changed to the 

2nd pers. sg. as a modification towards the new narrative context. The translation of the LXX with the phrase 

πρὸ προσώπου μου was probably not used here for stylistic reasons, i.e.: to avoid its repetition. 
210 See e.g., H.L. STRACK – G. STEMBERGER, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash (ed. and trans. M. BOCKMUEHL; 
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 21996), 18-19.  M. MIELZINER, Introduction to the Talmud (New York: Bloch, 51968), 
142-155, distinguishes between two major uses of gezerah shawah: (i) the constructional use, intended to
supply an omission in one halakhic law by provisions from another, analogous law, and (ii) the exegetical use,
intended to ascertain the meaning of an ambiguous word or expression in a passage from another, analogous
passage in which it is clearly defined. Initially, the latter use required passages to be related to each other in
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exchange these words or phrases. In this case, Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 share the 

expression “See/Behold, I send a/my messenger”, both in Hebrew and in Greek, so that this 
conflation of passages may originally have involved a Hebrew as well as a Greek source211. In 
the text as we have it in Mark the two parts of Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 have been 

combined by the relative pronoun ὅς which is absent in both the Hebrew and Greek sources. 

The textual form of the first line of the quotation as we have it in Mark is closest to Exodus 

23,20aLXX, because the MT does not have an equivalent for the possessive pronoun μου212. 

In Mark the personal pronoun, 1st pers. sg.ἐγώ, which is present in both LXX and the 
Hebrew, is missing. Although present in several witnesses (e.g.,  A L W 33) the original 

reading in Mark was probably without ἐγώbecause (i) it presents the shorter reading, and 

(ii) it is easier to explain the addition of ἐγώin order to bring the text closer to LXX, MT
and/or Matthew 11,10 than the other way around.
The second line of the quotation is a possible rendering of the Hebrew of Malachi 3,1b,

except that  לפני has no equivalent and that the possessive pronoun σου has been added to 

the equivalent of דרך. The LXX-translator has mistaken פנה, pi`el for  פנה, qal, and 

translated by ἐπιβλέπειν. It is probable that several Greek texts existed in which this error 

was corrected as shown, e.g., by  Symmachus (who has σχολάζειν, ‘to devote oneself’), 

Theodotion (who has ἑτοιμάζειν, ‘to prepare’) and Aquila who has ἀποσκευάζειν, ‘to clear 

away’, which is closest to the Markan κατασκευάζειν213, ‘to construct, build’. It is therefore 
possible that the textual form of the second line in Mark represents a revised LXX text of 
Malachi 3,1. Another possibility, however, is that it presents a fresh translation from the 
Hebrew. 

The final three lines of the quotation agree largely with Isaiah 40,3LXX except for the 

replacement of τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν by αὐτοῦ. Isaiah 40,3LXX reads: 

such a way that the wording or the reasoning used was similar. Later, especially with the Amoraim, passages 
were deemed analogous which had nothing in common except a single, often very insignificant word, which 
had no bearing upon the meaning of the passages. The use of this so-called ‘exorbitant gezerah shawah’ was 
restricted to finding scriptural support for an opinion expressed in the Mishnah. As a reaction to this – 
sometimes fanciful – application of gezerah shawah, restrictions were imposed on its use. From the 
development sketched by Mielziner, and the examples discussed by e.g., G.J. BROOKE, Exegesis at Qumran. 
4QFlorilegium in its Jewish Context (JSOTSup 29; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1985), 279-352, and J. KOENIG, 
L’Herméneutique analogique du Judaïsme antique d’après les témoins textuels d’Isaïe (VTSup 33; Leiden: Brill, 
1982), 31-68, it may be inferred that during the first century CE, the exegetical use of gezerah shawah showed 
a considerable variation between two extremes: one requiring passages to share logical as well as a verbal 
analogy and the other requiring only verbal analogy situated in a phrase or even in one word; cf. also D. INSTONE 

BREWER, Techniques and Assumptions in Jewish Exegesis before 70 CE (TSAJ 30; Tübingen: Mohr, 1992), 17-18 
and the examples listed in appendix 2 (pp. 232-241). 
211 In addition, both have the word ‘way’ strengthening the analogy. 
212 Although it is present in the Samaritan Pentateuch and the Vulgate, which may indicate that certain early 
Hebrew versions, differing from the MT, contained it. 
213 In the LXX, פנה pi`el is never translated by κατασκευάζειν. In 1 out of 8 instances it is translated by 

ἀποσκευάζειν (Lev. 14,36). Aquila and Theodotion translate פנה pi`el by ἀποσκευάζειν in Isa. 40,3, Aquila does so 

likewise for Isa. 57,14. Theodotion finally, translates פנה pi`el in Isa. 57,14; 62,10 by σκευάζειν, ‘to prepare’. In 

the Wisdom of Solomon, the verb κατασκευάζεινappears 5 times, always in the sense of ‘to make’, cf. Wis. 
7,27; 11,24; 13,4.11; 14,2. 
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 φωνὴ βοῶντος ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ  

 ἑτοιμάσατε τὴν ὁδὸν κυρίου, 

 εὐθείας ποιεῖτε τὰς τρίβους τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν 

 
 A voice of one crying out in the wilderness: 
 “Prepare the way of the Lord; 
 make straight the paths of our God.” 
 

In the Hebrew, the verse runs: 
 

 קול  קורא במדבר פנו דרך יהוה  

 ישרו  בערבה  מסלה לאלהנו 
 
 A voice cries out: “In the wilderness, prepare the way of the Lord, 
 make straight in the steppe a highway for our God.214” 
 

The text of the LXX differs from the Hebrew in that it lacks an equivalent of בערבה, breaking 

up the parallelism between במדבר, ‘in the wilderness’ and  בערבה, ‘in the steppe’. As a 

result, the crying voice, may in the LXX be situated in the wilderness, which better than the 
MT suits the Markan narrative context in which John the Baptist is pictured as preaching and 
baptizing in the wilderness (Mark 1,4). Another indication that the text as we have it in Mark 

goes back to the LXX is the use of the verb βοᾶν to translate the Hebrew קרא. Throughout 

the LXX, for the translation of the latter verb preference is given to (ἐπι)καλεῖν215. 
 
The combination of Isaiah 40,3 and the conflated quotation of Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 
has been brought about by addition. This may have been based on the presence in both 

Isaiah 40,3 and Malachi 3,1 of the expression פנה דרך. The fact that the Markan text has 

two different renderings for the Hebrew verb  פנה (κατασκευάζειν and ἑτοιμάζειν), suggests 

that existing Greek texts have been brought together and that no fresh translation was made 
from Hebrew passages combined previously216. 
 

Both the replacement of τὴν ὁδὸν κυρίουby τὴν ὁδὸν σουin the quotation of Malachi 3,1 and 

that of τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν by αὐτοῦ in the quotation of Isaiah 40,3, seem best explained by the 
requirements of the Markan narrative context to which the composite quotation is applied 
in such a way that John the Baptist is identified as the messenger and Jesus as the one 

 
214 Translation from NRSV modified to allow for easy comparison with that of NETS for the Greek of the same 
passage. 
215 421 times versus 38 times for βοᾶν. 
216 As is suggested by K. STENDAHL, The School of St. Matthew and its Use of the Old Testament (Uppsala: 
Gleerup, 1954), 51-52 and J. MARCUS, Mark 1-8 (AB 27; New York: Doubleday, 2000), 145. Marcus seems to 
have changed his opinion on this as is clear from his earlier evaluation of this issue in MARCUS, Way, 16. The 
combination of the Greek passages of Exod. 23,20, Mal. 3,1, and Isa. 40,3 may reflect knowledge of their 

Hebrew counterparts. Alternatively, the presence of the word ὁδός in Mal. 3,1 and in Isa. 40,3 may have 
sufficed to consider them analogous. 
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whose way he will prepare217. The modification of Isaiah 40,3 in Mark 1,3 has been noticed 
as is clear from witnesses of its textual transmission, notably in Latin, in which the Isaianic 
text has been restored218. 

The attribution of the entire quotation to Isaiah has been used to argue that it was taken 
from a collection of testimonies219. According to J. Marcus this is unlikely because in that 
case the quotation of Isaiah 40,3 should have preceded the conflation of Exodus 23,20 and 
Malachi 3,1220. He suggests that the attribution to Isaiah was a deliberate move by the 
evangelist to emphasize the importance of the Isaianic context for understanding (the 
introduction of) his gospel221. In my opinion, the most important objection to a collection of 
testimonia as the source of the Markan quotation, is that one would expect this particular 
combination of OT passages to be found elsewhere in the NT or in the writings of the church 
fathers independent from its Markan occurrence. This, however, is not the case.  

In summary: the marked quotation in Mark 1,2-3 is composed of a conflation of Exodus 
23,20a, and Malachi 3,1b to which Isaiah 40,3 has been added. On the basis of its textual 
form, I conclude that it was taken from a Greek text. The text of Malachi 3,1b differs from 
that of the LXX. This is either the result of a revision or of a fresh translation from the 
Hebrew. The former explanation is supported by some ancient witnesses and therefore 
probably to be preferred. The quotation of Isaiah 40,3 most likely goes back to the LXX. 

2) Mark 4,12 (Isa. 6,9-10)
In a passage separating the narration of the parable of the sower and its explanation, those
‘around him together with the twelve’, ask Jesus concerning the parables (4,10). Jesus

217For a detailed analysis in support of this proposal, see chapter 3 of this study. Tg. Ps.-Jon. on Isa. 40,3 
presents an interesting parallel to the text found in Mark 1,3. It reads in the translation of B. CHILTON, The Isaiah 
Targum (The Aramaic Bible 11; Wilmington, DE: Michael Glazier, 1987), 77: “A voice of one who cries: In the 
wilderness clear the way before the people of the Lord, level in the desert highways before the congregation 
of our God” (emphasis added). It shows that the identification of the person(s) for whom the way is to be 
prepared could change during the history of interpretation from God to the people of God in the Targum, or 
from God to Jesus (or, both God and Jesus, to be precise) in Mark. The Markan author only had to change the 

second reference to God (τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν) because the first, κυρἱου, could also refer to Jesus; cf. 3.4.1 for a 

detailed survey of the use of κύριος by the Markan author to refer to Jesus. Origen was of the opinion that 

αὐτοῦ in Mark 1,3 is an abbreviation of τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν which in turn is seen as equivalent of κύριος: E. PREUSCHEN, 
Origenes Werke, Band 4. Der Johanneskommentar (GCS 10; Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1903), 134-135. 
218 The reading eius corresponding to the αὐτοῦ of the Markan author is attested by aur l q and the majority of 

Vulgate witnesses. The reading Dei nostri rendering the τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν of Isa. 40,3LXX is attested by a b c d f ff2 l 
r1 and t. 
219 The incomplete attribution of the combined quotation in Mark 1,2-3 has been recognized and corrected in 
the Greek and Latin transmission of the verses. In the Greek, witnesses A K P W Γ f13 28. 579. 1424. 2542  

vgms syh (bomss) attest the reading ἐν τοῖς προφήταις whereas in the Latin, both codex r1 , and Irenaeus, in Haer. 
3,10,6 and 3,16,3 present the reading in prophetis (yet, in 3,11,8, we have the reading in Esaia propheta 
suggesting that the author was familiar with the Markan attribution). That attribution and quotation were not 
always in agreement is seen, e.g., in Haer. 3,10,6, in which Irenaeus explicitly states that he quotes the 
beginning of Mark yet renders Isa. 40,3 according to the LXX and in Origen, Cels. 2,4, where it is stated that 
Mark is quoted but Q 7,27 follows instead of Mark 1,2. 
220 MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 145. 
221 MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 147. 
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answers that to them the secret of the kingdom of God has been given, but that to ‘those 
outside’, everything comes in parables, so that: 
 

βλέποντες βλέπωσιν καὶ μὴ ἴδωσιν,  

καὶ ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν καὶ μὴ συνιῶσιν,  

μήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς. 
 
 they indeed see, but not perceive, 
 and indeed hear, but not understand, 
 lest they turn around and it be forgiven them222. 

 
Although it is obvious that the Markan author refers to Isaiah 6,9-10, the source from which 
he drew this text is not easily identified.  
In the Hebrew of the MT, Isaiah 6,9-10 reads: 
 

הזה  לעם   ואמרת  לך ויאמר   

 שמעו שמוע ואל־תבינו  

ואל־תדעו   ראו  וראו   

 השמן לב־העם הזה  

 ואזניו הכבד ועיניו השע  

 פן־יראה בעיניו ובאזניו ישמע 

 ולבבו יבין ושב ורפא לו  

 
 He said: “Go and say to this people: 
 hear indeed, but do not understand, 

see indeed, but do not perceive. 
Make the heart of this people fat 
and their ears heavy and shut their eyes, 
lest they see with their eyes and hear with their ears 
and with their hearts understand and turn around and be healed”223. 

 
It is clear that the Markan author has a shortened version of the passage in Isaiah, in which 
we find the phrases about hearing but not understanding and seeing but not perceiving in an 

inverted order. The final part of the passage where in Mark we have the verb ἀφιέσθαι, ‘to 

be forgiven’ also differs from the Hebrew which has the verb רפא, ‘to heal’. 

 
The same observations apply when we compare Mark 4,12 to Isaiah 6,9-10LXX, which reads: 
 

καὶ εἶπε πορεύθητι καὶ εἶπον τῷ λαῷ τούτῳ 

᾽Ακοῇ ἀκούσετε καὶ οὐ μὴ συνῆτε 

καὶ βλέποντες βλέψετε καὶ οὐ μὴ ἴδητε  

ἐπαχύνθη γὰρ ἡ καρδία τοῦ λαοῦ τούτου, 

 
222 Translation is mine. 
223 Translation is mine. 
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καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶν αὐτῶν βαρέως ἤκουσαν 

καὶ τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς αὐτῶν ἐκάμμυσαν, 

μήποτε ἴδωσι τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς 

καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶν ἀκούσωσι 

καὶ τῇ καρδίᾳ συνῶσι 

καὶ ἐπισρέψωσι καὶ ἰάσομαι αὐτοὺς.  

He said: “Go and say to this people: 
You will indeed hear, but not understand, 
and you will indeed see, but not perceive 
for the heart of this people has been made fat 
and with their ears they have had difficulty hearing224  
and they have shut their eyes, 
lest they might see with the eyes 
and with the ears hear and with the heart understand, 
and turn around and I would heal them”225. 

In its LXX form, the prophet is no longer to make the people obdurate as in the MT, but it is 
stated that the people have already been made obdurate. What the prophet has to say to 
them is that they will remain in this condition226. 

In addition to the above-mentioned observations, the form of the verb ἰᾶσθαι, ‘to heal’ is 1st 
pers. sg. in the LXX whereas it is 3rd pers. sg. in both Mark and the MT. 

On the other hand, the LXX translator has used the verb βλέπεινto render the Hebrew ראה, 

‘to see’, whereas usually the verb ὁρᾶν and its aoristἰδεῖν are used227. Then, he has 

translated the Hebrew verb ידע, ‘to perceive, know, understand’ with ἰδεῖν, which in the LXX 

is scarcely used to render this verb228. These observations and the fact that Mark goes with 
the LXX in using these particular verbs may indicate that the textual form of the Markan 
quotation was influenced by that of Isaiah 6,9-10LXX229. 

Many authors have pointed to the text of Targum Pseudo-Jonathan as the source behind the 
Markan quotation230. Its text reads: 

224 Literally: have heard heavily. 
225 Translation is mine. 
226 Cf. C.A. EVANS, To See and not Perceive. Isaiah 6.9-10 in Early Jewish and Christian Interpretation (JSOTSup 
64; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 62. 
227 The verb βλέπειν is used in 49 cases to translate ידע whereas ὁρᾶν and ἰδεῖν are used in 269 and 664 cases 

respectively. 
228 The verbs commonly used are γι(γ)νώσκειν (490 x) and εἶδειν (183 x). The verb ἰδεῖν is used only 15 times to 

translate ידע. 
229 So also MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 300. 
230 The first was T.W. MANSON, The Teaching of Jesus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 21935), 75-80. 
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הדין  לעמא ותימר  איזיל  ואמר  

 דשמעין משמע ואל מסכלין 

 וחזן מחזא ולא ידעין 

 טפיש לביה דעמא הדין 

 ואודנוהי יקר ועינוהי טמטים

 דלמא יחזון בעיניהון 

 ובאודנהון ישמעון 

יסתכלין  ובליבהון  

 ויתובון וישתביק להון 

 He said: “Go and speak to this people  
that indeed hear but do not understand, 
and indeed see, but do not perceive. 
Make the heart of this people fat  
and their ears heavy  
and shut their eyes, 
lest they see with their eyes, 
and hear with their ears  
and understand with their hearts, 
and turn around and it be forgiven them”231. 

The Targum version of Isaiah 6,9-10 agrees with that of the LXX in that the people are said to 
be obdurate and that it is not the task of the prophet to bring this about. Whereas in the LXX 
the prophet merely has to state that the people’s condition will not change, in the Targum 
he is ordered to contribute to its continuation232. The Markan version shares with those of 
the LXX and the Targum the fact that the people addressed are already in a condition in 
which they are no longer receptive to God’s messenger(s). It is closer to the Targum in that 
Jesus’ use of parables seems to be directed at continuing this state of affairs. 
On the textual level, the similarity between the Targum and Mark 4,12 against the MT and 
the LXX, concerns first and foremost the final phrase which in both speaks of the people ‘be 

forgiven’ (ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς, וישתביק להון)233. Second, the verbal forms in Targum Pseudo-

Jonathan on Isaiah 6,9 are rendered in the 3rd pers. plural, instead of the 2nd pers. plural as 
in the LXX and the MT. This is brought about by the use, in both Targum and Mark, of a 
syntactical construction which results in a description of a group of people as hearing but 

231 Translation is mine. 
232 Cf. EVANS, To See, 70. 
233 Although the wording used in the Hebrew and the LXX is obviously different from that in Mark 4,12 and in 
Tg. Ps.-Jon. Isa. 6,9-10, several passages show that ‘to heal’ in the Jewish reception of Isa. 6,10 was understood 

as meaning ‘to forgive’. See, e.g., Tg. Ps.-Jon. Isa. 53,5 where רפא, niph‘al (to be healed) of Isa. 53,5 is rendered 

by שבק, ’itpa‘el, ‘to be forgiven’ (cf. Tg. Ps.-Jon. Isa. 6,10); Mek. Bachodesh 1; b. Roš. Haš. 17b; b. Meg. 17b; y. 

Ber. 2:4. For more examples, see EVANS, To See, pp. 137-145. This indicates that the difference in meaning 
between ‘to forgive’ in Mark 4,12 and Tg. Ps.-Jon. Isa. 6,9-10 on the one hand and ‘to heal’ in the Hebrew and 
LXX versions of Isa. 6,9-10 may not be that big. 
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not understanding and seeing but not perceiving, rather than the direct speech we find in 
the MT and the LXX. These similarities, however, are not sufficient to identify the text of the 
Targumic tradition (which like MT and LXX has the verbs in Isaiah 6,9 in an inverted order 
when compared to Mark) as the source for the textual form as we have it in Mark 4,12234. In 
my opinion the difficulty of identifying an OT source text is that the Markan author does not 
accurately quote Isaiah 6,9-10 here, in addition to considerably shortening it235.  
The only conclusion then, which can be drawn is that the textual form of the final clause in 
Mark 4,12 shows that influence may have been exerted by a tradition for which we have a 
textual witness only in the Targum and not in the MT nor in the LXX. For the textual form of 
the first two lines of the quotation, we can identify no extant OT text as a source, although 
indications for influence of the LXX on the wording are observed236. 
 
3) Mark 4,32 (Ezek. 17,23, Ps. 104,12/Dan. 4,18[21]) 
In Mark, the parable of the mustard seed (4,30-32) is concluded with an unmarked 
quotation237. After the mustard seed has been sown, it grows up and becomes the greatest 
of all shrubs, making large branches, so that in its shade: 
 

 τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κατασκηνοῦν. 
 
 the birds of the air make nests238. 

 
In my opinion, the editors of NA27 and earlier editions failed to notice that the quotation 
actually begins at an earlier position in the text239. Below, I will argue that the complete 
quotation should read: 
 

 ὑπὸ τὴν σκιὰν αὐτοῦ τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κατασκηνοῦν.  
 
 under its shade, the birds of the air make nests240. 
 

 
234 Contra R. SCHNECK, Isaiah in the Gospel of Mark, I-VIII (Bibal Dissertation Series 1; Vallejo, CA: Bibal Press, 
1994), 105, who identifies the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on Isaiah as “the basic source text for the OT quotation 
at Mark 4:12”. A similar opinion is expressed by J. JEREMIAS, Die Gleichnisse Jesu (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 81970), 12. 
235 So also HATINA, In Search, 185, who characterizes Mark 4,12 as “a paraphrased quotation”, cf. R. PESCH, Das 
Markusevangelium 1. Teil. Kommentar zu Kap. 1,1 – 8,26 (HtKNT II/1; Freiburg: Herder, 1976), 238: “freie, 
paraphrasierende, mit dem Targum übereinstimmende Zitierung”, MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 300: “a truncated 
quotation”. STENDAHL, School, 130, points to the parallel text in Matt. 13,13 in which Mark’s ‘allusive reference’ 
(so Stendahl) to Isa. 6,9-10 has been shortened by leaving out the final clause. Stendahl believes that this 
shortening accompanied the introduction of the entire quotation of Isa. 6,9-10LXX in the following verses. 
Leaving aside the discussion whether or not this was done at a post-Matthean stage, it indicates that the text 
as we have it in Mark was probably not considered as a quotation in a strict sense. 
236 So also HATINA, In Search, 188, who suspects that Mark’s quotation may be a synthesis of the Greek and 
Aramaic traditions. According to M. D. HOOKER, “Isaiah in Mark’s Gospel”, in: S. MOYISE AND M.J.J. MENKEN (EDS), 
Isaiah in the New Testament (NTSI 2; London – New York: T&T Clark, 2005), 35-49: 38, Mark’s quotation shows 
no clear dependence on either the MT, the LXX or the Targum. 
237 In NA28 this is no longer considered to be an OT quotation as in earlier editions. 
238 Translation is mine. 
239 Probably because Ps. 103,12LXX was regarded as its OT source. 
240 Translation is mine. 
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If we compare the Markan version of the parable with that of Q in Matthew (13,31-32) and 
Luke (13,18-19), it distinguishes itself by the emphasis on the shade of the branches in which 
the birds dwell, whereas in its parallels the birds are placed on these branches and the shade 

is not mentioned. We find the phrase ὑπὸ τὴν σκιὰν αὐτοῦ in the context of birds sheltering 
under a large tree in Ezekiel 17,23LXX, the relevant part of which reads: 

καὶ ἀναπαύσεται ὑποκάτω αὐτοῦ πᾶν θηρίον, 

καὶ πᾶν πετεινὸν ὑπὸ τὴν σκιὰν αὐτοῦ ἀναπαύσεται. 

and every animal shall rest under him, 
and every winged creature shall rest under his shade. 

The text of Ezekiel 17,23LXX departs slightly from the Hebrew which runs: 

 ושכנו  תחתיו כל צפור 

 כל־כנף בצל דליותיו  תשכנה 

Under it every kind of bird will nest; 
in the shade of its branches will nest winged creatures of every kind241. 

The πᾶν θηρίον of Ezekiel 17,23LXX is not a correct rendering of the Hebrew כל  צפור which 

was corrected into πᾶν ὄρνεον in a number of LXX manuscripts242. In addition, Ezekiel 

17,23LXX has no equivalent of the Hebrew דליותיו, ‘its branches’. 

Apart from the phrase ὑπὸ τὴν σκιὰν αὐτοῦ, which is characteristic of the Markan version of 
the parable, Ezekiel 17,23LXX also contains the other two elements found in the Markan 
rendering of the quotation: the birds and a verb with the meaning ‘to dwell’. The wording in 
Mark, however, differs from that in Ezekiel 17,23LXX. How can these differences be 
accounted for?  

To begin with, Ezekiel 17,23LXX has the phrase πᾶν πετεινόν whereas Mark 4,32 reads τὰ 

πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. The Markan phrase may simply be explained as a free rendering of the 

LXX’s πᾶν πετεινόν which is then understood as a plural. Such a free rendering is conceivable 
because we have here an unmarked quotation and the Markan author may well have quoted 
from memory243. A similar explanation applies to the different verbs used in Ezekiel 17,23LXX 

and Mark 4,32, ἀναπαύεσθαι, ‘to rest’ and κατασκηνοῦν, ‘to dwell’ respectively, which are 

both translations of the Hebrew שכן, ‘to settle, live, dwell’. The Markan κατασκηνοῦν may 

have replaced the LXX’s ἀναπαύεσθαι because it is the more usual verb to translate the 

241 Translation is from NRSV, but with one modification: the verb שכן occurring in both parallel clauses is 

translated in each case by ‘to nest’. 
242 The textual evidence clearly indicates that we have here a hexaplaric correction. According to W. ZIMMERLI, 
Ezechiel 1-24 (BKAT XIII/I; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1969), 376, however, the Hebrew originally 

mentioned a fixed pair of animals and birds like in Ezek. 31,6. The LXX’s πᾶν θηρίον would thus be the 
translation of the alleged Hebrew original. 
243 In chapter 2, section 7c, I shall propose that quotation from memory goes together with the introduction of 
a specific type of variation of which the quotation under discussion may provide an example. 



50 
 

Hebrew  244 שכן, or it may reflect the Markan author’s preferred language. Likewise, the 

phrase τοῦ οὐρανοῦ characterizing the birds may be a fixed expression from the Markan 
author.  
 

Alternatively, the verb κατασκηνοῦν and the phrase τοῦ οὐρανοῦ may have been introduced 
into Ezekiel 17,23 from an analogous passage. Next to Ezekiel 17,1-10.22-24, other OT 
passages depicting a large tree in which birds make nests are found in Psalm 104,12.16-17 
(103,12.16-17LXX), Ezekiel 31,1-14 and Daniel 4,7-24. Of these Daniel 4,18(21) and Psalm 

104,12 may have served as analogous passages from which τοῦ οὐρανοῦ and the verb 

κατασκηνοῦν originate. 
 
To start with the latter, Psalm 104,12 (103,12LXX) shares with Ezekiel 17,23 the word 

πετεινόν, ‘bird’ and the verb κατασκηνοῦν, giving both passages a similar content: birds 

making nests245. By way of the exegetical device of gezerah shawah, the πᾶν πετεινόν of 

Ezekiel 17,23 is now specified as τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ and the verb κατασκηνοῦν replaces 

ἀναπαύεσθαι, which is less suited to express the idea of making a housing246. That the 
exchange between the two passages involved a Hebrew text cannot be ruled out. In that 

case the analogy of the passages is based on the presence of the verb שכן, the synonyms for 

bird (עוף and כנף), the mention of branches (דליות and עפאים) in which they dwell. The 

exchange would then be limited to the expression השמים, ‘from heaven’. 

The second passage from which the specification of the birds as τοῦ οὐρανοῦ and the verb 

κατασκηνοῦν may have been taken is Daniel 4,18(21), which in the version of Theodotion 
reads: 
 

 ὑποκάτω αὐτοῦ κατῴκουν τὰ θηρία τὰ ἄγρια 

 καὶ ἐν τοῖς κλάδοις αὐτοῦ κατεσκήνουν τὰ ὄρνεα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 

 
 under which the wild animals would live, 
 and in its branches the birds of the air would dwell. 
 

 

Daniel 4,18(21)θ’ shares with Ezekiel 17,23LXX the word θηρίον, ‘(wild) animal’ of which in 

both is said that they dwell under it (= a tree): ὑποκάτω αὐτοῦ. In addition, both mention 

birds (τὰ ὄρνεα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ in Dan. 4,18(21)θ’247 and πᾶν πετεινόν in Ezek. 17,23LXX) and a 

 
244 In the LXX the Hebrew verb שכן occurs 108 times and is translated by ἀναπαύεσθαι in only 7 cases, whereas 

it is rendered by κατασκηνοῦν in 45 cases. In his rendering of Ezek. 17,23, Symmachus has replaced the first 

form of the verb ἀναπαύεσθαι by a form of κατασκηνοῦν. 
245 The similarity in content is further strengthened by the mention in Ps. 104,16b of a cedar (also in Ezek. 

17,23) in which στρουθία ἐννοσσεύσουσιν: “little birds make nests” (v. 17a). Finally, in the Hebrew text of Ps. 

104,12 foliage is mentioned and in the previous verse mention is made of the Hebrew equivalent of πάντα τὰ 

θηρία. 
246 Because the introduction of the clause in the Markan text by ὥστε demands the infinitive, the latter 

replaced the finite form of the verb κατασκηνοῦν. 
247 Ezek. 17,23LXX reads also ὄρνεον in codex B and in the versions of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion. 
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verb which translates the Hebrew שכן. The same applies to the LXX version of Dan. 4,18(21) 

which has πάντα τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ and the verb νοσσεύειν, ‘to make a nest’. 
The textual form of the quotation which we find at the end of the parable in its Q-version 

clearly points to Daniel 4,18(21) as its source248. Interestingly, it contains both the phrase τὰ 

πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ and the verb κατασκηνοῦν. This means that behind this quotation lies a 
version of Daniel 4,18(21) different from that of both the LXX and Theodotion249. It is 
conceivable that the Markan author or a tradition known to him was familiar with this 
version of Daniel 4,18(21) and perhaps also with its application to the parable, so that by 

means of a gezerah shawah the specification τοῦ οὐρανοῦ and the verb κατασκηνοῦν may 
have been introduced from this version of Daniel 4,18(21) into Ezekiel 17,23LXX250. The 
exchange could also have involved the Hebrew and Aramaic texts of both verses, which 

share the verb שכן, the word צפור, ‘bird’ and ‘its branches’ ( דליותיו and ענפוהי). 

In case such a scenario of an exchange of the textual elements would explain the form of the 
quotation in Mark, it is clear that if it involved the Hebrew text of Ezekiel 17,23, then the 

phrase דליותיו בצל , ‘in the shade of its branches’ must have been changed into ‘in its shade’ 

at the time it was incorporated in the text as we have it in Mark, because the production of 
large branches was already mentioned previously in the same verse. If Ezekiel 17,23LXX, 
which does not mention the branches, was used in the quotation, this did not pose a 
problem and perhaps even explains why the branches are mentioned prior to the quotation. 

I conclude that the textual form of the unmarked quotation in Mark 4,32 may be explained 
by at least two scenarios. In the first, it is the result of a combination of elements from 
Ezekiel 17,23 and either Daniel 4,18(21) or Psalm 104,12. Whether in this scenario, 
Hebrew/Aramaic or Greek versions of these passages were used as a source cannot be 
determined251. The second scenario explains the deviation in the Markan rendering of 
Ezekiel 17,23LXX as due to linguistic preferences of the Markan author who possibly quoted 
the passage from memory. In the latter scenario, the Markan author’s rendering from 
memory may have been influenced by his acquaintance with a tradition which linked the 
parable of the mustard seed to Daniel 4,18(21). 

248 For a detailed discussion, see M.J.J. MENKEN, Matthew’s Bible. The Old Testament Text of the Evangelist 
(BETL 173; Leuven – Paris – Dudley, MA.: Leuven University Press – Peeters, 2004), 249-251. 
249 Such a version may have originated in a number of ways: by means of combining elements from versions 
like those of the LXX and Theodotion, by means of gezerah shawah involving either the version of the LXX or 
Theodotion and an analogous passage such as Ps. 104,12, or by means of a fresh translation of the Aramaic of 

Dan. 4,18(21) in which the verb שכן was rendered by κατασκηνοῦν and the phrase צפרי שמיא by τὰ πετεινὰ 

τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 
250 The analogy of the Danielic passage and Ezek. 17,23 is further strengthened by the occurrence in Dan. 

4,9(12)LXX, which is clearly analogous to 4,18(21), of the verb σκίαζειν. 
251 J. MARCUS, The Mystery of the Kingdom of God (SBLDS 90; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 204, concludes that 
the OT source(s) behind the Markan quotation in 4,32 cannot be precisely determined. PESCH, 
Markusevangelium 1, 262, considers Ezek. 17,23 to have been a possible source together with Dan. 4,9.18, but 
does not specifically address the textual form of the quotation. A similar evaluation is found in J. GNILKA, Das 
Evangelium nach Markus (Mk 1-8,26) (EKK II/1; Zürich – Einsiedeln – Köln – Neukirchen-Vluyn: Benziger – 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1978), 187-188, who also mentions Ps. 103,12LXX. E. LOHMEYER, Das Evangelium des 
Markus (KEK I/2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 171967), 88, assumes that the Markan quotation is the 
result of a connection made in the evangelist’s mind between Ezek. 17,23 and Dan. 4,12’. 



52 

4) Mark 6,34 (Num. 27,17, 1 Kgs. 22,17, 2 Chr. 18,16, Jdt. 11,19)
When Jesus and his disciples have reached a lonely place at the other side of the lake where
they wish to spend some time alone and eat, they find themselves confronted by a large
crowd. Seeing the crowd, Jesus takes pity on them, because they were

ὡς πρόβατα μὴ ἔχοντα ποιμένα 


 like sheep having no shepherd 

As I pointed out in the Introduction (1.2.2), the Scriptural reference in Mark 6,34 is not a 
quotation according to my definition but an allusion. There are several OT passages which 
Mark 6,34 alludes to: Numbers 27,17; 1 Kings 22,17; 2 Chronicles 18,16, Judith 11,19, Ezekiel 
34,5 and Zechariah 10,2MT, When we compare the textual form of Mark 6,34 to those of 
these OT passages in the LXX, we find that none exactly matches the Markan. The Greek text 

which comes closest reads: ὡς πρόβατα οἷς οὐκ ἔστιν ποιμήν: ‘like sheep for which there is no 
shepherd’ (2 Chr. 18,16; Jdt. 11,19)252. The Hebrew text of these passages (except for Jdt. 

11,19) reads:  רעה  אין־להם אשר  כצאן , and is translated adequately by the above-

mentioned Greek passages, taking the preposition  ל as a dative, and rendering the 

combination of אין and להם as ‘there is for them no …’. The textual form as we have it in 

Mark translated literally as ‘having for themselves no’, is a possible translation of the 
Hebrew, though remarkably absent in the LXX versions. This may indicate that the Second 
Evangelist presents a relatively free rendition, possibly from memory, of the basic idea 
contained in the OT passages mentioned above.  
On the basis of the textual form, we can therefore not identify an OT text which has served 
as a source. In the Introduction, I argued that when the narrative context of the Gospel is 
included in the analysis, several points of intertextual contact suggest that the passage 
alluded to is Ezekiel 34,5. 

5) Mark 7,6-7 (Isa. 29,13)
As a reaction to the accusation by Pharisees and some scribes about his disciples not keeping
the ‘tradition of the elders’ (i.c., they are eating [bread] with unclean hands), Jesus retorts:
“How well has Isaiah prophesied concerning you, hypocrites, as it is written:”

οὗτος ὁ λαὸς τοῖς χείλεσίν με τιμᾷ,  

ἡ δὲ καρδία αὐτῶν πόρρω ἀπέχει ἀπ᾽ ἐμοῦ·  

μάτην δὲ σέβονταί με  

διδάσκοντες διδασκαλίας ἐντάλματα ἀνθρώπων. 

This people honours me with their lips, 
but their heart is far from me. 
In vain they worship me, 
teaching teachings which are human commandments253. 

252 1 Kgs. 22,17LXX and Num. 27,17LXX are slightly different reading ὡς ποίμνιον ᾧ οὐκ ἔστιν ποιμήν and ὡσεὶ 

πρόβατα οἷς οὐκ ἔστιν ποιμήν respectively. 
253 In this section, all translations are mine. 
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It is obvious that the Markan author is quoting Isaiah 29,13. In the LXX this passage reads: 

καὶ εἶπε κύριος ἐγγίζει μοι ὁ λαὸς οὗτος  

τοῖς χείλεσιν αὐτῶν τιμῶσί με  

ἡ δὲ καρδία αὐτῶν πόρρω ἀπέχει ἀπ᾽ ἐμοῦ·  

μάτην δὲ σέβονταί με  

διδάσκοντες ἐντάλματα ἀνθρώπων καὶ διδασκαλίας


The Lord said: This people draws near to me, 
with their lips they honour me, 
but their heart is far from me. 
In vain they worship me, 
teaching human commandments and teachings. 

The same verse in the MT reads254: 

בפיו  הזה  העם  נגש כי  יען אדני ויאמר  

 ובשפתיו כבדוני 

 ולבו רחק ממני 

מלמדה  ותהי יראתם אתי מצות אנשים 


The Lord said: “Because this people draws near with its mouth, 
and honours me with its lips, 
but while its heart is far from me 
and their fear of me is a human commandment learnt by rote…” 

When we compare the text of the LXX with that of the Hebrew, several points of difference 
can be noted: 

- The LXX has not retained the specific syntactical structure of prophetic speech, (i.e.,
the announcement of divine judgement) which in the Hebrew joins the sentences in
verses 13 and 14 in a causal relation. Verse 13 states the charge, verse 14 the

corresponding judgement: הנני לכן ...    כי  יען : “Because this people … therefore, see, 

I shall …” In the LXX, verse 13 lacks an equivalent of  כי יען , so that the behaviour of 

the people is presented as a fact, only in the next verse (which has retained an 

equivalent of הנני  לכן ) to be designated as a cause upon which divine intervention is 

announced 255. 

- The LXX has no equivalent for  256 בפיו. 

254 I assume the zaqqeph katon is to be positioned over בפיו  instead of הזה, because of the parallelism of נגש

כבדוני בשפתיו and בפיו ; so also H. WILDBERGER, Jesaja (BKAT X/3; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1978), 

1118. 
255 For a similar observation, see STENDAHL, School, 58. 
256 LXX-B,Q and L (as well as Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion) do have an equivalent: εν τω στοματι αυτου 

but this is probably a hexaplaric modification to bring the text in closer agreement with the Hebrew. 
Interestingly, Isa. 29,13 is quoted by Justin (Dial. 78,11) and Irenaeus (Haer. 4, 12,4) in a textual form which 
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- The LXX’s μάτην δὲ σέβονταί με is not a correct translation of the Hebrew  ותהי

In his Hebrew Vorlage, the LXX-translator has probably read .יראתם אתי   ְוֹתהּו 

instead of ַוְּתִהי. Moreover, the rendering σέβονταί suggests that in this Vorlage he 

read יראו, ’they fear’ instead ofיראתם, ‘their fear’. The loss of the final ם is attested 

in 1QIsaa, which reads: יראת. The text of the Vorlage, therefore, was probably 

something like: 257 ותהו יראו אתי. 

- Finally, the final line of Isaiah 29,13LXX is not a correct rendering of the 

corresponding one in the Hebrew. Only ἐντάλματα ἀνθρώπων has an exact equivalent 

in the Hebrew consonantal text in which the LXX translator has read מצות as a 

plural. The syntactical structure of the text in the LXX suggests that the translator has 

taken the participle מלמדה (pu`al, female, singular) to mean  מלמדים (pi`el, 

participle, masculine, plural), and rendered it as διδάσκοντες, so as to make it 

correspond to the ‘they’ of σέβονταί in the previous line. This may have been done 
under the influence of a tradition preserved in the Targum which reads:  

מלפין גברין כתפקידת קדמי דהלתהון והות  : “their fear of me is like a 

commandment of men who teach (מלפין, participle, masculine, plural)”. The 

additional καὶ διδασκαλίας has no equivalent in the Hebrew258.  
 
For all of the above-mentioned differences, the textual form as we have it in Mark goes with 
the LXX against the Hebrew. Having established that the textual form of Mark 7,6-7 shows 
significant resemblance to that of the LXX, a number of differences can still be identified, 
which all except the last are of minor importance259: 

1) The quotation in Mark 7,6-7 lacks the opening phrase καὶ εἶπε κύριος ἐγγίζει μοι. In 
my opinion this is best explained by the Markan narrative context. First, the 
quotation is introduced as prophesied by Isaiah, which makes a second introduction 

 
apart from some variation in the word order of the last line, agrees with that of LXX-A. This indicates that the 
reading attested by the latter is probably of an earlier date.  
257 So also R.H. GUNDRY, The Use of the Old Testament in St. Matthew’s Gospel. With special reference to the 
Messianic Hope (Leiden: Brill, 1967), 14. K. BERGER, Die Gesetzesauslegung Jesu. Ihr historischer Hintergrund im 
Judentum und im Alten Testament. Teil I: Markus und Parallelen (WMANT 40; Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 1972), 

485, n. 2, remarks that of the five occurrences of the word μάτην in the LXX text of Isaiah (Isa. 27,3; 28,17; 

29,13; 30,5 and 41,29) only in one case (Isa. 41,29) the Hebrew has an equivalent. μάτην therefore seems to 
have been a favorite word of the LXX-translator of Isaiah.  
258 M. KISTER, “Plucking on the Sabbath and Christian-Jewish Polemic”, Immanuel 24/25 (1990), 35-51: 49-51, 
proposes the existence of two variant readings in Hebrew. The first would have read melammedim (preserved 
in the Targum’s malfin) and the second we-limmudim (preserved in the Peshitta which reads: “their fear of me 
is by the commandments and teachings of men”). Both readings would have been incorporated into the LXX, 

the translator rendering the first as διδάσκοντες and the second as καὶ διδασκαλίας. In my opinion, however, the 
possibility that the reading of the Peshitta is dependent upon the textual form of the LXX (and resulted from a 
rearrangement of words in the final clause of Isa. 29,13) cannot be excluded. I think it is more likely that the 

addition of καὶ διδασκαλίας represents an example of adaptation of a text to actual circumstances, in this case 
that sages not only teach commandments but also teachings (interpretations and inferences from the 
commandments). The reading of the Peshitta is also found in Col. 2,22. 
259 In chapters 2 and 5, I shall propose that most of these are the result of quotation from memory by the 
Markan author. 
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(καὶ εἶπε κύριος) redundant. Second, ‘drawing near’ to God probably denotes a cultic 
gathering, which also does not fit in with the narrative context260. Moreover, leaving 

out ἐγγίζει μοι, lends more emphasis to the point which Jesus wants to make. This 
concerns his opponents’ honour of God with their lips which is in vain because it is 
heartless and ultimately contrary to God’s commandment (Mark 7,8-9). 

2) In Mark, the demonstrative pronoun οὗτοςprecedes the substantive λαός, whereas in
the LXX it follows it. According to R. Gundry, this would emphasize the sarcasm in

Jesus’ response261. The reading ὁ λαὸς οὗτος is attested in a small number of
witnesses (among which B and D) but this is probably the result of bringing the text in
closer agreement with the text of the quotation in Matthew 15,8 and/or the LXX.

Therefore, ὁ λαὸς οὗτος is probably original.

3) Instead of τιμῶσί (3rd person plural) of the LXX, Mark 7,6 has τιμᾷ (3rd person

singular). This can be explained by the fact that with leaving out ἐγγίζει μοι, οὗτος ὁ

λαὸς has become the (explicit) subject of the sentence. Taking λαόςas a collective

singular, it follows that τιμῶσί changes intoτιμᾷ and that the plural possessive

pronoun αὐτῶν is dropped. The latter has no important consequences because the

article τοῖς can also carry a possessive meaning.

4) In Mark, the personal pronoun με precedes τιμᾷ again perhaps to lend emphasis to
the sarcasm intended262.

5) The most important difference between the Markan text and that of Isaiah 29,13LXX

concerns the final line of the quotation. Here, the ἐντάλματα ἀνθρώπων and the

διδασκαλίας appear in reversed order when compared to the LXX. Even more

important, the καί which in the LXX separates theδιδασκαλίας from the ἐντάλματα

ἀνθρώπων has been dropped, creating a double accusative. This brings about a major
shift in meaning because ‘the teachings’ which in the textual form as we have it in
the LXX, could still be distinguished from the ‘commandments of men’, now coincide
with these: honouring God is in vain precisely because the teachings are (only, and
nothing else but) commandments of men. In a few LXX witnesses (V, 106, 233, 301
and 566), the text of Isaiah 29,13 has the same final line as the Markan quotation,
but this is probably best explained as a modification to bring the text in agreement
with that of Mark (or Matthew)263.

That this is a likely explanation is supported by a list of observations which shows that the 
textual witnesses mentioned frequently present readings of passages from the book of 
Isaiah according to their rendering in books of the NT thereby departing from that of the 
LXX: 

260 Cf. WILDBERGER, Jesaja, 1120-1121. 
261 R.H. GUNDRY, Mark. A Commentary on His Apology for the Cross (Grand Rapids, MI.: Eerdmans, 1993), 350.  
262 So HATINA, In Search, 241. 
263 Likewise F. WILK, “֦Die Schriften ֞  bei Markus und Paulus”, in: O. WISCHMEYER, D.C. SIM, AND I.J. ELMER (EDS), Paul 
and Mark: Comparative Essays I. Two Authors at the Beginnings of Christianity (BZNW 198; Berlin – Boston: De 
Gruyter, 2014), 189-220: 204, n. 54. 
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Passage in Isaiah NT passage  variant reading LXX manuscript with 
referring to   variant reading 
Isaiah passage identical to NT 

7,14 Matt. 1,23 καλέσουσιν 26 106 233 410c 

8,23 (9,1) Matt. 4,15-16 καί 106 301 

> τὰ μέρη τῆς Ἰουδ. V 233 410

καθήμενος 106 301 

εἶδεν 311 46 

ἀνέτειλεν 301 

13,10 Mark 13,24/ 

Matt. 24,29 φέγγος 106 

40,3 Mark 1,3/ Matt. 3,3/ 

Luke 3,4 τρίβ. αὐτοῦ 566 

40,4 Luke 3,5 αἱ τραχεῖαι 106 311 566 

40,8 1 Pet. 1,25 κυρίου  46 233 

40,13 Rom. 11,34 ἢ      26 V 

συμβιβάσει 106 V 233 566 

42,3 Matt. 12,20 συντετριμμένον 46 

53,7 Acts 8,31 κείραντος 106 V 233txt 

This tentative list which could be extended by including passages from other OT books 
quoted in the NT, shows that the manuscripts which have the same text for the final clause 
of Isaiah 29,13LXX as Mark 7,7, regularly substitute the text of an LXX-passage from Isaiah 
for that of its quotation in a book of the NT. I admit that none of the individual cases 
provides convincing evidence, but the cumulative picture suggests that for the manuscripts 
under investigation this is a common phenomenon reflecting the well-known fact that 
transmission of the LXX became an almost exclusively Christian enterprise from the second 
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century CE on264. Moreover, three of the witnesses involved (V, 106 and 233) exhibit 
readings of Isaiah 29,13 which are best regarded as (post-)hexaplaric, i.e., late recensions265.   
Finally, to this may be added the observation that both the Latin witnesses to the text of the 
NT and the Church Fathers of the second and third century CE show an awareness of the fact 
that Mark 7,7 // Matthew 15,9 presents a rendering of Isaiah 29,13 that differs from what 
was known to them as the reading of the LXX or the Old Latin266. In my opinion, the data 
presented suggest that the most likely explanation for the textual form of the final clause of 
Isaiah 29,13 attested by manuscripts 106 V 233 301 566 is that it has been harmonized to 
that of Mark 7,7 // Matthew 15,9267. 
 
We therefore have no witnesses for the textual form of the final line in the Markan 
quotation antedating the Second Gospel. As a consequence, I expect that this final line 
received its textual form during the process of the genesis of the Markan narrative. In that 
respect, it is interesting to note that the ‘new’ interpretation which the Markan version of 
Isaiah 29,13 allows, fits well within the line of thought of its narrative context (Mark 7,1-
13)268. 
 
I conclude that the textual form of the quotation of Isaiah 29,13 in Mark 7,6-7 goes back on a 
Greek biblical text, like that of LXX-A. The Markan text departs from that of the LXX in its 
final line, which causes a major shift in meaning. For the moment, I propose that this 
modification of the final line was a deliberate one, making the quotation better fit within its 
narrative context. 
 
  

 
264 Cf. K.H. JOBES AND M. SILVA, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids, MI.: Baker Academic – Carlisle: 
Paternoster Press, 2000), 191 and N. FERNÁNDEZ MARCOS, The Septuagint in Context. Introduction to the Greek 
Version of the Bible (Leiden – Boston – Köln: Brill, 2000), 191. 
265 These witnesses (V, 106 and 233) read (εν) τω στοματι αυτωνafter ο λαος ουτος like LXX-B. Whereas this 
modification brings the text in closer agreement with the Hebrew, signs of a similar adaptation of the final line 
are not attested, suggesting that in this case, influence from the NT remained decisive. 
266 The Latin manuscript evidence for the text of Mark 7,7 // Matt. 15,9 seems to corroborate my conclusion. 
Several witnesses (it [a aur c f i] vg [all except L P] for Mark 7,7 and it [ a aur b c ff1 ff2 g1 l e] for Matt. 15,9) 
present a reading in which et is inserted between doctrinas and mandata/praecepta hominum. This rendering 
seems to suggest that the scribes preparing the manuscripts were conscious of the fact that the textual form as 
we have it in Mark 7,7 // Matt. 15,9 differed from that which they knew as Isaiah 29,13LXX in any case as far as 
the distinction of the doctrinas and the mandata/praecepta was concerned. An overview of the 15 passages in 
the Church Fathers up to and including Origen and Cyprian in which the final clause of Isa. 29,13 is rendered, 
shows them either presenting the reading attested by the NT (in a context in which an argument is developed 
that is based on that in Mark 7,8-13 or Matt. 15,3-6; 7 cases) or a version of the LXX with which they were 
familiar (8 cases [Justin, Dial. 78,11; Irenaeus, Hear. 4,12,4; Origen, Comm. Matt. 11,11; Comm. ser. Matt. 114 
and Fr. Luc. 16; Cyprian, Ep. 63,14,2; 67,2,1; 74,3,1] all of which make a clear distinction between the 
‘teachings’ and the ‘commandments’). 
267 MEISER, “Funktion”, 527-528, points to the fact that these manuscripts belong to different groups of 
witnesses and suggests that therefore the reading shared by them may be old. In my opinion, these 
manuscripts attest to a kind of ‘blended’ text combining corrections toward the Hebrew with readings 
influenced by the NT. 
268 For a detailed analysis, see chapter 5 below. 
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6) Mark 7,10a (Exod. 20,12 // Deut. 5,16)
In Mark 7,10a we find Jesus quoting the fifth commandment from the Decalogue:

τίμα τὸν πατέρα σου καὶ τὴν μητέρα σου. 

Honour your father and your mother. 

The textual form as we have it in Mark is exactly the same as in Deuteronomy 5,16LXX. The 
same commandment in Exodus 20,12LXX reads: 

τίμα τὸν πατέρα σου καὶ τὴν μητέρα 

In Hebrew, the text of both Exodus 20,12 and Deuteronomy 5,16 reads: 

ואת־אמך  את־אביך כבד 

Both passages in the LXX present a correct translation of the Hebrew. The only difference 
between the two is that in the majority of witnesses for Exodus 20,12 the personal pronoun 

with possessive meaning, σου, is left out after μητέρα. In most textual witnesses, this 
pronoun is present in Mark 7,10a, but absent in 10,19, where the evangelist quotes the 
same OT passage269. This may be due to the frequent catechetical use of the 
commandments270, which were probably quoted from memory. Furthermore, the presence 
or absence of the pronoun does not affect the meaning of the text. In this case, the definite 
article may even take on possessive meaning271.  
Anyway, for our purposes, it must be concluded that there are no indications which allow us 
to identify a specific OT text as the source for the marked quotation in Mark 7,10a. 

7) Mark 7,10b (Exod. 21,17)
In Mark 7,10b, Jesus quotes another OT passage which he uses to interpret the fifth
commandment, quoted previously. The text of this quotation reads:

ὁ κακολογῶν πατέρα ἢ μητέρα θανάτῳ τελευτάτω   

Who speaks evil of his father or mother shall be put to death272. 

For this text, two OT passages may have served as a source: Exodus 21,17 and Leviticus 20,9. 
The text of these verses in the LXX and the Hebrew reads: 

•Exodus 21,17 (=21,16LXX)

ὁ κακολογῶν πατέρα αὐτοῦ ἢ μητέρα αὐτοῦ θανάτῳ τελευτάτω 

Who speaks evil of his father or his mother shall be put to death. 

269 The majority of witnesses for Mark 10,19; Luke 18,20 and Eph. 6,2 do not read the possessive pronoun σου 

after μητέρα, whereas for Matthew, it is not found after both πατέρα and μητέρα (15,4; 19,19). 
270 So STENDAHL, School, 54-55. 
271 GUNDRY, Use, 12. 
272 In this section, all translations of Greek and Hebrew texts are mine. 
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יומת מות ואמו  אביו ומקלל    

 
 Who curses his father or his mother must surely be put to death. 
 

•Leviticus 20,9: 
 

 ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος ὃς ἂν κακῶς εἴπῃ τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ ἢ τὴν μητέρα αὐτοῦ  

θανάτῳ θανατούσθω   
 
 Whoever speaks evil of his father or his mother shall be put to death. 
 

יומת  מות ואת־אמו את־אביו  יקלל  אשר איש כי־איש   

 
Whoever curses his father, or his mother must surely be put to death. 

 

Although the two passages share much of their vocabulary and convey a similar meaning, 
the quotation as we have it in Mark is closest to Exodus 21,17 when we take into account 
the textual form and the syntactical construction (Mark 7,10b and Exod. 21,17 both have a 
participle as the subject of an affirmative clause, whereas in Lev. 20,9 we have a relative 
conditional clause with a repeated substantive as its subject). 
 
Having established that Exodus 20,17 is the OT passage quoted in Mark 7,10b, we now turn 
to the question whether the Vorlage of the Markan text was in Greek or Hebrew. There are 
two observations which favour a Greek OT text as the source of Mark 7,10b: 
 

1) The verb κακολογεῖν, ‘to speak evil, badly’ is not the usual translation of the  

Hebrew קלל, pi`el, ‘to curse’. In the LXX, καταρᾶσθαι is the preferred verb to translate קלל 

273. In only four cases it is translated by κακολογεῖν274. 

2) The usual way of rendering the Hebrew phrase יומת מות in the LXX is with the dative 

θανάτῳ and a finite form of the cognate verb θανατοῦν (usually θανατούσθω) to preserve the 

passive character of the hoph‘al)275. The combination with a form of the verb τελευτᾶν, is 
found only in Exodus 19,12; 21,16.17. 
 
It is therefore probable that the quotation as we have it in Mark 7,10b was taken from the 
LXX. Now the various LXX witnesses show considerable variation in the text of Exodus 21,16. 
The reading presented above as that of the LXX is found in codices A F M, but not in LXX-B 

which instead of θανάτῳ τελευτάτω reads: τελευτήσει θανάτῳ. This has caused some 
discussion on the possibility that the reading of LXX-A presents an emendation to make it 
agree with what we have in Mark. The fact, however, that LXX-B uses a future and an 

imperative of the same verb (τελευτᾶν) in Exodus 21,17 and 21,16 (numbering of verses 

 
273 Of the 39 cases in which the verb occurs in the MT, it is rendered 32 times by the verb καταρᾶσθαι. 
274 Exod. 21,17; 22,27; 1 Sam. 3,13; Prov. 20,20. 
275 STENDAHL, School, p. 55. Cf. F.C. CONEYBEARE AND ST. G. STOCK, A Grammar of Septuagint Greek, Grand Rapids, 
MI: Zondervan, 1980, orig. 1905), § 81. 
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according to the Hebrew text) respectively make this explanation less compelling276. 
Therefore, I conclude that the marked quotation of Exodus 21,17 in Mark 7,10b was drawn 
from the LXX, possibly from a text like that found in LXX-A. 

Finally, when we compare the Markan quotation with Exodus 21,16LXX, we notice the 

absence of the personal pronoun with possessive meaning αὐτοῦ with both πατέρα and 

μητέρα. Possible explanations for this have been discussed in the previous section.  

8) Mark 8,18 (Jer. 5,21, Ezek. 12,2, Deut. 29,3)

After having warned his disciples for the “leaven of the Pharisees and that of Herod” (8,15), 
Jesus rebukes them for not having understood his words: 

ὀφθαλμοὺς ἔχοντες οὐ βλέπετε 

καὶ ὦτα ἔχοντες οὐκ ἀκούετε; 

Eyes you have, but do not see, 
and ears you have, but do not hear?277 

The mentioning of having ears and not hearing, and eyes and not seeing, reminds us of Mark 
4,12 where Isaiah 6,9-10 was quoted to state that outsiders were incapable of grasping the 
meaning of Jesus’ parables. Here, however, the meaning of the unmarked quotation is 
different in that Jesus expects his disciples to see and hear, i.e., to understand his words 
(and actions). Other candidates for being the OT text referred to here, must therefore also 
be considered. To my mind, Jeremiah 5,21, Ezekiel 12,2, and Deuteronomy 29,3278 qualify, all 
of which are considered as inner OT receptions of Isaiah 6,9-10279, explaining the use of 
common vocabulary. 

Jeremiah 5,21 in the Greek of the LXX reads: 

ἀκούσατε δὴ ταῦτα λαὸς μωρὸς καὶ ἀκάρδιος 

ὀφθαλμοὶ αὐτοῖς καὶ οὐ βλέπουσιν  

ὦτα αὐτοῖς καὶ οὐκ ἀκούουσιν  

Hear this, foolish and heartless people, 
eyes they have, but do not see, 
ears they have, but do not listen280. 

276 So also, STENDAHL, School, 55. For Exod. 21,17, LXX-B has the same reading as LXX-A in 21,16: θανάτῳ 

τελευτάτω. 
277 Translation is mine. 
278 Ps. 113,13-14LXX and 134, 16-17LXX have also been considered as candidates, but although similar 
vocabulary is used, the imagery of eyes that do not see and ears that do not hear is used in the description of 
idols, which is an altogether different context. 
279 So e.g., W.L. HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 1 (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 195-196; ZIMMERLI, Ezekiel, 260-
261, and EVANS, To See, 48-51. 
280 Translation taken from NETS with two minor modifications. First, the translation of the waw-copulativum by 

καί has led to the rendition as ‘and’. Yet, ‘but’ is more appropriate here. Second, I have rendered ἀκάρδιος more 
literally as ‘heartless’, keeping the Greek close to the Hebrew. 
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This is a correct translation of the Hebrew: 
 

לב  ואין סכל  עם זאת שמעו־נא   

 עינים להם ולא יראו  

 אזנים להם ולא ישמעו  

In the LXX, Ezekiel 12,2 reads: 
 

υἱὲ ἀνθρώπου ἐν μέσῳ τῶν ἀδικιῶν αὐτῶν σὺ κατοικεῖς  

οἳ ἔχουσιν ὀφθαλμοὺς τοῦ βλέπειν καὶ οὐ βλέπουσι  

καὶ ὦτα ἔχουσι τοῦ ἀκούειν καὶ οὐκ ἀκούουσι  

διότι οἶκος παραπικραίνων ἐστί 
 
 Son of man, you are living in the midst of their injustices -  
 they who have eyes to see but do not see 
 and have ears to hear, but do not hear 
 because it is an embittering house. 
 

This is an almost correct rendering of the Hebrew281: 
 

ישב  אתה בית־המרי בתוך  בן־אדם   

ראו   אשר עינים להם לראות ולא   

 אזנים להם לשמע ולא שמעו 

 כי בית מרי הם  

 

 Son of man, you are living in the midst of a rebellious house, 
 who have eyes to see, but would not see, 
 who have ears to hear, but would not hear, 
 for they are a rebellious house282. 
 

Deuteronomy 29,3, finally, reads in the LXX: 
 

 καὶ οὐκ ἔδωκεν κύριος ὁ θεὸς ὑμῖν καρδίαν εἰδέναι  

καὶ ὀφθαλμοὺς βλέπειν  

καὶ ὦτα ἀκούειν  

ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης  
 
 The Lord God has not given you a heart to understand, 
 nor eyes to see,  

 
281 There is one difference. For the translation of the Hebrew מרי, ‘rebellion’, the LXX translator used ἀδικία 

‘unlawful action, iniquity’ in the plural in the first line (this is the only case in which ἀδικία is used) and the word 

more commonly used in the LXX as a translation of מרי, παραπικραίνων, ‘embittering, infuriating, rebellious’ in 

the final line.  
282 Translation from NRSV with one modification, the NRSV’s ‘mortal’ has been replaced by ‘son of man’. 
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nor ears to hear, 
to this day283. 

This is a correct rendering of the Hebrew: 

לדעת לב  לכם   יהוה ולא־נתן  

 ועינים לראות 

 ואזנים לשמע 

 עד היום הזה 

Based on the textual form, none of these three OT passages can be identified as the exact 
source of the Markan quotation, which seems to exhibit features of paraphrase. Textually, 
Jeremiah, with its mention of eyes and ears in combination with a finite form of the verbs ‘to 

see’ and ‘to hear’ preceded by the negative particle οὐ, is closest to Mark 8,18284. Ezekiel 
12,2 mentions in addition the appropriate use of eyes and ears by means of the infinitive of 
the corresponding verbs. When, however, the context of Mark 8,18 and of the OT passages 
under survey, is taken into account, both Ezekiel 12,2 and Deuteronomy 29,3 are closer to 
Mark 8,18. The first emphasizes the wilfulness of the addressees to use their eyes and ears 
as in Mark, whereas in Jeremiah 5,21 their stupidity and mindlessness are criticised285. The 
context of the second, Deuteronomy 29,3, shares a number of remarkable features with that 

of Mark 8,18. Apart from signs (σημεῖα, 29,2LXX; cf. Mark 8,11.12), it also speaks of a heart 

to understand (καρδίαεἰδέναι, 29,3LXX; cf. Mark 8,17.21, although the Markan author uses 

the verb συνιέναι), and “you have not eaten bread … so that you may know that I am the 
Lord, your God” (29,5; cf. Mark 8,1-10.14.16.17)286.  
One may, however, argue that Deuteronomy 29,3 is to be understood as presenting the 
people not being able to use their heart, eyes and ears properly, because it was not yet given 
(made possible) to them by God. Such an understanding is quite different from the one in 
Mark, where Jesus rebukes his disciples for not making use of their eyes and ears, and heart, 
i.e., he assumes that they were able to do so. It may be that Jesus’ understanding of the
passage in Deuteronomy was influenced by a tradition which later found its way into the
Targum. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on Deuteronomy 29,3 reads in translation:

283 Translation is mine. 
284 The fact that the Markan text differs from that of Jer. 5,21 may also result from the use of preferred 

language by the evangelist. Here in 8,18 as well as in the OT quotation in 6,34, the verb ἔνχειν is used which 
occurs abundantly in the Second Gospel. In both passages mentioned, the common Greek construction would 

have involved a form of the verb εἰμί and the dative of the appropriate personal pronoun (so here, e.g., εἰσί(ν) 

ὑμῖν ὀφθαλμοὺς; and in 6,34: οἱς οὐκ ἔστιν ποιμήν as is found throughout the LXX); cf. C.H. TURNER, Notes on 
Marcan Usage, viii: Auxiliary and quasi-auxiliary verbs, in: J.K. ELLIOTT, The Language and Style of the Gospel of 
Mark. An Edition of C.H. Turner’s “Notes on Marcan Usage” Together with Other Comparable Studies (NovTSup 
71; Leiden – New York – Köln: Brill, 1993), 90-103: 99-102 (originally published in JTS 28 (1926-1927), 349-362). 
285 So also M. GREENBERG, Ezekiel 1-20 (AB 22; New York: Doubleday, 1983), 208-209. 
286 So also MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 513. 
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 But the Memra of the Lord did not give you a heart to forget but rather to know, 
and eyes to make signs but rather to see, and ears to close but rather to listen. However, you 
have forgotten the Law of your heart, you have made signs with your eyes and you have 
closed your ears to the time of this day.287 

 
In this targumic interpretation of the text, the inappropriate use of heart, eyes and ears is no 
longer the result of God not allowing people to use them properly, but of the people’s failure 
to do so. The same conception lies behind the Markan use of the text288. 
 
In summary: in Mark 8,18 we encounter an unmarked quotation exhibiting deviation when 
compared to the text of its possible OT sources. Based on the textual form only, no single OT 
passage can be identified which is quoted in Mark 8,18, although Jeremiah 5,21 and Ezekiel 
12,2 come closest. 
If, however, the context of both the quotation in Mark 8,18 and its potential OT sources is 
taken into account, Deuteronomy 29,3 also presents itself as a possible origin for the 
quotation. As all OT passages mentioned constitute inner-OT receptions of Isaiah 6,9-10, it 
may well be conceivable that not a single one of them is specifically in the background and 
that, in a strict sense, we have here an allusion. It is even possible that the text as we have it 
in Mark, combines elements from Jeremiah 5,21, Ezekiel 12,2 and Deuteronomy 29,3 with 
elements from Isaiah 6,9-10 as it is quoted in Mark 4,12 to yield a Scriptural reference of a 
mixed type (allusion – quotation). In addition, the deviation in the textual form as we have it 
in Mark compared to the putative OT source texts may well be the result of quotation from 
memory by which preferred language of the Markan author has entered the quotation. 
 
9) Mark 9,48 (Isa. 66,24) 
At the end of a series of warnings against sinful behaviour, Jesus points out that it is better 
to refrain from such behaviour than to be thrown into Gehenna, 
 

 ὅπου ὁ σκώληξ αὐτῶν οὐ τελευτᾷ καὶ τὸ πῦρ οὐ σβέννυται 
 
 where their worm does not die and the fire is not quenched289. 

 
These words are an unmarked quotation of part of Isaiah 66,24, which is only found in the 
Markan Gospel. In the Greek of the LXX, Isaiah 66,24 reads: 
 

 καὶ ἐξελεύσονται καὶ ὄψονται τὰ κῶλα τῶν ἀνθρώπων τῶν παραβεβηκότων ἐν ἐμοί  
ὁ γὰρ σκώληξ αὐτῶν οὐ τελευτήσει290 καὶ τὸ πῦρ αὐτῶν οὐ σβεσθήσεται καὶ ἔσονται  

εἰς ὅρασιν πάσῃ σαρκί  
 

 
287 E.G. CLARKE, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: Deuteronomy (The Aramaic Bible 5B; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 80. 
288 A different interpretation of Deut. 29,3LXX is given by Paul in Rom. 11,8. His (adapted) quotation of Deut. 
29,3LXX which he combines with part of Isa. 29,10, explains the failure of the people to use their heart, eyes en 
ears properly as a result of ‘the spirit of stupor’ which God has given them. So, in Paul’s conception, the people 
were made incapable of the right use of their senses by divine will. This comes close to the Markan description 
of ‘those outside’ in 4,12. The condition of the disciples in Mark, however, seems different as they appear not 
to be withheld from proper insight into Jesus’ identity by divine intervention. 
289 Translation is mine. 
290 LXX-A reads τελευτᾷ but this is most probably an adaptation to the Markan text. So also STENDAHL, School, 
171, n. 2. 
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They shall go forth and see the limbs of the people who have transgressed against me, for 
their worm shall not die and their fire shall not be quenched, and they shall become a 
spectacle291 to all flesh. 

This is an almost correct rendering of the Hebrew, which reads292: 

בי  הפשעים האנשים  בפגרי ויצאו  וראו    

תכבה  לא  כי תולעתם לא תמות ואשים  

לכל־בשר   דראון והיו   

They shall go out and look at the dead bodies of the people who have rebelled against me; 
for their worm shall not die, their fire shall not be quenched, and they shall be an abhorrence 
to all flesh. 

It is difficult to decide whether Mark 9,48 quotes a Greek or a Hebrew OT text, but the use of 

the verb τελευτᾶν seems to point to influence of the LXX293. In any case, the Markan text 
differs from that of Isaiah 66,24 in both LXX and Hebrew at three points: 

- the use of the present tense instead of the future;

- the use of the specification ὅπου, ‘where’ to introduce the quotation, where the LXX

has γάρ and the Hebrew כי both of which have the meaning ‘because, for’;

- the omission of the second ‘their’ (in ‘their fire’)294.

All three adaptations of the text of Isaiah 66,24 fit the Markan context in which the 
quotation is introduced. As B. Chilton observes, the evangelist uses the phrase from Isaiah to 
depict Gehenna295. It is a place where punishment occurs, of which the fire is an intrinsic part 
(not ‘their fire’) and the reality of which is best described using the present tense296. 
Although Isaiah 66,24 in both LXX and Hebrew describes a specific place of punishment, it is 
not identified as Gehenna (or the Hinnom valley). The same holds true for the use of the 
image of worm and fire in the context of judgement in two other LXX passages, Sirach 7,17 
and Judith 16,17. Isaiah 66,24 did not originally refer to the punishment of the wicked in hell 

291 The LXX-translator misunderstood the Hebrew דראון, ‘abhorrence’ (probably derived from the verb דרא, 

‘to be repelled’; cf. Deut. 12,2) as deriving from the verb ראה, ‘to see’. 

292 The only differences being the use of παραβαίνειν, ‘to sin’ as a translation of the Hebrew verb פשע, ‘to 

rebel’, (which is only found in this verse in the LXX), the rendering of the Hebrew פגר, ‘dead body, corpse’ by 

κῶλον, ‘limb’, and of דראון by ὅρασις (see previous note). 

293 The verb ἀποθνήσκεινis strongly preferred by LXX-translators to τελευτᾶνto render the Hebrew מות, ‘to 

die’ within the LXX.  
294 The preservation of the first ‘their’, by the way, results in a sentence in which it is no longer clear to what 
this word ‘their’ refers. The only plural noun in the preceding part of the sentence is ‘eyes’ but it is not likely 
that ‘their’ refers to those. In my opinion it did probably not bother the author that the addition of a well-
known phrase from Scripture rendered the sentence grammatically incorrect; likewise MEISER, “Funktion”, 530. 
295 B. CHILTON, A Galilean Rabbi And His Bible. Jesus’ Own Interpretation of Isaiah (London: SPCK, 1984), 101-
102. 
296 In this view, the worm(s) is probably taken as belonging intrinsically to the decaying corpses and not as a 
component of Gehenna. This would explain why the possessive pronoun ‘their’ is retained for worm whereas it 
is omitted for fire. 
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or Gehenna until in later Judaism and Early Christianity where it is attested as such in Jewish 
rabbinical writings, the NT (especially Mark) and in the targumic tradition297. The latter may 
reflect a tradition which goes back to first century Palestine and which may have influenced 
the Markan use of Isaiah 66,24. The Isaianic verse in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan reads: 
 

דמרדו  חייביא גבריא  בפגרי ויחזון ויפקון   

תטפי לא  ואשתהון נשמתהון לא ימותןבמימרי אדי    

עליהון  דיימרון ויהון מידדנין רשיעיא בגיהנם עד    

חזינא  מיסת צדיקיא   

 
They will go out and see the dead bodies of the sinful men who have rebelled  
against my Memra, for their souls will not die and their fire will not be quenched,  
and the wicked will be judged in Gehenna until it is said about them  
by the righteous: we have seen enough. 

 

Although on the level of textual form, Mark 9,48 is closer to the LXX and the Hebrew of the 
MT than to the Targum, the association of Isaiah 66,24 with Gehenna may point to influence 
of an early Jewish tradition which is attested in the Targum. 
 
To summarize: Mark 9,48 contains an unmarked quotation of part of Isaiah 66,24. Whether 
the quotation was taken from a Greek or a Hebrew OT text cannot be determined with 

certainty, though the use of the verb τελευτᾶν seems to point to influence of a Greek text as 
we have it in the LXX. At three points does the Markan text differ from the extant Greek and 
Hebrew OT texts, all of which serve the use of the quotation as a description of Gehenna. 
This specific application of the quotation to Gehenna fits well in the development within 
contemporary Judaism of the idea of Gehenna as the site of eternal punishment of the 
wicked after the final judgement. The Markan author may therefore be a very early witness 
of such a tradition, which also found its way into the Targum. 
 
10) Mark 10,6 (Gen. 1,27; 5,2) 
During a discussion with Pharisees about the question if a man is allowed to divorce his wife, 
Jesus contrasts his opponents’ reference to the law of Moses with an argument from the 
order in which God created mankind: from the beginning of creation 
 

 ἄρσεν καὶ θῆλυ ἐποίησεν αὐτοὺς298
 
 he made them male and female. 
 

These words are an exact quotation of Genesis 1,27; 5,2LXX, which are straightforward 
renderings of the corresponding clauses in the Hebrew: 
 

 
297 Targum Pseudo-Jonathan introduces the term Gehenna in several Isaianic passages which speak of 
punishment of the wicked, but do not specify the location at which this takes place; see, e.g., 26,14.19; 30,33; 
33,14; 53,9; 65,5. 
298 The reading ἐποίησεν ὁ θεὸς αὐτούς found in D W pc it is best explained as an effort to clarify the implicit 
subject (cf. Gen. 1,27a; 5,1a) as in the translation from the NRSV. 
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Genesis 1,27:  אתם  ברא ונקבה זכר  



Genesis 5,2:  בראם  ונקבה זכר  

One trait of the textual form as we have it in Mark may betray influence from the LXX. The 

verb ποιεῖν, ‘to make’ in Genesis 1,27; 5,2 is not the only possible translation of the Hebrew 

 to create’. Of the 38 occurrences of this verb in the MT, it is translated by ποιεῖν in 14‘ ,ברא

cases and by κτίζειν, ‘to bring into being’ in 12 cases299. Moreover, the LXX translator of the 

book of Genesis shows a clear preference for rendering ברא by ποιεῖν: of the 9 occurrences 

of the verb in this book, it is rendered by ποιεῖν 8 times. In the remaining case, it is left 
untranslated. 

Taken together, the preference of the LXX translator of Genesis for rendering ברא by ποιεῖν, 

and the availability of alternatives for the latter verb, mean that the occurrence of ποιεῖν in 
Mark 10,6 may indicate dependence upon the LXX. 

This, being the only indication pointing into that direction, does not allow us to ultimately 
identify Genesis 1,27; 5,2LXX as the OT text behind Mark 10,6 as it may still be the result of a 
fresh translation from the Hebrew. 

11) Mark 10,7-8 (Gen. 2,24)
The quotation of Genesis 1,27; 5,2 in Mark 10,6 is, according to NA28, immediately followed
by the words:

ἕνεκεν τούτου καταλείψει ἄνθρωπος τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ τὴν μητέρα  

καὶ προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἔσονται οἱ δύο εἰς σάρκα μίαν. 

For this reason, a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, 
and the two shall become one flesh. 

These words are clearly a quotation of Genesis 2,24. The differences between the textual 
witnesses, however, show that the Markan text of this quotation as presented by NA28 is by 
no means certain. This pertains to three elements: 

- The possessive personal pronoun αὐτοῦ following μητέρα is present in some
witnesses ( (D) 597 1241 pc it vgmss co). The majority of witnesses, however, do not

read the word and, as discussed earlier (the quotation of Exod. 20,12; Deut. 5,16 in
Mark 7,10a), the Second Gospel displays a non-uniform attitude in faithfully
reproducing these pronouns from OT texts, possibly because of stylistic reasons, of
influence from catechetical usage or of quotation from memory. Therefore, although

I consider the reading without αὐτοῦ to be the one best supported by the witnesses

299 Of the remaining 12 occurrences, the verb ברא is rendered 3 times by καταδεικνύναι, ‘to invent, bring into 

existence’, 2 times by κατασκευάζειν, ‘to construct’ and once by δεικνύναι, ‘to cause to be seen’. In 6 cases it is 

not rendered by a Greek equivalent. Both Aquila and Symmachus render ברא by κτίζειν, whereas Theodotion 

offers ποιεῖν in his translation of Gen. 1,27. 
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available300, it does not tell us anything about the Markan author’s way of quoting 
the OT301. 

- A number of important witnesses (A C L N f1) read τῇγυναικὶ instead of πρὸς τὴν 

γυναῖκα. This reading is best explained as either an improvement of the Greek or 
assimilation to Matthew 19,5, or both at the same time. 

- The witnesses are divided on the question whether or not the phrase καὶ 

προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ was present in the earliest versions of the 
Markan text or that it is a later addition (it is absent in  B 892* 2427 sys and 

present in A C D L N W  f1 f13 lat syp.h). 
It is difficult to decide which must have been the more original reading here, but I 

tend to the view that the words καὶ προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ were 
part of the original quotation because (i) without them the remaining sentence is 

difficult to understand (οἱ δύο would then refer to ‘his father and mother’, which 
makes no sense), (ii) there exist no OT versions of Genesis 2,24, either in Greek or 
Hebrew,  in which the words are lacking, (iii) it is remarkable that all textual witnesses 
of Mark 10,7 in which the words are absent belong to the same, (Alexandrian) text-
type, and (iv) their removal at a later stage may well have been the result of an 
omission by a copyist due to either homoioteleuton (the eye of the copyist switching 

from μητέρα αὐτοῦ to γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ) or homoioarcton (the eye of the copyist 

switching from καὶ to καὶ)302. 
The alternative view303, i.e., that the words were lacking in the original text, is 
supported by the following arguments: (i) it provides the shorter reading, (ii) it offers 
the more difficult reading and (iii) it seems more likely that the phrase was added 
later in order to clarify the (no longer comprehensible) argument based on the 
quotation or as an assimilation to the text of Matthew 15,9 or that of the LXX than 
that it was omitted at some point.  

 

In my opinion, a possible explanation for the omission of the phrase καὶ 

προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ at a later stage may be linked to a certain 
line of interpretation. In the latter, the meaning of the quotation is strongly informed 
by the exegesis of verses 10-12. In certain non-Jewish circles, these verses were 
interpreted in a way which stressed the equality of man and wife in this matter. To 
reconcile this interpretation with the preceding verses, one had to understand the 

word ἄνθρωπος in verse 7 in a generic sense, comprising male as well as female, as 

 
300 So also H. GREEVEN – E. GÜTING (EDS), Textkritik des Markusevangeliums (Theologie, Forschung und 
Wissenschaft 11; Münster: Lit Verlag, 2005), 490-491. 
301 Philo quotes this part of Gen. 2,24 twice (Leg. 2:49 and QG 1:29), once without the word αὐτοῦ and once 

with αὐτοῦ following μητέρα, probably indicating a similar variety as in Mark. 
302 So also GREEVEN – GÜTING, Textkritik, 492-495; J. MARCUS, Mark 8-16 (AB 27A; New Haven – London: Yale 
University Press, 2009), 704; A. YARBRO COLLINS, Mark: A Commentary (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 
2007), 468. 
303 Strongly advocated by BERGER, Gesetzesauslegung, 548, and D. DAUBE, The New Testament and Rabbinic 
Judaism (Jordan Lectures in Comparative Religion II; London: Athlone Press, 1956), 71-83. Daube’s argument 
that the phrase was left out to “retain the esoteric character of the reply” is in my opinion a forced one, based 
on the assumption that the text of the gospel was adapted to fit the genre of ‘public retort and private 
teaching’ (p. 78). According to this genre, Jesus speaks to his opponents in a mysterious, concealed way (cf. 
Mark 4,10-12) and explains this esoteric speaking to his disciples in private. Contra, MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 704. 
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in verse 9. In addition, οἱ δύο (v. 8) was taken to refer to ἄρσεν καὶ θῆλυ in verse 6304. 

In this line of reasoning, the only disturbing element in the text was the phrase καὶ 

προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ, because it made the interpretation of 

ἄνθρωπος as ‘a man’ inevitable. Therefore, it had to be removed305.  

For our present purpose, however, I assume that the phrase καὶ προσκολληθήσεται 

πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ was part of the original quotation. 

That the second evangelist drew his quotation of Genesis 2,24 from a Greek OT text is 
almost certain. The LXX for this verse reads: 

ἕνεκεν τούτου καταλείψει ἄνθρωπος τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ τὴν μητέρα αὐτοῦ  

καὶ προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἔσονται οἱ δύο εἰς σάρκα μίαν. 

If we assume that the Markan text contained the phrase καὶ προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν 

γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ, it agrees completely with that of the LXX306. The text of the LXX in turn, 

presents a correct translation of the Hebrew, apart from the introduction of the words οἱ 

δύο, which have no counterpart307: 

אחד  לבשר   והיו באישתו ודבק ואת־אמו את־אביו ועזב־איש על־כן  

Therefore, a man leaves his father and his mother and clings to his wife, 
and they become one flesh. 

The words ‘the two’ are also found in a number of other OT texts including the Samaritan 
Pentateuch, the Targums Pseudo-Jonathan and Neofiti, and the Genizah Targum Fragments 
(B), the Peshitta and the Vulgate. Moreover, the words also make part of Genesis 2,24 as 
quoted by Philo308. The words are absent in the texts from the MT, Targum Onqelos, and in 
the quotation of Genesis 2,24 in the Book of Jubilees (3,7). This state of affairs is best 

explained as the words οἱ δύο having become part of Jewish OT texts of Genesis 2,24 at some 
time. The introduction of the words in this verse must have occurred in a Jewish 
environment, at a pre-Christian stage, because Philo quotes them. It is even possible that the 
reading including ‘the two’ is the original one and that at some point (before the book of 
Jubilees was written) these were omitted from the proto-Masoretic text. According to D. 
Daube this may have been done to avoid an interpretation in which the verse was used to 

304 A similar interpretation of Gen. 1,27, in which ‘male and female’ is taken two mean one male and one 
female, is found in CD IV,21. MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 708, leaves open the possibility that an earlier version of the 
exegetical argument in Mark 10, 6-9 adopted a similar, literary reading of the quoted texts from Genesis. 
305 COLLINS, Mark, 468, proposes the possibility that the phrase may have been removed at a later stage because 
it interfered with the virtue of self-mastery. 
306 As discussed previously, some LXX witnesses have τῇγυναικὶ instead of πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα but this is probably 

a later correction toward better Greek. Even in the use of αὐτοῦ following πατέρα and not μητέρα, the Markan 
text agrees with the majority of LXX witnesses, though this is no indication for the evangelist’s use of this OT 
text, as noted before. 
307 The words οἱ δύο are absent in the readings of mss. F, IV and 305, but this is probably due to adaptation to 
the Hebrew. 
308 Leg. 2:49; Gig. 65; QG 1:29. 
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reject polygamy or remarriage309. It is, however, also possible that the words were added in 
a Greek-speaking, Jewish environment, exactly to make the verse a better foundation for 
such an interpretation. 
Whatever the precise genesis of the verse, it is clear that the text as we have it Mark 10,7-8 
was taken from the LXX. This view is further strengthened by the observation that the 

Markan quotation follows that of the LXX in its use of the verbs καταλείπειν and προσκολλᾶν 

as translations of the Hebrew verbs עזב and דבק respectively, where alternatives are 

available310. 

To summarize: I propose that the text of the quotation of Genesis 2,24 in Mark 10,7-8 was 
taken from the LXX and reads:  

ἕνεκεν τούτου καταλείψει ἄνθρωπος τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ τὴν μητέρα  

καὶ προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἔσονται οἱ δύο εἰς σάρκα μίαν. 

12) Mark 10,19 (Exod. 20,12-16 // Deut. 5,16-20)
When asked by a man what he must do to inherit eternal life, Jesus points to the

commandments (τὰς ἐντολὰς οἶδας, “you know the commandments”), which he then
enumerates:

μὴ φονεύσῃς, μὴ μοιχεύσῃς, μὴ κλέψῃς, μὴ ψευδομαρτυρήσῃς, μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς, 

τίμα τὸν πατέρα σου καὶ τὴν μητέρα. 

You shall not murder, you shall not commit adultery, you shall not steal, you shall not 
bear false witness, you shall not defraud, honour your father and mother. 

It is immediately clear that the OT text referred to is the second table of the Decalogue. 
However, before we can make an attempt to identify the type of OT text which is in the 
background here, we must pay attention to a number of textual issues: (i) the absence of the 

personal pronoun σου following μητέρα, (ii) the unusual commandment μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς, and 
(iii) the order in which the commandments are enumerated.

i) As in other OT quotations, (cf. section 6 on Mark 7,10a), the Markan author is not
consistent in his rendering of personal pronouns with possessive meaning for this
commandment. This variation is probably due to its frequent use in catechesis
which likely involved quotation from memory. In view of its broad attestation, the

reading without σου following μητέρα is probably original.

309 See DAUBE, New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, 81, who points out that the use of the verse by Paul (Eph. 
5,31 and 1 Cor. 6,16) is in the same vein. He also states that a majority of rabbis seems to have accepted 
divorce and polygamy and that the text of Gen. 2,24 without the words ‘the two’ would suit their argument 
best.  
310 The Hebrew verb עזב, ‘to leave’, is preferentially translated by the LXX-translators with ἐγκαταλείπειν 

(126x), but the cognate verb used here (καταλείπειν) is also used (45x).  The same holds true for the translation 

of the Hebrew verb דבק, to ‘cling to, to stick to, to attach to’, for which κολλᾶν is mostly used (21x), but in a 

number of cases also προσκολλᾶν (8x). The use of the verbs as we encounter them in Mark may therefore also 
point to influence of the LXX. 
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ii) In a number of witnesses (B* K W   f1.13 28.700.1010 al sys; Ir Cl) and also in

the synoptic parallels (Matt. 19,18; Luke 18,20) the commandment μὴ

ἀποστερήσῃςis missing from the list. The commandment not to defraud is not
found in the Decalogue and therefore probably omitted by Matthew, Luke and
several textual witnesses of the Markan passage. The latter may also have
resulted from adaptation towards the text of the other Synoptics. The well

attested reading including μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς is obviously the lectio difficilior and

presents the original reading. In my opinion, it is quite possible that μὴ

ἀποστερήσῃς represents the tenth commandment. The tenth commandment, not

to covet (οὐκ ἐπιθυμήσεις), had already undergone a considerable development in
which it was interpreted in various, more concrete precepts311. In a number of
cases where it was understood as a prohibition to take away the necessities of
life312, especially from the poor – be it legitimate or not – the LXX uses the verb

ἀποστερεῖν, ‘to defraud, withhold’, e.g., Deuteronomy 24,14; Sirach 4,1; 29,6-7;
34,21-22 (= 34,25-26 in the Hebrew version); Malachi 3,5313. As such, the verb

ἀποστερεῖν had probably become an established expression to designate such
offences and may have taken the place of the tenth commandment in lists of
social precepts as in Mark 10,19. Several commentators have pointed to the
narrative context (a rich man) in which this specific interpretation of the tenth
commandment is quite appropriate314. In addition, the importance attached to
the rightful return of deposits in Roman society may also have influenced the
specific form in which the Markan author has rendered the tenth
commandment315.

311 See A. ROFÉ, “The Tenth Commandment in the Light of Four Deuteronomic Laws”, in: B-Z. SEGAL – G. LEVI (EDS), 
The Ten Commandments in History and Tradition (Jerusalem: Magness Press, 1990), 45-65, who distinguishes 
three major lines of interpretation in which ‘to covet’ is understood:  (i) as a desire resulting in concrete actions 
to achieve what is desired from a neighbor, (ii) as envious thoughts or feelings, even without action taken to 

obtain the desired object (this is the main line of thought in the LXX’s use of οὐκ ἐπιθυμήσεις) and (iii) in a line of 
interpretation already found in the Hebrew text of Deuteronomy which combines the previous ones, 
understanding ‘to covet’ as not only resulting in concrete action but also including mere thoughts of desire 

which are designated by the verb אוה, ‘to crave’. This line of interpretation is already apparent in the different 

phrasing of the tenth commandment in Deut. 5,18 when compared to Exod. 20,17. A specific line of 
interpretation concerns actions taken – legitimate or not – to obtain someone’s property. In the LXX, some 

cases concerning the taking of property from people of low social status, are covered by the verb ἀποστερεῖν. 
312 Among these money or wages are stressed. 
313 The verb is also used in Exod. 21,20; Mal. 3,5 in the versions of ‘the three’ and in Lev. 19,13 according to 
Origen’s Septuagint. The context in Mal. 3,5 presents an interesting parallel to Mark 10,19 because the 
injunction not to defraud the hired worker of his wages is found in an enumeration of people who do not hold 
several precepts which are concrete elaborations of the ten commandments. 
314 E.g., MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 721-722; J. GNILKA, Das Evangelium nach Markus (Mk 8,27 – 16,20) (EKK II/2; Zürich 
– Einsiedeln – Köln – Neukirchen-Vluyn: Benziger – Neukirchener Verlag, 1979), 87; C.A. EVANS, Mark 8:27 -
16:20 (WBC 34b; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2001), 96.
315 An interesting observation was made by C.C. COUTLER, “Further Notes on the Ritual of the Bithynian
Christians, Classical Philology”, 35 (1940), 60-63. She points to Pliny the Younger’s letter on the Christians (Ep.
x,96), in which he states that the Bithynian Christians he interrogated had stated that they had taken an oath
“ne furta, ne latrocinia, ne adulteria committerent, ne fidem fallerent, ne depositum appellati abnegerent”: not
to steal, not to commit robbery, not to commit adultery, not to fail a sworn agreement, not to refuse to return
a deposit. Coutler considers this enumeration a paraphrase of the Decalogue commandments not to steal, not
to kill (the term used would cover murderous robbery), not to commit adultery, not to bear false witness and

not to defraud. The withholding of means of living to which the term μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς refers in the LXX, is here
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iii) The textual witnesses are divided as regards the order in which the first two 

prohibitions occur. The reading μὴ φονεύσῃς, μὴ μοιχεύσῃςis found in 2 B C 

0274.579.892.2427. l 844. l 2211 pc aur c sys co, whereas μὴ μοιχεύσῃς, μὴ 

φονεύσῃς is presented by A K N W f13  lat syh Cl. Although the first variant is 
slightly better attested among the witnesses than the second, the witnesses 
supporting it mainly represent a single text-type. So, it is difficult to decide which 
order represents the more original Markan text, especially because the first is 
broadly attested for the Matthean parallel and the second for the Lukan 
parallel316. Both variants of the Markan text could therefore be explained as an 
adaptation towards the text of one of the other Synoptics. Since both variants 
were also known from OT texts of the Decalogue (see below) and existed next to 
each other at least until the end of the second century CE 317, we cannot, at this 
stage, determine an original Markan text with certainty. It is even likely that the 
Markan text of this verse circulated in two variant readings from a very early 
stage. 

 
When we turn to the question which type of OT text may have been behind the Markan 
quotation, we immediately encounter the same phenomenon of two major variants in the 
enumeration of the second table of the Decalogue. The first, reading do not murder, do not 
commit adultery…, is found in the Hebrew of both Exodus 20,13-17 and Deuteronomy 5,17-
20, in the Samaritan Pentateuch, in LXX-A for both passages, in 4QPhylacteries B (4Q129), 
4QPhylacteries G (4Q134), 4QDeuteronomyn (4Q41) IV: 9-10 and in Josephus, Antiquitates 
3.92. The second reading do not commit adultery, do not murder, …, is found in the Greek of 
LXX-B for Deuteronomy 5,17-20 and several Lucianic manuscripts for Exodus 20,13-17318, in 
p. Nash, in several passages in Philo319, in the Vorlage of the Didache, The Two Ways320, and 
in Pseudo-Philo, LAB 11,10-13. It is clear that this variant sequence reflects an inner-Jewish, 
pre-Christian development. Yet another sequence is found in the text of Exodus 20,13-17 
represented by LXX-B, which reads: do not commit adultery, do not steal, do not murder, …. 
According to F.M. Cross and D. Flusser, this represents a further development of the text of 
the Greek Old Testament, which for both passages of the Decalogue had the order: do not 
commit adultery, do not murder, do not steal, … They thus regard the reading of LXX-A as a 

 
specifically applied to money or valuables left in deposits with friends or trustees, which are not returned on 
request. It seems that this happened quite often urging Roman law to define detailed provisions for such cases. 
The Markan author and his audience may have been familiar with this. The agreement of Pliny’s enumeration 
with the list in Mark 10,19 is remarkable, even if literal dependence is not assumed. 
316 The same order as that of Luke is found in Rom. 13,9 and Jas. 2,11. 
317 Both variants are attested in the works of the Church Fathers of the second century CE. The order do not kill, 
do not commit adultery is, e.g., found in Clement of Alexandria, Protr. 108:5; Strom. 2, 32:4 and in Tertullian, 
Spect. 3:2; Adv. Jud. 2:3; Marc. 2,17:4; 4,16:17; 36:5. The order do not commit adultery, do not murder is found 
in Irenaeus, Haer. 4,12:5, Theophilus of Antioch, Autol. 2,35; 3,9, and Athenogoras, Res. 23. Interestingly, in his 
work Quis dives salvetur? (4,4), Clement of Alexandria discusses the story of the rich man using his text of the 
Markan account in which the commandments are enumerated in the order: “do not commit adultery, do not 
kill, do not steal, do not bear false witness, do not defraud, honour your father and mother”. Although Clement 
otherwise uses the order of the MT, here he has based himself on his version of Mark which presents the 
variant order (and includes the injunction not to defraud). 
318 These are manuscripts 75 and 458 from text group n, and 71 and 619 from text group x. 
319 Decal. 36, 51, 121, 132, 135, 138, 142, 168-174; Her. 173; Spec. 3:8. 
320 The Two Ways is preserved only in Latin, see D. FLUSSER, “’Do Not Commit Adultery’, ‘Do Not Murder’”, 
Textus 4 (1964), 220-224. 
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hexaplaric one, which has been adapted towards the Hebrew321. If this be the case, then the 
use of a Greek OT text for the quotation of the Decalogue could have resulted in the order 
do not commit adultery, do not murder, … In my opinion, however, it is possible that already 
at a stage before the Markan Gospel was composed, versions of the LXX containing revisions 
of the Decalogue passages towards the Hebrew sequence of the commandments were 
extant and could have been used by the evangelists. Moreover, it is not certain that LXX-A 
represents a hexaplaric reading for both passages322. Finally, any evangelist could still have 
prepared a fresh translation from a Hebrew source, which would have resulted in the 
inverted order.  

The only indication for the use of a particular OT text involves the employment of particular 

vocabulary. In the LXX, τιμᾶν is not the most frequently used verb to render the Hebrew 

 ’to testify falsely‘ ,ענה עד  שקר pi`el, ‘to honour’323. Furthermore, the Hebrew phrase כבד

occurs only 4 times in the OT. Of these, only those in both versions of the Decalogue are 

translated in the LXX by the verb ψευδομαρτυρεῖν324. In the other two cases, the phrase is 

rendered by μαρτυρεῖν μαρτύς ἄδικος (Deut. 19,18) and καταμαρτυρεῖνμαρτυρίανψευδῆ 
(Prov. 25,18).  
This state of affairs does, in my opinion, not allow us to identify with certainty a particular 
OT text – in Hebrew or Greek – which could be considered as the textual source for the 
Markan quotation, but it may point to influence from the LXX. 

The variety already displayed by the OT versions of (parts of) the Decalogue is probably the 
result of its frequent use in (Jewish) liturgy and catechesis, and I suggest that the textual 
differences between Mark 10,19 and its NT parallels are most likely the result of similar 
usage in Early Christianity. Each evangelist probably quoted the second table of the 
Decalogue as it was known to him from liturgical and/or catechetical use from memory325. 
This would also account for the differences of the Markan text compared to those of the 

Decalogue: (a) the presence of μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς, (b) the position of the commandment to 
honour parents at the end of the list, and (c) of the syntactical form of the negations. 

(a) As discussed before, the prohibition μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς probably presents a distinct
interpretation of the tenth commandment. Such precepts which further specified
each of the social commandments initially came to displace these in enumerations of
social injunctions (termed “Soziale Reihen” by K. Berger). Around the first century
BCE, the Decalogue commandments themselves, considered as the sum of the many
specific precepts, regained importance and (re)appeared in the enumerations. Mark
10,19 perhaps features an advanced stage of this development, in which only the
tenth commandment is not represented in its original form326.

321 See FLUSSER, “Do not”, 221. 
322 See e.g., STENDAHL, School, 169-172. It is in this respect remarkable that codex A presents the variant 
sequence ‘do not commit adultery, do not murder, …’ for Mark 10,19. 
323 The verb כבד pi`el is rendered 9 times by τιμᾶν, but 20 times by δοξάζειν. 

324 Apart from the two passages in the Decalogue, the verb ψευδομαρτυρεῖν appears only in the LXX in Sus. 61’. 
325 So also STENDAHL, School, 61-62, and GUNDRY, Use, 18-19. 
326 Cf. BERGER, Gesetzesauslegung, 390-394. 



73 
 

(b) The commandment to honour parents occupies the final position in the Markan 
enumeration, whereas in the Decalogue it precedes the commandments listed here. 
This is not unusual because this commandment was already in pre-Christian, Jewish 
circles considered as the most important of the social commandments, which as such 
could be used to begin or arrange enumerations of these327. Its placement at the end 
of an enumeration of the social commandments is scarcely attested in Jewish sources 
of the time but found in early Christian writings328. Matthew and Luke seem to have 
been familiar with this particular use and leave the commandment in the final 
position of the list329. A specific interpretation of the injunction to honour parents 
understood it as sustaining parents by means of material and financial support330. 
The Markan author had already used it in a similar vein in 7,10a and here again such 
an interpretation would fit the narrative context well. 

(c) The syntactical form in which the Markan author presents the prohibitions, μή 

followed by an aorist subjunctive, 2nd pers. sg., differs from any rendering of the 

Decalogue in the LXX, in which the form οὐ, followed by a future, 2nd pers. sg., is 
always used. Although it does not affect the meaning of the injunctions, it points to a 
rendering of these from memory according to a liturgical or catechetical form with 
which the Markan author was familiar and not according to a specific OT text 331. 

 
In a strict sense, then, Mark 10,19, is not a quotation of any specific OT text of part of the 
Decalogue332, but a rendering of it in the form of a “soziale Reihe” as it was probably known 

to the evangelist from liturgical or catechetical practice. The prohibition μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς is 
not a quotation of Sirach 4,1 as NA28 states but a specific rendering of the tenth 
commandment333. The variety of OT readings of the Decalogue does not allow us to identify 

 
327 So BERGER, Gesetzesauslegung, 287, 385-386, 418-419, who refers to Lev. 19,3; Deut. 27,16; Tob. 4,3-19; 
Ezek. 22,7ff.; Jub. 7,20; 3 Bar. 4,17; 4 Macc. 2,10. The same can be observed for the two commandments which 
according to Jesus (but not only by him) summarize the whole of Torah: Deut. 6,4-5 and Lev. 19,18, the latter of 
which was added to the list in Mark 10,19 by Matthew, and is said to function as such in Rom. 13,9. 
328 BERGER, Gesetzesauslegung, 420, lists a single Jewish (a version of the Apocalypse of Moses: K. 49 [Gaster 
584], published in: A. JELLINEK, Bet ha-Midrash: Sammlung kleiner Midraschim und vermischter Abhandlungen 
aus der ältern jüdischen Literatur (Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 31967) and several early Christian documents: 
Athenagoras, Res. 23; Theophilus, Autol. 1,2 and Clement of Alexandria, Paed. 3,12. 
329 To my knowledge, we have no textual witnesses from early Christianity in which it is moved to its usual 
position in the Decalogue. 
330 Mek. Exod. 20,12; y. Pea 1:1 15c; b. Kid. 31b;  Cf. P.W. VAN BOXEL, “Isaiah 29:13 in the New Testament and 
Early Rabbinic Judaism”, in: P.W. VAN DER HORST (ED.), Aspects of Religious Contact and Conflict in the Ancient 
World (Utrechtse Theologische Reeks 31; Utrecht: Faculteit Godgeleerdheid, Utrecht University, 1995), 81-90: 
84-85. 
331 So also BERGER, Gesetzesauslegung, 419. GUNDRY, Use, 17, surprisingly takes Luke’s retaining of the Markan 

syntactical form as a criterion for originality and jumps to the conclusion that the order μὴ μοιχεύσῃς, μὴ 

φονεύσῃς must represent the original Markan text. 
332 So also D.S. NEW, Old Testament Quotations in the Synoptic Gospels, and the Two-Document Hypothesis (SBL 
Septuagint and Cognate Studies Series 37; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), 74. 
333 It is also not a quotation of Deut. 24,14(LXX-A,F) as stated by K.J. THOMAS, “Liturgical Citations in the 
Synoptics”, NTS 22 (1975-1976), 205-214: 207. Thomas considers it an addition to the original Markan text (he 
seems to doubt this statement when later on he remarks that given the context “it may well have been original 
with the evangelist”; 213). He further assumes that the evangelist quoted the text of the second table of the 
Decalogue according to LXX-A,F to which the commandment to honour parents had been added at an earlier 
stage. This assumption is based on his view that the textual history of NT quotations of OT passages used 
frequently in liturgy, should depart from the LXX-text closest to the Hebrew, because the Hebrew original was 
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a Hebrew or Greek source behind the Markan text, although the use of specific vocabulary 
may indicate influence from the LXX. 

13) Mark 11,9 (Ps. 118,26a)
When Jesus enters Jerusalem, sitting on a colt, people spread branches and cloaks on the
road, and those who go ahead of him and those who follow, shout:

ὡσαννά 

εὐλογημένος ὁ ἐρχόμενος ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου 

εὐλογημένη ἡ ἐρχομένη βασιλεία τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν Δαυίδ 

ὡσαννὰ ἐν τοῖς ὑψίστοις. 

Hosanna! 
Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord! 
Blessed is the coming kingdom of our father David! 
Hosanna in the highest!334 

The words shouted are presented in the form of a chiasm with the simple structure a-b-b’-a’. 
In contemporary stories of the entry of important persons in a city, praise and the singing of 
hymns by the welcoming citizens are a common feature335. The text in 11,9-10 probably 
became part of the pre-Gospel tradition at an early stage and may carry a reminiscence of 
what was shouted at Jesus’ entry. In what those accompanying Jesus exclaim, an OT passage 
or passages may have been taken up or these may have influenced its wording.  
According to NA28, the words printed in italics in the above translation, represent quotations 
from the OT336. The first ‘Hosanna’ is regarded as a quotation of part of Psalm 118,25a and 
the second line, ‘Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord’, is considered a 
quotation of Psalm 118,26a.  

It is widely held that the second line is taken from Psalm 118,26a, which the LXX offers in 
complete verbal agreement. The Hebrew of this passage reads: 

יהוה  בשם  הבא ברך   

The Greek of the LXX presents a straightforward translation of the Hebrew, so that we 
cannot discern whether a Greek or a Hebrew OT text served as a source for the quotation337. 

Slightly indicative for influence of Psalm117,26aLXX may be the phrase ἐν ὀνόματι which 

renders the Hebrew  בשם. In the LXX, alternatives for the translation of the phrase  בשם are 

used, the most important of which are the dative (of relation or of instrument338) without 

always in the mind of the user (206). In my opinion, this assumption does not take into account that which 
precisely characterizes texts used frequently in liturgy or catechesis: their fluidity. 
334 Translation is mine. 
335 So inter alia P. BROOKS-DUFF, “The March of the Divine Warrior and the Advent of the Graeco-Roman King: 
Mark’s Account of Jesus’ Entry into Jerusalem”, JBL 111 (1992) 55-71: 66. 
336 In NA27, the words of the final clause exclaimed by those accompanying Jesus were considered a quotation 
of Ps. 148,1 or of Job 16,19. 
337 So also HATINA, In Search, 296, but cf. STENDAHL, School, 64, 66, who states: “Psalm 118 25-26 is reproduced in 
all the Synoptics and in John in the words of the LXX”. 
338 Cf. BDR, §§ 195, 197, 219. 
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the preposition ἐν, the related expression ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι (with article) and ἐπὶ (τῷ) ὀνόματι339. 

The Markan ἐν ὀνόματι may thus point to influence from the text of Psalm 117,26aLXX. 
It is, furthermore, widely acknowledged that the next line does not represent a quotation of 
any OT passage. It is also not a paraphrase of Psalm 118,26b340, and the syntactical structure 
of this line seems to have been modelled after that of the preceding one. Some 
commentators have argued that the designation of David as ‘our father’ is un-Jewish and 
therefore represents early Christian usage341. Whether this is correct or not, an 
eschatological expectation concerning the reinstallation of the kingdom of David, seems to 
have been current in first century Judaism, and Psalm 118 may have been interpreted in 
these terms342. Of course, the Markan text identifies Jesus as ‘the one who comes in the 
name of the Lord’ to fulfil these expectations, although he is not given here the messianic 
title ‘Son of David’ as in the parallel Matthew 21,9343. In the pericope preceding that of the 
entry into Jerusalem, however, the Markan author has Jesus be called “Son of David” twice 
by the blind man Bartimaeus (10,47.48)344. Mark 11,9c is therefore, in my opinion, best 
regarded as an interpretation (and elaboration) of the preceding quotation of Psalm 118,26a 
in terms of the restoration of a Davidic kingdom. 

339 The phrase בשם is found 137 times in the MT. In 24 instances, it is translated by ἐν ὀνόματι, in 11 instances 

by ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι, in 22 instances by the dative without preposition and in 28 instances by ἐπὶ (τῷ) ὀνόματι. The 

assertion that בשם is always rendered by ἐν ὀνόματι (BDR, §206.4) is incorrect. Even in the specific case of 

יהוה בשם , not uniformly present the LXX does the  translation ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου (cf., e.g., Dan. 9,6[LXX and θ’]; 

Exod. 34,5; Ps. 117, 10.11.12LXX). 
340 R. WATTS, “The Psalms in Mark’s Gospel”, in: S. MOYISE AND M.J.J. MENKEN (EDS), The Psalms in the New 
Testament (NTSI 1; London – New York: T&T Clark, 2004), 25-45: 32, points to the narrative context in which Ps. 
118,26b (“We bless you from the house of the Lord”) would not fit, since Jesus is not blessed nor welcomed by 
the temple’s officials.  
341 So e.g., LOHMEYER, Markus, 231, E. SCHWEIZER, Das Evangelium nach Markus (NTD 1; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 181998), 130, and GNILKA, Markus 2, 114, who thinks that v. 10 is a Christian addition to the original 
text. This view is contested by EVANS, Mark, 145-146, who points at several rabbinic passages in which David 
seems to be awarded the status of patriarch, and R. PESCH, Das Markusevangelium 2. Teil. Kommentar zu Kap. 
8,27 – 16,20 (HThKNT II/2; Freiburg – Basel – Wien: Herder, 1977), 185, who among others points to 4Q252 in 
which the blessing of Judah (Gen. 49,10) is interpreted in terms of the “covenant of kingship given to the 

messiah of righteousness, who will come (בוא), the branch of David and his descendents”, and to Acts 4,25 

where David is referred to as τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν. The problem with the passages mentioned by Evans is that it is 
not clear whether these reflect Jewish views of the first century CE. The passage from Acts, mentioned by 
Pesch and the subject of many discussions about its grammatical structure, can in my opinion, not be used as 
evidence that the term ‘our father’ was applied to David at a pre-Christian stage.  
342 Cf. Pss. Sol. 17 and 18. So also R.E. WATTS, “The Lord’s House and David’s Lord: The Psalms and Mark’s 
Perspective on Jesus and the Temple”, Bib. Int. 15 (2007) 307-322: 314. In the Targum, Ps. 118 is explicitly 
applied to David, although we cannot with certainty date earlier stages of this tradition to the first century CE. 
An interesting parallel, mentioned by PESCH, Markusevangelium 2, 185, is y. Ber. 3:1, attributed to R. Yohanan 
and therefore possibly representing a first century Jewish view: “It is an obligation to greet a great royalty, so 
that when the kingdom of the house of David comes, one will know how to distinguish one kingdom from the 
other” (translation and emphasis are mine).  
343 Interestingly, in 1 Sam. 17,45, David introduces himself to Goliath with the words: אנכי בא־אליך בשם

צבאות יהוה , “I come to you in the name of YHWH of hosts”. 
344 The title ‘Son of David’ is pre-Christian as Pss. Sol. 17,21 shows. 
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The first line of our quotation, ὡσαννά, is regarded by most commentators as coming from 
Psalm 118,25a345. That this OT verse was in the background of our text is likely as we have 
seen that the next line is a quotation of the following psalm verse. Besides, we meet the 

actual form  only in Psalm 118,25. Yet, I have some doubt whether we have here   נא הושיעה

a quotation of this verse in the strict sense.  

First, if we assume that the Markan author’s ὡσαννά presents a transliteration of the 

Hebrew  הושיעה נא, should that not have resulted inὡσιαννά / hosianna346? As J.A. 

Fitzmyer has suggested, ὡσαννά, which appears nowhere in the LXX347, may have been a 

translation of the Aramaic, shortened form 348 הושע   נא. If he is correct, it is more likely that 

the Markan author uses a term known to him (either from his sources349 or from 
contemporary liturgical practice) than that he quotes Psalm 118,25a in Aramaic350.  
Second, Fitzmyer has also pointed out that the meaning of the crowd’s exclamation is 

probably not that of the original Hebrew נא הושע , ‘save!’, but that the exclamation has 

taken on another one which can best be translated as a greeting like ‘hail’351. As such, the 
psalm verse in its original meaning does not fit well in the present context352. Moreover, in 
the final line of our text, it certainly has another meaning, so that it is likely that also in the 

first line a similar meaning was assumed. The use of the transliterated form ὡσαννά enabled 
the evangelist to circumvent the problem of a changed meaning because his audience was 
probably familiar with the desired one. In my opinion, though, it is probably best to consider 
the first line of our text not as a quotation, but merely carrying a reminiscence of Psalm 
118,25a. 

The final words, ὡσαννὰ ἐν τοῖς ὑψίστοις, are regarded by some commentators as a quotation 

of Psalm 148,1 or Job 16,19353. The word ὡσαννά is, however, not found in the LXX of Psalm 

345 So e.g., MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 774; EVANS, Mark, 144-145, PESCH, Markusevangelium 2, 184. 
346 So also J.A. FITZMYER, “Aramaic Evidence Affecting the Interpretation of Hosanna in the New Testament”, in: 
G.F. HAWTHORNE – O. BETZ (EDS), Tradition and Interpretation in the New Testament (FS E. Earle Ellis; Grand 
Rapids, MI – Tübingen: Eerdmans – Mohr-Siebeck, 1987), 110-118: 111-112, who refers to such a 
transliteration retaining the iota by Origen in his commentary on Matt. 21,9. According to HATINA, In Search, 
294, however, the iota may have been lost by elision as a result of its use by Greek speaking people. 
347 Nor does any other form of the verb ישעappear in transliteration, except in names like Joshua. 
348 So FITZMYER, “Aramaic Evidence”, 112-113. 
349 The fact that the first two lines of our text are also found in John 12,13 may indicate that these stem from a 
pre-Gospel tradition. 
350 Although he does so in the case of the quotation of Ps. 22,1 in Mark 15,34, but this may be for another 
reason: because it carries the memory of words uttered by Jesus on the cross. The Markan author retains 
Aramaic expressions in 5,41; 7,11 and 7,37, but in these cases, there seem to be yet other reasons for doing 
this: to emphasize the miraculous character of healings or the use of a known legal term. 
351 FITZMYER, “Aramaic Evidence”, 114-115, points to Matt. 21,9 and Did. 10,6 in which the addressee of the 
greeting is given in the dative. It is unlikely that these phrases would mean: “Save the Son of David” or “Save 
the God of David”. 
352 If this is correct, it would mean that a Greek text of Ps. 118,25, which read σῶσον δή, ‘do save’, could 
certainly not be used as a source for a quotation as indeed any other OT passage in which an imperative of the 

hiph`il of the verb ישע was used because these are always translated in the LXX by forms of the verb σῴζειν, 

except for Jer. 31,7 and 1 Chr. 16,35 in which the verb ישע is given a different meaning. So also E.D. FREED, Old 

Testament Quotations in the Gospel of John (NovTSup 11; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 71-72. 
353 So e.g., COLLINS, Mark, 520. 
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148,1 nor in that of Job 16,19, not even as a transliteration of נא הושע  which does not 

appear in the Hebrew of Job 16,19 or in that of the Psalm 148,1, which has: הללוהו, ‘praise 

him’354. In my opinion, it is most probable that in the final line, the ὡσαννά with which the 
exclamation of the crowd starts, is taken up again because of the intended chiasmic 

structure, and supplemented with another well-known phrase ἐν (τοῖς) ὑψίστοις, which can 
be found in several OT passages as a reference to heaven, its inhabitants or its major 
inhabitant, God himself355. In my opinion, then, no particular OT passage is quoted in the 
final line of our text356. 

To summarize: Mark 11,9-10 presents the words of the crowd surrounding Jesus during his 
entry into Jerusalem, in the form of a simple chiasm. Although the first line may carry a 
reminiscence of Psalm 118,25a, only the second presents an OT quotation in the strict sense. 
The passage quoted is Psalm 118,26a. It is impossible to identify whether a Greek or Hebrew 

OT text served as a source here although the phrase ἐν ὀνόματι may reflect influence from 
the LXX. The final lines, comprising verse 10 are phrased in such a way as to make them fit 
the chiastic structure. Neither of them presents a quotation of a specific OT passage. 

14) Mark 11,17 (Isa. 56,7, Jer. 7,11)
During his so-called ‘cleansing’ of the Temple, Jesus teaches those present by saying: “Is it
not written:

ὁ οἶκός μου οἶκος προσευχῆς κληθήσεται πᾶσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν; 

ὑμεῖς δὲ πεποιήκατε αὐτὸν σπήλαιον λῃστῶν. 

My house shall be called a house of prayer for all the nations? 
But you have made it a den of robbers. 

The first line of the quotation agrees almost verbatim with Isaiah 56,7LXX, which reads: 

ὁ γὰρ οἶκός μου οἶκος προσευχῆς κληθήσεται πᾶσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν 

This presents a straightforward rendering of the Hebrew357: 

לכל־העמים  יקרא בית־תפלה  ביתי כי  

354 If it was intended to use the related praise הללו־יה, then a transliteration would have yielded αλληλουία, a 

form often found as a heading over a psalm in the LXX. 
355 Cf. G. BERTRAM, ὕψοςκτλ., TWNT 8 (1969), 600-619: 613-619. 
356 Although the exact words ἐν τοῖς ὑψίστοις appear only in Ps. 148,1LXX, the expression without the article, 
also in combination with other prepositions to convey a similar meaning, was frequently used, e.g., Job 25,2; 
31,2; Ps. 70,19; 91,8; Mic. 6,6; Isa. 57,15; Sir. 12,2; 16,17; 17,26; 26,16; 34,6; 43,9; 50,21. Cf. Luke 2,14; 19,38. 
357 Although the word עם, ‘people’ is usually translated by λαός in the LXX, its plural עמים is almost always 

rendered by ἔθνη, so that this is no indication for the use of a Greek source for the quotation. Cf. G. BERTRAM, 

ἔθνος, TWNT 2 (1935), 362-366. 



78 

Although the Markan text agrees with the LXX over a considerable number of words, a fresh 
translation of the Hebrew into Greek could have yielded the text under investigation. 
Therefore, we cannot determine whether a Greek or a Hebrew text served as a source 
here358. 
The verse from Isaiah in which the temple is designated ‘a house of prayer’, is connected to 

a contrasting phrase taken from Jeremiah 7,11359: σπήλαιον λῃστῶν, ‘den of robbers’360. The 
verse from Jeremiah reads in the Greek of the LXX: 

μὴ σπήλαιον λῃστῶν ὁ οἶκός μου οὗ ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ ἐκεῖ ἐνώπιον 

ὑμῶν; 

Surely, my house, there where my name has been called on it, has not become a den 
of robbers before you? 

This presents again a straightforward rendering of the Hebrew361: 

בעיניכם  עליו  אשר־נקרא־שםי  הזה הבית היה   פרצים המערת   

The word מערה, of which the basic meaning is ‘cave’, is generally translated in the LXX by 

σπήλαιον. The word פריץ, means not only ‘thief’, but also ‘violent’ or ‘pestilent’. In the LXX, 

where it appears six times, it is understood as a substantive in two cases only: in Jeremiah 

7,11 where it is translated by λῃστής, and in Daniel 11,14θ’ where it is rendered by λοιμός, 

‘someone pernicious’ or ‘dangerous’. The Markan use of the phrase σπήλαιον λῃστῶν may 
therefore betray dependence upon the LXX. Because this is the only indication in that 
direction, it does, however, not allow us to draw such a conclusion with ample certainty362. 

To summarize: in Mark 11,17 we encounter a marked quotation of Isaiah 56,7 which is 

combined with the phrase σπήλαιον λῃστῶν, taken from Jeremiah 7,11. On the basis of the 
textual form we cannot identify with certainty any one OT text as the source from which the 

quoted words were drawn, but the use in Mark of λῃστῶν as a substantive plural may point 
to influence of the LXX. 

15) Mark 12,10-11 (Ps. 118,22-23)
At the end of the parable of the wicked tenants, Jesus asks his opponents if they have not
read this Scripture:



358 So also e.g., EVANS, Mark, 174; HOOKER, “Isaiah in Mark’s Gospel”, 41. Cf., however, NEW, OT Quotations, 52, 
who states: “Verbatim agreement with the LXX indicates that it is the source for the quotation in the gospels.” 
359 This may have been done by means of a gezerah shawah for which the presence of the words קרא ,בית 

niph`al/ ὁοἶκός(μου), (ἐπι)καλεῖν in both verses, formed the basis. 
360 The word λῃστής does not primarily designate a robber (κλέπτης) but emphasizes the violent way in which 
such a person acts. 
361 The only difference being the absence of an equivalent of the demonstrative pronoun הזה which is 

rendered by a possessive pronoun, 1st pers. sg. in the Greek of the LXX. 
362 So also EVANS, Mark, 174. 
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 λίθον ὃν ἀπεδοκίμασαν οἱ οἰκοδομοῦντες  

οὗτος ἐγενήθη εἰς κεφαλὴν γωνίας 

παρὰ κυρίου ἐγένετο αὕτη  

καὶ ἔστιν θαυμαστὴ ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς ἡμῶν.

 The stone that the builders rejected 
 has become the cornerstone; 
 this was the Lord’s doing, 
 and it is amazing in our eyes. 

 
This is a marked quotation of Psalm 118,22-23, which agrees verbatim with the LXX. The 
Hebrew of the passage reads: 
 

הבונים  מאסו אבן   

 היתה לראש פנה  

 מאת יהוה היתה זאת  

 היא נפלאת בעינינו  

 
 The stone that the builders rejected, 
 has become the chief cornerstone. 
 This is the Lord’s doing; 

 it is marvellous in our eyes363. 
 

The Greek of the LXX presents a quite literal translation of the Hebrew (especially the 

rendering of זאת by αὕτη and that of נפלאת by θαυμαστή) with some minor differences: 

- the LXX’s οὗτος in the second line of the passage has no equivalent in the Hebrew 

text. It is required because of the use of the accusative λίθον instead of the 

nominative λίθος. 

- the LXX’s καί with which the final line begins has no equivalent in the Hebrew. This is 
probably a stylistic necessity to avoid asyndeton.  

 
In addition to these minor differences between the Hebrew and the Greek texts of the 
passage, the following observations also seem to point to the LXX as the source for the 
quotation in Mark: 
 

- the passage quoted in Mark is quite long and rendered in exact verbal agreement 
with that of the LXX; 

- the verb ἀποδοκιμάζειν is not used exclusively to render the Hebrew מאס, ‘to reject’ 

in the LXX. In addition to ἀποδοκιμάζειν, a translator could also have used the verbs 

ἀπωθεῖνand ἐξουθενεῖν/ἐξουδενοῦνto render 364 מאס. 

 
363 Note the difference in the NRSV’s rendering of the stone mentioned here and in the translation of the Greek 
text of Mark. 
364 In the LXX, the verb ἀπωθεῖν, ‘to thrust away, repel, reject’ is used 20 times to render מאס, the verb 

ἐξουθενεῖν/ἐξουδενοῦν, ‘to disdain, scorn, despise, reject’ 10 times. In 7 cases, ἀποδοκιμάζειν is used. Although 



80 

- the rendering of the Hebrew ראש פנה by κεφαλὴγωνίας. The phrase ראש פנה is a

hapax legomenon in biblical Hebrew and the same holds true for κεφαλὴγωνίας in
the LXX. The meaning of the latter seems unclear which may be the result of the

literal translation of ראש פנהby the LXX translator. Κεφαλὴγωνίας was probably

not the (technical) term commonly used for such a stone. According to J. Jeremias,

κεφαλὴγωνίας was probably considered to mean ἀκρογωνιαῖος, ‘keystone’ or
‘capstone’ (“Bauschlußstein”) at the time when the Markan Gospel was composed365.

Symmachus translated  ראש פנה in Psalm 118,22 by ἀκρογωνιαῖος, and he probably

understood it in a similar way. That κεφαλὴγωνίας refers to a stone with which a
building project is completed, becomes clear from its use in Testament of Solomon
22,7-9; 23,1-4366, in which the completion of the building of the temple is narrated.
The passage is concluded by citing Psalm 118,22-23, which seems to have influenced
the contents of the passage. For our considerations, it is important that the stone

with which the building of the temple is completed is called λίθοςἀκρογωνιαῖος. The
use of the word ‘cornerstone’ in the majority of the translations of Psalm 118,22-23

and of Mark 12,10-11, which is commonly used to render the term פנה אבן , has

caused much confusion about the kind of stone involved367. In my opinion, the term

cornerstone ( פנה אבן ) is used for stones which are pointed at crucial positions in a 

building. One of these stones is the ראש פנה or (λίθος) ἀκρογωνιαῖος, the stone with 

which the building is completed, and which is therefore found near or at the top of 
the building368. Whatever the exact usage of these stones, for our considerations it is 

important that the phrase κεφαλὴγωνίας is probably an artificial product of literal 

these verbs cover a spectrum of meanings, the first two mentioned are used with the specific meaning ‘to 
reject’ in 2 Kgs. 23,27; Jer. 4,30; 6,19; Lam. 5,22; Ezek. 5,6; 20,13.16.24; 21,13; Hos. 4,6 (2x); 9,17; Amos 2,4 and 
in 1 Sam. 8,7; 10,19; 15,23.26; 16,7, respectively. 
365 J. JEREMIAS, “Κεφαλὴγωνίας - Άκρογωνιαῖος”, ZNW 29 (1930), 265-280: 277-278. 
366 T. Sol. 22,7-8 reads: Καὶ ἦν λίθος ἀκρογωνιαῖος μέγας ὃν ἐβουλόμην θεῖναι εῖς κεφαλὴν γωνίας τῆς πληρώσεως 

τοῦ ναοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ. Καὶ πάντες οἱ τεχνῖται καὶ πάντες οἱ δαίμονες οἱ συνπουργοῦντες ἦλθον ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ ἀγαγεῖν τὸν 

λίθον καὶ θεῖναι εἰς τὸ πτερύγιον τοῦ ναοῦ: “And there was a great keystone that I [= Solomon, HL] wished to put 
at the keystone position, completing the temple of God. And all the tradesmen and all the spirits who laboured 
on it came together to bring the stone and set it on the pinnacle of the temple.” (translation mine). That 

κεφαλὴ γωνίας in this passage is taken to mean the position where the keystone is to be put, results from the 

translation of the Semitism ל היה by γίνομαιεἰςfollowed by a predicate substantive. In Greek, the preposition 

εἰς takes on a locative meaning, indicating the position in which something is to come. Jeremias adds several 
other passages from the early church and Palestinian Judaism which support this interpretation. 
367 This was brought about by the fact that many commentators have regarded the phrase אבן פנה as an 

equivalent of ראש פנה. The former is found in Isa. 28,16, Jer. 51,26, and Job 38,6 and is rendered in the LXX 

by λίθος ἀκρογωνιαῖος (Isa. 28,16), λίθος γωνίας (Jer. 51,26 = 28,26LXX), and λίθος γωνιαῖος (Job 38,6). Whereas in 
Jer. 51,26 and Job 38,6, it probably means ‘cornerstone’, from its context it is clear that in Isa. 28,16 a 

‘foundation stone’ is meant. The LXX’s translation by λίθος ἀκρογωνιαῖος, is therefore probably a mistake. So 
also M. CAHILL, “Not a Cornerstone! Translating Ps 118,22 in the Jewish and Christian Scriptures”, RB 106 (1999), 
345-357: 353.
368 CAHILL, “Not a Cornerstone!”, 354-356, points to the fact that פנהnot only means ‘corner’ or ‘angle’, but

also ‘corner tower’ or ‘battlement’ and proposes that ראש פנה refers to a stone “found on high in a

prominent place and thus used at the completion stage of the building process.”
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translation and that for a fresh translation of the Hebrew  ראש פנה a better 

alternative was available: (λίθος) ἀκρογωνιαῖος. The Markan κεφαλὴγωνίας thus 
betrays influence from the LXX.  

Taken together, these observations seem to point to the use of the LXX as the source for the 
quotation of Psalm 118,22-23 in Mark 12,10-11. 

16) Mark 12,19 (Deut. 25,5, Gen. 38,8)
Some Sadducees, specified by the evangelist as “saying that there is no resurrection”,
present to Jesus a case in which a woman had married seven brothers in succession, each of
which had eventually died without offspring. The successive marriages were the result of
conforming to Moses’ prescription of the levirate marriage, which the Sadducees describe as
follows:

Μωϋσῆς ἔγραψεν ἡμῖν ὅτι ἐάν τινος ἀδελφὸς ἀποθάνῃ καὶ καταλίπῃ γυναῖκα 

καὶ μὴ ἀφῇ τέκνον, ἵνα λάβῃ ὁ ἀδελφὸς αὐτοῦ τὴν γυναῖκα  

καὶ ἐξαναστήσῃ σπέρμα τῷ ἀδελφῷ αὐτοῦ. 

Moses wrote for us: “If someone’s brother dies leaving a wife but no child, his brother shall 
take his wife and raise up offspring for his brother”369. 

The phrase “Moses wrote for us” refers to the description of the levirate marriage in 
Deuteronomy 25,5-10, of which the relevant part (25,5-6) in the LXX reads: 

ἐὰν δὲ κατοικῶσιν ἀδελφοὶ ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ ἀποθάνῃ εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν σπέρμα δὲ μὴ ᾖ αὐτῷ, 

οὐκ ἔσται ἡ γυνὴ τοῦ τεθνηκότος ἔξω ἀνδρὶ μὴ ἐγγίζοντι˙ ὁ ἀδελφὸς τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτῆς 

εἰσελεύσεται πρὸς αὐτὴν καὶ λήμψεται αὐτὴν ἑαυτῷ γυναῖκα καὶ συνοικήσει αὐτῇ.  

καὶ ἔσται τὸ παιδίον ὃ ἐὰν τέκῃ κατασταθήσεται ἐκ τοῦ ὀνόματος τοῦ τετελευτηκότος καὶ 

οὐκ ἐξαλειφθήσεται τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ ἐξ Ισραηλ. 

Now if brothers reside together and one of them dies and there is no offspring to him, 
the wife of the deceased shall not be outside, for a man not close. Her husband’s brother 
shall go in to her and shall take her for himself as wife and shall live with her, and it shall be 
that that the child that she might bear shall be established from the name of the deceased, 
and his name shall not be blotted out from Israel. 

In the Hebrew of the MT the passage reads: 

אין־לו  ובן  מהם אחד ומת  יחדו  אחים  כי־ישבו  

 לא־תהיה אשה־המת החצה לאיש זר 

ויבמה  לאשה   יבמה יבא עליה ולקחה לו  

המת   אחיו על־שם והיה הבכור אשר תלד יקום  

 ולא־ימחה שמו מישראל 

369 Translation is mine. 
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 If brothers reside together, and one of them dies and has no son, the wife of the 

deceased shall not be (married) outside to a stranger. Her brother-in-law shall come  
to her and take her for himself as wife and perform the duty of a husband’s brother to  
her. The first-born whom she bears shall succeed to the name of his deceased 
brother, so that his name may not be blotted out from Israel370. 

 
The LXX presents a translation which overall conveys the meaning of the Hebrew correctly, 

but with one major deviation: the LXX reads σπέρμα, ‘offspring’ for the Hebrew בן, ‘son’. 

Although the word בן can also convey a more general meaning and refer to offspring371, it 

must, in the context of Deuteronomy 25,5-6, mean ‘son’372. The text of this passage in the 
LXX probably shows that the purpose of the levirate marriage gradually changed from 
keeping the (family) name of a deceased man alive and to prevent marriage with outsiders, 
to providing for offspring – male or female –  which would inherit the property of the 

deceased373. The Markan τέκνον, which commonly means ‘child’374, also seems to point to 
this development. In his rendering of Deuteronomy 25,5-6, the Markan author was probably 
not influenced by the reading of the LXX, because if so, he would have used the key word 

σπέρμα, as he did in the final clause of 12,19 as well as in the next three verses. A 
comparison of Mark 12,19 and Deuteronomy 25,5-6 shows that the Markan author does not 
quote the OT text but rather paraphrases it in an abbreviating manner, presenting only what 
is needed for the Sadducees to state their case. The only words in which Mark 12,19 agrees 

literally with Deuteronomy 25,5-6LXX are ἀδελφὸς, γυνή, ἀποθνήσκειν and 

λαμβάνεινγυναῖκα. Because these are standard LXX renderings of the Hebrew אשה ,אח, 

אשה  לקח  and מות , it is impossible to determine whether a Hebrew or a Greek OT text was 

in the background here.  
 
The final part of Mark 12,19 seems to go back to another OT passage which concerns the 
levirate marriage: Genesis 38,8. In this verse, Judah orders his son Onan to perform the 
levirate marriage with Tamar, the widow of his first-born son Er. His order reads in the LXX: 
  

 
370 Translation is mine. 
371 Generally, in the plural, see, e.g., GESENIUS, s.v. בן. In the LXX, the word σπέρμα is used only in Deut. 25,5 to 

render the Hebrew בן, which is commonly translated by υἱός. Interestingly, the word  בכור, ‘first-born’ in Deut. 

25,6 is translated only here by παιδίον, ‘child’ in the LXX. This, again, points to an understanding of progeny in a 
broad sense in the LXX. 
372 So C.J. LABUSCHAGNE, Deuteronomium II (POT; Nijkerk: Callenbach, 1990), 265-266, who rightly points out that 
the main reason for the levirate marriage in this passage is not the absence of a heir but to prevent the blotting 
out of the name of the deceased brother from Israel. To preserve the name within Israel, male offspring is 
required by marriage inside the family and not to an outsider. Cf. COLLINS, Mark, 560. Contra GUNDRY, Use, 45, n. 
1, who wrongly concludes from Num. 27,8 that the perpetuation of the name can be ensured by other family 
members (acting as heir) than a son. 
373 This development is elaborated on by Josephus, Ant. 4.254. A further step in the development can be found 
in m. Yebam. 4:7. According to the rabbis, the brother-in-law who performed the levirate marriage 
automatically became the heir to his brother’s property. 
374 In the NT, only in Matt. 21,28, it refers to ‘son’, but even here it can be read as ‘child’. 
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εἴσελθε πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ σου καὶ γάμβρευσαι αὐτὴν 

καὶ ἀνάστησον σπέρμα τῷ ἀδελφῷ σου 

Go in to your brothers’ wife and perform the duty of a brother-in-law to her, and raise up 
offspring for your brother. 

In the Hebrew this part of the verse reads: 

לאחיך   זרע והקם   אתה ויבם   אחיך אל־אשת בא  

Go to your brother’s wife and perform the duty of a brother-in-law to her. 
Raise up offspring for your brother. 

The Greek of the LXX presents an adequate translation of the Hebrew. The Markan author 
quotes the final line of Genesis 38,8 with some alterations which are necessary because of 

his use of a syntactical structure with the conjunction ἵνα375. He only deviates from the text 

of Genesis 38,8dLXX in his use of the compound verb ἐξανιστάναι instead of the simplex 

ἀνιστάναι. Because the text of the LXX is a straightforward rendering of the Hebrew, the 
Markan quotation can go back on either a Greek or a Hebrew OT text of the passage.   

Interestingly, the combination of ἀνιστάναι and σπέρμαin the sense of raising offspring, 
occurs in the LXX in Genesis 38,8, 1 Kingdoms 7,12 and its parallel 1 Chronicles 17,11. In 
three other cases, however, where we find this expression, Genesis 4,25; 19,32.34, the verb 

used is ἐξανιστάναι. Therefore, the Markan author may have used the verb because he was 
aware of its use in these passages. Alternatively, the use of a compound verb may be due to 
a preference for this form of the verb by the Markan author or of his use of a Greek OT text 
which read the compound verb376. 

To summarize: in Mark 12,19 we encounter a combination of Deuteronomy 25,5 and 
Genesis 38,8. The first passage is succinctly paraphrased, whereas the second is quoted in 
such a way that it fits the syntactical structure used by the evangelist. The textual form of 
the Markan quotation does not allow us to identify a particular OT text to which the 
quotation goes back. 

17) Mark 12,26 (Exod. 3,6)
At the end of his dispute with the Sadducees about the resurrection, Jesus tries to prove his
opponents wrong by appealing to the Torah. Was it not God himself who said to Moses from
the thorn-bush:

ἐγὼ ὁ θεὸς Ἀβραὰμ καὶ [ὁ] θεὸς Ἰσαὰκ καὶ [ὁ] θεὸς Ἰακώβ 

375 The use of a ἵνα-clause requires the imperative ἀναστήσον to be changed into the conjunctive ἀναστήσῃ . The 

use of indirect speech instead of direct speech requires the personal pronoun with possessive meaning σου to 

be replaced by αὐτοῦ. 
376 There is, however, no extant LXX witness which reads the compound verb in Gen. 38,8. The Markan author 
shows a certain preference for the use of compound verbs. According to the overviews presented in F. 
NEYRINCK, The Minor Agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark, with a Cumulative List (BETL 37; Leuven: 
Leuven University Press, 1974), 252-255, this is the case when compared to Matthew, but not to Luke. N. 
TURNER, Style, vol. IV of J.H. MOULTON, A Grammar of New Testament Greek (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1976), 28, 
observes an overall preference of the Second Evangelist for compound words involving prepositions. 



84 
 

 
 I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob. 
 

It is obvious that the OT passage quoted here is Exodus 3,6. In the Greek of the LXX, the 
passage reads: 
 

 ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ θεὸς τοῦ πατρός σου θεὸς Αβρααμ καὶ θεὸς Ισαακ καὶ θεὸς Ιακωβ 

 
 I am the God of your father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of  

Jacob377. 
 

The text of Exodus 3,6LXX is a straightforward translation of the Hebrew: 
 

יעקב  ואלהי יצחק אלהי אברהם   אלהי אביך  אלהי אנכי   

  
The text of the Markan quotation differs in two respects from that of Exodus 3,6LXX: 

- Leaving out the LXX’s εἰμί, the Markan author has created a nominal clause, which 
brings his text closer to the Hebrew. It seems that in specific constructions, the 
Second Evangelist has a certain preference for ellipsis of this verb378, although in the 
1st pers. sg., it is not usual in NT Greek379. The difference between the Markan text 
and that of the LXX is, therefore, best explained as the result of a linguistic habit of 
the evangelist380. 

- Judging by the textual evidence, the LXX probably has no article in each of the three 

cases where the word θεόςis followed by a proper name381. This is also the case for 
all the other passages in the LXX where we find similar phrases: Exodus 3,15.16; 4,5; 
3 Kingdoms 18,36; 1 Chronicles 29,18; 2 Chronicles 30,6. As such, it is close to the 
Hebrew in which, due to the use of the construct state, the article is absent. In Mark 
12,26, however, the internal evidence is clearly divided382. Only few witnesses (D W 

579 pc) read θεὸςΆβραὰμ without the article. In the second and third instance, 
however, the important witness B (along with D W) reads no article. On the basis of 
textual witnesses only, it is difficult to decide whether or not the article was present 
in the text383. E. Güting contends that when Origen quotes this Markan verse, in none 

of the three instances where θεόςis followed by the name of a patriarch, it is 
preceded by the article384. Although his reasoning is probably correct, it cannot be 

 
377 Translation is mine. The translation presented in NETS omits the article before ‘God’ in all three cases where 
the name of a patriarch follows. 
378 So N. TURNER, Syntax, vol. III of J.H. MOULTON, A Grammar of New Testament Greek (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 

1963), 294-310, who concludes that overall, ellipsis of the verb εἶναιis found less often in Mark than, e.g., in 

Matthew. For examples of ellipsis of εἶναι in Mark, see MENKEN, Matthew’s Bible, 215, n. 41. 
379 So BDR, §§ 127, 128,2. In the rare cases where εἰμί is left out, the personal pronoun ἐγώ takes its place. 
380 Another instance of ellipsis of εἰμί is found in 14,19. 
381 Some witnesses, among which codex A, however, read an article preceding θεὸςΆβραὰμ.  
382 The textual evidence for the Matthean parallel (Matt. 22,32) clearly points to the presence of the article in 

all three instances where the word θεός is followed by a proper name. In the case of the Lukan parallel (Luke 
20,37) the picture is also clear: in the second and third instance the article is absent. 
383 So also B.M. METZGER, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, 21994), 93-94, who nevertheless includes it; cf. NA28. 
384 See GREEVEN – GÜTING, Textkritik, 590-592. Güting assumes Mark 12,26 to be quoted in: Comm. Jo. 2,116; 
6,18 and 20,223. 
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ruled out that Origen’s rendering of Exodus 3,6 is not completely identical to that in 
his text of Mark, due to influence of the LXX385.  Moreover, as we have noted, only 

few textual witnesses read θεὸςΆβραὰμ without the article, so that a quotation 
without the article in all three instances seems unlikely. This then, leaves us with two 
possibilities: the Markan quotation of Exodus 3,6 either had the article preceding 

each of the three instances of θεόςfollowed by the name of a patriarch or only 

preceding the first, θεὸςΆβραὰμ. In the first case, the text of the Markan quotation 
would agree with that of Matthew. However, because a desire to achieve uniformity 
on the part of a copyist is to be expected, this is best understood as a later 
adaptation of the text. The second case presents therefore, in my opinion, the more 
original reading and seems to have been retained by Luke. If my assumption is 
correct, the Markan quotation would agree with the variant reading found in certain 
LXX witnesses among which codex A. 

To summarize: in 12,26, the Markan Jesus quotes Exodus 3,6. Although it cannot be 

ascertained beyond doubt, the presence of the article before θεὸςΆβραὰμ, together with its 
absence in the case of the other two patriarchs mentioned, may point to LXX-A as a possible 
source from which the evangelist drew this quotation. Alternatively, the specific Markan 
form of the quotation is due to retrieval from memory, the presence of the article before 

θεὸςΆβραὰμ resulting from a conscious or unconscious linguistic preference on the part of 

the Markan author. Ellipsis of εἰμί from this LXX text is best understood as a linguistic habit 
on the part of the Second Evangelist possibly also the result of quoting from memory. 

18) Mark 12,29-33 (Deut. 6,4-5, Lev. 19,18, and Isa. 45,21/Exod. 8,6[10])
Asked by a scribe which is the first of all the commandments, Jesus answers that the first is:

ἄκουε, Ἰσραήλ, κύριος ὁ θεὸς ἡμῶν κύριος εἷς ἐστιν, 

καὶ ἀγαπήσεις κύριον τὸν θεόν σου ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας σου καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ψυχῆς σου 

καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς διανοίας σου καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ἰσχύος σου.  

Hear Israel, the Lord our God, is one Lord, 
and you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, 
and with all your mind, and with all your strength386. 

It is evident that the passage quoted by Jesus is Deuteronomy 6,4-5, the first lines of the 
Shema‛. The most important textual issue concerns the omission of the words καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς 

διανοίας σου by witnesses D H pc c. This is best explained as an effort to adapt the Markan text 

385 In only one of the three passages involved (Comm. Jo. 20,223), it is entirely clear that Origen is drawing from 

a text of Mark, but it also includes the copulaεἰμί. This may be due to either the linguistic need felt by Origin to 

include it, or by influence of the LXX text of Exod. 3,6. In the other two passages, Origen probably quotes Exod. 

3,6 from his version of Mark, reading no articles and no copula. The introductory line of these passages, 

however, reads: οὐκ ἀνέγνωτε τὸ ῥηθὲν ἐπὶ τῆς βάτου, showing dependence upon both the Markan version and 

its parallel in Matt. 22,31. Because another passage in which Origen is clearly drawing from a version of 

Matthew (Comm. Matt. 17,36), reads the article in all three cases where θεός is followed by the name of a 

patriarch, we may infer that the influence of Matthew’s text was confined to the introductory line only. 

386 Translation is mine. 
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to those of this OT passage in general, which mention only three human faculties by which 
one should love the Lord, and which correspond to the remaining three of the Markan text. 
The Markan text most likely mentioned four faculties, which is corroborated by the majority 
of witnesses.  
 
The first line of the quotation agrees verbally with Deuteronomy 6,4LXX, which renders the 
Hebrew: 
 

אחד  יהוה אלהינו יהוה ישראל  שמע   

 
The translation of the Hebrew is not without problems. As M. Weinfeld has argued, the 

words יהוה and  אלהינו never occur in Deuteronomy as subject and predicate respectively, 

but אלהינו always stands in apposition to  387 יהוה. It is therefore best translated as “YHWH 

our God is one YHWH”. The Greek of the LXX translator conveys this meaning adequately. A 
fresh translation of the Hebrew may have resulted in the same wording, although, in my 
opinion, the final words could also have been phrased εἷς κύριος ἐστιν, where the LXX has – 
perhaps deliberately – maintained the word order of the Hebrew. This may indicate 
dependence of the Markan author’s text on the LXX, but this does not suffice to draw a firm 
conclusion on his use of a particular OT text.  
 
The following lines are a quotation of Deuteronomy 6,5 in a form which is clearly different 
from that of the LXX, which reads: 
 

 καὶ ἀγαπήσεις κύριον τὸν θεόν σου ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας σου καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ψυχῆς σου  

καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς δυνάμεώς σου388. 
 
The LXX offers a possible translation of the Hebrew, which reads: 
 

ובכל־מאדך   ובכל־נפשך בכל־לבבך   אלהיך יהוה את  ואהבת   

 

The Göttingen edition offers the text of codex B, which instead of ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας σου, 

‘with all your heart’, reads: ἐξ ὅλης τῆς διανοίας σου, ‘with all your mind’ 389. The Markan text, 

like that of LXX A F V b d s t y reads καρδία as the first faculty, probably as an equivalent of 

the Hebrew לבor לבב. Directly following the second item, ψυχή, however, Mark 12,30 also 

mentions διάνοια. Throughout the LXX, καρδία and διάνοια, both appear as translations of 

the Hebrew לבor לבב, and in several passages as variant readings in the most important 

witnesses390. In Deuteronomy, however, the word לבor לבב is rendered by καρδία 40 times 

 
387 M. WEINFELD, Deuteronomy 1-11 (AB 5; New York: Doubleday, 1991), 337. 
388 According to the edition of A. RAHLFS, Septuaginta. Id est Vetus Testamentum graeca iuxta LXX interpretes 
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1979). 
389 This reading is also found for codices Mmg 963 and several witnesses of the Lucianic recension. 
390 Cf. Exod. 35,10; Num. 32,7; Deut. 28,47; Josh. 14,8; 22,5 (a parallel of Deut. 6,5); Job 1,5; Prov. 4,4; 27,19; 
Isa. 14,13, and Jer. 31,33. According to T. MURAOKA, A Greek ≈ Hebrew/Aramaic Two-way Index to the 

Septuagint (Louvain – Paris – Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2010), the Hebrew  לבor לבב is commonly translated by 
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and by διάνοια in only 6 cases of which two read καρδία as an alternative to διάνοια in codex 

A. The words heart and soul, when combined in the expression ובכל־נפשך  בכל־לבבך  are 

apart from Deuteronomy 6,5LXX-B always rendered by the words καρδία and ψυχή 391.  

The majority of LXX witnesses render the Hebrew נפש, ‘soul, person, life’ by ψυχή, and 

 strength’ by δύναμις. Furthermore, apart from a few manuscripts, all witnesses‘ ,מאד

mention three human faculties by which God is to be loved392.  
The Markan text thus differs from that of the LXX in two important aspects: 

- it mentions four instead of three human faculties;

- it uses the word ἰσχύς,whereas δύναμις is attested by the majority of LXX witnesses.

As for the first difference, the Markan enumeration of four faculties is only paralleled by that 
in Luke 10,27393. It is not entirely clear if Luke’s text is dependent on that of Mark or on 
another source394, but even if it were dependent on another source, we would have only 
these two texts in which four items are enumerated. Neither in contemporary Jewish nor in 
early Christian quotations of Deuteronomy 6,5 do we find more than three items 
mentioned395. In a number of Jewish texts dealing with Deuteronomy 6,5, however, it seems 

καρδία in the LXX (125 times, and an additional 11 times for Aramaic לבב), but in 32 cases it is rendered by 

διάνοια. 
391 Interestingly, in the next verse (Deut. 6,6), LXX-B renders לבב by καρδία. 
392 Mss. 56’ Bo read ἐξ ὅλης τῆς διανοίας καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας instead of ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας, which is probably 

the result of both καρδία and διάνοιαbeing possible renderings of the Hebrew לבor  לבב. Mss. 75’-127 55 read 

ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ἰσχύος καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς δυνάμεώς instead of καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς δυνάμεώς. This reading does not point to 

influence of the text of the Synoptics because neither of them reads δύναμις. It seems more likely that the 

reading of these LXX manuscripts reflects an interpretative elaboration of the term מאד/δύναμις. 
393 The other synoptic parallel, Matt. 22,37 mentions only three faculties. Because Matthew has obviously used 
Mark 12,30 as a source, he must have eliminated one of the four Markan items to re-establish the sequence of 
three items, as in the OT passage with which he was familiar (either in Hebrew of Greek). The fact that he 

ended up with a text which has no equivalent for the Hebrew מאד, probably indicates that not so much the 

exact contents was of concern as the number of items mentioned. According to P. FOSTER, “Why Did Matthew 
Get the Shema Wrong? A Study of Matthew 22:37”, JBL 122 (2003), 309-333: 323, Matthew deletes the clause 

with ἰσχύς because he did not find this word in his source(s). MENKEN, Matthew’s Bible, 218, suggests that this 

clause was deleted because in certain Jewish interpretations, ἰσχύς was taken to mean: ‘property’ or ‘money’. 
In Matthew’s view, Menken assumes, property was of no use in God’s Kingdom. 
394 F. NOËL, “The Double Commandment of Love in Lk 10,27. A Deuteronomistic Pillar or Lukan Redaction of Mk 
12,29-33?”, in: C.M. TUCKETT (ED.), The Scriptures in the Gospels (BETL 131; Leuven: Leuven University Press – 
Peeters, 1997), 559-570, concludes that Luke’s text in 10,27 is based on that of Mark 12,29-30. According to 
PESCH, Markusevangelium 2, 244-245, however, there must have been a Q text in which the quotation occurred 
in a form which has been preserved in Luke 10,27. In my opinion, a number of agreements of Matthew and 
Luke against Mark, mentioned by Pesch, can also be explained by redactional activity on the part of Matthew 
and Luke (e.g, leaving out the quotation of Deut. 6,4) or a rearrangement of material found in the Markan 
pericope or pericopes with a similar narrative setting (e.g., Mark 10,17-22). Other agreements (e.g., the use of 

νομικός, (ἐκ)πείράζων, and ἐντῷνόμῳ) could, however, be explained by the existence of another source. J.M. 
ROBINSON, P. HOFFMANN AND J.S. KLOPPENBORG (EDS), The Critical Edition of Q (The International Q project; Leuven: 
Peeters, 2000), 200-205, do not assume the existence of a Q-tradition behind the Matthean and Lukan 
parallels. 
395 See Philo, Decal. 64 (which mentions διάνοια, λόγος and δύναμις); 2 Clem. 3,4 (καρδία and διάνοια); Justin 

Martyr, Dial. 92,2; Apol. 1, 16,6 (both have καρδία and ἰσχύς); Irenaeus, Haer. 4, 12,3 (only καρδία); 5, 22,1 (only 
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that the term מאד is elaborated on in a midrashic way and interpreted by means of several 

other terms396. An especially interesting example is found in 1QS 1,11-12 where מאד seems 

to be interpreted as  כוח ,דעת and  הון: knowledge, strength and possessions, the first and 

second of which may be counterparts of the Greek διάνοια and ἰσχύς, which we meet in the 
rendering of Deuteronomy 6,5 in the synoptics. In my view, the Markan quotation probably 
reflects a similar, interpretive elaboration of the passage, in which an additional faculty has 
been introduced. This thus provides an explanation for the second difference between the 

Markan text and that of the LXX, i.e., the use of the word ἰσχύς instead of the LXX’s δύναμις. 
The Markan author’s use of this particular word may be due not so much to its basic 
meaning ‘strength’ as to its meaning of ‘property, money’ as a specific interpretation of this 
basic meaning. Such an interpretation is already found in the LXX (e.g. Zech. 14,14; Mic. 4,13; 

Hos. 7,9; Amos 3,11). Similar interpretations of the term מאד found their way into the 

targumic versions of Deuternomy 6,5397 and into rabbinic writings398. The Markan author’s 

use of the term ἰσχύς, in this particular sense, fits well his interest in the use of property by 
followers of Jesus399. Another indication for the Markan author’s familiarity with a rather 

free, interpretive rendering of this biblical verse is provided by 12,33, where the words ψυχή 

and διάνοια are left out and replaced by συνέσις.  

The Markan author’s use of the grammatical construction ἐξ ὅλης τῆς … instead of 

Matthew’s ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ ..., may indicate that he is influenced by the wording of the LXX, in 

which ἐκ followed by the genitive is uniformly attested for this particular verse. Moreover, 

the Hebrew phrase בכל, ‘with all’, followed by either (ב)נפש ,לב or מאד is in the LXX 

rendered with ἐν + dative 32 times and with ἐκ + genitive 27 times. Of the 20 of these, which 

occur in the book of Deuteronomy, 19 are rendered by ἐκ + genitive 400. Mark 12,30.33 thus 
presents the preferred grammatical construction of the LXX translator of Deuteronomy, 

whereas the form ἐν + dative, which is a more adequate rendering of the Hebrew 

preposition ב, is preferred throughout the rest of the LXX. 

 
The Markan Jesus continues his response with a quotation of Leviticus 19,18, which he 
designates as ‘second greatest of the commandments’: 
 

 ἀγαπήσεις τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς σεαυτόν.  
  
 You shall love your neighbor as yourself. 

 

 
ψυχή); Tertullian, Adv. Jud. 2,3 (de toto corde et ex tote anima); Scorp. 2,3; Marc. 4, 27,4; 5, 4,11 (the latter 
three all read: ex toto corde tuo et ex tota anima tua et ex totis viribus tuis).  
396 So S. RUZER, “The Double Love Precept: Between Pharisees, Jesus and Qumran Covenanters”, in: IDEM, 
Mapping the New Testament. Early Christian Writings as a Witness for Jewish Biblical Exegesis (Jewish and 
Christian Perspectives Series 13; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2007), 71-99: 78-81, who mentions m. Ber. 9:5 and 1QS 
1,11-12. 
397 Tg. Onq. on Deut. 6,5 uses the word נכס, ‘property’, Tg. Neof. and Tg. Ps.-J. use ממן, ‘money’. 
398 m. Ber. 9:5; b. Ber. 61b; b. Pesaḥ. 25a; Sipre on Deut. 6,5. 
399 Cf. Mark 7,10-12; 10,17-22.23-30; 12,41-44. 
400 The only exception being Deut. 30,14. 
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The Markan text agrees verbatim with the relevant part of Leviticus 19,18LXX. The Greek of 
the LXX is a straightforward and adequate translation of the Hebrew401: 

כמוך   לרעך  ואהבת  

Because any translator of the Hebrew might have produced the text of the LXX, we cannot 
identify the type of OT text on which the Markan author relies here. 
The combination of Deuteronomy 6,5 and Leviticus 19,18 (probably by means of a gezerah 

shawah based on the presence of ואהבת  /ἀγαπήσεις in both verses) is also found in Sibylline 

Oracles 8, 480ff., the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (T. Iss. 5,2; 7,6; T. Dan. 5,3) and 
Didache 1,2402.  

In 12,32-33, the passages quoted in 12,29-30 are taken up again in the response of the scribe 

who paraphrases what Jesus has just quoted: εἷς ἐστιν paraphrases Deuteronomy 6,4, τὸ 

ἀγαπᾶν αὐτὸν ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς συνέσεως καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς 
ἰσχύοςDeuteronomy 6,5, and τὸ ἀγαπᾶν τὸν πλησίον ὡς ἑαυτὸνLeviticus 19,18. In his 
response, however, the scribe introduces another passage which he adds to Deuteronomy 
6,4: 

καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ἄλλος πλὴν αὐτοῦ. 

and there is no other besides him. 

According to NA28 this is a quotation of Deuteronomy 4,35 or Isaiah 45,21.  
In the OT, the declaration of God being the one and only god besides whom there is none, is 
widely attested (see e.g., Exod. 8,6[10]; Deut. 4,35.39; 32,39; 2 Sam. 7,22; 1 Kgs. 8,60; 2 Kgs. 
19,19; Isa. 37,20; 44,6; 45,5-6.21-22; 46,9; Joel 2,27). In the Hebrew, this declaration is 

formulated by means of several phrases like:  אין כ or אין כמוך, ‘there is no one like’, 

 there is no‘ ,אין  עוד מלבד ,’there is no one besides‘ ,אין עוד or אין זולת  ,אין (עוד) מבלעד

one besides … alone’, and אין עמד, ‘there is no one but/only’. These various phrases are 

commonly translated in the LXX by οὐκ ἔστιν (ἔτι) πλήν. Interestingly, a translation in which 

the phrase ἄλλος πλήν is used (οὐκ ἔστιν ἄλλος πλήν) is found only in Isaiah 45,21 and Exodus 
8,6(10)LXX403.  

Because we have here an unmarked partial quotation of an OT verse404, it is difficult to 
identify the exact passage which is referred to. In fact, most of the passages mentioned 
before may have been in the background. If, however, a particular OT passage is referred to, 

the presence in Mark 12,32 of the word ἄλλος, ‘other’ in combination with πλήν, may 

401 The ל preceding the word רע denotes the object; cf. Ges-K. 117n. 
402 Cf. Jub. 36,7-8. 
403 This reading is also attested for Deut. 4,35 by LXX-A, but this is best regarded as an attempt to adapt the text 
to that of Mark 12,32 par. 
404 This is an example of a quotation which may also be considered an allusion. The number of words quoted in 
verbal agreement is limited and it does not refer of itself to a unique OT passage. The words in question may 
have been a topos at the time. 
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indicate that Isaiah 45,21 and/or Exodus 8,6(10) in the wording of the LXX are the most 

probable candidates. Only in these two passages, the phrase ἄλλος πλήν is used in the LXX to 

render the various Hebrew phrases employed. Furthermore, the word ἄλλος translates the 

Hebrew עוד in these verses, which is commonly rendered by ἔτι. Furthermore, it is never 

used in the LXX to translate the word אין. Therefore, if Mark 12,32 presents a fresh 

translation of any one of the OT passages which may be in the background, it is not very 

likely that it would have contained the word ἄλλος. I therefore conclude that either Isaiah 
45,21 or Exodus 8,6(10) in its LXX-version served as the OT source of our Markan verse and 
was combined with a shortened form of Deuteronomy 6,4405. 

The scribe finally states that the two commandments mentioned by Jesus are greater than 

“all burnt offerings and sacrifices”: πάντων τῶν ὁλοκαυτωμάτων καὶ θυσιῶν. The combination 

of ὁλοκαυτώματα and θυσίαι calls to mind many OT passages of which two seem especially 
suited to be alluded to here: 1 Samuel 15,22 and Hosea 6,6. Both of these state that burnt 

offerings and sacrifices are not so much desired by God as either listening to God’s voice (τὸ 

ἀκοῦσαι φωνῆς κυρίου; 1 Sam. 15,22) or mercy and knowledge of God (ἔλεος θέλω … καὶ 

ἐπίγνωσιν θεοῦ; Hos. 6,6406). The first echoes the beginning of Jesus’ quotation (ἄκουε, 

Ἰσραήλ) and the second summarizes the two commandments Jesus quoted: mercy (τὸ 

ἀγαπᾶν τὸν πλησίον ὡς ἑαυτὸν) and knowledge of God (= to acknowledge God’s uniqueness 

by loving him with the use of all skills: τὸ ἀγαπᾶν αὐτὸν ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς 

συνέσεως (!)καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ἰσχύος). 

To summarize: as the first of the commandments, Jesus quotes Deuteronomy 6,4-5  in a 
textual form with which the evangelist was familiar. In this interpretation, the number of 
human faculties with which God is to be loved is expanded from the three in the OT passage 
to four, probably as the result of interpretive elaboration. The grammatical construction 
used betrays influence of the text of the LXX. The second commandment quoted is Leviticus 
19,18. The textual form in Mark does not allow us to further identify the OT text from which 
it was drawn. In his summary of Jesus’ words, the scribe paraphrases the passages 
mentioned by Jesus. To his shortened rendering of Deuteronomy 6,4 he adds an allusion to 
part of either Isaiah 45,21 or Exodus 8,6(10) of which the textual form indicates dependence 
on the LXX. 

19) Mark 12,36 (Ps. 110,1, Ps. 8,7)
Teaching in the temple, Jesus asks how the scribes can say that the messiah is the Son of
David, when David himself has declared:

εἶπεν κύριος τῷ κυρίῳ μου·  

κάθου ἐκ δεξιῶν μου,  

ἕως ἂν θῶ τοὺς ἐχθρούς σου 

405 Because the passage is combined with the shortened paraphrase-like quotation of Deut. 6,4, these two were 
probably considered analogous. In that case, it may be that Exod. 8,6(10) is hinted at, because in the Hebrew it 

shares the phrase יהוה אלהנו with Deut. 6,4. In the Greek of the LXX, the analogy is weaker and limited to the 

word κύριος which in addition is also found in Isa. 45,21. 
406 Cf. Matt. 9,13; 12,7. 
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ὑποκάτω τῶν ποδῶν σου. 
 
 The Lord said to my lord: 
 “Sit at my right hand, 
 until I put your enemies 
 under your feet”. 
 

The passage quoted is Psalm 110,1, which in the LXX (Ps. 109,1) reads: 
 

 εἶπεν ὁ κύριος τῷ κυρίῳ μου·  

κάθου ἐκ δεξιῶν μου,  

ἕως ἂν θῶ τοὺς ἐχθρούς σου  

ὑποπόδιον τῶν ποδῶν σου. 
 
 The Lord said to my lord: 
 “Sit on my right, 
 until I make your enemies 
 a footstool for your feet”. 
 

The text of the LXX is a correct rendering of the Hebrew of Psalm 110,1: 
 

לאדני   יהוה נאם   

 שב לימיני  

 עד־אשית איביך 

 הדם לרגליך  

 

A remarkable feature of this psalm is that it begins with the formula יהוה נאם , which is 

unique for the psalter. This formula is usually found at the end or sometimes in the middle of 
prophetic speech. Here we find it at the beginning of a divine oracle. The oracle is uttered by 
a messenger, probably a prophet407, on behalf of God and addressed to someone who is 
called ‘my lord’. The addressee is generally supposed to be the king, who is invited to share 

in God’s reign. In Psalm 109,1LXX, the participle נאם is rendered by the aorist 

εἶπεν.Throughout the LXX, the Hebrew word is mainly translated by a form of the present 

λέγειν, often preceded by the demonstrative ὅδε (in the form: τάδελέγει), to retain its 

function as an indicator of divine speech. The Markan εἶπεν in 12,36 may thus point to 
influence from the LXX. In the context of the quotation in Mark, the introductory words “The 
Lord said to my lord” are considered to be spoken by the alleged author of the psalm, David. 
Two other features of the textual form of the quotation of Psalm 110,1 in Mark also indicate 

the use of the LXX as its source. The first concerns the imperative κάθου which both in Mark 

12,36 and Psalm 109,1LXX is used to translate the Hebrew שב. The verb ישב is rendered in 

the LXX by καθῆσθαι in 169 cases, but in 167 cases by καθίζειν, so that κάθου is not the only 

possible translation of the Hebrew. The second involves the phrase ἐκ δεξιῶν which in both 

 
407 So H.-J. KRAUS, Psalmen II (BKAT XV/2; Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 21961), 755, and F.-L. HOSSFELD AND E. 
ZENGER, Psalmen 101-150 (HThKAT; Freiburg – Basel – Wien: Herder, 2008), 206. 
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Mark 12,36 and Psalm 109,1LXX translates the Hebrew לימיני, ‘at my right’, which is 

composed of the preposition ל, the word מיןי , ‘right’, and the possessive suffix, 1st pers. sg. 

The combination of ל plus ימין in the sense of ‘at the right side’ is found 6 times in the MT. 

In 4 cases, it is translated by the plural ἐκ δεξιῶν (3 Kgdms 2,19; Ps. 44,9; 108,31 and 2 Esd. 

22,31), but in 2 others it is rendered by the singular τῇ δεξιᾷ (Isa. 63,12) and εἰς δεξιὸν (Qoh. 
10,2). So, in both cases, the text of Psalm 109,1LXX presents not the only possible translation 
of the Hebrew. The fact that the text of Mark 12,36 agrees with that of the LXX in both 
instances strongly indicates dependence. 

In two respects the Markan text differs from that of Psalm 109,1LXX: 

- The absence of the article ὁ before the first κύριος. Several witnesses include the
article, perhaps to make the text conform to that of the LXX. It is, however, possible
that the Markan author used a text of Psalm 109,1LXX without the article.

Throughout the LXX, κύριος was, as a rule, written without the article in the
nominative, the genitive and as the object of a preposition or infinitive. Only in the
dative, the word was commonly articulated408. Exceptions to the rule are not few, so
that already within the mss of the LXX, we encounter a certain variety in use, a
variety which here may be due to the evangelist’s use of a preferred expression409.

- In the final line of the quotation, the Markan author has ὑποκάτω τῶν ποδῶν σου

whereas the LXX, correctly rendering the Hebrew, reads: ὑποπόδιον τῶν ποδῶν σου.

The word ὑποκάτω, ‘under’, probably stems from Psalm 8,7, which can be considered
analogous to Psalm 110,1 (109,1LXX)410. The combination of these two psalm verses
goes back to the pre-Gospel stage as can be seen from its occurrence in 1 Corinthians

15,25-27 and Ephesians 1,20-23. The many textual witnesses which read ὑποπόδιον in
Mark 12,36 are best considered as adaptations towards the text of the LXX411.

Because the word ὑποκάτω is in the LXX commonly used to render the Hebrew

408 A. PIETERSMA, Kyrios or Tetragram: A Renewed Quest for the Original LXX, in: A. PIETERSMA – C. COX (EDS), De 
Septuaginta. Studies in Honour of John William Wevers on his 65th Birthday (Mississauga: Benben, 1984), 85-
101: 93-95, 97. 
409 Alternatively, the Markan author may have used a text of Ps. 109,1LXX in which the Hebrew tetragram was 

rendered by either ΙΑΩ, a tetragram in paleo-Hebrew script, ΠΙΠΙ, a gap, or in which it was written in normal 
square script. These Hebraizing tendencies are encountered in the LXX from the first century BCE onwards. In 
such a case, the Markan author may have translated the form in which he found the divine name expressed in 

his source by his preferred expression, i.e., unarticulated κύριος. 
410 The analogy is strongest in the Hebrew where both psalm verses share the words שית and רגל as well as a 

similar content. The analogy in Greek is restricted to the similarity in content and the phrase ὑπὸ τῶν ποδῶν. 

Another passage where the word  ὑποκάτω might stem from is Mal. 3,21LXX which also uses the image of 
enemies being placed under the feet of someone whose power is expressed : “You shall tread down the 

lawless, for they will be ashes under your feet (ὑποκάτω τῶν ποδῶν ὑμῶν), on the day when I act, says the Lord 

Almighty”. Interestingly, the phrase ὑποκάτω τῶν ποδῶν is also found in Mark 6,11. As a matter of fact, the 

Markan author never uses the preposition ὑπό plus genitive in the sense of ‘under’ but prefers ὑποκάτω (apart 

from 6,11 also in 7,28). The word ὑποκάτω in 12,36 may therefore be due to a linguistic preference of the 

evangelist. Alternatively, one can also explain the occurrence of ὑποκάτω in 6,11 as influence from the 
quotation of Ps. 110,1 in 12,36. 
411 Luke (20,43) has probably changed the text of his Markan source in this way. The psalm text in the textual 
form of the LXX was well-known in early Christian circles, cf. Acts 2,35; Heb. 1,13; 10,13; Barn. 12,10; Justin, 
Apol. 1, 40,7; 45,2; Dial. 32,3.6; 33,2; 36,5; 56,14; 83,1-2; 127,5. 
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preposition תחת, its presence in Mark 12,36 can go back on either a Greek or 

Hebrew source in which the two psalm verses were combined. 

In summary: in 12,36, Mark quotes Psalm 110,1, except for the word ὑποκάτω which either 
stems from the parallel passage Psalm 8,7 or presents the Markan author’s preferred 

language. The use of the aorist εἶπεν to translate the Hebrew נאם, the rendering of the 

imperative שב by κάθου, and that of לימיני by ἐκ δεξιῶν μου, added to the verbal agreement 

with Psalm 109,1LXX over a long stretch of text, points to the LXX as the source of the 
quotation in Mark. 

20) Mark 13,14 (Dan. 12,11 par.)
Asked by Peter what will be the sign that signals the destruction of the temple (13,4), Jesus
answers that first many things must happen which do not signify the end of times with which
the temple’s destruction is associated. The end, however, is near:

Ὅταν δὲ ἴδητε τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως ἑστηκότα ὅπου οὐ δεῖ,  

ὁ ἀναγινώσκων νοείτω, τότε οἱ ἐν τῇ Ἰουδαίᾳ φευγέτωσαν εἰς τὰ ὄρη 

When you see the abomination of desolation set up where it ought not be – let the reader 
understand – then those who are in Judea must flee to the mountains412. 

The phrase τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως is reminiscent of four OT passages in which it is used 
to describe the desecration of the temple by Antiochus Epiphanes in 167 BCE (1 Macc. 1,54; 
Dan. 9,27; 11,31LXX; 12,11)413. As such, it is not a quotation as NA28 suggests, but an allusion. 
Taken strictly in its textual form, Daniel 12,11LXX is closest to Mark 13,14 because it has an 

article preceding βδέλυγμα, as well as a defining article in the specification of the 

abomination as τῆς ἐρημώσεως, ‘of desolation, desolating’414.  The complete verse reads: 

ἀφ᾽ οὗ ἂν ἀποσταθῇ ἡ θυσία διὰ παντὸς καὶ ἑτοιμασθῇ δοθῆναι τὸ βδέλυγμα 

τῆς ἐρημώσεως ἡμέρας χιλίας διακοσίας ἐνενήκοντα. 

From the time that the perpetual sacrifice was taken away and the abomination of 
desolation was prepared to be given, there are one thousand two hundred ninety  
days. 

The text shows that Mark 13,14 and Daniel 12,11LXX have only the phrase τὸ βδέλυγμα 

τῆς ἐρημώσεως in common. Because it does not appear outside the LXX, the term τὸ 

βδέλυγμα (τῆς) ἐρημώσεως can be considered a specific LXX translation for the Hebrew 

412 Translation is mine. 
413 1 Macc. 1,54, Dan. 11,31LXX, and Dan. 12,11θ’ read: βδέλυγμα ἐρημώσεως. Dan. 9,27 (both LXX and θ’) reads: 

τὸ βδέλυγμα τῶν ἐρημώσεων (a peculiar form due to the Hebrew which has the unusual plural שקוצים). Dan. 

12,11LXX, finally reads: τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως. 

414 It is remarkable that the neuter τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως is referred to by a masculine participle 

(ἑστηκότα). According to J. MARCUS, “The Jewish War and the Sitz im Leben of Mark”, JBL 111 (1992), 441-462: 
454, this suggests that the evangelist considers the abomination of desolation to be a person. 
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 The Markan use of the term therefore indicates influence of the LXX. This is .שקוץ (מ)שמם

further corroborated by the observation that in Mark 13 several allusions are found to 
passages from Daniel 11-12415: 

* Mark 13,4: ταῦτα συντελεῖσθαι πάντα

Daniel 12,7LXX: συντελεσθήσεται πάντα ταῦτα 
* Mark 13,7: ἀκοὰς (rumors in plural)

Daniel 11,44θ’: καὶ ἀκοαὶ καὶ σπουδαὶ416
* Mark 13,13: ὑπομείνας εἰς τέλος οὗτος σωθήσεται

Daniel 12,12θ’: μακάριος ὁ ὑπομένων417
Daniel 12,1θ’: σωθήσεται ὁ λαός σου

* Mark 13,19: ἔσονται γὰρ αἱ ἡμέραι ἐκεῖναι θλῖψις οἵα οὐ γέγονεν τοιαύτη ἀπ᾽ ἀρχῆς

κτίσεως ἕως τοῦ νῦν
Daniel 12,1θ’: ἔσται καιρὸς θλίψεως θλῖψις οἵα οὐ γέγονεν ἀφ᾽ οὗ γεγένηται ἔθνος ἐπὶ τῆς

γῆς ἕως τοῦ καιροῦ ἐκείνου418

All these allusions indicate influence of a Greek OT text. As can be seen from the above list, 
this text probably contained a version of Daniel which was close to that of ‘Theodotion’ or 
the kaige recension419. 

In summary: Mark 13,14 carries a reminiscence of OT passages describing the desecration of 

the temple by Antiochus Epiphanes. The specific term used - τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως – is 
an allusion and not a quotation420, yet points to influence of the LXX. This impression is 
further strengthened by the observation that throughout his ‘little apocalypse’, the Markan 
author alludes several times to passages from a Greek OT text of Daniel 11-12.  

21) Mark 13,24-25 (Isa. 13,10; 34,4)
Towards the end of the Markan ‘little apocalypse’, Jesus describes the cosmic phenomena
preceding the coming of the Son of Man:

ὁ ἥλιος σκοτισθήσεται,  

καὶ ἡ σελήνη οὐ δώσει τὸ φέγγος αὐτῆς,  

καὶ οἱ ἀστέρες ἔσονται ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ πίπτοντες,  

καὶ αἱ δυνάμεις αἱ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς σαλευθήσονται. 

415 See also GUNDRY, Use, 46-50, 55-56, who in addition considers μέχρις οὗ ταῦτα πάντα γένηταιin Mark 13,30 

another allusion to Dan. 12,7θ’. In my opinion, the allusion is quite weak. 
416 The LXX version has the singular ἀκοή. 
417 The LXX version has the related ὁ ἐμμένων. 
418 Dan. 12,1LXX is slightly different: ἐκείνη ἡ ἡμέρα θλίψεως οἵα οὐκ ἐγενήθη ἀφ᾽ οὗ ἐγενήθησαν ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας 

ἐκείνης. 
419 According to D. S. DU TOIT, “Die Danielrezeption in Markus 13”, in: K. BRACHT – D.S. DU TOIT (EDS), Die 
Geschichte der Daniel-Auslegung in Judentum, Christentum und Islam. Studien zur Kommentierung des 
Danielbuches in Literatur und Kunst (BZAW 371; Berlin – New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 55-76: 56, 69, 
Mark 13 is based on a version of Daniel which is closest to that of the LXX. Based on the list of allusions 
mentioned, the Markan author’s source is at least as close as, or even closer to the ‘Theodotionic’ version.  
420 It will therefore not be included as a quotation in the list of OT quotations in Mark at the end of this chapter. 
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The sun will be darkened, 

and the moon will not give its light, 
and the stars will be falling from heaven, 
and the powers in the heavens will be shaken. 

The first two lines (Mark 13,24) are clearly an unmarked quotation of Isaiah 13,10. In the 
Greek of the LXX the relevant part of this verse reads: 

καὶ σκοτισθήσεται τοῦ ἡλίου ἀνατέλλοντος 

καὶ ἡ σελήνη οὐ δώσει τὸ φῶς αὐτῆς  

And it will be dark when the sun rises, 
and the moon will not give its light. 

This is a possible translation of the Hebrew of Isaiah 13,10bc, which reads: 

בצאתו  השמש  חשך   

 וירח לא־יגיה אורו 

The sun will be dark at its rising,  
and the moon will not shed its light. 

The only small difference between the Hebrew and the Greek is that in the former the sun is 
the subject of the verb ‘to be dark’, whereas in the latter it is the subject of the verb ‘to rise’. 
The Markan text seems to be closer to the Hebrew here, but variant readings of the LXX also 
have the sun as the subject of the verb ‘to be dark’421.  Furthermore, the Markan text has the 

future passive of the verb σκοτίζειν, ‘to make dark’, which is also found in Isaiah 13,10LXX as 

a translation of the Hebrew חשך. Because this verb is in an equal number of cases 

translated by the cognate σκοτάζεινin the LXX, and in addition by three more cognate 
verbs422, this might be an indication that Markan text is dependent on that of the LXX. 

In any case, the Markan author leaves out the first part of the verse (οἱ γὰρ ἀστέρες τοῦ 

οὐρανοῦ καὶ ὁ Ὠρίων καὶ πᾶς ὁ κόσμος τοῦ οὐρανοῦ τὸ φῶς οὐ δώσουσι) and mentions the stars 
only in his next verse. It has been suggested that the Markan sequence, sun – moon – stars, 
is the result of influence from Joel 2,10, a passage analogous to Isaiah 13,10423. This is not 

unlikely since Joel 2,10 has probably been the source for the Markan author’s τὸ φέγγος 

instead of Isaiah 13,10LXX’s τὸ φῶς. The verse from Joel reads in the Greek of the LXX: 

πρὸ προσώπου αὐτῶν συγχυθήσεται ἡ γῆ καὶ σεισθήσεται ὁ οὐρανός, 

ὁ ἥλιος καὶ ἡ σελήνη συσκοτάσουσιν καὶ τὰ ἄστρα δύσουσι τὸ φέγγος αὐτῶν. 

421 Codex Q and both ’ and ’ read: σκοτισθησεται ο ηλιος εν τη εξοδω αυτου. These readings nevertheless 
mention the rising of the sun, which the Markan author leaves out of his quotation, probably because only the 
darkening of the sun is of interest to him. 
422 The verb חשך, qal, is in the LXX translated by σκοτάζειν (3x: Qoh. 12,3; Lam. 4,8; 5,17; MURAOKA, Two-Way 

Index, s.v., adds Mic. 6,14), σκοτίζειν (3x: Ps. 68,23; Qoh. 12,2; Isa. 13,10), σκοτοῦν (1x: Job 3,9) and συσκοτάζειν 
(1x: Ezek. 30,18). 
423 E.g., J. VERHEYDEN, “Describing the Parousia. The Cosmic Phenomena in Mk 13,24-25”, in: C.M. TUCKETT (ED.), 
The Scriptures in the Gospels (BETL 131; Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 525-550: 539. 
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 The earth shall be disturbed before them and the sky shall be shaken, 
 the sun and the moon shall grow dark, and the stars shall shed their brightness. 
 

The Greek texts of Isaiah 13,10 and Joel 2,10 have several words in common (ἥλιος, σελήνη, 

ἄστρα/ἀστέρες and οὐρανός) and share a similar content (sun and moon growing dark, stars 
withholding their light), so that these can be considered analogous. Therefore, words or 
expressions may have been exchanged between these verses. Such mutual influence of the 

texts in Greek is not only clear from the substitution of φῶς by φέγγος in Isaiah 13,10424, but 

also from that of δύσουσι by οὐδώσουσι(ν) in Joel 2,10425.  Because φῶς and φέγγος are 

commonly used in the LXX to translate the Hebrew nouns אור and נגה respectively, the 

Markan φέγγος is not an indication for influence of a Greek source text426. In addition, Joel 
2,10LXX is a correct rendering of the Hebrew of this verse. Isaiah 13,10 and Joel 2,10 are 
therefore also analogous passages in Hebrew and may have been linked on the basis of both 
their Hebrew and Greek texts. 
Whether or not the Markan author has adapted the sequence sun – moon – stars from the 
Joel passage427 (and its OT parallels), of importance here is that the stars are not said to 
withhold their light, but to fall from heaven (Mark 13,25a)428. The combination of ‘stars’ and 
the verb ‘to fall’ is found only in the OT in the Greek text of Isaiah 34,4, which reads: 
 

 καὶ ἑλιγήσεται ὁ οὐρανὸς ὡς βιβλίον  

καὶ πάντα τὰ ἄστρα πεσεῖται ὡς φύλλα ἐξ ἀμπέλου  

ὡς πίπτει φύλλα ἀπὸ συκῆς  
 
 Heaven shall roll up like a scroll, 
 and all the stars shall fall like leaves from a vine 
 and as leaves fall from a fig tree. 

 
In Hebrew, the verse runs: 
 

השמים   כל־צבא ונמקו   

 ונגלו כספר השמים  

 וכל־צבאם יבול כנבל עלה מגפן  

 וכנבלת מתאנה  

 
424 φέγγος is attested in Isa. 13,10LXX by witnesses 106 109 147 309 377 543 564 565 770. Apart from influence 
of Joel 2,10, this reading is in some cases probably due to adaptation towards the text of Mark 13,24 and 
parallels (cf. note 225). 
425 ουδωσουσι(ν) is read by Q’ 48 86 613 711. 
426 The reading φέγγος by several LXX witnesses of Isa. 13,10 is suspect, because the first φῶς occurring in the 

verse is not changed into φέγγος in some of these witnesses. Some of the variant readings with φέγγος are 
probably the result of influence from Mark 13,24 and Matt. 24,29.  
427 In addition, Joel 2,10 speaks of the shaking of the sky/heaven; cf. Mark 13,25b. 
428 In the Markan environment, the stars as well as the ‘powers in the heavens’ were probably considered 
divine bodies and these were the objects of worship in the Roman and Greek world. The Markan author, 
therefore, may draw a picture of these divine forces being deprived of their power at the coming of the Son of 
Man, who is given ‘great power and glory’ (13,26). Cf. B.M.F. VAN IERSEL, Mark. A Reader-Response Commentary 
(JSNTSup 164; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 405-406.  
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All the host of heaven shall rot away, 
and the heavens roll up like a scroll. 
All their host shall wither like a leaf withering on a vine, 
or fruit withering on a fig tree429. 

The Greek and Hebrew texts of the verse exhibit two important differences.  

First, as noted already, the Greek text speaks of ἄστρα, ‘stars’ (plural) which shall fall, 

whereas the Hebrew speaks of צבאם, ‘their host, their army’ (singular) which shall fall or 

wither. The Markan ἀστέρες (plural; this word possibly taken from the parallel passage Isaiah 

13,10 instead of the ἄστρα from 34,4) clearly indicates dependence on the Greek text of 
Isaiah 34,4. This observation is further strengthened by the Markan author’s use of the verb 

πίπτειν, ‘to fall’. The LXX-translator of Isaiah 34,4 grasped the meaning of the Hebrew verb 

 in this verse correctly by rendering it by (’which usually means ‘to wither, to wear out) נבל

πίπτειν. Because πίπτειν is one of many possible verbs which can be used to translate נבל, 

the use of this verb in Mark 13,25 also indicates dependence upon the Greek text of Isaiah 
34,4430.  

Second, the Greek text lacks an equivalent of the beginning of the Hebrew verse (כל־  ונמקו

השמים צבא ). Because Mark 13,25b seems to quote precisely this part of the verse, does 

this mean that the Markan author took it from a Hebrew source text of which he prepared a 
fresh translation? Such an explanation is, in my opinion, unnecessary, because several 
witnesses of Isaiah 34,4LXX indicate that the omission of the first part of the verse had not 

gone unnoticed and these supplemented the missing text: καὶτακήσονταιπᾶσααἱ δυνάμεις 

τῶν οὐρανῶν (e.g., B-V Q 109 736 L’’’ Syh  ’), καὶτακήσονταιπᾶσαι αἱστρατίατῶν οὐρανῶν 

(α’), καὶτακήσονταιπᾶσαἡ δύναμις τῶν οὐρανῶν (σ’)431. I therefore assume that at the time 
the Markan Gospel was composed, a version of the LXX may have circulated, which did 

contain the beginning of Isaiah 34,4 and read δυνάμεις in the plural, the latter differing from 

the singular צבא in the Hebrew original. 

If we assume that Isaiah 34,4LXX is the OT source behind Mark 13,25, the Markan rendering 
still differs from that of the LXX in three aspects432.  

429 Translation from NRSV with one modification. I have changed the NRSV’s ‘skies’ in the second line into 
‘heavens’ to indicate that the same word in Hebrew is used in this line and the former. 
430 The verb נבל occurs 17 times in the OT. In the LXX, it is rendered by no less than 13 different verbs of which 

several convey the meaning ‘to fall, to drop’: ἀποβάλλειν, ἀποπίπτειν, ἀπορρεῖν, ἐκπίπτειν, ἐκρεῖν, καταρρεῖν and 

πίπτειν. In ten cases the object of the falling or dropping is a leave or a flower, or a fruit. In these cases, it 

seems plausible that the original meaning of the verb נבל, ‘to wither’ underwent a shift towards the result of 

this withering, i.e., falling (off). In Isa. 34,4, the preposition מן, ‘from’ hardly leaves room for another meaning 

of the verb. Another possibility is that the verb נפל, ‘to fall’, which sounds similarly when pronounced, has 

influenced such a shift of meaning. 
431 In addition, the author of 2 Clement, seems to have been familiar with a Greek text of Isa. 34,4 which 

contained the beginning words. Thus, 2 Clem. 16,3 reads: καὶ τακήσονταί τινες τῶν οὐρανῶν. 
432 I consider the Markan ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ in 13,25a as making explicit what was already implied by the Greek 

text of Isa. 34,4 with the verb ‘to fall’. The addition of the words became necessary with the omission of ὡς 

φύλλα …ἀπὸ συκῆς. 
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First, in 13,25a, the Markan author uses a periphrastic construction (ἔσονται πίπτοντες) 

instead of the LXX’s πεσεῖται. This is probably due to the preference of the evangelist for this 
type of syntactical construction433.  

Second, in 13,25b the verb σαλεύειν, ‘to shake, stagger’, is used instead of τήκειν, ‘to melt, 
crumble, fade away’ (which is found in the LXX witnesses mentioned above) or another verb 

which translates the Hebrew מקק, ‘to rot, dwindle away’. As has been noted by many 

commentators, σαλεύειν is never used in the LXX to render מקק. In the LXX, the verb 

σαλεύειν occurs predominantly in passages which describe a theophany434. Its specific 
appearance in descriptions of a theophany may have prompted the Markan author or one of 
his predecessors to use exactly this verb here, even if it was not present in his text of Isaiah 
34,4435. The Markan quotation of Isaiah 13,10 and 34,4 is immediately followed by that of 
Daniel 7,13-14, in which the coming of the Son of Man is described. The Markan author may 
have wished to present the whole of verses 24-26 as an image of Jesus’ parousia taking on 

the form of a theophany. So, the Markan use of the verb σαλεύειν can be primarily explained 
as influence of a narrative form. In my view, however, it is also possible to identify the OT 
text which probably served as the source here, Job 9,6-7, which happens to be a passage 
analogous to Isaiah 13,10436. In the Greek of the LXX it reads: 
 

 ὁ σείων τὴν ὑπ᾽ οὐρανὸν ἐκ θεμελίων  

οἱ δὲ στῦλοι αὐτῆς σαλεύονται 

ὁ λέγων τῷ ἡλίῳ καὶ οὐκ ἀνατέλλει  

κατὰ δὲ ἄστρων κατασφραγίζει 
 
 Who shakes what is under heaven from its foundations, 

and its pillars tremble, 
who speaks to the sun, and it does not rise, 
and seals up the stars. 

 

Because of its analogy to Isaiah 13,10 it may have served as a source for the evangelist’s use 

of the verb σαλεύειν, even if its subject in Job 9,6 is not the ‘powers of heaven’ but that 
which is ‘under heaven’. The picture of creatures and nature being thoroughly shaken by the 
appearance of God was probably of more importance than the precise object of the shaking. 

An additional indication for this passage to have provided the verb σαλεύειν is that the next 
verse, Job 9,8, has influenced the text of the Markan Gospel elsewhere. In Mark 6,48, Jesus 

is said to be περιπατῶν ἐπὶ τῆς θαλάσσης (Job 9,8LXX: περιπατῶν ὡς ἐπ᾽ ἐδάφους ἐπὶ 

θαλάσσης). 
The third difference, finally, between Mark 13,25 and Isaiah 34,4LXX, is that the Markan 
author quotes the parts from Isaiah 34,4 in an inverted order. The reason for this 

arrangement is probably the same as that for the use of the verb σαλεύειν. Whereas the 

 
433 See TURNER, Style, 20-21, who enumerates the many Markan verses in which this construction is used. 
434 So G.R. BEASLY-MURRAY, Jesus and the Last Days. The Interpretation of the Olivet Discourse (Peabody, MA: 
Hendrickson, 1993), 424, who mentions Judg. 5,5; Amos 9,5; Mic. 1,4; Isa. 64,11(’); Hab. 3,6; Nah. 1,5; Ps. 
17,7LXX; 113,7LXX, and Job 9,6. Cf. T. Mos. 10,4-5. 
435 Cf. VERHEYDEN, “Parousia”, 546. 
436 With Isa. 13,10 it shares the words ἥλιος, ἀνατέλλειν, οὐρανος and ἄστρα, as well as its content: the sun and 
stars no longer functioning as usual because of God’s interference. 
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darkening of the sun and the moon, and the falling of the stars437 belong to a description of 
the ‘day of YHWH’ or the ‘day of judgement’, the shaking of the heavenly powers features in 
the description of a theophany. Because the latter immediately follows in verse 26, the 
Markan author or one of his predecessors has probably arranged the order in which the 
cosmic phenomena are narrated accordingly438.  

In summary: Mark 13,24 is an unmarked quotation of a part of Isaiah 13,10. The Markan 

φέγγος instead of Isaiah 13,10LXX’s φῶς is best explained as influence from Joel 2,10, a 

passage analogous to Isaiah 13,10. The Markan author’s use of the verb σκοτίζειν may 
indicate the use of the LXX as a source text. Mark 13,25 is a rather free quotation of parts of 

Isaiah 34,4LXX, which are rendered in an inverted order. Both the Markan ἀστέρες as a 

rendering of the Hebrew צבא, ‘host, army’, and his πίπτεινto translate the Hebrew verb 

 clearly point to the LXX as the OT text from which the quotation was drawn. The ,נבל

Markan quotation of the beginning of Isaiah 34,4 was probably taken from a revised LXX in 
which this part of the verse, lacking in earlier manuscripts, had been supplemented. The 

Markan plural δυνάμεις is yet another indication of the use of a revised LXX. The variation in 
the Markan rendering of (the parts of) Isaiah 34,4 may indicate influence from other OT 
passages describing a theophany. This variation was possibly generated during quotation of 
Isaiah 34,4 from memory. 

22) Mark 13,26 (Dan. 7,13-14)
After his quotation of Isaiah 13,10 and 34,4, Jesus goes on to immediately quote another OT
passage:

καὶ τότε ὄψονται  

τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐρχόμενον ἐν νεφέλαις 

μετὰ δυνάμεως πολλῆς καὶ δόξης. 

Then they will see  
the Son of Man coming in clouds 
with great power and glory. 

The passage quoted here is from Daniel 7,13. The part quoted reads in the Greek versions of 
the LXX and ‘Theodotion’, respectively: 

LXX: καὶ ἰδοὺ ἐπὶ τῶν νεφελῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὡς υἱὸς ἀνθρώπου ἤρχετο
 

And lo, as it were a son of man was coming upon the clouds of heaven 

θ’: καὶ ἰδοὺ μετὰ τῶν νεφελῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὡς υἱὸς ἀνθρώπου ἐρχόμενος
 

And lo, as it were a son of man coming with the clouds of heaven 

437 Cf. Rev. 6,13 (a paraphrase of Isa. 34,4); 8,10; 9,1.  
438 This may have been influenced by Joel 2,10 in which all four elements found in Mark (sun, moon, stars, and 
the shaking of heaven) are mentioned, though there the shaking of heaven precedes the others.  
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The Aramaic of this part of Daniel 7,13 reads: 

הוה   אתה אנש כבר שמיא עם־ענני וארו   

 
 And lo, I saw one like a son of man coming with the clouds of heaven439. 

 
For the part of Daniel 7,13 which is of interest for our purposes, the Greek of the LXX and 
‘Theodotion’ are straightforward translations of the Aramaic, except for the LXX’s 

preposition ἐπί plus genitive, ‘on, upon’, to render the Aramaic עם, ‘(together) with’. 

‘Theodotion’’s μετά plus genitive, ‘with’ (conveying the sense of accompaniment) is clearly 
the more correct translation. 

The Markan ἐν plus dative can be used either in a locative sense (‘in’) or in an instrumental 

one (‘with’), the latter approaching that of μετά440. In 14,62, the evangelist again quotes 

Daniel 7,13, though differently: τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου … καὶ ἐρχόμενον μετὰ τῶν νεφελῶν τοῦ 

οὐρανοῦ.  Not only the use of μετάbrings the text of the quotation in 14,62 closer to that of 

Daniel 7,13θ’, but also the addition of τοῦ οὐρανοῦ to νεφελῶν, which is lacking in 13,26. The 

Markan use of the preposition ἐν in 13,26 can, on the one hand, be considered a variation to 

that of μετά, the two conveying almost the same instrumental sense. If so, the evangelist 

probably wished to avoid the repeated use of μετά in 13,26441. On the other hand, he may 
have wished to draw a picture of the parousia in which the Son of Man can be seen coming 
in, i.e., encapsulated by clouds442. The latter consideration is in keeping with my proposal in 
the previous section that the Markan author portrays the parousia by means of a narrative 
form to describe a theophany. One of the key passages of this narrative form is found in 

Exodus 34. There, God is said to reveal his glory to Moses by descending in a cloud: κατέβη 

κύριος ἐν νεφέλῃ (34,5) and subsequently passing him by. The cloud as a vehicle in which God 
descends to reveal himself on earth is found in several similar passages, in which the phrase 

ἐν νεφέλῃis used, e.g., Exodus 19,9: ἐγὼ παραγίνομαι πρὸς σὲ ἐν στύλῳ νεφέλης; Exodus 

16,10; Numbers 14,10: ἡ δόξα κυρίου ὤφθη ἐν νεφέλῃ; Leviticus 16,2: ἐν γὰρ νεφέλῃ 

ὀφθήσομαι; Deuteronomy 31,15:κατέβη κύριος ἐν νεφέλῃ)443. The Markan preposition ἐν may 

thus be prompted by the narrative form in the background, whereas the plural νεφέλαι 

comes from Daniel 7,13. Whichever meaning is attributed to the preposition ἐν, it is clear 
that it was not taken from an OT text of Daniel 7,13.  
 
  

 
439 Translation is mine. 
440 According to TURNER, Style, 22, to express motion, the Markan author uses ἔρχεσθαι followed by either εἰς or 

πρός, but never ἐν. Therefore, ἔρχεσθαι ἐν in 5,27; 8,38 and 13,26 must express the accompanying circumstances 
or the sphere in which the motion occurs. 
441 So BEASLEY-MURRAY, Last Days, 429; cf. Mark 8,38. 
442 MENKEN, Matthew’s Bible, 220-221, argues that Matthew wanted to precisely avoid the misunderstanding of 
the Son of Man coming (wrapped) in clouds. Because Matthew wished to depict the arrival of the Son of Man 

as a visible event, he changed the Markan ἐν into ἐπί. 
443 Cf. Exod. 14,24; 24,18; Num. 11,25; 12,5. Other passages conveying the same idea are Ps. 88,7LXX: τίς ἐν 

νεφέλαις ἰσωθήσεται τῷ κυρίῳ and Ps. 67,35LXX: ἡ δύναμις αὐτοῦ ἐν ταῖς νεφέλαις, both of which speak of clouds 
in the plural.  



101 

In two other respects, the Markan text differs from that of Daniel 7,13.  

First, Mark 13,26 has no equivalent for the LXX’s or Theodotion’s ὡς or the Aramaicכ, which 

lend to the son of man an undetermined status. For the Markan author, the identity of this 
son of man is clear and the phrase has become a title for Jesus: Son of Man.  
Second, the Markan author specifies the coming of the Son of Man as “with great power and 

glory” (μετὰ δυνάμεως πολλῆς καὶ δόξης). In NA28, the words καὶ δόξης are printed in italics, 

suggesting that they are part of the quotation. I assume that the word δόξηςis supposed to 
have been taken from Daniel 7,14LXX. If correct, this would indicate that the Markan author 

depends on a Greek OT text of this verse, because the Aramaic יקר, ‘honour’, of which δόξα 

is supposed to be the equivalent, is commonly translated by τιμή, as in the version of 
Theodotion. The meaning of the text of Daniel 7,14LXX, however, is rather awkward, stating 
that “authority was given to him and all the nations of the earth according to posterity, and 

all honour (δόξα) was serving him”. In my opinion, it is all but obvious to consider the honour 
described in this way to be a divine attribute of the coming Son of Man. It seems more likely 
that “all honour” in Daniel 7,14LXX refers to a group of servants of the son of man, 
comprising the ‘holy people of the Most High’ (Dan. 7,27LXX) or the heavenly servants of the 

Most High, the angels. The latter option may fit the Markan eschatological view of δόξα. In 

Mark 8,38, the Son of Man is said to come “with the glory of his father” (ὅταν ἔλθῃ ἐν τῇ δόξῃ 

τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ), which may be specified by the additional words as: “with the holy angels” 

(μετὰ τῶν ἀγγέλων τῶν ἁγίων), suggesting that δόξα refers here to the presence of the holy 
angels. It is striking that immediately following our present quotation, in which he is said to 
come with great power and glory, the Son of Man sends out his angels to gather his elect 

(13,27). The idea that God’s δόξα could be transferred to his heavenly servants who were 
referred to by this designation was known in early Christian circles (Cf. Rev. 18,1; for the fact 

that angels were even referred to as δόξαι: 2 Pet. 2,10; Jude 8444). The same can probably be 

said of God’s power (δύναμις)445. The combination of δύναμις and δόξα may thus be preferred 
vocabulary in the Markan author’s description of the coming Son of Man446, who shares in 

God’s δόξα and δύναμις as is evident from his accompaniment by the angels. This description 

is probably influenced by the imagery in Daniel 7,13-14 and the specific use of the word δόξα 

in 13,26 may originate from Daniel 7,14LXX447. 

To summarize: Mark 13,26 is an unmarked quotation of part of Daniel 7,13. A specific OT 

version behind the Markan quotation cannot be identified. Whether or not the word δόξα is 
part of the quotation is uncertain, but I tend to the view that its specific use in Daniel 
7,14LXX has influenced Markan vocabulary to describe the coming of the Son of Man. 

444 According to the reading of 78. The transfer of God’s δόξα to heavenly servants is already found in the OT: 
Ezek. 9,3; 10,4.18.22(LXX).  
445 The idea is found in Philo, Spec. Laws 1,45 and in T. Jud. 25,2. See also W. GRUNDMANN, δύναμις κτλ., TWNT 2 
(1935), 296-300: 297. 
446 Cf. Matt. 19,28; 25,31. 
447 An OT passage which may also have influenced Mark’s vocabulary is Ps. 62,3LXX: οὕτως ἐν τῷ ἁγίῳ ὤφθην σοι 

τοῦ ἰδεῖν τὴν δύναμίν σου καὶ τὴν δόξαν σου. See also Ps. 67,35LXX: ἡ δύναμις αὐτοῦ ἐν ταῖς νεφέλαις. 
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23) Mark 14,27 (Zech. 13,7) 
Going out to the Mount of Olives after the Last Supper, Jesus predicts that his disciples will 
be brought to fall, for it is written (ὅτι γέγραπται): 
 

 πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα,  

καὶ τὰ πρόβατα διασκορπισθήσονται. 
 
 I will strike the shepherd 
 and the sheep will be scattered. 

 
It is evident that Jesus quotes part of Zechariah 13,7. In the Hebrew, the text of the 
complete verse runs: 
 

עמיתי  ועל־גבר  על־רעי עורי חרב    

 נאם יהוה צבאות  

 הך את־הרעה ותפוצין הצאן 

 והשבתי ידי על־הצערים  
 
 “Awake, O sword, against my shepherd, against the man who is my associate”, 
 says the Lord of hosts. 
 “Strike the shepherd, that the sheep may be scattered; 
 I will turn my hand against the little ones.” 
 

The LXX offers the following translation of the verse in Greek: 
 

 ῥομφαία ἐξεγέρθητι ἐπὶ τοὺς ποιμένας μου καὶ ἐπ᾽ ἄνδρα πολίτην αὐτοῦ  

λέγει κύριος παντοκράτωρ  

πατάξατε τοὺς ποιμένας καὶ ἐκσπάσατε τὰ πρόβατα  

καὶ ἐπάξω τὴν χεῖρά μου ἐπὶ τοὺς ποιμένας 
 
 “Awake, O sword, against my shepherds and against his fellow citizen”, 

says the Lord of hosts. 
“Strike the shepherds and remove the sheep, 
and I will bring my hand upon the shepherds.”448 

 

Of the many differences between the Hebrew and the LXX, I will limit myself to those which 
concern the rather small part of the verse that is quoted in Mark 14,27: 

- The imperative singular, הך, ‘strike’ has been translated by the imperative plural 

πατάξατε. The subject of this imperative can thus no longer be the sword as in the 
Hebrew.  

- The shepherd (singular) of the Hebrew text has been changed into shepherds (plural) 
in the LXX. The same has taken place in the first line of the verse, where the 

unvocalized רעי has probably been understood as a plural. The change of the 

 
448 Translation is mine. 
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singular to the plural in the third line is consistent with that of the first but does not 
agree with the Hebrew text presented above. 

- The Hebrew verb פוץ, ‘to scatter, disperse’, is – apart from this verse - never

translated by ἐκσπᾶν, to draw out, to remove’, in the LXX449. Perhaps the LXX

translator has regarded תפוצין to be derived from the verb פצה, ‘to set free, to tear

away’450.

Except for the first of the differences enumerated, the Markan text is closer to the Hebrew 
than to that of the LXX. Does this mean that the quotation in Mark 14,27 is the result of a 
fresh translation from the Hebrew? This is a serious possibility, because one can imagine 
that the Markan author or one of his predecessors was of the opinion that the Greek of the 
LXX, speaking of shepherds in the plural and of sheep which will be rescued from a 
dangerous situation, did not suit the purpose. A text of Zechariah 13,7 speaking of one 
shepherd who will be struck and of sheep which will be scattered, certainly fitted better the 
picture of Jesus having to suffer and die, and his disciples abandoning him. 
Alternatively, one might ask whether the Markan author or one of his predecessors could 
have known a revised text for Zechariah 13,7LXX. A glance at the text-critical apparatus of 
the Göttingen Edition of the LXX shows a wide variety of readings for this verse. This implies 
that the many deviations of the Greek text from the Hebrew did attract attention and that 
attempts had been made to improve it. I list only those of importance to our quotation: 

- Instead of the original reading πατάξατε (impv. pl.; so: W’ B-S*), several witnesses

(e.g., A Q Sc) read πάταξον (impv. sg.)451.
- Instead of the original τοὺς ποιμένας (pl.; so W’ B-S*), several witnesses (A Q Sc) read

the singular τὸν ποιμένα452.
- Several witnesses have replaced the original reading ἐκσπάσατε (impv. pl.; so W’ B-S*-

V) by a form of the verb διασκορπίζειν: διασκορπισθήσονται (A’-Q’ -233’-407-449’-544

490-239-613), διασκορπισθήτω (Sca), and διασκορπισθήτωσαν (Sc).

The difficulty in assessing these variant readings is of course that we cannot rule out that 
these are the result of influence from Mark 14,27 // Matthew 26,31. The first one listed 

above, however, the change of πατάξατε into πάταξον, is unquestionably not the result of 
adaptation towards the text of the Synoptics. We must, therefore, reckon with the possibility 
that the variants described above were attempts to improve the text of Zechariah 13,7LXX 
and to offer a more correct translation of the Hebrew, made independently from the 
quotations of this verse in the NT.  

449 It is in most cases translated by διασκορπίζειν or διασπείρειν. 
450 The verb is used in Ps. 144,7.10.11 in the sense of pulling someone out of a threatening situation, but is, in 

the LXX, never translated by ἐκσπᾶν. 
451 Manuscripts V-538 46-86c-711c 106 233’ ArabArm Cyr.p read πατάξω. This is most likely due to influence 
from the NT renderings of Zech. 13,7. So also J. DE WAARD, A Comparative Study on the Old Testament Text in 
the Dead Sea Scrolls and in the New Testament (Leiden: Brill, 1965), 39, who suggests that the manuscripts 
mentioned all of which present a blended text were corrected on the basis of the NT, and WILK, “ ֦ Die Schriften ֞ 
ʺ, 204, n. 55.   
452 These witnesses have also changed the first instance of ποιμένας in this verse into the singular ποιμένα 

(although in codex Q by a corrector). The first plural ποιμένας also stands in tension with the singular αὐτοῦ of 

the ἄνδρα πολίτην, indicating that the LXX translator had considerable difficulty in translating the Hebrew. 
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The existence of such a revised LXX-text is also suggested by Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho. In 
53,6, Justin quotes Zechariah 13,7 in a textual form which betrays his dependence on the 
LXX: 
 

 ῥομφαία ἐξεγέρθητι ἐπὶ τὸν ποιμένα μου καὶ ἐπ᾽ ἄνδρα πολίτην τοῦ λαοῦ μου  

λέγει κύριος τῶν δυνάμεων.  

πάταξον τὸν ποιμένα, καὶ διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα αὐτοῦ. 
 
 

That Justin presents here a revised version of Zechariah 13,7LXX and not a fresh/alternative 

translation of the Hebrew is suggested by his use of ῥομφαία for the Hebrew חרב, ‘sword’, 

where μάχαιρα could also have been used (as Aquila and Symmachus do) and of  ἀνήρ for the 

Hebrew גבר, where ἄνθρωπος was a good alternative. 

More importantly, preceding this quotation, Justin offers an interpretation of the fate of 
Jesus and his disciples, referring to the prophet Zachariah who had foretold that “this Christ 

himself would be struck (παταχθήσται) and his disciples scattered (διασκορπισθήσονται)”. In 
spite of this Christian interpretation, Justin’s quotation of Zechariah 13,7 does not read 

πατάξω as in Mark 14,27 // Matthew 26,31, but πάταξον. In addition, he has ποιμένα in the 

singular (twice) and διασκορπισθήσονται. So, Justin’s quotation shows that at least one 
revised version of Zechariah 13,7LXX existed, of which the text was not adapted on the basis 
of the quotations of this verse in Mark and Matthew. I assume then that the Markan author 
or one of his predecessors probably used such a revised LXX for the quotation in 14,27. 
 
This leaves us with the one peculiar trait of the Markan author’s quotation, his reading of 

πατάξω, “I will strike”. It seems unlikely that he drew this form of the verb πατάσσειν from a 
Greek text of the LXX, nor do I see any occasion for this in the Hebrew text. The most 

plausible explanation for the Markan πατάξω is in my opinion, that it is due to Christian 
exegesis of Zechariah 13,7. The sword of Zechariah 13,7 stands in an OT tradition in which it 
is depicted as God’s instrument of vengeance and judgment (cf. e.g., Deut. 32,42; Isa. 34,5-6; 
Jer. 9,15; 12,12; 15,3; 25,27-31; 46,10; 47,6-7; 49,37 50,16.35-38; Ezek. 21,15ff.; 38,21; Amos 
4,10; 7,9; 9,1.4). In these passages, God commands, sends or calls upon the sword to act 
against foreign enemies of his people but also against his people themselves, and even, 
specifically, against their leaders (Ezek. 21,17). The sword, said to act on God’s behalf, is 
understood as an earthly power which he can order to be an instrument at his disposal453; it 
is never identified with God himself. It is remarkable that, apart from Zechariah 13,7, the 
sword is never said to strike someone. On the other hand, throughout the OT, God is often 

said to strike peoples or individuals. That he strikes (נכה) someone “intimate with me” 

(Zech. 13,7)454 is also found in two passages which in Christian circles have been associated 
with Jesus’ suffering and death: Psalm 69,27 and Isaiah 53,4. In the former, the one struck by 

God is persecuted ( רדפו אשר־הכית   אתה  ) because of his loyalty to the Lord (vv. 8-12), in 

 
453 The sword is often identified with foreign kings or peoples, as, e.g., in Jer. 46,10 (Nebukadnezzar), Ezek. 
21,15ff. (the king of Babylon); 21,33-37 (the Amorites), and 38,21 (Gog). 
454 This translation of עמיתי is from C.L. MYERS – E.M. MYERS, Zechariah 9-14 (AB 25C; New York: Doubleday, 

1993), 386. 
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the latter it is God’s suffering servant who is said to be “the one struck by God” (מכה 

 In both passages, it is emphasized that it is God himself who is responsible for their  .(אלהים

suffering, even if others are the direct actors. The analogy of these two passages and 
Zechariah 13,7 may have motivated an exegesis of the latter verse in which the striking of 
the elect one was explicitly attributed to God. Based on the Hebrew texts of Psalm 69,27 and 
Isaiah 53,4, both could have served this purpose; on the basis of the Greek texts of these 

passages, only Psalm 69,27 could. Isaiah 53,4LXX does not have the verb πατάσσειν, nor does 
it attribute the suffering of the servant explicitly to God. It seems then, that in Mark 14,27, 
we have an interpretation of Zechariah 13,7 in which Jesus is identified with “my shepherd, 
the man who is intimate with me”455, whose suffering, even if it will be at the hands of his 
enemies, is designated as being struck by God himself456. This allowed for the exchange of 

the imperative πάταξον, addressed to the sword, by πατάξω, of which God himself is the 
subject. Leaving out the first part of Zechariah 13,7 in which the sword is mentioned, 
obviously made such an exchange even more logical. In this Christian interpretation then, 
Jesus shares the fate of other loyal servants of the Lord. 

To summarize: Mark 14,27 is a marked quotation of a small part of Zechariah 13,7. Its textual 
form suggests that it either constitutes a fresh translation of the Hebrew text of this verse or 
that it was drawn from a revised LXX. The existence of a wide variety of alternative readings 
among LXX witnesses for this verse, and the fact that Justin presents it in a textual form 
which must have been taken from a revised LXX, indicate that the latter option is the more 

probable one. The verbal form πατάξω is not found in the LXX, but the result of a Christian 
interpretation of Zechariah 13,7. 
In chapter 6, I shall propose that this interpretation fits well the Markan author’s view of 
Jesus’ suffering and death as in accordance with God’s will. 

24) Mark 14,34 (Ps. 42,6.12; 43,5)
In the garden of Gethsemane, Jesus says to the three disciples who accompany him:

περίλυπός ἐστιν ἡ ψυχή μου ἕως θανάτου 

I am deeply grieved, even to death. 

The words περίλυπός ἐστιν ἡ ψυχή μου call to mind the three times repeated chorus-like 
phrase of Psalm 42-43, which in the Greek of the LXX reads: 

ἵνα τί περίλυπος εἶ‚ ψυχή‚ καὶ ἵνα τί συνταράσσεις με; 

Why are you deeply grieved, o my soul, 
and why are you throwing me into confusion? 

This is a possible translation of the Hebrew which reads: 

455 In Mark 6,34, Jesus has already been characterized as shepherd by an allusion to Ezek. 34,5 when he decides 
to teach the people who are ‘like sheep without a shepherd’. 
456 The view that Jesus’ suffering and death is according to God’s will is also found in 8,31 (δεῖ); 10,33 (divine 
passive) and 14,36. See for a more detailed discussion of this view, chapter 6. 
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 מה־תשתוחחי נפשי ותהמי עלי 
 
 Why are you cast down, o my soul, 
 and why are you disquieted within me? 
 

It is obvious that the Markan rendering is not a quotation in the strict sense, but rather an 

allusion consisting of a combination of the words περίλυπος and ψυχή457. The words from 
the psalm have been adapted in the Markan rendering so that they can function as a 
declaration by Jesus directed towards his disciples. This also explains the difference between 

the Markan ἡ ψυχή μου and the vocative ψυχή of Psalm 41,6.12; 42,5LXX458. The expression 

περίλυπος εἶναι is used in the LXX to translate the Hebrew שיח in the hitpolel which is found 

in the three psalm verses mentioned459. 

The use of περίλυπος εἶναι may therefore indicate influence from the LXX460, but we cannot 
exclude the possibility that Mark 14,34 presents a fresh translation from the Hebrew. 
 
25) Mark 14,62 (Dan. 7,13, Ps. 110,1) 
When asked by the high priest if he is “the Christ, the son of the Blessed One”, Jesus 
answers: 
 

 ἐγώ εἰμι, καὶ ὄψεσθε τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκ δεξιῶν καθήμενον τῆς δυνάμεως 

 καὶ ἐρχόμενον μετὰ τῶν νεφελῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 

 
 I am; and you will see the Son of Man seated at the right hand of the Power, 
 and coming with the clouds of heaven. 
 

In his answer, Jesus combines words from Daniel 7,13 and Psalm 110,1, both of which were 
used before in the Second Gospel. Daniel 7,13 was quoted in Mark 13,26 and Psalm 110,1 
was quoted in 12,36. I refer, therefore, to what was said earlier and restrict myself to a 

 
457 The combination of the adjective περίλυπος with the substantive ψυχή is found only in Ps. 41-42 in the LXX. 

In addition, the expression περίλυπος γίνομαι τῇ ψυχῇ is found in Tob. 3,1 (codex S). Therefore, the combination 

of περίλυπος and ψυχή is a highly specific allusion to Ps. 41,6.12; 42,5LXX. 
458 So, this is not an indication that the Markan text depends on the Hebrew version of the psalm which reads 

 .’my soul‘ ,נפשי
459 The verb in the hitpolel is found 4 times in the OT. In addition to the 3 verses mentioned in the text, it also 

appears in Ps. 41,7LXX. In this psalm verse, the LXX translator has used the verb ταράσσειν, ‘to confuse, to stir’ 

to render the Hebrew שיח in the hitpolel. Interestingly, the cognate verb συνταράσσειν, ‘to throw into 

confusion’ is used in Ps. 41,6.12; 42,5LXX to render the Hebrew verb המה, ‘to be restless’, which is used there 

in parallel to שיח. The use of ταράσσειν instead of περίλυπος εἶναι may therefore be the result of the 

translator’s wish to introduce variation in the verbs used, given the fact that in 42,7 a parallel statement is 

absent. Alternatively, the translator wished to preserve the expression περίλυπος εἶναι as part of the repeated 
‘chorus’ in verses 6 and 12. 
460 The question of course is if a translator of the passage could have used an alternative for περίλυπος εἶναι. 
Although no certain answer is possible, it is interesting that in the nearby passage Ps. 43,26LXX, the Hebrew 

verb שיח is present (in the qal) and translated by ταπεινοῦν, ‘to be humbled/brought down’ which is close in 

meaning to περίλυπος εἶναι. It is thus possible that περίλυπος εἶναι was consequently used by the LXX translator 
in Psalms 41-42, although alternatives were available. 
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comparison of the present quotations to those discussed before and their possible OT 
sources. 

To start with Psalm 110,1, it is clear that here only a small part of the verse is referred to and 
that the reference is in fact not a quotation but an allusion consisting of one phrase quoted 

verbally (ἐκ δεξιῶν) and a different form of the accompanying verb καθήσθαι461. The allusion 
is, moreover,  incorporated into the quotation of Daniel 7,13.  

A peculiarity of the present rendering is the use of the phrase ἡ δύναμις to refer to God. This, 
however, fits in well with contemporary Jewish and Christian practice as is well attested462.  

The quotation of part of Daniel 7,13 as we have it here is on the textual level closest to 

Daniel 7,13θ’. If we compare the present quotation to that in 13,26, we observe (i) a 

difference in the use of the preposition μετά instead of ἐν, and (ii) the explicit designation of 

the clouds as τοῦ ουρανοῦ, ‘from heaven’. The use of ἐν in 13,26 is probably best understood 

as representing μετά, i.e., it is used in an instrumental way463. The omission of τοῦ ουρανοῦ, is 
possibly due to quotation of Daniel 7,13 from memory (and not from a written text) in 13,26. 

The combination, finally, of Daniel 7,13 and Psalm 110,1 is probably due to the fact that 
these were supposed to be thematically analogous. Both were, in Christian circles, 
understood as referring to the Messiah, who had been recognized in Jesus464. 

In summary: in 14,62, we find an unmarked quotation of Daniel 7,13 into which an allusion 
to part of Psalm 110,1 has been introduced. As with the quotation of the same psalm verse 
in 12,36, its textual form points to dependence upon the LXX. The textual form of the 

quotation of Daniel 7,13 shows considerable agreement to that of Daniel 7,13θ’, but as it 
presents a straightforward translation of the Aramaic, a specific OT text behind the 
quotation cannot be identified. 

26) Mark 15,24 (Ps. 22,19)
When Jesus is crucified, his clothes are being divided by those who crucified him:

διαμερίζονται τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτοῦ βάλλοντες κλῆρον ἐπ᾿ αὐτὰ τίς τί ἄρῃ 

They divided his clothes among them, casting lots to decide what each should take. 

461 As discussed in the section on Mark 12,36, the use of the verb καθήσθαι and the plural ἐκ δεξιῶν point to 

Psalm 109,1LXX as the source of the quotation. 

462 See e.g., Gos. Pet. 19 where the beginning of Psalm 22,2 is rendered by: ἡ δύναμίς μου, ἡ δύναμίς μου; 1 En. 
62,7 in which it is not used to replace the divine name but as a divine attribute. A similar use is found in 4QEna 
ar (4Q201) 1,6. In the Mekhilta, God is referred to as ‘the Power’ in several passages such as Mek. Beshallah 2 
(26a) on Exod. 14,2. Other references, also from Talmudic writings can be found in D.L. BOCK, “Jewish 
Expressions in Mark 14.61-62 and the Authenticity of the Jewish Examination of Jesus”, JSHJ 1 (2003), 147-159: 
153-155.
463 For the alternative interpretation, taking ἐν in a locative meaning, cf. quotation 22 in this chapter.
464 In contemporary Jewish literature, we only find a combination of Dan. 7,13 and Ps. 110,1 in a Midrash on
Psalm 2,7 (cf. W.G. BRAUDE, The Midrash on Psalms [Yale Judaica Series 13; New Haven: Yale University Press,
1959], 40-41). Interestingly, here the words “Thou art my son” are commented upon from several passages to
show that this ‘son’ refers to the children of Israel. Among the passages quoted is Ps. 110,1, immediately
followed by Dan. 7,13-14.
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The words διαμερίζονται τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτοῦ βάλλοντες κλῆρον ἐπ᾿ αὐτά present an unmarked 
quotation of part of Psalm 22,19. In the Greek of the LXX this verse runs: 
 

 διεμερίσαντο τὰ ἱμάτιά μου ἑαυτοῖς 

 καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν ἱματισμόν μου ἔβαλον κλῆρον. 

 
 They divided my clothes among themselves, 
 and for my clothing they cast lots. 
 

Psalm 21,19LXX presents an adequate translation of the Hebrew, which reads: 
  

          יחלקו  בגדי להם

  ועל־לבושי יפילו  גורל 
 

If we compare the Markan rendering of the verse to that of the LXX, it is evident that a 
shortened version is presented in which the second explicit reference to the clothing is 

omitted and substituted by the phrase ἐπ᾿ αὐτά. In addition, ‘my clothes’ have become ‘his 
clothes’ because of the descriptive use of the psalm verse in the story of Jesus’ death rather 
than as a complaint put on the lips of the one whose clothing is divided (i.e., of Jesus). 
Of interest for our purposes is that the LXX presents a correct rendering of the Hebrew but 

not necessarily the only possible one. The verb חלק pi`el, ‘to divide’ is in the LXX translated 

9 times by διαμερίζειν, but also 4 times by either διαιρεῖν or by μερίζειν. Next, although the 

Hebrew בגד, ‘garment, clothing’ is commonly translated in the LXX by ἱμάτιον (121 times), 

possible alternatives are στολή (used 42 times) and ἱματισμός (used 10 times). Finally, the 

verb נפל in the hiph`il, ‘to throw, cast’ is translated 16 times by βάλλειν, but the cognate 

καταβάλλειν is found in 18 cases. The fact that the Markan author’s rendering follows that of 
the LXX for each of the words mentioned, makes it likely that he depends upon the text of 
Psalm 21,19LXX. 
 
So, we have here an unmarked quotation of Psalm 22,19 of which the text is partly adapted 
to fit its new narrative context, and which probably goes back to the LXX. 
 
27) Mark 15,34 (Ps. 22,2) 
On the cross, Jesus cries out his last words with a loud voice: 
 

 ελωι ελωι λεμα σαβαχθανι 

 
which according to the Markan author read in translation: 
 

 ὁ θεός μου ὁ θεός μου, εἰς τί ἐγκατέλιπές με; 

 
 My God, my God, why have you forsaken me? 
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It is clear that the words uttered by Jesus present a quotation of part of Psalm 22,2 in 
Aramaic. These differ from their equivalents which we find in the Targum465, so that they 
either present a reminiscence of what Jesus actually said or an alternative Aramaic rendering 
of words from the Hebrew of Psalm 22,2: 

 אלי  אלי למה עזבתני

The evangelist provides a translation in Greek of the Aramaic words uttered by Jesus which 
is not a precise rendering of the corresponding part of Psalm 21,2LXX, which reads: 

ὁ θεὸς ὁ θεός μου, πρόσχες μοι ἵνα τί ἐγκατέλιπές με; 

God, my God, attend to me; why did you forsake me? 

In the Greek translation as we have it in Mark, the words πρόσχες μοι, which have no 
equivalent in either the Hebrew or the Aramaic (Targum) version of Psalm 22,2, are left out. 

In addition, the personal pronoun with possessive meaning μου has been added to the first 

θεός. Finally, instead of the LXX’s ἵνα τί, ‘why, for what purpose’, we find εἰς τί466. In all of 
these three cases, the Greek rendering of the psalm words presented in Mark deviates from 
that of the LXX. 

There may, however, be one indication which points to influence of the LXX wording of the 
psalm verse. If the author of Mark offers a fresh translation of the Aramaic, without 

recurrence on the Hebrew of Psalm 22,2, then the use of the verb ἐγκαταλείπειν, ‘to desert, 

forsake’ as a translation of the Aramaic verb שבק, pe`al may be due to its presence in Psalm 

21,2LXX. Of the six cases in which this Aramaic verb occurs in the OT, it has the meaning ‘to 

leave’ in five, neither of which is translated by ἐγκαταλείπειν467. For his translation, the 
Markan author could thus have chosen another verb468. If, however, the Hebrew of Psalm 

22,2 in which we find the verb עזב (corresponding to the Aramaic שבק), was in the 

background of both the Aramaic quotation and its translation into Greek in Mark 15,34, the 

use of the verb ἐγκαταλείπειν cannot be regarded as an indication of influence from the LXX, 

in which it is commonly used to translate  עזב. 

To summarize: the final OT quotation in the Markan Gospel is an unmarked one from Psalm 
22,2. A specific OT text behind the textual form as we have it, cannot be identified. 

465 The Targum reads אלי and not אלהי and has מטול מה instead of למא. 
466 This may point to a linguistic preference of the evangelist who never uses the phrase ἵνα τί. 
467 In Dan. 4,12.20.23θ’, the verb used is ἐᾶν; in Dan. 4,12.20LXX it is ἀφιέναι. 
468 Care must, however, be taken because the five cases mentioned are all from three verses in the book of 
Daniel (though from both the LXX version and that of ‘Theodotion’). 
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1.3 Conclusion: The source(s) of the Old Testament quotations in the Gospel of Mark. 

Now that we have completed our analysis of the textual form of all 27 alleged OT quotations 
in the Gospel of Mark, does it present us a coherent picture regarding the use of OT versions 
as the source(s) of the quotations in the Second Gospel? 
To help us answer this question, I arrange the results of my analysis conveniently in the 
overview below: 
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Quotation 
Nr. and 
passage in 
Mark 

OT passage(s) quoted (un)marked 
Quotation* 

OT version which served 
as a source** 

1 (1,2-3) Exod. 23,20a; Mal. 3,1b; 
Isa. 40,3 

m rev. LXX 

2 (4,12) Isa. 6,9-10 u ?/i. LXX  
(influence from traditions found in 

Targum) 

3 (4,32) Ezek. 17,23; Ps. 104,12/ 
Dan. 4,18(21) 

u ? 

4 (6,34) Num. 27,17par. u Not a quotation but an 
allusion 

5 (7,6-7) Isa. 29,13 m LXX 

6 (7,10a) Exod. 20,12/Deut. 5,16 m ? 

7 (7,10b) Exod. 21,17 m LXX 

8 (8,18) Jer. 5,21/Ezek. 12,2/ 
Deut. 29,3 

u ? 
Mix of quotation and allusion? 

9 (9,48) Isa. 66,24 u ?/i. LXX  
(influence from traditions found in 

Targum) 

10 (10,6) Gen. 1,27; 5,2 u ?/i. LXX 

11 (10,7-8) Gen. 2,24 u LXX 

12 (10,19) Exod. 20,12-16/Deut. 5,16-20 m ?/i. LXX 

13 (11,9) Ps. 118,26a u ?/i. LXX 

14 (11,17) Isa. 56,7; Jer. 7,11 m ?/i. LXX 

15 (12,10-
11) 

Ps. 118,22-23 m LXX 

16 (12,19) Deut. 25,5; Gen. 38,8 u ? 

17 (12,26) Exod. 3,6 m ?/i. LXX 

18 (12,29-
33) 

Deut. 6,4-5; Lev.19,18; 
Isa. 45,21/Exod. 8,6(10) 

m ii. LXX

19 (12,36) Ps. 110,1; Ps. 8,7 m LXX 

20 (13,14) Dan. 12,11 par. u Not a quotation but an 
allusion 

21 (13,24-
25) 

Isa. 13,10; 34,4 u rev. LXX 

22 (13,26) Dan. 7,13-14 u ?/i. LXX 

23 (14,27) Zech. 13,7 m rev. LXX 

24 (14,34) Ps. 42,6.12; 43,5 u Not a quotation but an 
allusion 

25 (14,62) Dan. 7,13; Ps. 110,1 u LXX (Ps. 110,1) 

26 (15,24) Ps. 22,19 u ii. LXX

27 (15,34) Ps. 22,2 u ? 

Table 1: OT quotations in the Gospel of Mark and their possible source(s). 
* u = unmarked quotation, m = marked quotation.
** rev. LXX = revised LXX, ? = indeterminable, ?/i. LXX = source cannot be identified with certainty, but

indications for influence of LXX, ii. LXX = strong, multiple indications for influence of LXX.
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The following observations can be made: 

a) In 3 cases469, passages considered to be OT quotations by NA28 are in fact allusions. In
the observations which follow, these 3 will therefore not be taken into consideration.
The type of Scriptural reference in 8,18 is difficult to determine as it combines
allusive markers with elements of (potential intra-Markan) quotation. Because all OT
passages possibly referred to are inner-OT receptions of Isaiah 6,9-10, I shall consider
the reference in 8,18 as a quotation in what follows below.

b) In 9 out of the 24 cases in which we encounter an OT quotation in Mark, the OT
source text undoubtedly is the LXX, in 3 of these in a revised version.

c) Although no definite conclusions can be drawn, in 10 out of the remaining 15 cases,
there are indications (in 2 cases strong indications) that the OT source text is the LXX.

d) The former observations taken together show that in 19 out of 24 cases we have at
least an indication pointing to the LXX as the OT source text.

e) In 5 cases no conclusion whatsoever can be drawn regarding an OT source text.
f) In one of these (number 27), a non-LXX source text may be in the background.
g) Of the 11 marked OT quotations, 6 go back to the LXX (LXX or rev. LXX) and one

almost certainly goes back to the LXX (ii. LXX). In 3 cases, we have an indication that
the LXX is the source of the quotation. In one case only, the OT source is
indeterminable.

h) Of the 13 unmarked OT quotations, 3 go back to the LXX and one almost certainly
goes back to the LXX. In 6 cases, we have at least an indication that the LXX is the
source of the quotation. In 4 cases, the OT source is indeterminable.

i) Finally, of the 3 cases in which a Scriptural reference considered to be a quotation by
NA28  turned out to be an allusion, 2 exhibit indications that their textual form is
influenced by the LXX.

Based on these results, I tend to the conclusion that it is highly likely that as a rule, the text 
of the OT quotations in Mark goes back to the LXX (in some cases on a revised version).  

The one instance in which the OT quotation does not seem to go back to the LXX (Ps. 22,2 in 
Mark 15,34), is probably best explained by the fact that it comprises words allegedly uttered 
by Jesus, carefully preserved as such in the process of tradition. These are quoted by the 
Markan author unchanged (in Aramaic). The translation of these words offered by the 
evangelist is therefore not an OT quotation in the strict sense470. His Greek translation of 
Jesus’ words possibly reflects dependence on the LXX. 

In those cases, in which I cannot identify any OT version as the source of a quotation, it 
almost always concerns quotations which are unmarked. There is only one exception, the 
quotation of Exodus 20,12 //Deuteronomy 5,16 in Mark 7,10a. In line with the general 
conclusion drawn above, its textual form probably goes back to the LXX. The fact that it 
concerns a short quotation which in the LXX is a straightforward translation of the Hebrew, 
however, does not allow to draw such a conclusion with certainty.  

469 The Scriptural references in Mark 6,34; 13,14 and 14,34. 
470 The Markan author quotes Jesus and not Scripture. 



113 

A final important observation concerns the variation observed when the textual form of the 
Markan OT quotations is compared to that of the passages quoted in the LXX. In 8 cases, the 
text in Mark agrees (nearly) verbatim with that of the LXX471. This means that in 70% of all 
OT quotations in the Second Gospel, the textual form deviates from that of the quoted 
passages in the LXX. This percentage lies between that found for the OT quotations in Paul 
and Matthew (60%) and for those in John (80%) and as such, it is not unusual472. Interesting 
for our purposes is that during the analysis, I repeatedly found indications for two processes 
which may have caused the introduction of the larger part of the observed variation, (i) 
adaptation to the new narrative context, and (ii) quotation of passages from memory (and 
not from written texts). An investigation of the contribution of each of these processes will 
therefore be undertaken in the following chapters in the hope that it will allow me to further 
characterize the Markan author’s quotation technique. 

471 These 8 cases comprise the OT quotations in Mark 7,10a.b; 10,6.7-8; 11,9.17 (Isa. 56,7); 12,10-11.26. 
472 For Paul cf. C.D. STANLEY, Paul and the Language of Scripture (SNTSMS 74; Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1992), 252-264; for Matthew, the percentage given is based on the extensive survey of those OT 
quotations that were considered of Matthean origin according to MENKEN, Matthew’s Bible. For John, cf. 
MENKEN, Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth Gospel. 
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2. Causes of the Variation Observed in the Old Testament

Quotations in Mark  
Quotation from Memory and Adaptation to a New Context 

2.1 Introduction 

In the previous chapter, I identified the Septuagint (LXX) as the likely source of the Old 

Testament (OT) quotations in the Gospel of Mark. I observed that for 70% of the quotations, 

their textual form in Mark exhibits a degree of deviation from the known LXX versions 

resulting in changes of meaning ranging from slight to substantial. In most cases, the 

deviation is slight, i.e., not accompanied by an essential change of the quotation’s meaning. 

In some cases, however, comprising 20% of the quotations, the variation results in a 

considerable alteration of the quotation’s meaning, or – to be more precise – of its semantic 

content. By ‘semantic content’ I refer to the meaning taken on by a word or phrase due to its 

relationship to other elements in the text (its denotative meaning) as well as to its 

circumambient tradition (its connotative meaning which includes the metonymic, associative 

force of a word or phrase due to its functioning within a specific traditional idiom or 

register). Moreover, the observations made in the previous chapter show that verbatim 

reproduction occurs only rarely when the OT is quoted in Mark473. This prompts the question 

of how the established variation came about.  

In this chapter, the question how to explain the observed variation in the text of the Markan 

quotations of OT passages will occupy central stage. I will argue that both the extent and the 

types of variation are tightly linked to processes involved in the reception and transmission 

of Scripture474 by the author of the Gospel. Specifically, I will propose that the author of 

Mark commonly quoted Scripture from memory and that in most cases he did not copy 

Scriptural passages from a written source text. Part of the variation observed in the textual 

form of the Markan quotations when it is compared with the LXX text of the quoted 

passages, is due to the reconstructive character of recall from memory. The reconstructive 

process introduces non-intentional changes in the quoted text which are designated 

‘memory variants’. I will show that ‘memory variants’ comprise about 50% of the variation 

encountered in the text of the Markan quotations of Scripture.  

In addition, when the Markan author incorporates quotations from Scripture in his gospel 

narrative, he was regularly compelled to modify their text for two major reasons. The first is 

that the text of the quotation had to be adapted to the syntax of its new narrative context 

(‘syntactical adaptation’). The second is that the text of a quotation had to be modified in 

such a way that it did not (essentially) interfere with theological or Christological views 

developed in the new narrative context. For the variation introduced in the text of the 

473 Though this is not limited to Mark, cf. chapter 1, final note. 
474 In the context of this chapter, I prefer the term ‘Scripture’ to ‘Old Testament’ or ‘Bible’ because during the 
period under survey, there was not yet a ‘Bible’ in terms of a selection of books making up the biblical canon 
nor a distinction of ‘Old Testament’ and ‘New Testament’. By ‘Scripture’ I mean those texts considered sacred 
and as such holding authority for certain groups of (Jewish) people. 
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Scriptural quotations which harmonizes them with views and argumentation expounded in 

the narrative context, I will propose the term context-based modification. 

As I will show, ‘memory variants’ and both types of ‘contextual variation’ (syntactical 

adaptation and context-based modification) make up almost all of the variety observed in 

the textual form of the Markan quotations of Scripture. Variety in the text of the quoted LXX 

passages does play a role in a limited number of cases, but as I will show, its role is not as 

encompassing as some scholars have suggested.  

Before introducing the various types of variety and their origins, building mainly on the work 

of David Carr, and describing the variety encountered in the Markan quotations from 

Scripture, I shall first present a description of the communicative environment in which 

cultural texts such as Scripture, but also memories of Jesus, were transmitted. This 

description is based on several recent studies of the interactions of oral and written media in 

the Graeco-Roman and Near Eastern world, and of the functioning of memory at their 

interface475. In my overview, the focus shall be on the importance of oral delivery and the 

role and skills of scribes in a society of limited literacy (section 2), on the involvement of 

memory in both oral performance and writing of texts making up a cultural heritage (section 

3), on the transmission of Scripture from the Hellenistic period onwards (section 4), and on 

the form of the Scriptural text, and the availability and accessibility of written texts of 

Scripture (section 5). 

Following the description of the different types of variation introduced in the process of 

transmission of Scripture (section 6) and of their occurrence in the Markan quotations from 

Scripture (section 7), I will present a selection of Scriptural quotations in Mark exhibiting 

context-based modification. In the subsequent chapters, I intend to show for each of the 

selected quotations, that variation of this type was introduced under the influence of the 

narrative context. I will conclude this chapter by sharing some thoughts about the author of 

Mark as a tradent of the early Jesus tradition (section 8). 

2.2 The predominance of oral delivery and the role of scribes in a society marked by a low 

level of literacy 

Several scholars report estimates of the literacy rate in the Graeco-Roman world of the first 

century CE. Depending on geographical location, social class, and gender, literacy rates vary 

from somewhat under 15% in Italian cities to 5% among males in the western provinces of 

the Roman Empire and 3% among Jews in the land of Israel476. These rates are probably not 

 
475 Studies on which the present description is dependent to a considerable extent are: D.M. CARR, Writing on 
the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), C. HEZSER, 
Jewish Literacy in Roman Palestine (TSAJ 81; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), M.S. JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth. 
Writing and Oral Tradition in Palestinian Judaism 200 BCE – 400 CE (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), and 
S. HUEBENTHAL, Das Markusevangelium als kollektives Gedächtnis (FRLANT 253; Göttingen – Bristol: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014). 
476 R.A. HORSLEY WITH J.A. DRAPER, Whoever Hears You Hears Me. Prophets, Performance, and Tradition in Q 
(Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press, 1999), 125-126; W.T. SHINER, Proclaiming the Gospel. First-Century Performance of 
Mark (Harrisburg – London – New York: Trinity Press, 2003), 11-12; Y.-M. PARK, Mark’s Memory Resources and 
the Controversy Stories (Mark 2:1 – 3:6). An Application of the Frame Theory of Cognitive Science to the Markan 
Oral-Aural Narrative (LBS 2; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2010), 60-61. These authors’ analyses are based primarily on 
the works of W.V. HARRIS, Ancient Literacy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989) and M. BAR-ILAN, 
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very accurate, and to be compared with caution, as opinions vary as to what ‘literacy’ 

actually involves477. I define ‘literacy’ in the context of this study as the availability of skills to 

read a written text and to compose and write down a text of some sophistication like, e.g., a 

gospel478. This type of literacy is obviously different from that required when a merchant 

keeps track of his stocks by means of a written table or when a standard contract is 

repeatedly used to register the lease of pieces of land. Yet other levels of literacy are 

involved in making calculations on a wax tablet, the writing of a personal letter or writing 

one’s name and the letters in the alphabet. Whereas the merchant may be perfectly able to 

read the names of the products written on his list of stocks, he may not be able to read a 

poem or write a personal letter. In addition, writing was used by government officials to 

record important decisions and laws, by chroniclers to capture histories, and by individuals 

to produce poetry, theatre plays, novels but also inscriptions and graffiti479. In all these 

cases, different levels of literacy are required. Therefore, it has been suggested that it is 

better to speak of ‘literacies’ depending on the particular context and application480. For our 

purposes, ‘literacy’ involves the capacity to read and/or compose and write such traditional 

texts as Scripture or the Gospels. However widespread the use of written texts in the 

Graeco-Roman world of the first century CE, literacy of this type (first and foremost the 

ability to read written literary texts) was very low481. As a result, the large majority of people 

were entirely dependent on oral communication as far as access to written texts, such as the 

Gospels and the books of Scripture was concerned482. 

“Illiteracy in the Land of Israel in the First Centuries C.E.”, in: S. FISHBANE, S. SCHOENFELD AND A. GOLDSCHLÄGER (EDS), 
Essays in the Social Scientific Study of Judaism and Jewish Society (vol. 2; Hoboken, NY: Ktav, 1992), 46-61. A 
recent study of the situation in Roman-occupied Palestine is found in HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 34-36. Although 
Hezser maintains that the exact literacy rate amongst ancient Jews cannot be determined, she basically 
confirms Bar-Ilan’s view. 
477 Cf. HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 19-15, 473, 496. Different conceptions of the term ‘literacy’ have occasioned 
rather different pictures of the media situation in the first century CE. A telling example of such divergent 
reconstructions is found in three articles by Larry Hurtado and Kelly Iverson: L.W. HURTADO, “Oral Fixation and 
New Testament Studies? ‘Orality’, ‘Performance’ and Reading Texts”, NTS 60 (2014), 321-340; K.R. IVERSON, 
“Oral Fixation or Oral Corrective? A Response to Larry Hurtado”, NTS 62 (2016), 183-200, and L.W. HURTADO, 
“Correcting Iverson’s ‘Correction’”, NTS 62 (2016), 201-206. 
478 Although I assume the ability of writing down such a text, the emphasis here lies on reading and, as we will 
see shortly, memorizing texts and, in addition, on composing new ones. Often, writing down a composition was 
achieved by a process of recitation of the text by the composer which was then written down by a 
(professional/specialized) scribe. 
479 P.J. ACHTEMEIER, “ONME VERBUM SONAT: The New Testament and The Oral Environment of Late Western 
Antiquity”, JBL 109 (1990), 3-27: 11. HURTADO, “Oral Fixation”, 330-334, points to the fact that literacy in the 
Roman period was higher than it was before and after, and even increased during this era, and that reading 
and writing in several aspects of everyday life involved a wider segment of the population (especially the 
middle class). This, however, does not change the general conclusion that few people were able to read or 
write literary texts of some sophistication and that their access to these texts therefore depended on oral 
delivery and aural reception. 
480 See, e.g., J. COLLINS, “Literacy and Literacies”, Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 24 (1995), 75-93. 
481 See also the concluding chapter in HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 496-504, for the situation in the land of Israel in 
the first-century CE. 
482 HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 473. R. RODRÍGUEZ, “Reading and Hearing in Ancient Contexts”, JSNT 32 (2009), 151-
178: 159, rightly points out that access to written information rather than rates of literacy should be at the 
centre of attention. 
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Therefore, the composition of texts intended to be delivered before an audience of hearers 

was oral in conception483. This includes the use of all possible aspects of the spoken medium 

to satisfy the requirements of successful communication both on the part of the audience 

and on that of the performer, the person delivering the text orally484. This relates to both the 

use of nonverbal techniques (chiefly: voice and gesture485) to support the oral proclamation 

of a text as well as that of techniques which facilitate the memorization of the text by the 

performer who generally recalls it from memory, and the keeping track of what has been 

told by the audience who have no recourse to a written text486. The non-verbal aspects of 

oral composition mentioned were not found in the written text but added by the 

performer487. For this, the performer relied on what he/she had seen when attending 

previous performances by other performers and on his/her own interpretation of the work. 

Scribes as skilled writers and readers in a wide variety of applications 

Competent reading and writing of texts of some sophistication as understood throughout 

this study, was the work of specialists. Whereas in Graeco-Roman society, people of all social 

classes had access to primary education where they were taught the basics of reading and 

writing (the latter involving merely the copying of short texts)488, progress to secondary and 

post-secondary levels was required to obtain the skills to become a scribe, a competent 

reader and writer. This involved extensive training over a long period of time under the 

guidance of a grammaticus489 and subsequent instruction in rhetoric for those who wished 

to become professional orators. To reach this (secondary) level of education and skill in the 

school of a grammarian, however, was limited in general to members of the elite490, and this 

pertained even more to obtaining tertiary level education in rhetoric.  

 
483 A. KIRK, Q in Matthew. Ancient Media, Memory, and Early Scribal Transmission of the Jesus Tradition (LNTS 
654; London – New York: Bloomsbury, 2016), 102-107. In using the designation ‘oral in conception’, I follow E. J. 
BAKKER, “How Oral is Oral Composition?”, in: E. A. MACKAY (ED.), Signs of Orality. The Oral Tradition and Its 
Influence in the Greek and Roman World (Mnemosyne Sup. 188; Leiden – Boston – Köln: Brill, 1999), 29-47: 30. 
484 Cf. JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 18. 
485 SHINER, Proclaiming the Gospel, 79ff; G. VAN OYEN, “Actio according to Quintilian (Institutio oratoria 11.3) and 
the Performance of the Gospel of Mark”, in: R.M. CALHOUN, D.P. MOESSNER AND T. NICKLAS (EDS), Modern and 
Ancient Literary Criticism of the Gospels. Continuing the Debate on Gospel Genre(s) (WUNT; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, forthcoming), 335-356. 
486 The latter essentially involves repetition and anticipation; cf. W.H. KELBER, The Oral and the Written Gospel. 
The Hermeneutic of Speaking and Writing in the Synoptic Tradition, Mark, Paul, and Q (Philadelphia: Fortress, 
1983), 67; J. DEWEY, “Mark as Interwoven Tapestry: Forecasts and Echoes for a Listening Audience”, CBQ 53 
(1991), 221-236, esp. 224-225, and IDEM., “Oral Methods of Structuring Narrative in Mark”, Int. 53 (1989), 32-
44, esp. 33; ACHTEMEIER, “ONME VERBUM SONAT”, 20-25. 
487 Sometimes in the form of signs or short notes added to the text on a scroll that was used to prepare for oral 
delivery. 
488 R. CRIBIORE, Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek Education in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 2001), 131, points out that only few eventually reached this most basic level of education. 
489 Cf. HURTADO, “Oral Fixation”, 327-329. See also M.A. BEAVIS, Mark’s Audience. The Literary and Social Setting 
of Mark 4.11-12 (JSNTSup 33; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic press, 1989), 20-25. 
490 H.I. MARROU, A History of Education in Antiquity (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1956), 274, and more 
extensively, sections 3 and 4, below. 
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This state of affairs was mirrored by the fact that scribes having attained different levels of 

education491 were active, by profession or otherwise, in different areas requiring various 

competencies in reading and writing. The term ‘scribe’ therefore, covered the whole gamut 

of skilled individuals active as copyists, scribal officials, administrative scribes, private 

secretaries, and authors of literary works492. Sometimes, scribes combined activities, writing 

contracts and copying literary texts, or taking down dictated letters and producing copies of 

books in commission493.  

In the Graeco-Roman world, the profession of copyist, administrative scribe, and scribal 

official was routinely practiced by slaves or freedman and attributed a low status. In Near 

Eastern cultures, by contrast, scribes were found among the elite active in royal and temple 

administration. In the case of Jewish scribes in the land of Israel, they were active especially 

in the service of the Roman or Herodian government, in the law court, in the Jerusalem 

temple, in many synagogues or in communities consisting of dissident contesters of the 

ruling priestly circles, e.g., at Qumran494. Members of the scribal elite in Near Eastern 

cultures were regarded as sages, bearers of venerated cultural traditions who employed 

their scribal skills to serve their role as transmitters of key cultural texts. As such, their 

relationship to the texts they transmitted, which involved copying, editing, memorizing, 

reading out and reciting, was different from that of their Graeco-Roman scribal colleagues. 

They embodied these cultural texts in such a way that transmitting them was never passing 

them on mechanically, but always involved activating them, i.e., making them accessible and 

understandable to their audiences495. Therefore, Near Eastern scribes, among them Jewish 

scribes involved in the transmission of Scripture, are both tradents and authors. Neither of 

the two designations covers their role, which Alan Kirk resolves by referring to them using 

Fishbane’s terminology as ‘scribal tradents’, a designation which he also applies to the 

Evangelists496. Importantly, scribal tradents are not the authors of the tradition which they 

pass on, but in the course of activating it before an audience they do modify it to ensure that 

it is properly and optimally received. They become the tradition’s carriers by internalizing it 

through extensive memorization and recitation. In other words, they learn the cultural texts 

in the course of their education. This education was part of a process of enculturation497 of a 

new, male generation of the ruling class aimed at preparing them for their future tasks. To 

the description of the major characteristics of this system of education-enculturation I shall 

491 Different types of scribes were distinguished by means of designations such as libraries, scriptor, notarius, 
and Grammaticus. Cf. also KIRK, Q in Matthew, 60 with additional references. 
492 Cf. KIRK, Q in Matthew, 60-73; K. HAINES-EITZEN, Guardians of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the Transmitters of 
Early Christian Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 22-35. 
493 For additional examples, see HAINES-EITZEN, Guardians of Letters, 32-34. 
494 So e.g., JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 15, 22. 
495 So also KIRK, Q in Matthew, 66, 110-111. In his particular way of treating texts, the Near Eastern scribe 
resembled the Graeco-Roman elite scholar who was a member of elite reading communities; cf. e.g., W.A. 
JOHNSON, Readers and Reading Culture in the High Roman Empire: A Study of Elite Communities (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2010). 
496 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 40-42. 
497 By ‘enculturation’ I mean, following Carr, the introduction into and the becoming acquainted with the 
cultural institutions playing a central role in the reinforcement, unfolding and further inscribing of textual 
traditions in the hearts and minds of members of a certain group; cf. CARR, Writing, 12. 
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now turn. In the final section of this chapter, I shall return to the issue of the evangelist as 

tradent and focus on the Markan author’s contribution in this capacity. 

2.3 The central role of memory as the locus of storage of culturally valued texts and the 

indispensability of writing for their verbatim recall 

As I have pointed out in the previous section, the practice of writing was well-known and 

widespread in the Graeco-Roman world of the first century CE. Yet, writing hardly ever 

functioned on its own but interacted in many intricate ways with oral modes of 

communication. Therefore, the media situation of the first century CE is more accurately 

designated as oral-written, in opposition to proposals in which orality and literacy were 

regarded as separate and even mutually exclusive communicative mentalities (the so-called 

“Great Divide”498) or as two extreme poles of a continuum. If we restrict ourselves to the 

transmission of traditional texts, the interrelatedness of writing and orality is found in 

different cultures and at different times in history. These include traditions from ancient 

Mesopotamia and Egypt, ancient and Hellenistic Greece and Israel, medieval Europe, and 

African, Pacific and South Slavic traditions of a more recent date499. In all these cases, the 

transmission of textual traditions (routinely designated as ‘oral tradition’) is described as 

involving a complex interaction and overlap of oral and written media. 

Recent studies which focus on the interfaces of oral and written media have highlighted the 

central role of the memory500. It is the memory in which written, cultural texts are stored 

and subsequently retrieved from for oral recitation or performance. It is the memory in 

which texts are searched for specific passages to be quoted and from which texts are written 

down on papyrus, parchment or wax tablets. It is the memory in which the first stages of 

composition of a new work take place501. Memory holds a central position in the movement 

from oral to written forms and vice versa which characterizes the transmission and 

production of cultural texts. In ancient literary praxis “memory played the major operational 

 
498 The term is from Ruth Finnegan (cf. “Literacy vs. Non-Literacy: The Great Divide?”, in: R. HORTON – R. 
FINNEGAN [EDS], Modes of Thought: Essays on Thinking in Western and Non-Western Societies [London: Faber 
and Faber, 1973], 112-144). 
499 Overviews with references can be found in J.M. FOLEY, The Singer of Tales in Performance (Bloomington – 
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1995), 66-78, R. FINNEGAN, Literacy and Orality. Studies in the Technology 
of Communication (Oxford – New York: Blackwell, 1988), and CARR, Writing. 
500 To name but a few: JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth; CARR, Writing; KIRK, Q in Matthew; J.P. SMALL, Wax Tablets of 
the Mind. Cognitive studies of memory and literacy in classical antiquity (London – New York: Routledge, 1997), 
esp. 81-137; A. KIRK AND T. THATCHER (EDS), Memory, Tradition, and Text. Uses of the Past in Early Christianity 
(Semeia Studies 52; Atlanta, GA: SBL Press, 2005), W.H. KELBER, Imprints, Voiceprints, and Footprints of Memory: 
Collected Essays of Werner H. Kelber (Atlanta: SBL, 2013); C. KEITH, “Social Memory Theory and Gospels 
Research: The First Decade (Part One)”, EC 6 (2015), 354-376; IDEM, “Social Memory Theory and Gospels 
Research: The First Decade (Part Two)”, EC 6 (2015), 517-542, and J. ASSMANN, Das kulturelle Gedächtnis. Schrift, 
Erinnerung und politische Indentität in frühen Hochkulturen (München: Beck, 1992). It was Birger Gerhardsson 
who almost 60 years ago already pointed out the importance of memory in the transmission of both rabbinic 
and early Christian tradition in his seminal work Memory and Manuscript. Oral Tradition and Written 
Transmission in rabbinic Judaism and early Christianity (Uppsala: Gleerup, 1961; reprint: Lund – Copenhagen: 
Gleerup – Munksgaard, 1964). 
501 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 143-144. 
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role”502. It is therefore best to describe the media situation in which the transmission of 

cultural texts took place as ‘oral-memorial-written’. 

As David Carr has illustrated, the major objective of the educational processes of the elite in 

Mesopotamia, Egypt, ancient Greece, and Israel was the cognitive mastery of key cultural 

traditions, their oral performance in specific contexts, and their preservation from one 

generation to the next. The latter was achieved by passing them on from one mind to the 

next, from master to pupil, and not by handing down manuscripts containing the written 

text of these traditions. Education of a new generation of elite leaders (including kings, 

priests, scribes, and other royal and temple officials503) aimed at memorization and 

recitation of a selected set of textual traditions (a curriculum) by intense (daily) repetition. 

As a result, the tradition was not only incorporated in the memory, but permeated the 

student at an existential level, assimilating him or her to a cultural identity. The efforts to 

memorize the key traditional texts – referred to as kulturelle Texte by Jan Assmann504 – were 

supported by writing.  The written texts were repeatedly read aloud and by this means they 

were absorbed cognitively. As Carr puts it, the texts were “written on the tablet of the 

heart”. The availability of written forms of the cultural texts made it possible to verify the 

degree to which memorization and verbatim recall were successful. Moreover, the ingestion 

of cultural texts provided the student scribe with a stock of linguistic devices – formulae, 

templates and motifs – with which new works could be composed that became part of the 

scribal tradition505. 

The major indication for the emphasis on learning the key traditions by heart is found in the 

textual tradition as it is still at our disposal. Comparison of different versions of a text reveal 

the presence of a specific type of variation which is characteristic of a transmission process 

to which memorization and oral delivery are central. The types of variation include the use 

of synonyms, different prepositions, addition or omission of words, inversion of phrases, 

clauses or larger units of text, and different inflection of verbs or substantives. In all of these 

cases, the variation is unintentional and both variant readings are ‘good variants’ in the 

sense that they are both intelligible. Similar types of variation are also encountered when 

traditional texts are quoted (from memory) in other works. In section 2.6 below, I shall 

discuss the different types of variation in more detail. In addition, the texts exhibit the 

compositional features known to support memorization such as the use of parallelism and 

502 A. KIRK, “Manuscript Tradition as a Tertium Quid. Orality and Memory in Scribal Practices”, in: T. THATCHER 

(ED.), Jesus, the Voice, and the Text. Beyond the Oral and the Written Gospel (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 
2008), 215-234: 218. 
503 For examples of these elite members in the case of Israel; cf. CARR, Writing, 116-122, 134-156, and K. VAN DER 

TOORN, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible (Cambridge, MA – London: Harvard University Press, 

2007), 75-82. Examples include the king (Deut. 17,18-19), scribes (ספרים), who are best understood as high 

ranking royal officials (e.g., 2 Sam. 8,17; 1 Kgs 4,3; 2 Kgs 18,18), sages (criticized in Jer. 8,8-9), and Levites (Deut. 
31,9-13; 2 Chr. 17,9; 34,13). 
504 J. ASSMANN, “Kulturelle Texte im Spannungsfeld von Mündlichkeit und Schriftlichkeit”, in: IDEM, Religion und 
kulturelles Gedächtnis. Zehn Studien (München: Beck, 2000), 124-147: 127. 
505 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 97-99, 143. 
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other poetic devices, formulaic language and specific themes or type scenes506. 

Archaeological finds strengthen these observations by suggesting that performance (and 

probably also memorization) was supported by the use of music. 

It is obvious that the emphasis on memorization and recitation fits well in a context in which 

access to the key cultural texts of a society or group is dependent on oral delivery because 

the majority of people are unable to read. It also means that only a very small part of the 

populace reached the ideal of cognitive mastery of the major traditions, that a larger group 

had knowledge of part of the traditional heritage and that the majority of the people 

became familiar with it only through performances at specific occasions. In addition, the 

centrality of memorization and recitation is probably linked to the often-noted fact that in 

antiquity, the living voice performing a text was more highly valued than the written 

word507. This does not mean, however, that the written text was not valued. On the 

contrary, it enjoyed an iconic, numinous, sacred status, the material form expressing the 

text’s authority and power508 which was strengthened by the use of archaic language509, 

material presentation, its use in cultic contexts in which its text was performed and by its 

storage at (semi)divine locations. Yet, the fact that access to the texts relied on tradents 

carrying the (sacred) texts in their memories and being able to recite them accurately by 

heart, meant that their oral-performative competence was of overriding importance510. So, 

“the characteristics of the literary life were the mouth and the ear, and its main textual 

reservoir was the memory”511.  

Additional evidence for the central position of memorization and recall is presented by the 

written artefacts from the tradition itself. Their layout (with minimal reader’s aids) suggests 

that they were not designed to be read at first sight but used as reference text or aide-

memoire by readers who were already familiar with the text they contained. I shall discuss 

this aspect in more detail in section 2.5.3. 

Carr’s study convincingly shows that the practice of memorization and recall from memory in 

the different cultural contexts surveyed, was supported by the use of written texts. Until this 

day, it has often been suggested that memorization and verbatim recall (from memory) of 

traditional texts is characteristic of entirely oral cultures. In a series of articles, however, Ian 

Hunter has argued that this is not the case and that verbatim recall of longer stretches of 

 
506 Another compositional feature supporting the memorization of a text involved the construction of segments 
of the text from a fixed number of words or syllables, cf., e.g., M.J.J. MENKEN, Numerical Literary Techniques in 
John: The Fourth Evangelist’s Use of Numbers of Words and Syllables (NovTSup 55; Leiden: Brill, 1985).  
507 Cf. e.g., ACHTEMEIER, “ONME VERBUM SONAT”, 9-10; SHINER, Proclaiming the Gospel, 14-19. 
508 SHINER, Proclaiming the Gospel, 16, 18; R.A. HORSLEY, Scribes, Visionaries, and the Politics of Second Temple 
Judea (Louisville – London: Westminster John Knox, 2007), 102; HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 192, 497-498, and H. 
HEARON, “The Interplay Between Written and Spoken Word in the Second Testament as Background to the 
Emergence of Written Gospels”, Or. Trad. 25 (2010), 57-74: 61-62. The assignment of authority pertained to 
such texts that later became part of the scriptural canon but also to texts that were excluded from that canon. 
It is therefore preferable not to speak of these texts as ‘biblical’ but as ‘authoritative’ or ‘Scriptural’. 
509 Note that, e.g., in the land of Israel, the language of Scripture was Hebrew which was no longer in use as the 
vernacular and had been supplanted by Aramaic. 
510 E.g., JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 16-17; the same applies essentially to oratores in the Graeco-Roman world, 
so e.g., HURTADO, “Oral Fixation”, 325-326. 
511 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 18. 
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text (i.e., longer than 50 words) is only found in contexts in which writing is known and used 

to support memorization and to check for accurate (oral) reproduction512. 

The fact that verbatim recall of longer stretches of text is incorrectly associated with an exclusively oral 

tradition is due to (i) textual bias and (ii) verbatim insensitivity. Textual bias concerns the tendency of literary 

scholars to think of stories, songs etc. as (written or printed) text whereas nonliterates do not. Literary scholars 

assume that a story or a song has a fixed text which is transmitted orally, but that this oral transmission 

resembles that of the transmission of a written text by copying. Hence, variation observed in the text of a song 

or story is explained as deviation from an original text which can be reconstructed. Moreover, the claim of 

story tellers or singers that in each performance they reproduce exactly the same story or song is understood 

from a textual standpoint assuming that ‘the same’ means ‘verbatim’. In a non-literary culture, however, 

‘sameness’ and ‘text’ have a different meaning513.  

Verbatim insensitivity designates the fact that without recourse to mechanical recording devices, one is not 

able to critically judge whether a recitation in fact involves word-for-word recall514. In the absence of a fixed, 

written text, nonliterates are unable to recognise variety on the level of words between successive recitations 

of the same tradition. It is with the introduction of written accounts that such a variety can be determined and 

corrected, and that word-for-word recall of longer stretches of text can be successfully pursued. The latter, 

then, occurs only in communicative environments that can be labelled ‘oral-memorial-written’. But even in 

these, lengthy verbatim recall is rare and in addition to the supportive role of written accounts, it is dependent 

on two other factors: (1) the authority of the memorized texts which function in social contexts in which 

verbatim recall is highly valued; such texts include sacred texts (Scripture), textual scholarship or other types of 

socially valued literature. In the case of Scripture, when the text’s authority gradually increases to the point 

where it becomes ‘sacred Scripture’, its precise wording is fixed and the focus shifts towards exact 

reproduction, often by graphic copying of written texts; (2) the use of highly developed coding systems; these 

consist of mnemonic techniques, such as the use of poetic forms and linkage to music or cantillation and 

several compositional devices such as the use of the acrostic, chiastic patterns and well-known genres with 

their defined order of events and familiar formulas. Yet, an unchanged transmission of traditions in the modern 

sense of 100% verbatim recall was (and is) rare, especially when longer pieces of text are involved. 

In social contexts in which verbatim recall of key traditional texts was pursued by means of 

text-supported memorization, the transmission of such cultural texts was not (yet) achieved 

by writing them down and preserving the manuscripts, but by passing them on by imprinting 

them on the minds of new generations of tradents. In the next section, I shall present an 

outline of the text-supported transmission of Scripture in the land of Israel from the 

Hellenistic period onwards. 

512 I.A.M. HUNTER, “Lengthy Verbatim Recall (LVR) and the Mythical Gift of Tape-Recorder Memory”, in: K.M.J.
LAGERSPETZ AND P. NIEMI (EDS), Psychology in the 1990’s. In honour of Professor Johan von Wright on his 60th 
birthday, March 31, 1984 (Advances in Psychology 18; Amsterdam – New York – Oxford: North-Holland, 1984), 
425-440, and IDEM, “Lengthy Verbatim Recall: The Role of Text”, in: A.E. ELLIS (ED.), Progress in the Psychology of
Language. Volume 1 (London – Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1985), 207-235.
513 HUNTER, “Mythical Gift”, 429-430; IDEM, “Role of Text”, 211-212, 233. Importantly, our modern concept of
verbatim recall seems anachronistic in the context of oral cultures in which ‘unchanged transmission’ was
taken to mean that the semantic content was preserved; cf. D.M. CARR, “Torah on the Heart: Literary Jewish
Textuality Within Its Ancient Near Eastern Context”, Or. Trad. 25 (2010), 17-40: 32.
514 HUNTER, “Role of Text”, 212.
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2.4 Text-supported memorization and recitation of Scripture in the land of Israel from the 

Hellenistic period onwards 

The transmission of Scripture in the case of Israel is basically comparable to that of key 

traditions, also referred to as ‘long duration’ texts by Carr515, from Mesopotamia, Egypt, and 

ancient Greece. From the period of ancient Israel onwards, the primary context in which this 

process was situated is that of education-enculturation of the future elite, though at a 

smaller scale than in the other cultural contexts. The use of writing in the transmission of key 

traditional texts probably started during the Davidic-Solomonic period when city-states 

emerged. From this period until the exile, or perhaps even until the post-exilic period, 

education-enculturation involved royal functionaries who played a major role in teaching, 

reading and transmitting Scriptural texts516. In the post-exilic period, priests – once 

subordinate to the royal palace-temple system – became the main group of teachers and 

tradents517. In what follows, the development of the text-supported education-enculturation 

in Israel from Hellenistic times to the first two centuries CE will be outlined briefly, based on 

the work of Carr518. 

From the third century BCE, the Israelite text-supported education of the elite was centered 

in the Jerusalem temple and focused on priests. Van der Toorn presumes that conflict 

between Zadokite and Levitical priests (הכהנים הלוים) in the Persian period, resulted in a 

distribution of tasks in which the Zadokite priests became responsible for the sacrificial cult 

whereas the Levitical priests became guardians and instructors of the Scriptural tradition519. 

These priestly scribes were educated primarily by their fathers or other relatives well-versed 

in the texts central to the cultural heritage. At the heart of the educational curriculum stood 

the Torah of Moses (cf., e.g., Sir. 24,23-34), but rival priestly circles emphasized the 

importance of several other texts in addition to that Torah, chiefly some pseudepigrapha 

(Enoch, Jubilees, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) expressing divergent theological 

views520.  

One such rival community led by priests seems to have withdrawn itself from Jerusalem and 

settled at Qumran. There, a Scripture-based educational system hitherto unseen in Israel 

515 The term ‘long duration text’ is defined as: “texts – usually viewed in some way as particularly 
archaic/ancient, inspired/holy, and obscure/inaccessible – that are passed from generation to generation, 
transcending whatever their original time-bound contexts might be and being consumed by generation after 
generation.”; cf. CARR, “Torah on the Heart”, 18. 
516 As VAN DER TOORN, Scribal Culture, 84, correctly points out, these royal officials performed part of their duties 
as temple functionaries as religion and state were not two separated entities. 
517 See, for a more extensive description of the development of education and textuality in pre-Hellenistic 
Israel, CARR, Writing, 161-173. 
518 Cf. CARR, Writing, 201-285. 
519 VAN DER TOORN, Scribal Culture, 89-96. Based on the observation that whereas in Deuteronomy, Levites are 
still referred to as ‘Levitical priests’, Chronicles uses the distinction ‘priests and Levites’, and that the New 
Testament and Josephus (Ant. 12.142; the Seleucid Charter by Antiochus III; compare Ant. 11.128, a letter by 
Xerxes, more than 200 years earlier in which the Levites are mentioned together with the scribes of the 
temple!) use the designation ‘priests and scribes’, van der Toorn argues that the scribes mentioned in the NT 
are descendants and successors of the Levites (94). 
520 CARR, Writing, 203-208. 



125 

was developed for their members521. In this system, which aimed at education of all male 

members (both priests and non-priests), priests played a central role as teachers. The texts 

used in the educational curriculum were not limited to the Torah but included also other 

books regarded as Scripture as well as non-Scriptural texts, such as manuals of instruction 

for the community’s life and practice. The texts used in Qumran were mostly copied from 

older manuscripts but also composed anew by community scribes. Several manuscripts 

found at Qumran characterized as student exercises (abcdaries, lists of names, word 

exercises, copies of texts in poor or crude handwriting) as well as the paragraph structure of 

several Torah texts point to an educational system starting with elementary instruction and 

proceeding to mastering more specialized reading and writing skills. Education therefore, 

aimed at preparing members to participate in the oral-memorial-written study and 

recitation sessions led by an experienced priest (cf. CD XIV, 6-8) which held a central place in 

the community’s life and in addition to training of scribes from the community’s ranks522. 

The sessions in which Scriptural texts were recited took place during the night: 

And the many shall diligently spend a third of all the nights of the year, reciting the book 

 in the [ולברך] and offer benedictions ,[ולדרוש משפט] expounding the ruling ,[לקרוא בספר]

community. (1QS 6,6-8) 

The use of the word ‘book’ (ספר) points to the presence of a text in written form in such a 

gathering. Although it remains unclear which book is referred to523, the verb קרא here 

means ‘to recite’ (and not ‘to read’ as it is commonly translated524) and probably denotes 

oral delivery of the text by a skilled priest without actually reading it from a scroll525. The 

‘ruling’ (again we do not know which text is meant here), by contrast, is said to be 

‘expounded’ (דרש). It seems that community rules are being formulated and refined against 

the background and as proper interpretations of the recited text which functions here in a 

normative fashion. The use of the designation ‘book’ probably indicates that the text 

contained in it was attributed a special status or authority. For our purposes, it suffices to 

observe that also in Qumran, authoritative texts were available in written form, but that in 

gatherings of the community, these were orally delivered from memory and audially 

received. The results of the oral exposition of texts were probably compiled, reformulated 

and then written down to be used in successive, new rounds of exposition of community 

521 In similar vein: M. POPOVIĆ, “Reading, Writing, and Memorizing Together: Reading Culture in Ancient Judaism 
and the Dead Sea Scrolls in a Mediterranean Context”, DSD 24 (2017), 447-470, who stresses the similarities of 
the Qumran community with intellectual textual communities of scholarly readers in the Graeco-Roman world. 
522 CARR, Writing, 215-228. 
523 The word ספר may have functioned as a general indication for a book of Scripture or even for authoritative 

books in general; cf. POPOVIĆ, “Reading”, 456-457. 
524 So, correctly, HORSLEY, Scribes, 101. D. BOYARIN, “Placing Reading: Ancient Israel and Medieval Europe”, in: J.
BOYARIN (ED.), The Ethnography of Reading (Berkeley – Los Angeles – Oxford: University of California Press, 

1993), 10-37, observes that in biblical and rabbinic texts, the verb קרא always indicates a speech act, usually in 

the sense of ‘reading out to someone’ (12). In addition, the usage of the verb is the same whether or not a 
written text is present (13). Finally, ‘reading a text’ also refers to someone who has merely heard the text being 
recited (14). 
525 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 37; HORSLEY, Scribes, 103-104. 
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rules and manuals526. The findings from Qumran also point to the fact that in every 

community preserving texts, their relative authority may be different. This may have 

influenced the degree to which these texts were fluid, i.e., still open to change. I shall return 

to this issue in section 2.6, below. 

The spread of text-supported education outside the temple and including non-priests further 

broadened to become located in early synagogues, especially at Sabbath gatherings. In 

contrast to priestly circles such as those at Qumran, synagogue-based education and 

textuality were not in opposition to the temple and its priests but linked to it. Priests, when 

present, play a central role in this new form of Scripture-based education and the texts used 

are believed to be copies produced by Jerusalem temple priests from exemplars (master 

copies) stored in the temple court or copies made of these by local scribes which were 

subsequently checked against such reference copies527. The production and storage of 

reference copies seems to have originated under the Hasmonean regime. After their coming 

to power, the Hasmoneans promoted the formation of an anti-Hellenistic Jewish identity. 

This development was supported by a system for the education of the new elite in which a 

collection of indigenous Hebrew texts (allegedly) predating the Hellenistic period played a 

central role528. As a result, the text of the Hebrew Scriptures enters a process of stabilization 

reflected in the production of reference copies kept in the Jerusalem temple. In the wake of 

this process of promoting a Hebrew collection of Scripture, referred to as ‘Torah and the 

Prophets’, the text of the Greek translation of the Scriptures is also revised towards that of 

the Hebrew collection.  

From the first century CE onwards, and especially after the destruction of its major center, 

the Jerusalem temple, the text-supported oral-memorial-written system for the education of 

the Jewish elite of the late Second Temple period lived on in the two major contexts in which 

Scriptural texts continued to play a central role: rabbinic Judaism and early Christianity. In 

526 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 37. Jaffee (see page 28-29) notes that when different communities preserve the 
same book which is deemed authoritative, but differ in opinions about its proper interpretation, emphasis 
shifts toward the interpretive tradition. Concomitant with this shift, the difference between the book on the 
one hand (which often is regarded as having a fixed text) and its interpretation that is open to constant change 
and refinement on the other, suddenly comes to the surface. 
527 So E. TOV, “The Text of the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek Bible Used in the Ancient Synagogues”, in: B. OLSSON 

AND M. ZETTERHOLM (EDS), The Ancient Synagogue from Its Origins until 200 C.E. (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 
2003), 237-259: 245-249; A. LANGE, “ ‘They Confirmed the Reading’ (y. Ta`an. 4.68a): The Textual 
Standardization of Jewish Scriptures in the Second Temple Period”, in: A. LANGE, M. WEINGOLD AND J. ZSENGELLÉR 

(EDS), From Qumran to Aleppo: A Discussion with Emanuel Tov about the Textual History of Jewish Scriptures in 
Honor of his 65th Birthday (FRLANT 230; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2009), 29-80: 75-76; According to 
S. SAFRAI, “The Temple”, in: S. SAFRAI AND M. STERN (EDS), in co-operation with D. FLUSSER & W.C. VAN UNNIK, The
Jewish People in the First Century (CRINT I/2; Assen – Amsterdam: Van Gorcum, 1976), 865-907: 905, there was
in the temple a so-called ‘book of the court’, against which copies were checked. Specific information about the
reference copies is, however, not available. Their existence is hinted at in descriptions of the process of
correcting scrolls (cf., e.g., b. Ketub. 106a; y. Ta`an. 4:68a; y. Šheqal. 4:48a), but is mainly inferred from the fact
that manuscripts found in the Judean desert containing Scriptural texts exhibit a high degree of textual identity
with the proto-MT.
528 The new Jewish identity was in fact part of a ‘hybrid’ culture in which the promotion of a corpus of
indigenous traditional texts drew on elements of the Greek literary culture it opposed; cf. CARR, Writing, 253-
272, esp. 269-270.
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rabbinic Judaism, Scripture was soon accompanied by other textual collections as the key 

traditions functioning in educational settings, notably the Mishnah, the Talmuds and the 

Midrashim. 

Several studies of Jewish rabbinic tradition have shown that the view of this tradition as an 

unbroken chain of strictly oral transmission from master to disciple, is not in keeping with 

the historical situation. This view of a strictly oral Torah is an ideological one, developed 

from the third century CE onwards, and projected back in time. Comparing parallel texts 

from the Mishnah and the Toseftah, Martin Jaffee and Elisabeth Shanks Alexander propose 

that these rabbinic compilations drew on a shared oral-performative tradition which was 

further developed in different ways resulting in the two collections of which we possess a 

particular written version529.  Both authors present evidence for their claim that written 

texts played a supportive role in this oral-performative tradition. Written texts formed the 

basis for a ‘scripted performance’: “The script is produced with the assumption that its 

meanings will be activated primarily in performance before an audience”530. Oral rabbinic 

tradition thus entailed “a continuous circuit of oral performance and written recension – a 

circuit impossible to break artificially into an “oral substratum” and a “written recension” or 

vice versa”531. In other words, preparation for rabbinic teaching sessions involved the 

memorization of texts which was supported by their presence in written form which allowed 

consultation to verify the progress and the faithfulness of the memorization process. The 

memorized texts were then recited during the sessions from which, according to certain 

Amoraic traditions, manuscripts were banned entirely whereas others indicate that the idea 

of an absolute ban on written texts is unlikely to reflect the historical situation532. This 

reciting probably involved to a large degree verbatim recall of the stored text from memory, 

but also creative adaptation keyed towards the particular direction into which the exposition 

of the text went. At some point, the results of the discussions were again committed to 

papyrus scrolls or wax tablets which were then used to prepare for a new round of oral- 

 
529 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth; E. S. ALEXANDER, Transmitting Mishnah. The Shaping Influence of Oral Tradition 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006); IDEM, “The Orality of Rabbinic Writing”, in: C.E. FONROBERT AND 

M.S. JAFFEE (EDS), The Cambridge Companion to the Talmud and Rabbinic Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2007), 38-57. 
530 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 101. 
531 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 101. 
532 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 126-127. A prohibition of the use of written texts in the oral-performative 
teaching sessions is found in b. Giṭ. 60b. Other evidence suggests that written texts were sometimes consulted 
to check earlier statements or rulings, cf. e.g., t. Ma`aś. 2:3. The practice of using notebooks is mentioned in 
e.g. b. Menaḥ. 70a and b. Šhabb. 156a. 
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performative exposition533. A similar circulatory practice is also proposed for early Midrashic 

tradition by Steven Fraade534. 

Rabbinic oral tradition then involves a complex interaction of oral and written media and 

conceptions like that described for earlier periods of Israelite education-enculturation of 

future elites. On the one hand, “written texts enjoyed an essentially oral cultural life, subject 

to all the vagaries of oral transmission as they were memorized and transmitted in face-to-

face performance”535. On the other hand, the outcome of these performances was 

preserved in written documents, which were partly shaped by means of literary techniques 

(including copying and editing). An important insight of these recent studies is that rabbinic 

writings such as the Mishnah are no longer viewed as the product of a purely oral tradition 

which underwent the transfer from the oral to the written medium only at the time of its 

promulgation. Written forms of texts have played their part since the earliest stages of 

rabbinic (oral) tradition.  

In early Christianity, the authority of Scripture as carrier of sanctity weakened as holiness 

was considered to reside primarily in the risen Jesus and in his teaching, which became the 

content of new, authoritative traditions. Therefore, the early Christians’ treatment of the 

Scriptural text (notably in Greek, and in the service of the proclamation of Jesus as the 

Christ) may be characterized as ‘more free’, i.e., less focused on exact reproduction of the 

text536, though resembling that of their ‘rabbinic counterparts’ in relying heavily on its 

memorized forms.  

Importantly, the presentation of written and spoken words in the NT and the way in which 

these interact seems to fit the picture of an interpenetration of orality and writing and the 

precedence of oral delivery of texts (recalled from memory) in public life. Holly Hearon 

observes that throughout the NT (and especially in Luke-Acts) the presence of written texts 

is referred to or assumed. Yet, the delivery of the words contained in them is predominantly 

oral (i.e., from memory) whether in the form of proclamation, teaching or dispute537. 

Written texts such as the inscription on Jesus’s cross or a letter of divorce (e.g., Mark 10,4), 

but also books of Scripture, are in many cases perceived as symbols endowed with the 

authority of those who issued, authorized or allegedly wrote them (the latter applies, e.g., to 

Moses, David, individual prophets, and to God, who are considered to be the authors of 

certain books of Scripture). The ‘writtenness’ of these texts confers an important sense of 

533 According to GERHARDSSON, Memory and Manuscript, 159-161, written texts of the Mishnah did not exist or, 
if they did, had no official status. He thinks it more likely that rabbinic disciples took private notes to facilitate 
their process of continued memorization. But these notes were deemed illegitimate. In my opinion, it is 
feasible that although the rabbis’ formal position was that production and use of written documents during the 
teaching sessions was illegal, in everyday practice this did occur and was actually allowed. These written texts 
were probably used to support the recall of decisions or formulations from earlier teaching sessions or to 
record the outcome of the current session. When the precise wording of a Mishnah had to be checked, 
however, as the basis for a (halakhic) decision, the decisive authority was not a written text, but the memory of 
the tanna; cf. STRACK AND STEMBERGER, Introduction, 12. 
534 S.D. FRAADE, “Literary Composition and Oral Performance in Early Midrashim”, Or. Trad. 14 (1999), 33-51: 36, 
46. 
535 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 124-125. 
536 CARR, Writing, 279. 
537 HEARON, “Interplay”, 59. 
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stability and authority to their contents. Scripture especially is referred to as ‘written’, yet in 

most cases in which words from Scripture are presented (in quotations, allusions or 

reminiscences), the context is exclusively oral (without the physical presence or consultation 

of a written text)538. In several cases, Jesus assumes that his discussion partners (Pharisees, 

Sadducees, high priests, scribes and elders, and a legal expert) have read certain Scriptural 

passages and that they will be able to access these in their memory (cf. Mark 2,25 par.; 

12,20 par.; 12,26 par.; Matt. 19,4; Luke 10,26).  

As the material carrier of the written Scriptures, Christians almost invariably chose the 

codex539, which was generally used for note-taking and the production of business contracts, 

whereas the rabbis remained faithful to the highly valued (papyrus or leather) scroll. Finally, 

early Christian education became part of the process of incorporation of new members in a 

meal-centered fellowship whereas in rabbinic Judaism, education of a new generation 

remained located in a school-like context. 

2.5 Form, availability, and accessibility of written texts in general and of written texts of 

Scripture in particular 

After the more general outline sketched in the previous sections, I shall now address some 

specific issues concerning the written text of Scripture in the period just before and after the 

turn of the era. These include the form of the Scriptural text (2.5.1), the availability and 

accessibility of Scriptural manuscripts (2.5.2 and 2.5.3, respectively) and the types of 

variation introduced in it during its transmission (section 2.6). 

2.5.1 The form of the Scriptural text at the turn of the era 

An important characteristic of Scripture at the beginning of the era is that its text is not yet 

fixed. It circulated in variant forms that existed side by side. This variety of the Scriptural text 

was due to several factors. First, the text circulated in three languages: Hebrew in which 

most of the Scriptural books were originally composed, Aramaic (parts of the book of Ezra 

and Daniel), and Greek. The Greek text was essentially the result of translation of the 

Hebrew books of Scripture. This translational enterprise probably started during the third 

century BCE, beginning with the books of the Pentateuch. In contrast to the legendary 

picture drawn in the Letter of Aristeas, the translation of the Pentateuch and subsequently 

the other books having authority as Scripture, was not a single coordinated operation, but 

involved the translation of each book separately, by different authors using different 

translation techniques540.  

538 HEARON, “Interplay”, 65, 67; the most notable exceptions are found in Luke 4,16-21 and Acts 8,26-39 where a 
physical written text is present. Yet, both passages report that the written words are being read aloud and thus 
presented as spoken words. Interestingly, the Lukan passage is the only one in the NT in which Jesus is depicted 
as being able to read from Scripture whereas he is usually reported to refer to Scripture without recourse to a 
written text. C. KEITH, Jesus against the Scribal Elite. The Origins of the Conflict (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2014), 
suggests that the Lukan passage fits in a trajectory in which the image of Jesus was transformed from a scribal- 
illiterate carpenter into to a scribal-literate teacher. 
539 Cf. H.Y. GAMBLE, Books and Readers in the Early Church. A History of Early Christian Texts (New Haven – 
London: Yale University Press, 1995), 49. 
540 The different books in their written form were transmitted on separate scrolls, not together in larger 
collections; cf. E. ULRICH, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and 
Related Literature; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans; Leiden – Boston – Köln: Brill, 1999), 89-90. 
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Second, the Hebrew text existed in different versions. In general, three major ‘text types’541 

are distinguished: the Hebrew proto-Masoretic text which developed into what would 

become known as the Masoretic Text (MT), the Hebrew text predating the Samaritan 

Pentateuch, and the Hebrew text that served as the Vorlage for the Greek translation, 

designated the Septuagint or the Old Greek. As Talmon has pointed out, there were 

probably more Hebrew text types, but these have been lost whereas the three types listed 

survived542.  

Third, within each of the Hebrew text types, additional variety was introduced by means of 

three processes: (i) the production of different literary editions or recensions. This involved 

the deliberate, creative activity of scribes who modified the text of episodes, larger narrative 

units, or entire books in view of the present needs or insights of certain communities. These 

needs or insights pertained to theological or religious-political views (e.g., as discussed in the 

previous section for the promotion of an anti-Hellenistic, indigenous Hebrew corpus of texts 

by the Hasmoneans) and/or to linguistic preferences. The different editions or recensions 

circulated side by side and were authoritative for different groups; (ii) deliberate changes of 

individual words, phrases or sentences (but not part of a larger revisional activity) and (iii) 

unintentional changes introduced during the process of transmission543. Taken together, all 

of this means that there never existed one Hebrew Vorlage for the Greek translations544 and 

that the variety in the Hebrew text was transferred to the Greek translations from the 

outset.  

Fourth, the same processes mentioned for the Hebrew text, also took place at the level of 

the Greek text. So, small and large-scale revision took place at the level of episodes, 

narrative units and entire books. Well-known among these are the recensions labelled 

‘(proto-)Theodotion’, kaige, Aquila and Symmachus. All of these were Jewish enterprises and 

seem to have been aimed at bringing the text of the Greek translation, the Old Greek, closer 

to a preferred Hebrew text type, the proto-Masoretic Text545. Interestingly, the ‘(proto-

)Theodotion’ and kaige recensions are dated to the first century BCE or to the turn of the 

era, so that the textual variants that resulted from them were circulating at the time the NT 

authors composed their texts.  

All observations taken together provide us with a picture of the books of Scripture (which 

are not essentially the same as the books that were later to comprise the canon of the 

541 The term ‘text type’ is disputed by some scholars; cf., e.g., E. TOV, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible 
(Minneapolis – Assen: Fortress – van Gorcum, 22001), 21. 
542 S. TALMON, “The Textual Study of the Bible – A New Outlook”, in: F.M. CROSS AND S. TALMON (EDS), Qumran and 
the History of the Biblical Text (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975), 321-400: 322 (reprinted in: S. 
TALMON, Text and Canon of the Hebrew Bible. Collected Studies [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2010], 19-84). 
543 These variants will be discussed extensively in section 2.6. According to ULRICH, Dead Sea Scrolls, 104, 108, 
the individual changes mentioned under (ii) and (iii) within one text type also influenced other text types in an 
ad hoc fashion. 
544 ULRICH, Dead Sea Scrolls, 101-102. 
545 As indicated in the previous section, the preference for this text-type is linked to the promotion of a Jewish 
identity by the Hasmoneans, see also S. KREUZER, “From “Old Greek” to the Recensions: Who and What Caused 
the Change of the Hebrew Reference Text of the Septuagint?”, in: W. KRAUS AND R.G. WOODEN (EDS), Septuagint 
Research. Issues and Challenges in the Study of the Greek Jewish Scriptures (Septuagint Research 53; Atlanta: 
SBL, 2006), 225-237. 
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Hebrew and Christian Bible546) as circulating side by side in several editions or revisions in 

Hebrew and Greek into which, in addition, textual variants were introduced. In fact, the 

findings at Qumran confirm this picture as not only Hebrew texts of Scripture were found 

there, belonging to different types (proto-MT, proto-Samaritan and Hebrew Vorlagen of 

different Greek translations), but also 8 manuscripts containing Scriptural texts in Greek547. 

As the scrolls found at Qumran were written by many different professional scribes, it seems 

that at least some of them were brought to Qumran from outside548. The variety among the 

texts therefore seems not limited to the unique case of Qumran but may mirror more 

generally the situation in the land of Israel around the turn of the era549. So, it seems that in 

first century Judea and probably also in the regions surrounding it, a variety of Scriptural 

texts which differed in many details was circulating. As there was not yet a standardized 

Scriptural text (although stabilization of one Hebrew textual tradition had been set in 

motion), all of these texts held authority, at least to certain groups550. 

2.5.2 Availability of written texts of Scripture in the first century CE 

The presence of scrolls of Scripture in Jewish communities outside priestly-scribal centres is 

generally restricted to the synagogue. A wide consensus among scholars views the reading 

of the Torah on the Sabbath as the central practice characteristic of the synagogue551. 

Excavations during the last 50-60 years have recovered the remains of buildings that may 

probably be identified as first-century synagogues located in or close to the land of Israel, 

both in fortified centres, towns and villages (Jericho, Masada, Herodium, Gamla, Qiryat 

Sepher, Modi’in, Capernaum, Khirbet Qana, Migdal (I), Et-Tuwani, Zippori and Naḥal Tabor 

[Tell Rechesh]552). The reconstructions of these buildings share a single plan and some 

546 Cf. R.T. MCLAY, The Use of the Septuagint in New Testament Research (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003), 
30, who points out that as a consequence citing Scripture may involve non-biblical books. 
547 Apart from the 8 manuscripts found at Qumran, one Scriptural manuscript in Greek was discovered at Naḥal 
Ḥever; cf. E. TOV, “The Nature of the Greek Texts found in the Judean Desert”, NovT 43 (2001), 1-11. 
548 So also E. TOV, “Some Thoughts about the Diffusion of Biblical Manuscripts in Antiquity”, in: IDEM, Textual 
Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, Septuagint. Volume 3: Collected Essays (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 60-81: 62. 
According to Tov’s calculations, at least one third of the scrolls found at Qumran were produced by community 
members (63). 
549 Cf. E. TOV, “The Orthography and Language of the Hebrew Scrolls Found at Qumran and the Origin of these 
Scrolls”, Textus 13 (1986), 31-57: 47. 
550 MCLAY, Use, 119-120. For the Hebrew text of Scripture, the process of standardization seems to have started 
at the beginning of the second century CE, following the Bar Kochba revolt (132-135 C.E.) when the MT is 
uniformly accepted; cf. ULRICH, Dead Sea Scrolls, 212, and TOV, Textual Criticism, 187, 194-195, who points out 
that the standardization of the Hebrew text relates only to the MT due to the fact that it was fostered by the 
only group within Judaism that had survived the uprisings against the Romans. For the Greek text, 
standardization started in the fourth or fifth century CE. 
551 See e.g., L.I. LEVINE, “The Nature and Origin of the Palestinian Synagogue”, JBL 115 (1996), 425-448: 438; L.H.
SCHIFFMAN, “The Early History of Public Reading of the Torah”, in: S. FINE (ED.), Jews, Christians, and Polytheists in 
the Ancient Synagogue (New York: Routledge, 1999), 44-56: 54; C. CLAUSSEN, Versammlung, Gemeinde, 
Synagoge: Das hellenistisch-jüdische Umfeld der früh-christlichen Gemeinde (SUNT 27: Göttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 2002), 213; A. RUNESSON, The Origins of the Synagogue. A Socio-Historical Study (CB NTS 37; 
Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 2001), 191-192, and IDEM, “Persian Imperial Politics, the Beginnings of Public 
Torah Readings, and the Origins of the Synagogue”, in: B. OLSSON AND M. ZETTERHOLM (EDS), The Ancient 
Synagogue From Its Origins until 200 C.E. (CB NTS 39; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 2003), 63-89. 
552 These recent developments were brought to my attention by Dr Eric Ottenheijm (Utrecht University). For a 
description of the excavated sites, see S.K. CATTO, Reconstructing the First-Century Synagogue. A Critical 
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characteristic items (3 or 4 rows of benches, sometimes ascending in two or three levels, 

located against the walls surrounding a central space which is lined by columns, a decorated 

lintel, the presence of a natural water source or a miqweh) which would suggest that they 

were built by means of a common template553. The fact that this basic template is not very 

specific and rather close to that of certain houses or other public buildings has complicated 

the identification of these structures as first-century synagogues554. Synagogues found in the 

Diaspora reveal a different type of architecture which resembles that of local temples and 

buildings in which voluntary associations gathered555. Yet, it seems that we may assume that 

in many towns and villages in the land of Israel of the first century CE synagogues existed 

and that the same was the case for the Diaspora if a city or town harboured a Jewish 

population556. The earliest synagogues were public buildings in which other activities took 

place beside the reading of the Torah557. In addition to these, semi-public synagogues 

developed which were more specifically designed for reading and study of the Torah. The 

latters’ organizational form seems to have been influenced by that of the Hellenistic 

voluntary association558. Moreover, the semi-public synagogue was originally housed in a 

private building, only later to take on a more public architecture559. 

For our purposes, the importance of the widespread presence of synagogues, both in the 

land of Israel and in the Diaspora, is that these were the places where the texts contained in 

scrolls of Scripture were recited and their contents expounded in a public, educational 

setting. Moreover, it may be expected that the scrolls were also stored in the synagogue 

building. Interestingly, in three first-century synagogues (Jericho, Gamla and Masada) a so-

called niche was found, a recess in the interior wall into which the ark containing the scrolls 

would be placed560. The scrolls, of precious quality because of the material from which they 

were made (papyrus or parchment) and because specialized scribes were hired to produce 

or copy them, were public property and treated with care.  

In the land of Israel, Scriptural scrolls were written in either Hebrew or Greek. In areas where 

the population’s language was Aramaic, Scripture was recited in Hebrew and then translated 

into Aramaic (by a meturgeman), because Hebrew had become a more symbolic language 

Analysis of Current Research (LNTS 363; London – New York: T&T Clark, 2007), 49-105, esp. 82-103; A. 
RUNESSON, D.D. BINDER AND B. OLSSON, The Ancient Synagogue from its Origins to 200 C.E. A Source Book (AGAJU 
72; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2008) and R. HACHLILI, Ancient Synagogues – Archaeology and Art: New Discoveries 
and Current Research (Handbook of Oriental Studies – Handbuch der Orientalistik 105; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 
2013), especially 23-54. Synagogues have possibly also been identified in Horvat `Etri, Chorazin, Qumran, 
Horvat Burnat and Migdal (II). 
553 J.F. STRANGE, “Archaeology and Ancient Synagogues up to about 200 C.E.”, in: OLSSON AND ZETTERHOLM, Ancient 
Synagogue, 37-62: 39-46. 
554 Cf. RUNESSON, Origins, 189-190. 
555 For the latter, cf. P. RICHARDSON, “An Architectural Case for Synagogues as Associations”, in: OLSSON AND 

ZETTERHOLM, Ancient Synagogue, 90-117. 
556 In some communities in which the means to build a synagogue were not available, one gathered in a 
domestic setting or even in the open; cf. CATTO, Reconstructing, 104-105. 
557 Cf. L.I. LEVINE, “The First-Century Synagogue: New Perspectives”, STK 77 (2001), 22-30: 29. 
558 So RUNESSON, “Persian Imperial Politics”, 80-84. 
559 Cf. RUNESSON, Origins, 377. Churches underwent a similar development from being located in houses 

(mirrored by the designation οἰκός, οἰκία in the NT) to becoming more specifically recognizable buildings. 
560 HACHLILI, Ancient Synagogues, 44. 
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with its use restricted to temple and synagogue561. In the larger cities and near the borders, 

Greek may have been the language of most Jews and therefore also of the synagogue and of 

the Torah reading in particular562. In the Diaspora, the Septuagint was the form in which 

Scripture was known and read in the synagogue without the need of subsequent translation. 

Generally, it seems that next to the reciting of the Torah, a reading from the Prophets, 

followed by an exposition of the passages read, constituted the basic outline of the 

synagogue service on the Sabbath, although it is not certain if this practice was adopted 

everywhere.  

An important question is whether every synagogue possessed a complete set of scrolls 

covering what was considered Scripture. According to Charles Perrot, this was probably not 

the case for the smaller village synagogues which could not afford such a costly property. 

Yet, he surmises that every synagogue will probably have possessed scrolls of the 

Pentateuch, the Prophets and Psalms563. Catherine Hezser mentions two stories from the 

Toseftah (t. Meg. 2:4) which seem to indicate that some villages may not have possessed a 

Torah scroll or a scroll of Esther. In addition, some villages may have lacked a person able to 

perform the Torah reading564. This state of affairs in small villages is also emphasized by 

Richard Horsley who considers possession of Scriptural scrolls by village assemblies 

‘unrealistic’ as also the presence of someone able to read them out aloud565.  

The picture presented may mirror the situation of first-century villages for several reasons. 

First, Jewish education aimed at acquiring proficiency in reading the Torah was largely 

confined to parents of wealthy, educated families for whom Torah reading held special, 

religious status. Yet, the number of parents teaching their male children to read the Torah 

was low, because this ability was not valued as one that supported economic advancement 

or because parents did not wish to take time away from their daily work566. For the same 

reason, hiring a private teacher was regarded as a luxury. From the third century CE 

onwards, teaching of boys in reading the Torah seems to have increased as it was promoted 

by rabbis who acted as teachers themselves or supported scribes who functioned as such. 

 
561 HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 229.  
562 HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 233-234. Archeological data suggest that in Galilee, Aramaic was the language of 
everyday life for most people. In Lower Galilee, some people must have used Greek as a second language (due 
to the trade business and the presence of administrative facilities in cities such as Sepphoris). Hebrew (of a 
specific type) was probably used in parts of Upper Galilee and as sacred language throughout the region, cf. 
R.A. HORSLEY, Galilee. History, Politics, People (Valley Forge, PN: Trinity Press, 1995), 247-250. 
563 C. PERROT, “The Reading of the Bible in the Ancient Synagogue”, in: M.J. MULDER (ED.), Mikra. Text, 
Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (CRINT; 
Assen/Maastricht – Philadelphia: Van Gorcum – Fortress, 1998), 137-159: 154-155. 
564 HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 467. 
565 HORSLEY – DRAPER, Whoever Hears, 141. In this context, he points to the one passage in the Gospels in which 
Jesus is narrated to have read from a scroll of Scripture in the Nazareth synagogue (Luke 4,16-20). This scene is, 
according to Horsley, most likely “a Lukan projection of a more literate situation”. I tend to agree with Horsley 
that Luke may indeed wish to portray Jesus as literate, possessing skills characteristic of scribes (cf. KEITH, 
Scribal Elite, especially 59-62), but the fact that he does so by having Jesus read from a scroll in a synagogue 
seems to suggest that this was a known practice. Moreover, the fact that in all three Synoptic Gospels, 
accounts of Jesus visiting the synagogue in his hometown are found, may well mirror a reminiscence of the 
presence of a synagogue in Nazareth, although until this day, none has been excavated. 
566 Cf. HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 67. 
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The teaching program seems to have consisted of learning the alphabet, words and phrases 

and subsequently of reading Torah passages aloud, eventually from memory. Writing seems 

not to have been (a substantial) part of the curriculum567. For smaller villages, it may have 

meant that there was no one able to read the Torah.  

Second, as Torah scrolls were expensive, small village assemblies would only have acquired 

them through a wealthy member or through (a) friendly relation(s) from outside the 

village568. The production of a scroll, requiring expensive papyrus or parchment, ink, and the 

labour of a specialized scribe, was at the expense of the one who ordered it. To obtain a 

copy of a scroll, smaller villages in rural areas depended on the willingness of a well-to-do 

member or a benefactor to pay for the costs of having a copy made569. As bookshops, 

inasmuch as they existed, sold only copies of books of current literature (i.e., literature 

recently composed and in the process of being made available to an audience broader than 

that of the author’s friends)570, acquiring copies of older works, such as books of Scripture, 

was entirely dependent upon availability through private channels571. As a result, the 

number of copies of any written text in circulation, including those of Scripture, at any given 

time, was low572, and for most people these were not easy to come by. Borrowing a scroll 

from a library will not have provided an alternative, since libraries were rare in first-century 

Palestine573.  

Although books were expensive and copies of them not easy to obtain, these factors are of 

limited importance as most people would not have been able to read them anyway. It was 

through oral delivery of copies of (parts of) books obtained through contacts between 

networks that most people became acquainted with them. So, even if we assume that Torah 

scrolls were available in most synagogues in cities, towns and in addition in several villages, 

access to them was limited for most Jews. The scrolls were first and foremost symbolic 

objects of holiness, authority, and power. Written in Hebrew, which had become an 

ideological language, they were important symbols of Jewish identity. Their contents were 

known as far as intermediaries made them available primarily through the readings in the 

synagogue, and the narration of biblical stories, especially at festivals. From the latter, 

people would remember “a set of core stories such as the Exodus from Egypt, the binding of 

Isaac, and the giving of the Torah to Moses at Sinai, rather than consecutive narratives and 

an awareness of different versions of the same plot.”574 Whether or not a reader of the 

Torah recited the text contained in the scrolls verbatim or that he (or she) introduced 

567 HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 79, states that writing was not a part of the curriculum. CARR, Writing, 242, n. 5, 
however, interprets the evidence differently in stating that writing, however limited, was always part of ancient 
education. 
568 Cf. R.J. STARR, “The Circulation of Literary Texts in the Roman World”, CQ 37 (1987), 213-223: 215. 
569 P.J.J. BOTHA, “’Publishing’ a Gospel: Notes on Historical Constraints to Gospel Criticism”, in: A. WEISSENRIEDER 

AND R.B. COOTE (EDS), The Interface of Orality and Writing. Speaking, Seeing, Writing in the Shaping of New 
Genres (Biblical Performance Criticism Series 11; Eugene, OR: Cascade, 2015), 335-352: 352. 
570 STARR, “Circulation of Literary Texts”, 220. 
571 A similar conclusion is drawn for the production and transmission of early Christian literary works by HAINES-
EITZEN, Guardians of Letters, 77-104, esp. 79-83. 
572 STARR, “Circulation of Literary Texts”, 218. 
573 HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 161. 
574 HEZSER, Jewish Literacy, 502. 



135 

changes or additions could not be checked by the hearers. As a rule of thumb, then, the 

average first-century Jew’s knowledge of Scripture was acquired without ever reading it. This 

probably pertains to the situation in Roman Palestine as well as to that in the Diaspora. 

2.5.3 Accessibility of books of Scripture 

As I pointed out in section 2.2, few people could read such written texts as a theatre play, a 

legal plea, a political address, a poem, a letter, or a book of Scripture. The difficulty of 

reading longer, written texts of some sophistication was not only a matter of knowledge 

concerning letters, syllables, words and syntactic constructions, but was further 

strengthened by the fact that the material form of the book, the scroll, was rather 

inaccessible.  

This inaccessibility was due first, to the length of the scrolls. The length of scrolls found at 

Qumran varies from 0.7-25 metres with scrolls containing the text of a single book of 

Scripture generally measuring some 5-10 metres575. Lengths of different scrolls containing 

the text of the same Scriptural book may also vary considerably due to differences in layout 

and handwriting as the three Jeremiah scrolls from Qumran show which are 8, 9.5 and 17 

metres long576. Handling of such long scrolls required the use of both hands, rolling up with 

the one hand and at the same time unrolling with the other to proceed to a new part of the 

text. Moreover, once the desired section is found and visible to the reader’s eye, both ends 

of the scroll must be anchored to prevent it from rolling up577. This means that the reader’s 

hands were not available for support of the oral delivery by gesturing unless some device 

was used to hold the scroll in position578.  

Second, inaccessibility of the scroll was due to the use of scriptio continua with little or no 

punctuation or divisions between words, lines, and paragraphs579. Some devices such as 

spacings seem to have been introduced by Jewish scribes in Hebrew and Greek manuscripts 

of Scripture to demarcate sense units (verses, cola, paragraphs, or larger sections) 580. In 

several manuscripts, readers added marks to denote their choice of division of the text in 

sense units during their preparation for recitation of the text from memory. These marks 

included several types of dots (single high dot, dicolon, and tricolon) and the paragraphos 

sign (a horizontal line)581. In addition, the device of ekthesis (the protrusion of an enlarged 

575 The scroll containing the text of Isaiah found in cave 1 at Qumran (1QIsaa) measures 7 metres in length. 
576 Data from E. TOV, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (Leiden 
– Boston: Brill, 2004), 72. When the number of columns of the scrolls and the number of lines per column are
taken into account, the three scrolls are found to contain almost the same number of lines.
577 BOTHA, “’Publishing’”, 337. It is often pointed out that the codex allows for easier handling as the turning of
its pages as well as the stabilizing of the book once the desired page is found, requires less effort. Yet, the use
of wider columns made the codex more difficult to read than the scroll which usually had a column width of 15
to 20 characters that was found to be optimal for the human eye to hold in one ocular fixation; cf. D.
NÄSSELQVIST, Public Reading in Early Christianity. Lectors, Manuscripts and Sound in the Oral Delivery of John 1-4
(NovTSup 163; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2016), 30.
578 Cf. SMALL, Wax Tablets, 160-167.
579 SHINER, Proclaiming the Gospel, 12-13, 103-104; JOHNSON, 20, PARK, Mark’s Memory Resources, 63-64;
ACHTEMEIER, “OMNE VERBUM SONAT”, 10-11.
580 E. TOV, “Scribal Features of Early Witnesses of Greek Scripture”, in: R.J.V. HIEBERT, C.E. COX, AND P.J. GENTRY

(EDS), The Old Greek Psalter. Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma (JSOTSup 332; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 2001), 125-148: 127-135, 136-137.
581 The different types of dots in combination with the position in which they were introduced with respect to
the line of writing, held different values, cf. TOV, “Scribal Features”, 141. The paragraphos sign, a horizontal or
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first letter of a word into the left margin of a document) was sometimes used in Greek 

manuscripts of Scripture to mark the beginning of a new paragraph or section582.  

Yet, the overall picture is that of a manuscript consisting of a “radically unencumbered 

stream of letters”583, elegantly written in carefully arranged columns with rather wide 

margins towards the top and bottom of the sheet of the scroll. According to William 

Johnson, the scroll was not designed to facilitate easy reading, but as an elite, aesthetic 

product which required the involvement of an educated scribe/reader to make its content 

accessible to a larger audience not able to read such texts584. In other words: the 

information provided to modern readers by means of typography and layout (boundaries of 

chapters, paragraphs, sentences and clauses; bullets, dashes, the use of italics, boldface, 

underlining etc.) was withheld from ancient readers. This is not surprising as most people 

would not have been able to read. It was therefore the task of the educated scribe/reader to 

establish such information during his/her preparation for a performance before an audience 

of hearers. In advance, the scribe/reader had to study the text meticulously, identifying 

words, phrases and sentences, to decide on where to introduce stops and pauses, to decide 

on a text’s structuring and to choose which non-verbal means to use at which points. This 

means that “It is the lector’s task to convert the text from signs to sounds and bring it 

alive”585. Preparation often included excerpting passages (copying the text) which assisted 

thorough assessment and commitment to memory586. The result of the elaborate 

preparation which may be characterized suitably as internalization or cognitive mastery of 

the text, is that the reader knows the text written on the scroll (almost) entirely by heart. 

Especially in the case of Scriptural texts, the scribe/reader will not only have been able to 

read out a text from a scroll, but in addition from memory. This provided him/her the 

opportunity to access the text both in its physical written form as well as in the form stored 

in his/her mind. As the physical features of the scroll, its length and handling, together with 

the use of scriptio continua made it cumbersome to look up certain passages, the 

scribe/reader may have preferred the ease by which they could be retrieved from memory. 

In cases where a scroll was not available, the memory was the only source of access to the 

text587. 

Another consequence of the unwieldiness of scrolls is that scribes used them for sequential 

rather than random access588. When passages of interest were encountered, these were 

sometimes copied in notebooks which formed the preliminary drafts of new 

slightly curved mark was used to designate the end of a preceding section, see: L.W. HURTADO, The Earliest 
Christian Artifacts. Manuscripts and Christian Origins (Grand Rapids, MI – Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2006), 184, n. 
97. Sometimes the paragraphos sign, placed at the left edge of a column (i.e., at the beginning of a line of text)
was combined with the use of dots to mark the end of a section within a line of text; cf. JOHNSON, Readers, 20.
582 TOV, “Scribal Features”, 127-135, 145. Ekthesis is found in 7 out of the 71 manuscripts of Greek Scripture
listed by Tov.
583 JOHNSON, Readers, 20.
584 JOHNSON, Readers, 20-21.
585 NÄSSELQVIST, Public Reading, 27.
586 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 52.
587 JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 16-17. BOTHA, “’Publishing’”, 340, even characterizes the whole of Graeco-Roman
literacy as “an interactive process of familiarizing with others’ words in memory.”
588 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 55.
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compositions589. To produce such new compositions, written sources were not routinely 

used next to one another, but one at a time. One written source would provide the basic 

sequence in which material was presented in the new composition. Information from 

secondary sources was either inserted into the basic sequence or replaced information 

relating to the same subject from the primary source when the second source’s version was 

preferred by the composer. Another important way of integrating material from secondary 

sources was through memory which obviated the need of having these present in the form 

of scrolls or having to look up and copy the passages of interest590. 

2.6 The fluidity of the Scriptural text: distinction of different types of variety and their 

origin in the process of textual transmission 

In the previous section, I have stressed that the text of the books of Scripture was subject to 

change. Analysis of variants and the attempts to explain their occurrence, suggests that 

different types of variety should be distinguished based on the modes of communication and 

the media used in the transmission process. David Carr distinguishes between three types of 

variants which arise during faithful transmission of traditional texts591.  

The first comprises what he calls ‘graphic variants’. These are introduced during the process 

of copying of a written text by a scribe. Variants are, e.g., introduced when the scribe 

misreads a letter and replaces it by another one (orthographical variants such as the 

replacement of a ו by a י or vice versa in a Hebrew text, or the confusion of e.g. the letters 

sigma, epsilon, theta and omicron [Ϲ, ϵ, Θ, Ο] in the uncial script of a Greek text), or when

the eye of the scribe passes from the first to the second instance of a word or words 

(parablepsis), notably occurring at the end (homoioteleuton) or the beginning 

(homoioarcton) of two successive lines, and as a result skips the part in between592. In these 

cases, the result usually is a reading that makes no sense, or which is at least difficult to 

explain593. ‘Graphic variants’ occur where transmission of texts is essentially scribal (from 

one written text to another written text), although the process of copying may contain an 

oral component when the scribe reads aloud from the original and then writes the spoken 

text down on a new piece of papyrus or parchment.  

This brings us to the second type of variety, which consists of ‘aural variants’. These occur 

when a text is performed or dictated orally and subsequently written down as it is heard. In 

this case, variation arises when a text is either wrongly voiced by a performer/reader or 

589 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 44-47. 
590 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 56-57. 
591 CARR, Torah on the Heart, 17-40, and IDEM, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible. A New Reconstruction 
(Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2011), 13-36. The first and second type of variant are known from textual 
criticism, whereas little attention is commonly paid to the third. 
592 Or, in addition, when the process takes place in the reverse direction leading to the part of the text between 
the two identical phrases to be duplicated (dittography). 
593 Of course, in some cases, one may speak of a ‘fortunate error’, which does not produce a senseless reading, 

e.g., when an entire line is skipped or part of a line between two instances of Hebrew ו or Greek καί. In such

cases, however, one always needs to address the question whether an intentional change was made or not.
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wrongly heard by a scribe, and subsequently taken down in writing. ‘Aural variants’ include 

e.g. cases of iotacism in which the pronunciation of several Greek letters and diphthongs (η, 

ι, υ, ῃ, ει, οι, and υι) gradually became difficult to distinguish by the ear. The inability to 

distinguish between such letters in voiced texts, led a scribe e.g. to writing down the phrase 

καὶ λούσαντι ἡμᾶς ἐκ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, ‘washed us from our sins’ (Rev. 1,5; manuscripts P 

1006.1841.1854.2053.2062) instead of καὶ λύσαντι ἡμᾶς ἐκ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, ‘freed us from our 

sins’, and of writing προσφωνοῦντα τοῖς ἑτέροις, ‘calling to others’ (Matt. 11,16; majority of 

witnesses) instead of προσφωνοῦντα τοῖς ἑταίροις, ‘calling to their comrades’ (manuscripts G 

700.1010)594. Like in the case of ‘graphic variants’ the resultant reading is either difficult to 

explain or makes no sense at all. Here, variety arises during transition from oral delivery to 

aural reception.  

 

A third category of variants is designated ‘memory variants’. These are introduced during 

oral recall of texts previously memorized with or without the use of written exemplars. 

Cognitive psychologists have shown that both storage and recall from memory involve a 

process of creative reconstruction, which is not comparable to storing a document in a filing 

cabinet and later retrieving it. The act of reconstruction in recall of stored information 

involves the reorganization of basic elements stored in the memory into a new meaningful 

whole595. Ideally, in the context of the transmission of a text, this meaningful whole is 

identical to what was previously stored in the memory. Mnemonic techniques are invoked 

precisely to achieve this. The processes of reconstructive storage and recall, however, are 

not free from distortion and a recalled text usually differs somewhat from what was stored 

without changing its meaning (or, more precisely, its semantic content, see section 2.1) 

essentially. Sometimes, however, the recalled text lacks the intelligibility of what was 

previously committed to memory. In cases where a recalled text lacks a clear meaning or 

when its meaning is at least unclear, the text is adapted by means of patterns and/or 

mechanisms of the brain in such a way that meaning is restored as close as possible to the 

original one, or at least in such a way that the text becomes intelligible596. The variety thus 

introduced results in a meaningful text and the variants involved are therefore termed ‘good 

 
594 For these and additional examples, cf. B.M. METZGER, The Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 21968), 190-192. 
595 These elements include the context-free facts or building blocks of the text (words, syllables, phrases, but 
also names, locations, actions, dates, time indications) stored in the so-called semantic memory and their 
emotional appreciation and other aspects involved in how a text has been experienced stored in the so-called 
episodic memory. When retrieved, these elements are reorganized into an intelligible whole with the aid of 
pre-existing patterns of language formation and understanding referred to as schemata or frames. These 
schemata provide an experience-based model for how sentences are formed, and stories or descriptions are 
built up. The schemata are not developed at the level of the individual, but within a social context. Moreover, 
they are not stable, but tend to be adapted under the influence of new experiences; cf. HUEBENTHAL, Kollektives 
Gedächtnis, 80-96; F.C. BARTLETT, Remembering: A Study in Experimental and Social Psychology (Cambridge: 
Cambridge university Press, 1932), 197-214. 
596 If, during the reconstructive process of recall of a text, certain elements are found missing or the 
relationship between elements remains obscure, or the order in which they occur does not make sense, either 
the schema used, or special strategies developed by the brain are invoked to fill in gaps and/or to process the 
text to arrive at a meaningful whole; cf. HUEBENTHAL, Kollektives Gedächtnis, 85-95; See also D. SCHACTER, The 
Seven Sins of Memory. How the Memory Forgets and Remembers (New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin, 2001). 
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variants’597. In addition to cases in which a recalled text lacks (clear) meaning, variation is 

also introduced when specific elements cannot be reproduced exactly, i.e., a specific word or 

phrase once memorized cannot be retrieved anymore although its meaning is evident. In 

such cases, alternative words or phrases conveying a similar meaning are introduced to 

replace them. Thus, ‘good variants’ comprise the inclusion or omission of words, the use of 

different prepositions, the substitution of synonyms, differently inflected words or 

differently conjugated verbal forms, variety in spelling of words, and the changes of word 

order or the ordering of larger sections of a text. Importantly, ‘memory variants’ are the 

result of unintentional change and tradents, not aware of the variety introduced, would 

argue that the text recalled by them from memory is the ‘same’ as the text they had 

memorized598. Because ‘memory variants’ are all intelligible it is usually impossible to 

identify the ‘earlier’ or ‘original’ and the ‘later, revised’ version of a text in which they 

appear599. 

In most cases, the introduction of ‘memory variants’ does not lead to what Carr designates 

as ‘shifts of semantic content’600. Of course, variation is also introduced intentionally during 

the process of transmission of texts. I will discuss such intentional types of variety shortly but 

restrict the discussion for the moment to the types described by Carr. An overview of non-

intentionally introduced types of variety during the process of transmission of ‘long-

duration’, cultural or traditional texts, is presented below: 

Type of variant Mode of transmission Character of variant 

graphic Visual copying from written 
exemplar 

Little or no sense 

aural Writing down oral 
performance or dictation 

Little or no sense 

memory Memorization and recall 
‘good variant’ (intelligible, 

no shift in semantic content) 
Table 1: Different types of non-intentional variation introduced during transmission of traditional texts as 

distinguished by Carr (2005, 2010, 2011, 2015). 

To be sure, the three sorts of variants described by Carr, linked to three interrelated 

dimensions of ancient textual transmission, may occur side by side in the same text. For 

example, if a scribe writes down an oral performance of a tradition as it is heard, he may not 

only introduce ‘aural variants’ in the way pointed out above, but he may also introduce 

variety because he knows the performed tradition in another version. As a result, he may 

597 The designation ‘good variants’ was introduced by M. PARRY, “Studies in the Epic Technique of Oral Verse-
Making. I. Homer and Homeric Style”, Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 43 (1930), 73-148: 75-76. 
598 Moreover, as pointed out in section 2.3, tradents would not have shared our modern assumptions relating 
to faithful reproduction. In their opinion, the text reproduced by them may change according to our standards 
but remain authentic in their view. 
599 D.M. CARR, “Orality, Textuality, and Memory: The State of Biblical Studies”, in: B.B. SCHMIDT (ED.), Literacy, 
Orality, and Literary Production in the Southern Levant: Contextualizing Sacred Writing in Ancient Israel and 
Judah (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015), 161-173: 167. 
600 CARR, “Torah on the Heart”, 32. Carr does not define what he understands as ‘shift of semantic content’. I 
define it as the transfer of the meaning(s) of a word or phrase from one semantic field to another. The 
connotative meaning of the word or phrase changes in such a way that it is no longer adequately expressed by 
equivalents or synonyms from the original semantic field. The change may either involve the broadening or the 
reduction of potential meanings of the word or phrase. 
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sometimes ‘hear’ what he expects to hear based on the text in his memory even though the 

performed text differs601. In such a case, the variety introduced is a ‘memory variant’. When 

preparing a new copy of his original written text, the scribe may introduce the third type of 

variety, that of ‘graphic variants’.  

Analysis of variation within the Homeric corpus shows numerous examples of ‘memory 

variants’ in both lines and words. Yet, the clear majority of lines exhibit no variety at all, 

suggesting that the process of memorization and recall was supported by writing and by 

several other memory aids. Comparison with the compositions by Yugoslav rhapsodes, by 

Parry and Lord, revealed that these exhibited variety in lines and words to a significantly 

higher degree. In the case of these compositions, we know that written texts played no 

supportive role whatsoever602. If we compare the number of ‘memory variants’ found in 

Scriptural manuscripts to the size of the Scriptural corpus (however defined), we find a 

situation similar to that of the Homeric corpus in the sense that the number of variants is 

relatively low, lower than in texts transmitted in an exclusively oral fashion. This would 

suggest that the transmission of Scriptural texts was likewise supported by writing603. 

Moreover, the relatively low number of variants in both corpora seems to be related to their 

status as sacred or holy tradition604. 

Another interesting example of the occurrence of different types of variation within one and 

the same process of transmission is attested by the Temple Scroll from Qumran (11Q19 or 

11QT). In certain parts of the scroll, one can observe that within an ongoing exposition of a 

larger passage of Scripture, sections of which are successively quoted and interpreted, 

portions from other parts of Scripture are added in support of the argument. Interestingly, 

the text of the larger passage of Scripture that is being commented upon (the base text), 

shows little variation when compared to the MT, whereas the text of passages that are 

adduced in support of the argument exhibit more variation, notably of the ‘memory 

variation’ type605. These observations are best explained by assuming that a scribe possessed 

a manuscript of the base text from which he sequentially copied passages (sometimes 

introducing a ‘graphic variant’) whereas he recalled the texts from the adduced passages 

from memory (introducing ‘memory variants’). This fits the habit of scribes discussed 

previously in section 2.5.3 not to work from multiple scrolls at the same time, consulting 

these in an alternating fashion, but to work with one scroll from which texts were copied 

 
601 In fact, what plays a role here is that schemas used in the reconstructive processes of storage and recall, 
have been designed among others by the version of the tradition with which the scribe is familiar. During the 
reconstructive process, basic elements from such schemes are introduced in the text supplanting some which 
are characteristic of the variant version voiced by the performer. 
602 HUNTER, “Role of Text”, 213-219. Hunter points out that among Yugoslav singers, some were literate, and 
their songs exhibit fewer ‘memory variants’ because they regarded certain written texts of songs as the proper 
versions (218). 
603 CARR, “Torah on the Heart”, 27. 
604 CARR, “Orality, Textuality, and Memory”, 162. 
605 CARR, “Torah on the Heart”, 31-32. The passages discussed are 11Q19 52:6 where Lev. 22,28 is the base text 
and Deut. 22,6 is adduced, and 11Q19 65:4 in which the same passage, Deut. 22,6, is now the base text; 11Q19 
2:1-15 where Exod. 34,10-16 is the base text and Deut. 7,5.25-26 the adduced text, and 11Q19 66:8-16 where 
Deut. 22,27-28 is the base text and Lev. 20,21; 20,17 and 18,12-13 are adduced.  
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and to adduce passages from other texts by retrieval from memory606. In the case of 

adducing texts from other sources, scribes did not go to the trouble of consulting a scroll to 

check if their quotations were accurate but often relied on their memory607. 

In the example of the Temple Scroll just discussed, the transmission of the Scriptural text is 

not limited to faithfully reproducing it, but it is also interpreted. It is precisely to the level of 

reception and interpretation of Scripture – which includes the embedding of Scriptural 

passages in new contexts – that Carr links another category of variants which he calls 

‘contextual’. These are deliberately created “by an author adapting a text to a purpose”608. 

Such intentional changes may be introduced during all the processes discussed previously: 

(a) the copying of a written exemplar, (b) the voicing, hearing and then writing down of a

text, and (c) the recall of a previously memorized text. The first two types of these

deliberately introduced variants can be distinguished rather easily from their unintentional

counterparts (Carr’s ‘graphic’ and ‘aural’ variants) as the former as a rule result in an

intelligible text whereas the latter produce an unintelligible one. The situation is rather more

complicated in the case of variety introduced in the process of memorization and recall.

Here, both deliberate and unintentional change provide a variant text that is intelligible.

Carr’s emphasis on the fact that unintentional (‘memory’) variety usually does not bring with

it a shift in semantic content, may in some cases provide a criterion to distinguish them from

intentionally introduced variation. Yet, if intentional change is due to, e.g., linguistic

preferences of a tradent, a shift in semantic content does not have to be the result (e.g.

when a preferred spelling is introduced, or a word replaced by a preferred synonym from

the same semantic field in which that word is used). The obvious conclusion must be that it

is “often impossible to separate intentional alteration from unintentional memory shifts”609

when faced with textual variants (and it is only through their occurrence in written texts that

we encounter them).

The transmission process of ‘long duration’ texts in cultures as different as the 

Mesopotamian, Egyptian and Israelite shows a similar development in what is understood as 

faithful preservation of the tradition. In early stages, the process is characterized by a certain 

range of acceptable variety that in later stages becomes narrower, judging from the number 

of ‘memory variants’ that drops, to disappear at the time a tradition becomes part of a 

canon, its text fixed in one, selected version and the entire emphasis laid on verbatim 

preservation610. Because of this emphasis during the later stages of the textual transmission, 

variants will less often be of the unintentional type and if they occur, they will be more 

readily detected and corrected. The dominant type of variation in these later stages is 

intentional. Two phenomena well-known from textual criticism of Scripture, the revision or 

recension of the Scriptural text and harmonization, are characteristic of these later stages. 

Both involve conscious changes of the Scriptural text bringing it more into conformity with a 

606 So also C.B.R. PELLING, “Plutarch’s Method of Work in the Roman Lives”, Journal of Hellenic Studies 99 (1979), 
74-96: 92-93.
607 CARR, “Orality, Textuality, and Memory”, 168.
608 CARR, Writing, 230.
609 CARR, Formation, 36.
610 CARR, Formation, 35-36; STANLEY, Language of Scripture, 357.
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preferred, authoritative version611. Perhaps one might say that revision or recension involves 

a deliberate, systematic effort to bring a text into conformity with a preferred version 

through the introduction of multiple alterations each of which may be viewed as a case of 

harmonization. Instances of harmonization, may in addition to being conscious alterations 

bringing a text into agreement with a preferred parallel version, also comprise unconscious 

alterations of a text towards a preferred version. Such unconscious harmonization may occur 

during the copying of a text from a written exemplar, from a voiced exemplar, or from 

memory. Thus, unconscious harmonization yields ‘graphic’, ‘aural’, and ‘memory variants’ 

(see table 2)612. 

For our purpose, the identification of different types of variation in the textual form of the 

Scriptural quotations occurring in Mark when compared with the text of the quoted 

passages in the LXX, two types of ‘contextual variants’ are relevant. The first concerns 

adaptation of the Scriptural passage quoted to make it conform to the syntax of the gospel 

narrative in which it is embedded. I will refer to this type of variety as syntactical adaptation. 

The second type of ‘contextual variant’ concerns what Carr describes as “modification to a 

purpose”. Here, adaptation to the new context aims at alleviating possible tension caused by 

the inserted Scriptural passage by contradicting, weakening, or blurring the argument or 

view presented in that context (this was referred to as ‘interference’ in section 0.2.1). For 

this type of ‘contextual variation’, I propose the term context-based modification because it 

is the context of the narrative in which a Scriptural quotation is embedded that occasions 

the modification and determines the form it takes. Table 2 summarizes the different types of 

variants discussed. 

 

  

 
611 For a recent discussion of this phenomenon in the Synoptic Gospels, cf. C.G. PARDEE, Scribal Harmonization in 
the Synoptic Gospels (NTTSD, 60; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2019). Pardee mentions 3 observations which may 
indicate conscious harmonization: (i) the presence of multiple alterations of this type suggesting a pattern of 
harmonization, (ii) the change of meaning of a text as a result of the alteration, and (iii) the fact that an 
alteration is linked to a theological issue often raised by critics of early Christianity and reacted to by the 
latter’s apologetics (pp. 9-10). 
612 Yet, ‘graphic’, ‘aural’, and ‘memory variants’ are not confined to instances of unconscious harmonization. 
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Type of variant Action involved Character of 
variant 

Process involved 

Non-intentional / 
unconscious 

graphic 
Visual copying 
from written 

exemplar 

Little or no sense 

Transmission of 
text 

aural 
Writing down 

oral performance 
or dictation 

Little or no sense 

memory Memorization 
and recall 

‘good variant’ 
(intelligible, no 

shift in semantic 
content) 

Intentional / 
conscious 

Scribal 
interference 

All of the above-
mentioned 

Intelligible 
(perhaps some 

tension) 

Syntactical 
adaptation 

Insertion of 
passage in new 

context 

In conformity 
with new 

syntactical 
environment 

Reception of text 

Context-based 
modification 

Insertion of 
passage in new 

context 

Compatible with 
view(s), 

argument(s) of 
new context 

Table 2: Different types of variation arising during the processes of oral-memorial-written transmission and 

reception of Scriptural texts. The designation “all of the above-mentioned” for the action involved in 

intentional, oral-scribal interference, points to the fact that intentional introduction of variation may occur in 

the processes of visual and aural copying, and of memorization and recall which are also accompanied by the 

introduction of non-intentional variation. The most important difference between these cases is that 

intentional variation usually (re)produces an intelligible text. 

An example of syntactical adaptation is found in Mark 11,17 where the word γάρ is omitted 

from the quoted text from Isaiah 56,7 because it does not fit the introductory line.  

An example of context-based modification is found in Mark 4,12 where in the quotation of 

Isaiah 6,9, the finite forms of the verbs ἀκούειν and βλέπειν are praesens, whereas in the LXX, 

they are futurum. In Mark, the quotation is used to describe the present situation of a group 

of people whereas in the LXX a future situation is foresaid. The variety observed here is 

therefore due to an idea expressed in the narrative context and the Markan author’s change 

from future to present an instance of context-based modification without a corresponding 

shift in semantic content of (the verbs in) the quoted phrase.  

In some cases, context-based modification of a Scriptural text is accompanied by a shift in 

semantic content. These are especially interesting as they may shed some light on views 

important enough to the Markan author and the (implied) audience of the gospel narrative 

to invoke Scriptural passages to support them. In my opinion, at least five OT quotations in 

Mark exhibit this type of context-based modification. These are found in 1,2-3 (with two 

instances of context-based modification); 4,12; 7,6-7; 10,19 and 14,27. A description of the 

way in which the narrative context has occasioned  and determined the modification of 
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these quotations may provide access points to specific Markan emphases and traits of the 

(theological) views involved. This will be the main purpose of the chapters in part II of this 

study. 

Before turning to this task, I shall first try to make a reasonable estimate of the contribution 

of ‘memory variants’ to the overall variety observed when the texts of the OT quotations in 

Mark are compared with those of their referents in the LXX (which I have shown to be their 

major source in the previous chapter). This will provide an indication of the importance of 

the memory as the source and locus of storage of the Markan author’s text of Scripture. To 

this I will now turn. 

 

2.7 The occurrence of ‘memory variants’ in the quotations from Scripture in Mark 

In this section, I shall outline the variants detected in the Scriptural quotations in Mark with 

special reference to the category of ‘memory variants’. Variation is defined here as deviation 

of the text of a quoted Scriptural passage in Mark as it is found in Nestle-Aland’s 28th Edition 

when it is compared with the text of the quoted passage in the Göttingen Edition of the LXX. 

The reader may consult the printed texts of the quoted passages in Mark and those of the 

LXX-passages allegedly referred to, in the previous chapter. Because several instances of 

variation were already described there, I shall refer to them here only briefly unless I find it 

necessary to do otherwise. The reader is also referred to the previous chapter to find 

additional observations not deemed of essential importance to the present discussion. 

 

As pointed out previously, the identification of ‘memory variants’ is not always a 

straightforward matter, especially their distinction from deliberate changes that do not lead 

to a shift in semantic content is not always possible. As a practical rule, I will consider those 

cases in which a variant reading does not bring with it a shift in semantic content and in 

which we have no indication that the text is adapted towards a preferred version (recension 

or harmonization) as due to the reconstructive nature of memorization and recall on the 

part of the evangelist. ‘Memory variants’, however, may also have been introduced in the 

text of passages quoted by the Markan author during their transmission prior to their 

insertion into the Second Gospel. This pertains to the transmission of the text of the LXX as 

well as that of alleged early Christian collections or excerpts of Scriptural passages. 

Therefore, we may in such cases not be able to distinguish between a scenario in which a 

‘memory variant’ was introduced in the Scriptural text which was subsequently quoted 

verbatim by the Markan author, and a scenario in which the evangelist himself introduced 

the ‘memory variant’ while quoting a Scriptural text (which did not contain it). In cases in 

which a variant is attested in one or several LXX manuscripts, I will mention this fact and 

indicate that the occurrence of a ‘memory variant’ cannot be assigned with certainty to the 

evangelist’s quoting from memory. Complicating the analysis further is the possibility that a 

textual variant attested by one or several LXX manuscripts that is similar to the Markan 

rendering of that passage, is the result of harmonization of the LXX text toward that of Mark 

or another NT book.  

 

At the end of this section, I will present an overview of all variant readings encountered in 

the Markan quotations of Scripture (based on the discussion in this and the previous 
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chapter) ascribing these tentatively to the different dimensions of the transmissional process 

of the Scriptural text in which they were generated.  

a. Mark 1,2-3 (Exod. 23,20a, Mal. 3,1b, Isa. 40,3): Compared to Exodus 23,20, the Markan

rendering of the passage lacks the explicit personal pronoun ἐγώ613. The word ἐγώ may

already have been absent from the Scriptural text which the evangelist quoted, although

only a few manuscripts attest to this possibility614. Alternatively, the omission of ἐγώ may

present a ‘memory variant’ as it does not essentially change the semantic content of the

passage (only its emphasis on the sender). Although I tend to weigh the evidence in favour

of the latter explanation, it is impossible to decide with certainty which of these two options

is the correct one.

The conflated passages Exodus 23,20a and Malachi 3,1b have been linked by the relative

pronoun ὅς. Strictly speaking, one may characterize the replacement of καί linking Malachi

3,1a to Malachi 3,1b by ὅς as a (context-based) variant introduced when Exodus 23,20 and

Malachi 3,1b were conflated. The fact that this conflation of passages is also found in Q 7,27

makes it likely that it was not the author of Mark who is responsible for its introduction. The

same applies to the replacement of Malachi 3,1b’s ἐπιβλέψεται by κατασκευάσει. The latter

‘variant’ is best explained as going back to a revised text of Malachi 3,1bLXX.

The replacement of Malachi 3,1bLXX’s ὁδὸν by τὴν ὁδόν σου in Q 7,27 is not likely to have 

been the work of the LXX reviser615, but that of the early Christian tradent perhaps 

responsible for the conflation of Exodus 23,20a and Malachi 3,1b as we have it in Q. The 

latter option is the most plausible as the replacement supports an application of the quoted 

passages to Jesus. As such, it is an example of context-based modification of the passage, 

although it most likely predates its incorporation into the Markan Gospel.  

If we assume that the Markan quotation of Malachi 3,1b is based on the source behind Q 

7,27616, it exhibits variation from this source text as the phrase ἔμπροσθέν σου is omitted. It 

seems that the early Christian tradent responsible for the conflation of Exodus 23,20a and 

Malachi 3,1b considered a repetition of the phrase πρὸ προσώπου σου undesirable (it also 

occurs in the part quoted from Exod. 23,20) and replaced it by a synonymous expression. As 

such it is best considered a conscious change. The Markan author omitted the phrase, either 

unconsciously (as redundant information, which would make it a ‘memory variant’) or 

consciously (as he deemed it an undesired repetition of a similar phrase in the quoted part 

from Exod. 23,20). A decisive choice between these two options cannot be made.  

A final instance of variation is found in the latter part of the combined quotation, that which 

renders Isaiah 40,3. The Markan quotation follows Isaiah 40,3LXX verbatim except for the 

613 It occurs in several important manuscripts such as  א A and f1.13. This may be due either to adaptation 

towards the text of Exod. 23,20LXX or to harmonization with Matt. 11,10. Luke 7,27 agrees with Mark 1,2 in 

omitting ἐγώ. 
614 In two LXX-manuscripts (72 196) ἐγώ is lacking in Exod. 23,20. 
615 If the revision aimed at bringing the Greek translation closer to the Hebrew of the source text – presumably 

the proto-MT – the possessive would not have been σου but μου. 
616 This assumption does not necessarily require that influence or knowledge of Q 7,27 by the Markan author 
must be supposed, but it does assume that at least the tradition behind Q 7,27 was known to him. 
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replacement of the phrase τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν by αὐτοῦ. This replacement changes the semantic 

content of the Isaianic passage considerably (like that discussed previously for the phrase τὴν 

ὁδόν σου in 1,2b), and allows the quoted text to be applied to Jesus (or at least as well to 

Jesus as to God). So here we have another example of context-based modification, one that 

will be analysed in more detail in the next chapter. 

b. Mark 4,12 (Isa. 6,9): the Markan construction ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν differs from the LXX’s 

ἀκοῇ ἀκούσετε, which expresses the intensive force of the addition, in Hebrew, of an 

infinitive to a finite form of the same verb (in this case of שמע).  Whereas the LXX uses the 

more Greek combination of the finite verb ἀκούειν and its cognate dative, the Markan author 

uses its cognate participle617. The effect of the change in Mark is that the same construction 

is used for both the phrases about ‘seeing’ and ‘hearing’ which facilitates memorization of 

the passage. So, here we have a ‘memory variant’. 

In addition, the clauses about ‘seeing’ and ‘hearing’ are presented in an inverted order in 

Mark when compared with the LXX. Several commentators have noticed the inversion and 

sought to provide an explanation for it. Joel Marcus proposes that the order may have been 

inverted to emphasize the importance of right/restored vision in Mark 8,22-26 and 10,46-52, 

and in Mark 13. At the same time, the reference to hearing may have been placed second to 

bring it closer to the explanation of the parable of the sower in which hearing is a major 

theme618. In my opinion, the explanations offered are not convincing619 and I would propose 

a simpler one. As has been noted before, the order in which ‘seeing’ and ‘hearing’ occur in 

4,12 matches that of 8,18 in which Jeremiah 5,21 or Ezekiel 12,2 is quoted. Both Scriptural 

passages draw on Isaiah 6,9 for images and wording used. I would submit that the inverted 

order in which ‘seeing’ and ‘hearing’ occur in 4,12, and which is repeated in 8,18 is due to 

quotation from memory by the Markan author. Recalling both Isaiah 6,9 and Jeremiah 

5,21/Ezekiel 12,2, the evangelist makes use of a preferred order in which ‘seeing’ precedes 

‘hearing’.  

An instance of context-based modification without an accompanying change of semantic 

content involving the use of the present for the finite forms of the verbs ἀκούειν and βλέπειν 

in Mark whereas the LXX has a future, was already reported in the previous section. The 

Markan 3rd pers. pl. of the finite form of these verbs in contrast to the 2nd pers. pl. in the 

LXX is an instance of ‘syntactical adaptation’ (the Markan author uses the quotation in a 

descriptive manner whereas in the LXX it is part of a direct speech). 

Finally, the replacement of the LXX’s double negative οὐ μή by the Markan single negation μή 

is best understood as a ‘memory variant’. In chapter 4, I shall discuss extensively the 

replacement of the LXX’s καὶ ἰάσομαι αὐτοὺς by καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς in the quotation’s final 

clause and argue that it presents an instance of context-based modification.  

 

 
617 Cf. CONYBEARE AND ST. GEORGE STOCK, Grammar, §81. 
618 MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 300; Cf. also GUNDRY, Mark, 201. 
619 E.g., the healing stories mentioned by Marcus are preceded by one in which a deaf mute’s hearing is 
restored (7,31-37). Moreover, in the parable of the sower itself, the emphasis is already put on ‘hearing’ (cf. 
4,3.9) so that placing the reference to ‘hearing’ in the quotation in 4,12 second would result in breaking up the 
line of attention to hearing by a statement about seeing. 
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c. Mark 4,32 (Ezek. 17,23, Dan. 4,18(21)θ’/Ps. 103,12LXX): here again we encounter a

conflated quotation consisting of at least two Scriptural passages. The phrase ὑπὸ τὴν σκιὰν

αὐτοῦ in the Markan rendering goes back to Ezekiel 17,23LXX (in contrast to the parallel

passages in Matthew and Luke which lack the phrase). The verb κατασκηνοῦν probably goes

back to Daniel 4,18(21)θ’ which is analogous in content to Ezekiel 17,23 as it depicts a large

tree and mentions, like Mark 4,32, its branches. Alternatively, though to my mind somewhat

less plausible, the verb may have been taken from Psalm 103,12LXX which shares similar

language but – importantly – lacks the mention of a tree. In the former case, the Markan

author had to replace the imperfect, in the latter case the future indicative, by an infinitive

to make it accord with the syntax of the new context (‘syntactical adaptation’). The text of

Daniel 4,18(21)θ’ does not have the Markan phrase τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ but the

synonymous phrase τὰ ὄρνεα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. The Markan author has probably replaced τὰ ὄρνεα

by τὰ πετεινὰ possibly under influence of Daniel 4,18(21)LXX , Daniel 4,9(12)LXX or Ezekiel

17,23LXX. In any case, it is likely that we have here an example of a ‘memory variant’620.

d. Mark 7,6-7 (Isa. 29,13): this quotation will be analyzed in detail in chapter 5 where I shall

argue that the variation observed in its final clause is a case of context-based modification.

Here we restrict ourselves to identifying five other cases of variation. The first involves the

inverted order of the words λαός and οὗτος. Inversion of words within a phrase is a well-

known type of ‘memory variant’ which usually does not change the semantic content of that

phrase. It is an undeliberate change of order, perhaps due to a linguistic habit of the

evangelist, and therefore best considered a ‘memory variant’. The second instance of

variation concerns the omission of the personal pronoun with possessive meaning αὐτῶν

which in the LXX follows the substantive χείλεσιν. Here again we have a common example of

a ‘memory variant’ which does not change the semantic content of the phrase as the article

can also carry a possessive meaning. Some LXX manuscripts have the reading without αὐτῶν,

but they all belong to the group of catenae, so that I suspect that the omission of αὐτῶν

occurred under influence of the NT quotations of Isaiah 29,13. In other words: I find it likely

that the variation found here is due to the use of recall from memory. The third and fourth

instance of variation involve the phrase τιμῶσί με which in the Markan rendering has

changed into με τιμᾷ. So, here again we have an example of an inversion of two words in a

phrase. In addition, the form of the verb τιμᾶν has changed from a 3rd pers. pl. into a 3rd

pers. sg. (because the word λαός is either taken to denote a plural or a singular). The

inversion is nowhere attested in the LXX manuscripts and the change from 3rd pers. plural to

singular only in one621. Because in the latter case, I consider it more likely that the variant

reading originated from a desire to harmonize the text to that of the NT quotations of Isaiah

29,13, both cases of variation are best explained as due to quoting from memory622. Finally,

omission of the phrase ἐγγίζει μοι at the beginning of Isaiah 29,13LXX is probably a conscious

620 There is of course a slight possibility that the Markan author’s text of Dan. 4,18(21)θ’ contained the variant 

reading with the phrase τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. This reading, however, is attested only by manuscript 230. 
621 It is attested in manuscript 46 which reads τιμᾷ με. 
622 One might also consider the change from the 3rd pers. pl. to the 3rd pers. sg. as an instance of syntactical 
adaptation, but I prefer to characterize it as a ‘memory variant’ because the consideration of the substantive 

λαός as a singular betrays a linguistic preference of the Markan author. 
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modification by the Markan author for whom the invocation of the verb ἐγγίζειν, ‘to draw 

near, to approach’ of visiting the temple to sacrifice before God was an undesired one. 

Alternatively, the phrase was lost due to omission of superfluous information and therefore 

another instance of a ‘memory variant’.  

e. Mark 7,10a and 7,10b (Exod. 20,12 // Deut. 5,16 and Exod. 21,16LXX): in both cases the

variety observed involves the presence or absence of personal pronouns with possessive

meaning following the substantives πατήρ and μήτηρ. In Mark 7,10a, where we encounter

the commandment to love one’s parents, both substantives are followed by σου. In 10,19,

however, where the same commandment is rendered, the possessive σου following μήτηρ is

lacking623. In Exodus 20,12LXX, σου is also lacking behind μήτηρ, whereas in Deuteronomy

5,16 most manuscripts have σου following both πατήρ and μήτηρ624. This state of affairs

suggests that especially following μήτηρ, the possessive σου was not stable and sometimes

omitted. This is most likely due to quotation from memory which, in addition, may have

been influenced by enumerations of commandments isolated from their Scriptural context

which circulated in both Jewish and early Christian circles. The fact that the two renderings

of the commandment to love one’s parents in Mark exhibit variation suggests that they were

not copied from a single written Scriptural text which seems appropriate especially in the

case of 10,19 where we have an enumeration of social commandments. In 10,19 then, the

omission of σου following μήτηρ is probably due to quoting from memory. Whether the

presence of two possessives σου in 7,10b is also the result of quoting from memory (in which

case Exodus 20,12 was quoted and σου concomitantly inserted after the substantive μήτηρ)

or of the use of a Scriptural text, in this case Deuteronomy 5,16, in which both were present,

cannot be determined.

In 7,10b, directly linked to the quotation of the commandment to love one’s parents, Exodus 

21,16LXX is quoted, in which the phrase πατήρ καὶ μήτηρ occurs again, but this time without 

any possessive pronoun. Exodus 21,16LXX, however, has a personal pronoun with possessive 

meaning αὐτοῦ following both πατήρ and μήτηρ, although in several manuscripts one of the 

two substantives lacks the possessive pronoun625. The LXX witnesses indicate that often one 

of the two occurrences of αὐτοῦ was omitted probably due to memory lapses. It seems 

therefore likely that in the case of Mark 7,10b, the same phenomenon has resulted in the 

omission of both occurrences of αὐτοῦ, i.e., both omissions are probably ‘memory variants’. 

f. Mark 8,18 (Jer. 5,21, Ezek. 12,2): the text of the Markan quotation expresses the essentials

of both the passage from Jeremiah and Ezekiel, and as I have indicated in the previous

chapter, it is impossible to decide which of the two the Markan author had in mind. If he

wished to quote Ezekiel 12,2, the infinitives of both the verbs βλέπειν and ἀκούειν have been

623 Several manuscripts do have σου following μήτηρ ( א* C N W Θ 28.565 al it vgmss sys.p). It is difficult to 

determine if in these cases the presence of σου is the result of adaptation towards Mark 7,10a, to Deut. 5,16, or 
that is presents a ‘memory variant’. 
624 In some manuscript witnesses, σου is absent behind μήτηρ. 
625 One manuscript, 707, lacks both possessives and has the same text as Mark 7,10b. 
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omitted. If he wished to render Jeremiah 5,21, the grammatical construction with the dative 

was changed into one with the verb ἔχειν. The latter may have been an expression preferred 

by the Second Evangelist as we encounter it also in the allusion in 6,34. Whichever Scriptural 

passage the Markan author quotes, its quotation is accompanied by the introduction of 

variation, a variation that neither changes the semantic content of the passage nor is 

attested in any LXX witness. So here again, we have an example of a ‘memory variant’ 

(twice)626.  

g. Mark 9,48 (Isa. 66,24): as described in the previous chapter (quotation 9), the Markan

rendering of part of Isaiah 66,24 reveals three instances of variation when compared with

the text of the LXX. All three (the introductory ὅπου, the use of the present tense for the

verbs τελευτᾶν and σβέννυμι, and the omission of the possessive αὐτοῦ following the fire) are

linked to the view of Gehenna as a place of punishment and suffering of which the fire is an

intrinsic part. This quotation then contains three instances of context-based modification.

h. Mark 10,19 (Exod. 20,12-16 // Deut. 5,16-20): apart from the omission of σου following

μήτηρ which is probably a ‘memory variant’ (see e, above), the use of the negation μή plus

aorist subjunctive by the Markan author instead of the LXX’s οὐ plus future indicative, is

another example of a ‘memory variant’. The occurrence in 10,19 of the commandment μὴ

ἀποστερήσῃς, ‘you shall not defraud’ which is nowhere attested in any LXX manuscript of the

Decalogue, is in my opinion, best understood as a case of context-based modification. It is

probably a specific interpretation of the commandment not to covet the possessions of the

neighbour (Exod. 20,17). The author of Mark has Jesus cite these commandments during a

conversation with someone who wishes to inherit eternal life. When Jesus orders him to sell

his possessions, and give the money to the poor, the person in question reacts indignantly

because he is a large landowner. The modification of the commandment is possibly inspired

by the fact that Jesus’s interlocutor is a landowner and may suggest that he (possibly

representing a larger group of landowners) is guilty of withholding wages to his labourers.

Alternatively, the enumeration of the social commandments in this particular order and

including μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς may be an example of a ‘memory variant’, in which case the

Markan author quotes from memory rendering the Scriptural text by means of a ‘Soziale

Reihe’ known from catechetical practice627. The choice between these two options depends

on whether the Markan author introduced the variation consciously or unintentionally. Such

a choice ultimately cannot be made based on the textual evidence.

626 This observation further complicates the identification of this Scriptural reference as an allusion or a 
quotation (cf. the summary of the analysis of quotation 8 in chapter 1). 
627 I. HIMBAZA, “Le Décalogue de Papyrus Nash, Philon, 4QPhyl G, 8QPhyl 3 at 4QMez A”, RevQ 79 (2002), 411-
428, has proposed that the change of the order in which the seventh and eighth commandments (the 
prohibitions against murder and adultery) of the Decalogue are quoted in Papyrus Nash is due to recall from 
memory. Interestingly, the tradent of p. Nash seems to follow a Hebrew text similar to that of the Vorlage of 
the Septuagint version of the Decalogue in Exodus 20. Where the text of p. Nash deviates from this base text, it 
renders equivalents of the Decalogue as it is found in Deuteronomy 5. Himbaza explains these observations by 
assuming that the tradent quotes the text of the Decalogue from memory sometimes switching from the base 
text and inserting phrases from related Scriptural passages.  
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i. Mark 12,19 (Gen. 38,8c): in the previous chapter, I proposed that the first part of Mark 

12,19 is not a quotation but rather a paraphrase of Deuteronomy 25,5-6. The final part of 

the verse, however, presents a quotation of Genesis 38,8c. Comparison with the text of 

Genesis 38,8cLXX reveals two instances of variation. The change of the LXX’s ἀδελφῷ σου into 

ἀδελφῷ αὐτοῦ is a contextual variant of the type I have designated ‘syntactical’. The change 

of the LXX’s imperative ἀνάστησον into the aorist subjunctive ἐξαναστήσει is likewise 

‘syntactical’ (as far as the changes result from embedding the quotation in a new context) 

except for the replacement of the verb ἀνιστάναι by its cognate ἐξανιστάναι. This change of 

verb was probably influenced by the common expression ἐξανιστάναι σπέρμα which is found 

in Genesis 4,25; 19,32.34. Therefore, the change of verb, which is not attested in the LXX 

manuscripts and which does not change the semantic content of the phrase ἀνιστάναι 

σπέρμα, probably occurred because the evangelist recalled the passage from memory, 

introducing the related phrase with the cognate verb. So again, we have here an example of 

a ‘memory variant’. 

 

j. Mark 12,26 (Exod. 3,6): the LXX-manuscripts bear witness to the fact that inclusion or 

omission of the article before the word θεός probably was already a feature of the LXX text 

prior to its Markan reception. Moreover, the fluidity of the article is also attested by the 

textual witnesses of the Markan text so that we are unable to assess if the use of memory by 

the Markan author in quoting the passage has played a role. The omission of the clause ὁ 

θεὸς τοῦ πατρός σου is best understood as a contextual variant; its presence would blur the 

Markan Jesus’s argument. The ellipsis of εἰμί, however, may be designated a ‘memory 

variant’ as it does not change the semantic content of the phrase ἐγὼ εἰμι ὁ θεὸς  ̓Αβραὰμ. 

Furthermore, it is attested in only one LXX manuscript (again from the catenae) and it seems 

that ellipsis of εἰμί in fixed phrases is characteristic of the Second Evangelist’s style628. In my 

opinion, therefore, we have here another example of a ‘memory variant’. 

 

k. Mark 12,30 (Deut. 6,5): the Markan Jesus quotes Deuteronomy 6,5 with two major 

deviations from the text as we have it in the LXX. First, the quotation in Mark mentions four 

human faculties with which to love God whereas the LXX manuscripts attest to only three. 

Second, where most LXX manuscripts read δύναμις as the final human faculty, in the Markan 

rendering we find ἰσχύς. The variation observed may be explained by viewing the Markan 

author quoting the beginning of Deuteronomy 6,5 from either a written text or from 

memory629, but then adducing the enumeration of human faculties involved in loving God 

from memory, probably under influence of its exposition in early Christian circles. In my 

opinion, therefore, we have here another two examples of a ‘memory variant’. 

 

l. Mark 12,36 (Ps. 109,1LXX): as described in the previous chapter (see quotation 19), the 

Markan Jesus quotes Psalm 110,1 according to the LXX with one major point of variation: in 

 
628 Cf. previous chapter, quotation 17, note 177. One may, however, not conclude that ellipsis of εἰμί in general 
is a linguistic trait of the Markan author as the following verse, 12,27, indicates. 
629 The latter seems the more obvious since the text of Deut. 6,5 was probably one of the most well-known 
texts from Scripture. 
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the final clause, the LXX’s ὑποπόδιον τῶν ποδῶν is replaced by ύποκάτω τῶν ποδῶν. The latter 

phrase is from Psalm 8,7 and its occurrence in the Markan rendering of Psalm 110,1 is best 

explained by considering the Markan author quote the psalm verse from memory, switching 

to Psalm 8,7 and inserting the analogous phrase ύποκάτω τῶν ποδῶν found there into his 

quotation of Psalm 110,1. Introduction of the phrase does not essentially change the 

semantic content of the psalm verse (the enemies are still brought under the dominion of 

the addressed ‘lord’) and it is not attested in the LXX manuscripts. Therefore, the variety 

observed in the quotation in Mark 12,36 is likely to result from an unintentional switch from 

one psalm passage to another (with related content) and therefore best identified as a 

‘memory variant’. 

m. Mark 13,24-25 (Isa. 13,10; 34,3): in my discussion of these verses in the previous chapter

(quotation 21), I observed several differences between the Markan rendering of Isaiah

13,10; 34,3 and the text of these passages as attested by the LXX manuscripts:

1) In Mark, the sun itself is darkened whereas in Isaiah 13,10LXX it is dark when the sun rises.

2) The substantive τὸ φῶς of Isaiah 13,10 has been replaced by τὸ φέγγος in Mark.

3) In Mark 13,25, a periphrastic construction, ἔσονται πίπτοντες is used instead of Isaiah

34,4LXX’s future indicative πεσεῖται.

4) The stars are qualified as falling ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ in Mark whereas in Isaiah 34,4 they are

said to fall as leaves ἐξ ἀμπέλου, ‘from a vine’.

5) Mark 13,25b’s construction αἱ δυνάμεις αἱ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς differs from Isaiah 34,4LXX’s

πᾶσαι αἱ δυνάμεις τῶν οὐρανῶν630.

6) Isaiah 34,4aLXX’s τακήσονται is replaced by σαλευθήσονται in Mark 13,25.

The explicit mentioning of the darkening of the sun as well as the replacement of φῶς by 

φέγγος, indicates influence from an analogous verse, Joel 2,10 (3,15) in which the sun and 

the moon are said to be darkened and the stars withholding their light or splendour 

(φέγγος). The wording of the Markan rendering in 13,24 seems to follow that of Isaiah 

13,10LXX (except for ἀστέρες which betrays influence from Joel 2,10) whereas the imagery – 

both sun and moon are being darkened and a description of the fate of the stars not 

preceding but following it (in Mark 13,25) – goes back to Joel 2,10LXX. The replacement of τὸ 

φῶς by τὸ φέγγος may also be due to influence from Joel 2,10LXX, although τὸ φέγγος is also 

found in Isaiah 13,10 in several LXX manuscripts which may present the textual version 

known by the Markan author. Yet, it seems likely that the Markan author quoted part of 

Isaiah 13,10LXX (probably from memory although it cannot be excluded that he quoted from 

a written text) concomitantly changing the imagery through influence from the related verse 

Joel 2,10LXX. It remains a possibility that the replacement of Isaiah 13,10’s stars shedding 

their light by stars falling from heaven is a conscious change by the Markan author. 

The periphrastic construction ἔσονται πίπτοντες in 13,25 is best explained as a ‘memory 

variant’ of the future indicative of Isaiah 34,4. The Markan statement that the stars fall ‘from 

630 Isa. 34,4a is attested in manuscripts B V and some others, but absent from codex A. 
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heaven’ instead of Isaiah 34,3LXX’s evocative language painting them as ‘falling like leaves 

from a vine or from a fig tree’ likely presents an obvious and intelligible variant for the 

descriptive, but perhaps not entirely clear language of Isaiah and thus present another 

‘memory variant’631.  

Next, the construction αἱ δυνάμεις αἱ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς is best explained as a ‘memory variant’; 

although the wording is slightly different from the LXX’s πᾶσαι αἱ δυνάμεις τῶν οὐρανῶν, the 

semantic content of the phrase does not change. The replacement of τακήσονται, ‘to be 

melted’, ‘to be consumed’ attested by several LXX manuscripts that contain an equivalent of 

Isaiah 34,4a, by the Markan σαλευθήσονται probably occurred under influence of Joel 2,10. In 

the latter verse, the heaven is said to be shaken (σεισθήσεται) for which σαλευθήσονται is a 

synonymous verb. The substitution of σαλευθήσονται for τακήσονται may well be a conscious 

change because the Markan author presents a picture in which the heavenly powers 

(including the angels who are being sent out to all the corners of the earth in 13,27) are not 

extinguished but merely shaken. The use of σαλευθήσονται instead of σεισθήσεται is in that 

case another example of a ‘memory variant’ informed by the related passage Joel 2,10 and 

by others like Job 9,6-7LXX describing the fate of heaven by means of the verb 

σαλευθήσεσθαι. The omission of the clause about the heaven being rolled up like a scroll and 

the inversion of the clauses about the falling stars and the fate of the heavenly powers 

seems to fit the picture in which heaven itself (as a spatial indication) remains untouched 

whereas the powers residing in it are affected by the eschatological upheavals. These 

instances of variation are therefore best considered contextual (context-based).  
 

n. Mark 13,26; 14,62 (Dan. 7,13): it may be questioned if in Mark 13,26 we are dealing with a 

quotation from Daniel 7,13. Several elements in the Markan rendering (seeing, the definite 

article preceding ‘son of man’, and the addition of μετὰ δυνάμεως πολλῆς and δόξα632) suggest 

that early Christian usage (formulaic language and imagery) may have influenced the Markan 

wording. But even if the text of the quotation of Daniel 7,13 is influenced by early Christian 

usage, comparison with 14,62 in which the same Danielic passage is referred to, indicates 

two examples of variety best explained as due to the use of memory. The first concerns the 

omission of the phrase τοῦ οὐρανοῦ (present in 14,62 and omitted in 13,26) and the second 

the interchange of prepositions preceding νεφέλαι (ἐν in 13,26 and μετά in 14,62).  

o. Mark 14,27 (Zech. 13,7): although a comparison of the text of the Markan quotation with 

Zechariah 13,7LXX is complicated by the variation in this verse attested in the LXX 

manuscripts (see my discussion of the verse in the previous chapter, quotation 23), there is 

one instance of variation which is best considered a ‘memory variant’. In all LXX manuscripts, 

the verb expressing the scattering precedes the mentioning of the object of that scattering, 

the sheep. It is only in the Markan rendering of the verse that τὰ πρόβατα precede the verb 

διασκορπισθήσεσθαι. This state of affairs is to my mind best explained by assuming that the 

Markan author quoted from memory and inverted verbal form and substantive. 

 
631 CARR, “Orality, Textuality, and Memory”, 164, states that “elements of the text that were not understood 
quickly disappeared”.  
632 Cf. 14,62; 8,38 – 9,1 and the discussion in the previous chapter, quotation 22. 



153 

The change which brings about a considerable shift of the semantic content of the quotation 

concerns the replacement of the LXX’s aorist imperative πατάξατε by the future indicative 

πατάξω. In chapter 6, I shall argue that this presents another case of context-based 

modification. 

p. Mark 15,24 (Ps. 21,19LXX): the text of the quoted Psalm verse, as embedded in the

Markan passion narrative, departs at four points from that of the LXX. First, the future tense

of the LXX is changed into a praesens in Mark. Second, the LXX’s possessive pronoun μου is

replaced by αὐτοῦ in Mark. Third, the LXX’s ἑαυτοῖς is omitted in the Markan rendering, and

fourth, the LXX’s aorist future ἔβαλον is replaced in Mark by the participle, praesens

βάλλοντες. The third instance of variety, the omission of ἑαυτοῖς which functions as a

specification of the way in which the garments are divided, is most likely a ‘memory variant’.

Its omission (as superfluous information) does not essentially change the semantic content

of the statement. The other three instances of variety are ‘contextual’, and present

‘syntactical variants’ to be precise; the application of the psalm text to the passion of Jesus

requires the change of tenses (points one and four) and of the possessive pronoun (point

two).

q. Mark 15,34 (Ps. 21,2LXX): the Greek translation of the Aramaic rendering of Psalm 22,2

presented by the Markan author differs from the text of Psalm 21,2LXX in two respects. First,

in the Markan rendering, the word θεός is followed by the possessive pronoun μου in both its

occurrences whereas the text of the LXX lacks it in the first instance. Second, the Markan

version has the phrase εἰς τί, ‘why?’ whereas the LXX reads ἵνα τί. The first instance of

variation is best explained as resulting from a literal translation by the Markan author of the

Aramaic text presented which in both cases has a possessive suffix added to the word אלה. 

The second case of variation is another example of a ‘memory variant’; a synonymous

phrase is used without changing the semantic content of the statement. As I stated in the

discussion of this quotation in the previous chapter, there is a serious possibility that in this

case, the Markan author did not quote Psalm 21,2LXX in his Greek translation of Jesus’

Aramaic words, but that he presented a fresh translation.

Summary of observations 

The results of the above analysis are summarized in table 3, below. The overview allows us 

to make two, clear observations: 

Two types of variation dominate the picture: ‘memory variants’ and contextual variants. The 

former account for some 50% and the latter for 40% of the overall variety.  

Graphic and aural variants are absent. 
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For our purposes, the most significant conclusion to be drawn from this analysis is that the 

high percentage of ‘memory variants’ indicates that quotation from memory plays an 

important role in the Markan author’s explicit use of Scripture. Although I cannot rule out 

that in some cases, the author of Mark reproduced a Scriptural passage from a manuscript 

by visual copying (either from a scroll with a continuous text or with selected passages, or 

from a wax tablet containing a selection of Scriptural texts), his usual procedure involves 

quoting from memory633.  

As the analysis shows, in some cases a univocal identification of a ‘memory variant’ is not 

possible (in 6 cases, we cannot identify a ‘memory variant’ with certainty and must leave 

open the possibility of an alternative explanation). But even if we discard these cases, my 

conclusion that the memory is the major source from which the Markan author drew his 

Scriptural quotations, still holds634. 

The absence of graphic and aural variants is in conformity with my claim that the author of 

Mark habitually quotes from memory and not from a written text635. This fits the somewhat 

paradoxical situation in which the Scriptural tradition found itself at the end of the Second 

Temple period as referred to by Carr. As far as its written, graphical manifestation is 

concerned, Scriptural tradition became more and more fixed (first in Hebrew, to be followed 

by the Greek translation) eventually exhibiting a decreasing number of exclusively graphic 

and aural variants (linked to visual copying). At the same time, its access by tradents of both 

early Christian and rabbinic tradition, continued to proceed via the memory (as witnessed by 

the remarkable number of ‘memory variants’ in quotations of Scripture) and not via 

consultation of scrolls or other artifacts636. Richard Horsley’s evaluation of the text of the 

Scriptural quotations in Mark as showing “discrepancies with written versions of the texts, 

greater than would be expected from scribal (-like) cultivation (some contact with the 

written text)”637 requires further specification. Scribal (-like) cultivation of the texts around 

the turn of the era involved two apparently contrastive tendencies, the transmission of the 

texts becoming essentially a matter of visual copying whereas for their activation 

633 My impression is that ‘memory variants’ occur in the Markan quotations of Scripture to a higher degree than 
in the extant text of the LXX. This is probably because the evangelist’s prime concern is not the faithful 
transmission of the Scriptural text per se, but its application in interpreting and explaining his view of Jesus and 
his ministry.  
634 In some instances, a ‘memory variant’ is also attested by the Markan Gospel’s manuscript tradition. In these 
cases, we may assume that recall of Scriptural quotations embedded in the Gospel narrative by tradents also 
occurred from memory. 
635 In one instance, in Mark 10, 7-8, we possibly encounter a graphic variant. Some witnesses of the Markan 
text attest the omission of an entire clause in the quotation from Gen. 2,24 (see, chapter 1, quotation 11). The 
omission may be due to a scribal error during copying of the written text of Gen. 2,24LXX resulting in a graphic 
variant. We can, however, not exclude the possibility that the clause was omitted deliberately (allowing the 

word ἄνθρωπος to be used in an inclusive way, i.e., comprising both male and female) and that it was added to 
the quotation later by a scribe to whom the passage did not make sense or who simply knew that the clause 
was missing and completed the quotation. 
636 CARR, “Orality, Textuality, and Memory”, 172. 
637 R.A. HORSLEY, “The Gospel of Mark in the Interface of Orality and Writing”, in: A. WEISSENRIEDER AND R.B. COOTE, 
Interface, 144-165: 153. See also IDEM, “Oral and Written Aspects of the Emergence of the Gospel of Mark as 
Scripture”, Or. Trad. 25 (2010), 93-114: 96-99. 
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(exposition, interpretation) they continued to be assessed in their memorized form. 

Horsley’s conclusion that “it is much easier to explain Mark’s knowledge of the contents of 

the scriptures as derived from (Galilean) popular tradition in interaction with the scribal 

tradition based in Jerusalem”638 is therefore not imperative as far as the quotations from 

Scripture are concerned. The Scriptural references in Mark exhibit a variation which points 

to quotation from memory, a practice that at that time is (still) not essentially different from 

the way Scripture is assessed in scribal circles. That the Markan author’s knowledge of 

Scripture is confined to what was part of popular tradition is possible but cannot be proven. 

In my view, such a popular tradition may well have contested the interpretive tradition of 

Scripture by Jerusalem scribes as Horsley argues, but not the written form of the text on 

which the competing views were based. 

It must be noted that even if the Markan author had used written sources of Scripture for his 

quotations, the occurrence of ‘graphic’ and ‘aural’ variants would still be limited because 

relatively small passages are quoted. Carr identified ‘graphic’ and ‘aural’ types of variation in 

the context of the transmission of large stretches of Scriptural text (no matter how 

‘Scripture’ was defined by a particular group of tradents) or of entire Scriptural books. 

Quotation of small stretches of text through visual copying would be accompanied by the 

generation of a similarly small amount of ‘graphic’ and ‘aural’ variants. Yet, the fact that 

these are not found at all strengthens the case that quotation did not as a rule occur through 

visual copying but by means of recall from memory639. 

The observations summarized in table 3, show that there is no correlation between the way 

in which the Markan author introduces a quotation (marked or unmarked) and the degree of 

variation observed in its wording when compared to that of its LXX source. This suggests that 

the Markan author did not distinguish between explicit and implicit quotations by adapting 

his citation technique640. 

The high percentage of contextual variants is not unexpected as the Markan author embeds 

his Scriptural quotations in his gospel narrative. This usually requires both adaptation of the 

text of a quotation to the syntax of the immediate narrative context and modification of 

those elements of the quotation that interfere with the purport of particular views 

developed in the (broader) narrative context. 

The relatively high number of instances of context-based modification (about 25% of the 

overall variation), fits the purpose of the Markan author’s quotation of Scripture. His 

principal aim is not faithful transmission of Scriptural passages, but to use these in support 

of his claims about Jesus communicated through the gospel narrative. As such, the quoted 

passages become an integral part of a composition which itself becomes the subject of a 

638 HORSLEY, Gospel of Mark, 153. 
639 Graphic and aural variants are found when the transmission of the text of the Markan Gospel is assessed. 
This indicates that it involved visual copying of written texts (which eventually became the exclusive mode of 
transmission). 
640 A similar observation was made for the Scriptural quotations of Paul, cf. Stanley, Language of Scripture, 340. 
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process of textual transmission. So, the Markan author is on the one hand a (scribal) tradent 

of the Jesus tradition which he embodies. In the process of reframing and restructuring a 

body of circulating Jesus traditions into a single narrative, he renders passages from 

Scripture (already present in the circulating traditions or adduced by him) by retrieval from 

memory. On the other hand, as the composer of the gospel narrative, the evangelist is an 

author creating a (new) composition in which he unfolds his view on the ministry, death, and 

resurrection of Jesus. 

 

Whereas in 10 of the 15 clear instances of context-based modification, the shift in semantic 

content caused by the modification introduced is significant for views developed in the 

immediate narrative context only, in the other 5 it pertains to issues that are not limited to 

the passages in which the Scriptural quotations occur but are further developed or recur in 

different parts of the gospel narrative. These 5 cases involve the (four) quotations in 1,2-3 

(where we encounter 2 cases one of which most likely predates the composition of the 

Markan Gospel); 4,12, 7,6-7, and 14,27641. The linkage of these cases of context-based 

modification to both the immediate context of the passages in which they occur and to the 

wider narrative context of the Gospel will be analyzed in detail for each of the quotations in 

which they occur in a subsequent chapter. This, in turn, will allow us to recover the 

considerations which prompted the Markan author to modify the Scriptural quotations in 

such a way that their semantic content was changed in the desired direction. 

 

2.8 Some thoughts on the Markan Evangelist as a tradent and author within the Jesus 

tradition 

Before turning to the selected cases of context-based modification, I wish to devote a few 

words to the Second Evangelist as an author and tradent. To begin with the latter, I assume 

that the Markan Evangelist participated in the transmission of specific traditional texts 

preserving memories/stories about Jesus. As such, he is first and foremost dedicated to 

consolidating and handing on the tradition. This would require scribal skills varying from 

memorizing the traditional texts to copying and correcting written accounts of them and 

possibly clarifying complicated passages642.  

Although we may assume that the author of Mark possessed scribal skills of some 

sophistication, we have no specific knowledge about (the level of) his education in reading 

and writing nor do we know anything about his profession. The analysis in the previous 

section has shown that he shared with other tradents of Near Eastern cultures, the use of 

the memory as the locus of storage and processing of traditional texts such as Scripture. We 

may surmise that the same applies to the traditional stories about Jesus. As a tradent, the 

evangelist may even have performed the memorized texts of the Jesus stories before a 

specific audience which in turn may have prompted him to further develop them so as to 

improve their ability to mediate a desired view or interpretation of the remembered events. 

 
641 The instance of context-based modification involving a shift of semantic content in 10,19 harmonizes the OT 
quotation with a view on wealth as an obstacle to entering God’s kingdom which comes to the fore only in the 
relatively small narrative unit 10,13-31. 
642 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 113-114. 
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Being actively involved in reshaping the Jesus stories to serve as collective memory and 

gearing them towards optimized reception by the audience, the Markan Evangelist shares 

some traits of an ‘author’. 

Based on comparison of the style and language of the Gospel with that of other 

contemporary works, several scholars have emphasized that the Markan style is 

“mannered”, “unpretentious, verging on the vernacular” and characterized by “the over-use 

of stereotyped expressions and the preference for a set formula”643; “Mark’s Gospel is 

written in a relatively simple and popular form of Greek which has striking affinities with the 

spoken language of everyday life … it differs profoundly from the masterpieces of Attic 

prose”644; “… the writer [of the Markan Gospel, HL] was a foreigner who spoke Greek with 

some freedom, but had not been accustomed to employ it for literary purposes”645. Finally, 

“Seine [Markus, HL] stilistischen Züge weisen nicht nur auf einen literarisch ungeübten 

Verfasser, sondern zu gleicher Zeit auf einen sehr versierten volkstümlichen Erzähler hin”646. 

In other words, although the so-called ‘Markan style’ fits an environment in which oral 

delivery of memorized texts was the standard, the Markan author’s scribal skills are 

considered hardly sufficient for the composition of literary works. Yet, whereas in a recent 

evaluation, the Markan author’s Greek is characterized as “simple and sometimes a little 

rough”, and his style as representing “a certain narrative zest that is sometimes close to oral 

narrativity”, the text of Mark is considered “not unrefined”647. Its Greek confers “a certain 

level” to the Gospel’s style and its composition renders “a degree of refinement to its 

content”, sometimes concurring with contemporary views of how to make a text 

“rhetorically effective”648. Therefore, although the characterization of the composer of the 

Markan Gospel as an ‘author’ in the sense of a Graeco-Roman author is undesirable and 

perhaps even problematic649, an understanding of him as ‘author’ which lies closer to that of 

tradent has justifiably received broad support . 

Yet, the evangelist is not just any tradent as he occupies a specific position in the process of 

transmission of the Jesus tradition which brings him closer to the other extreme of the 

tradent – author spectrum described by Alan Kirk650. The evangelist, as I define him, is 

responsible for the large-scale reconfiguration of several free-floating Jesus traditions into 

643 TURNER, Style, 11, 26, 27. 
644 V. TAYLOR, The Gospel according to St. Mark (London – New York: MacMillan – St. Martin’s Press, 1955), 52. 
645 H.B. SWETE, The Gospel According to St. Mark. The Greek text with Introduction, Notes and Indices (London – 
New York: MacMillan, 1898), xli. 
646 M. HENGEL, “Mc 73  πυγμῇ: Die Geschichte einer exegetischen Aporie und der Versuch ihrer Lösung”, ZNW 60 
(1969), 182-198: 192, n.50. 
647 L. HARTMAN, Mark for the Nations. A Text- and Reader-Oriented Commentary (Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2010), 
673. 
648 HARTMAN, Mark, 674. 
649 This is also the conclusion reached by Kirk after comparing the works and habits of the evangelists with 
those of Graeco-Roman writers and rhetoricians; cf. Q in Matthew, 29-42. 
650 KIRK, Q in Matthew, 41. The one extreme of the spectrum is described by Kirk as a tradent who is in fact an 
anonymous transmitter bound by tradition, whereas the other is the author who from a critical distance 
judges, evaluates and uses traditional material to compose a new work. So, in fact, the position along the 
tradent – author spectrum is according to Kirk determined primarily by the degree of (creative) freedom vis a 
vis the tradition. 
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one larger, coherent framework we have come to know as the Gospel of Mark. As such, he 

stands at the transition from a larger collection of (largely individual) traditions which are 

handed on to a reconfigured whole consisting of a selection of these which as a gospel 

narrative becomes the object of the transmission process. The act of reconfiguring the 

tradition involves not only selection of earlier Jesus stories but also adapting and combining 

them in such a way that within their new framework, they express an actualized view and 

interpretation of Jesus’ life, death and resurrection adjusted to the historical conditions and 

needs of a community in which it is handed on. In this way, it supports the identity construct 

adopted by that community. In his capacity of composer of the Markan Gospel, the 

evangelist therefore exhibits characteristics of both a tradent who is bound to the tradition 

of which he is part and of an author who – within certain bounds – creatively reconfigures it. 

The compositional activity that eventually took the form of the Markan Gospel may be located at the transition 

from what Jan Vansina calls ‘oral history’ to ‘oral tradition’651, or from ‘soziales Gedächtnis’ to ‘kollektives 

Gedächtnis’ to use the terminology of Jan and Aleida Assmann652. During the stage referred to as ‘soziales 

Gedächtnis’ or ‘oral history’, witnesses to the events of Jesus’s ministry and death and authoritative bearers of 

their memories, transmit their accounts of what had happened orally, in informal settings. Several versions of 

an account existed alongside one another allowing for a multiperspective view of what had taken place and of 

its significance. Gradually, although the stories about Jesus are continued to be narrated separately (or 

sometimes perhaps in series of two or three) they are viewed as parts of a larger whole, a shared, communal 

memory. As such, they influence one another and a first stage of structuring them (in the communal memory, 

ordering them e.g. on a timeline or clustering them according to topic) sets in653. 

 

With the passing away of the bearers of the traditions which constitute the ‘soziales Gedächtnis’, usually after 

one or two generations, some 40 years after the event(s), a critical phase begins which is responded to by 

restructuring the tradition in a way that secures long term preservation of vital memories. This restructuring of 

the tradition involves selection of stories to be preserved and the articulation of specific issues and views. In 

addition, it is geared toward the needs and concerns of the present cultural and social context (i.e., the 

community in which the restructuring takes place). Selected stories are reworked and relocated in a new 

overarching framework which takes the form of a ‘founding story’ which undergirds and strengthens a 

collective identity. One view of the past guides the rearrangement and reworking of the selected stories. In the 

case of the Jesus tradition, the ‘founding story’ is the Markan Gospel with the view of Jesus as the Christ and 

Son of God as its leading perspective. The reconstructive activity involved in the composition of the gospel 

narrative leads to loss of detail, of secondary data and developments, and of temporal or causal relationships 

within the episodes that previously circulated independently. These episodes – of which when several versions 

existed, one is selected – are further reworked to function in the new framework.  The (mutual) influence of 

episodes flanking one another or being separated by larger distances in the gospel narrative, bestows 

additional meaning on them. As a result, the once autonomous episodes can no longer be reconstructed from 

the corresponding passages in the gospel narrative, although a (historical) nucleus may be assumed present in 

the latter654. In Mark, some details or peculiarities of the once autonomous episodes may be recognizable as 

irregularities in the present (con)text655.  

 
651 J. VANSINA, Oral Tradition as History (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1985), 12-13. 
652 A. ASSMANN, “Soziales und Kollektives Gedächtnis”, Lecture delivered at the Internationale Konferenz zum 
künstlerischen und politischen Umgang mit der eigene Geschichte in China, 2006 (text assessed and 
downloaded from www.bpb.de/files/0FW1JZ.pdf on 27 April 2017). For an outline of the theories of Jan and 
Aleida Assmann, cf. HUEBENTHAL, Kollektives Gedächtnis, 131-142. 
653 VANSINA, Oral Tradition, 166. 
654 HUEBENTHAL, Kollekitives Gedächtnis, 158. 
655 VANSINA, Oral Tradition, 173. Irregularity may vary in occurrence from redundancy to ‘narrative 
inconsistency’ (cf. T.P. HAVERLY, Oral Traditional Literature and the Composition of Mark’s Gospel [Ph.D. thesis; 
Edinburgh: University of Edinburgh, 1983], 191-195). The latter arises when in a composition both standard and 
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The transition from ‘oral history’/’soziales Gedächtnis’ to ‘oral traditon’/’kollektives Gedächtnis’ is 

accompanied by a change of medium. The tradition which was predominantly oral is now textualized: a written 

version of the founding story is produced. This ‘break of the tradition’ (Traditionsbruch656, which is in fact a 

change of the media situation) is apart from the death of the bearers of the ‘soziales Gedächtnis’ also evoked 

by external events experienced as crises. In the case of the Jesus tradition, this major external event was the 

destruction of the Jerusalem temple the implications of which for early Christians were considerable. The 

production of a written form of the key traditional text does not mean that its transmission from now on takes 

place only through the written medium. Oral delivery from memory remains the prime mode of activating and 

transmitting the tradition’s key text(s) even though written and oral-memorial forms exist next to each other 

(and influence one another). Furthermore, neither the written nor the oral-memorial text takes on a fixed form 

but remains open to change. Yet, with the emergence of a written form of the text, a first step is taken in the 

process of canonization which will eventually lead to the selection of one version of the text that becomes 

stabilized and authoritative. At that stage, the transmission of the text will take place exclusively through the 

written medium657. 

In the wake of and in response to the emergence of the Markan Gospel, other alternative compositions of a 

founding story of the Jesus movement were produced among which those that would become known under 

the names of Matthew, Luke and John. Each of these compositions expresses a different view and evaluation of 

the foundational events of the Jesus movement. Moreover, each of these compositions offers a particular 

identity construct to members of the communities cultivating them. 

As long as the events reflected upon by the different gospels belong to the recent past, they are part of a 

‘kollektives Gedächtnis’. In time, however, the foundational events will be viewed as belonging to the distant 

past and become part of what is called ‘kulturelles Gedächtnis’. In the cultural memory, only one version 

narrating the origin of a community is commonly preserved, but sometimes a few. The latter applies to the 

Jesus tradition in which the four (canonical) Gospels selected for preservation are harmonized to one another 

to such an extent that they become supportive of the one, dominant perspective on the tradition’s origins.  

As I pointed out previously, in his work as a composer, the evangelist reconfigures the 

tradition not mechanically by simply transferring earlier traditions into a more useful form 

guaranteeing long term preservation but like an author restructures and shapes them so 

that they convey a new, overarching view or message. As the author (in the narratological 

sense of the term) of a new narrative, present in written form, of which earlier stories 

become episodes, he transfers the mediation of the desired view to text-internal instances, 

notably the narrator and the major characters658.  

specific (formulaic) language occur, usually introduced by subsequent tradents which stand in tension or 
contradict one another. An example is found in Mark 4. In 4,1, Jesus is said to address a crowd in a boat on a 
lake. In 4,10, having told the parable of the sower, Jesus is reported to be alone with ‘those around him and the 
twelve’ explaining the parable, later on to direct other parables to the crowd again without a change of 
location having been reported (see esp. 4,33-34). These inconsistencies are best explained as resulting from the 
use of the theme (type scene) of public teaching and private explanation which is adopted several times by the 
Markan author. A characteristic of this theme is that Jesus explains his teaching to an inner circle when they are 
alone, away from the crowd. Applying this standard convention, the author seems not to notice the (narrative) 
inconsistency that is thus introduced. 
656 ASSMANN, Religion, 82. 
657 A more detailed description of the stages of ‘soziales’, ‘kollektives’ and ‘kulturelles Gedächtnis’ and an 
overview of their characteristics can be found in HUEBENTHAL, Kollektives Gedächtnis, 142-150. 
658 Although minor characters also contribute to this process, cf. E.S. MALBON, “The Major Importance of the 
Minor Characters in Mark”, in: E.S. MALBON AND E.V. MCKNIGHT (EDS), The New Literary Criticism and the New 
Testament (JSNTSup 109; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 58-86. 
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In conclusion, I prefer to use two designations for the Second evangelist, tradent and author 

both of which are linked to the methodological approach which I characterized as narrative-

historical (cf. the end of my introduction). The designation of the evangelist as a tradent fits 

the historical emphasis of the approach locating the Markan evangelist in an historical 

context in which Jesus traditions are transmitted. The designation of the evangelist as an 

author fits the literary-narrative emphasis which views the Markan evangelist as responsible 

for the composition of a narrative which serves a specific intention, the communication of a 

collective view of the person and ministry of Jesus of Nazareth. Because the latter role of the 

evangelist will be at the focus of my attention during the remainder of this study, I have 

chosen to address him throughout this thesis as ‘the Markan author’ (yet, assuming his 

capacity as tradent to be included in it). As will become clear in the subsequent chapters, our 

(limited) knowledge of the Markan author is almost entirely derived from the Gospel itself 

and the views developed in it and therefore essentially indirect. Because of this state of 

affairs, it is in many cases more appropriate to speak of the ‘implied Markan author’ than of 

the ‘Markan author’ and in the remainder of this study I shall often do so.  

The reworking of traditions and their inclusion in the Gospel narrative also involved the 

modification of quotations from Scripture where necessary to make them support the 

conveyance of the ‘Markan view’ of Jesus. How this was accomplished shall be investigated 

for the four selected instances in the next chapters. 



Part II 

Context-Based Modification of OT Quotations 

in Mark 

4 Selected Cases 
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3. The Combined Quotations from Exodus 23,20, Malachi 3,1, and
Isaiah 40,3 in Mark 1,2-3 

The Markan View of the Relation between Jesus and John, 
and between Jesus and God 

3.1 Demarcation of the narrative unit and division into episodes 
In the case of the opening unit of the Markan Gospel, often referred to as ‘the prologue’, 
marking the boundaries is obviously restricted to determining how far it extends659. Several 
answers have been proposed of which two stand out. The first considers the prologue to 
extend to verse 13, the second includes verses 14 and 15660. Interestingly, of those who 
advocate the first solution, several consider verses 14-15 to function transitionally661. This 
means that these verses exhibit some linkage to both the preceding verses and to what 
follows.  
Linkage of verses 14-15 to the preceding verses is primarily brought about by shared 

vocabulary: the verbs κηρύσσειν (vv. 4,7 and 14) and ἔρχεσθαι (vv. 7,9 and 14), and the word 

εὐαγγέλιον (vv. 1 and 14.15, which might form an inclusio). In addition, in verses 1-13, Jesus 
and John are introduced in relation to one another and this is continued into verses 14-15. 
First, Jesus is depicted as calling to repentance in verse 15, reported earlier for John and 
linked to his baptizing activity (v. 4). Second, in verse 14, John is reported to have been 
handed over, marking the end of his public role of forerunner for Jesus which was sketched 
in the preceding verses. Third, as I will describe in section 5.2, the parallel introduction of 
John and Jesus includes their preaching activity which for both is narrated in direct 
discourse. In the case of Jesus this direct discourse is found in verse 15, and for John in 
verses 7-8. Finally, the implicit (temporary) victory of Jesus over Satan in verses 12-13662 is 

linked to his proclamation, in the verses 14-15, of the εὐαγγέλιον τοῦ θεοῦ, the good tidings 
of victory through the coming of God’s kingdom. 

659 J.K. ELLIOTT, “Mark 1.1-3 – A Later Addition to the Gospel”, NTS 46 (2000), 584-588, has argued that verses 1-
3 do not constitute the original opening of the Gospel. According to Elliott, the original wording (together with 
that of the original ending) was lost due to detachment of the first leaf of a codex (586-587). The first three 
verses of Mark as we know it, were then added at a later stage which would explain why these stand out for 
their numerous non-Markan features. To my mind, a number of these features are non-Markan precisely 
because these verses comprise the opening sentences of the Gospel and therefore differ in several aspects 
from the rest of the narrative. 
660 Among scholars in favour of the view that the prologue includes verses 1-13, we find F.J. MATERA, “The 
Prologue as the Interpretative Key to Mark’s Gospel”, JSNT 34 (1988), 3-20: 4-6; J.R. DONAHUE AND D.J. 
HARRINGTON, The Gospel of Mark (SP 2; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2002), 66-67 and F.J. MOLONEY, The 
Gospel of Mark. A Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2002), 27-30. Among those in favour of the 
extension of the prologue through verses 14-15: MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 137-140; M. E. BORING, “Mark 1:1-15 and 
the Beginning of the Gospel”, Semeia 52 (1990), 43-81: 53-59; R.A. GUELICH, “’The Beginning of the Gospel’: 
Mark 1:1-15”, BR 27 (1982), 5-15: 8-11; D. DORMEYER, “Mk 1,1-15 als Prolog des ersten idealbiographischen 
Evangeliums von Jesus Christus”, Bib.Int. 5 (1997), 181-211: 183, 196. 
661 So MOLONEY, Mark, 27; DONAHUE AND HARRINGTON, Mark, 67; cf. MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 138. These verses thus 
constitute an overlapping episode, linked to both the preceding verses and to the next narrative unit. 
662 Jesus’ victory will become apparent to the audience from the first encounter with an unclean spirit (in 1,21-
28) onwards; so also S.E. DOWD, Reading Mark: A Literary and Theological Commentary on the Second Gospel
(Macon, GA: Smyth & Helwys, 2000), 12.
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Linkage of verses 14-15 to what follows involves, firstly, the narrator’s statement in verse 14 

of John’s being ‘handed over’ (παραδοθῆναι) which anticipates Jesus’ fate663, although the 
narration of John’s death is postponed until chapter 6664. Secondly, the combination of the 

words ἦλθεν, κηρύσσων and Γαλιλαία (v. 14) reoccurs in 1,39 forming an inclusio around the 

narration of events occurring at a first day of Jesus’ ministry. Thirdly, the location Γαλιλαία, 
introduced for the first time in verse 9 and then repeated in verse 14 is taken up again in 
1,16.28.39 emphasizing the beginning of Jesus’ ministry to take place there. Fourthly, the 
episode 1,16-20 is linked to verses 14-15 in that it is the first episode that exemplifies what 
“to turn around and have faith in the good news” (v. 15) involves.  

Yet, it is after verses 14-15 that two important changes take place in the narrative.  First, in 
verse 16 new (minor) characters enter the stage, and second, from verse 16 onwards, a 
switch is made from a recounting, rather general and unfocused (diegetic) narrative to a 
descriptive (mimetic) one, focused on specific events665. It is in other words, from verse 16 
on that the “beginning of the good news about Jesus” itself is narrated. I am therefore 
inclined to the view that verses 14 and 15 function transitionally666. The narrative unit in 
which we encounter a combination of three Scriptural quotations (1,2-3), then, extends to 
verse 15, with verses 14 and 15 forming an overlap to the next unit to which they therefore 
also belong667. 

Division into episodes668 
It is generally agreed that the Markan prologue consists roughly of two major subsections, 
one dealing primarily with John the Baptist and one dealing primarily with Jesus. That the 
latter covers verses 9-15 is also generally accepted, but where the subunit on John (which 
thus ends with v. 8) starts seems less obvious. Joel Marcus, for instance, proposes that it 
begins with verse 1669, Francis Moloney implicitly opts for a beginning at verse 4670, while 

663 Cf. 14,10.11.18.21.41.42.44. See also chapter 6. 
664 To the audience of the gospel, John’s fate is probably known and therefore, they will understand that the 
statement of his arrest is to be interpreted as belonging to his role as forerunner. 
665 Rightly observed as such by BORING, “Mark 1:1-15”, 58-59. 
666 So also DEWEY, “Interwoven Tapestry”, 225-226, who points out that vv. 14-15 point ahead in content, but 
belong rhetorically to vv. 1-13. A sharp division of the unit 1-13 (or 1-15) and the following one cannot be 
made. 
667 One may also take the view that vv. 14-15 neither belong to the preceding nor to the following unit. In line 
with this view, several scholars have understood vv. 14-15 as a summary statement (of Jesus’ preaching) 
following the lead by K.L. SCHMIDT, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu: Literarkritische Untersuchungen zur 
ältesten Jesusüberlieferung (Berlin: Trowitzsch, 1919). Recently, E.-M. BECKER, “Die markinischen Summarien – 
ein literarischer und theologischer Schlüssel zu Markus 1 – 6”, NTS 56 (2010), 452-474: 463 has argued that the 
verses are better understood as a “Verkündigungs-Epitome” because they lack an anaphoric narrative function 
(which she considers a characteristic of a summarium). In my opinion, the characterization of vv. 14-15 as a 
transitional unit is to be preferred over that of summary statement and of epitome (and even of Becker’s 
summarium) because these tend to overrate the independency of these verses vis à vis the flanking units. 
668 I use the term ‘episode’ as defined by T.A. VAN DIJK, “Episodes as Units of Discourse Analysis”, in: D. TANNEN 

(ED.), Analyzing Discourse: Text and Talk: Georgetown University Round Table on Languages and Linguistics 
1981 (Washington DC: Georgetown University Press, 1982 177-195: 177, as “coherent sequences of sentences 
of a discourse, linguistically marked for beginning and/or end, and further defined in terms of some kind of 
‘thematic unity’ – for instance, in terms of identical participants, time, location or global event or action.” 
669 MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 138. 
670 MOLONEY, Mark, 28-30. 
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Eugene Boring suggests that its beginning is found in verse 2671. As I will point out below, 
these different views are due to the evaluation of the verses 1-3, notably the question 

whether or not with the phrase καθὼς γέγραπται a new sentence begins and how verse 3 is 
related to verse 2. Is verse 1 to be understood as a title or superscription that stands on 
itself, or is it linked to the following verses, functioning together as an introduction or 
preface? And do the Scriptural passages in verses 2 and 3 refer to the same character, i.e. 
John the Baptist?  

As a point of departure, I choose the observations made by Boring. He points out that in the 
two sections, John and Jesus, the main characters of the prologue, are presented in a similar 
manner: the character is identified, placed in the wilderness and subsequently his preaching 
is described672. Yet – still according to Boring – the Markan author does more than just 
presenting the two in more or less identical ways. He wishes to emphasize that Jesus is 
superior to John673. He does so (i) by having John spell out his inferiority to Jesus (vv. 7-8), (ii) 

by introducing John with a simple ἐγένετο, whereas Jesus is put onto the stage with a solemn 

καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡμέραις, but most importantly, (iii) by prefacing both 
presentations with the combined quotation from Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 which 
determines the relationship of John to Jesus voiced by the highest authority, God himself. 
This preface is constructed in such a way that the audience gets to overhear the voice of God 
addressing Jesus, thus receiving vital information which is to function as a key to 
understanding what will follow674. 

Boring then presents his division of the narrative unit, which he basically understands as a 
parallel presentation of John and Jesus: following the title (v. 1), he distinguishes two major 
units built up in the same way: identification off-stage by a transcendent voice (vv. 2-4 and 
9-11), description of activity in the wilderness (vv. 5-6 and 12-13) and the content of the
main character’s preaching (vv. 7-8 and 14-15)675.

Although elegant, to my mind, Boring’s scheme appears a bit strained. In particular, the fact 
that he assigns the conflated quotations of Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 (v. 2) to the 
identification of only John is difficult to reconcile with his observation that the Markan 
author deliberately presents John in (a subordinate) relation to Jesus. This is among others 
brought about specifically by means of the Scriptural quotations in verse 2. Boring’s scheme 
would be adequate if the presentation of John and Jesus were preceded by a quotation of 
Isaiah 40,3 only, which can be understood as solely applicable to John’s role and activity676. 
In other words: Boring oversees the fact that verses 1-3 function as a preface to the whole of 
the prologue (and possibly also to the entire Gospel narrative) and not to verses 4-8 only. 
In addition, any division of our narrative unit should take into account that in both the 
presentation of John and of Jesus, the other of the two plays some role in the background677. 

671 BORING, “Mark 1:1-15”, 59-60. 
672 BORING, “Mark 1:1-15”, 59. 
673 BORING, “Mark 1:1-15”, 59. 
674 BORING, “Mark 1:1-15”, 60. 
675 BORING, “Mark 1:1-15”, 60-61. 
676 Though other options will be discussed in 3.2.2. 
677 These background roles are admittedly not of similar weight, Jesus’ background role clearly being the more 
influential one. Yet, in the episode presenting Jesus, it is John to whom Jesus goes out and by whom Jesus is 
baptized. 
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Too sharp a distinction between the subunits devoted to the presentation of both main 
characters, does not cohere with their contents.  
Finally, Boring’s scheme does not incorporate some minor aspects of the narrative, such as 
the fact that verses 1-2 (and perhaps also v. 3) and 14-15 are situated at locations different 
than the wilderness. Also, the unclear relationship of the locations ‘river Jordan’ and ‘the 
wilderness’ is not taken into account. Whereas in 1,4-8, ‘the wilderness’ and ‘the river 
Jordan’ seem to coincide678, in 1,9-13, the two appear to be distinct679. Finally, in the 
presentation of John in verses 4-8, there is no counterpart to Jesus’ testing by the Satan in 
the wilderness (although perhaps it is present in the narrator’s remark that John had been 
handed over in v. 14). 
 
All of these considerations, bring me to the following division of the prologue into episodes, 
which is based on Boring’s proposal, but with some modifications: 
 
 
subunit/ event/action/theme   main character(s) location 
episode 
 
1,1-3:  preface, providing the key   God   off-stage 

for understanding the   John, Jesus (implicit) (unspecified) 
relationship between John  
and Jesus and for John’s role 

 
1,4-8:  presentation of John   John (Jesus in  wilderness, 
       background)  river Jordan 
 4-6: description of activity 
  and status (by means      
  of clothing and food) of      
  John 
 
 7-8: preaching focused on the      

coming of the stronger one 
 
  

 
678 The co-localization precisely in the episode about John the Baptist may have been inspired by 4 Kgdms 2,8 

where Elijah and Elisha are said to cross the river Jordan together ἐν ἐρήμῳ, ‘in the wilderness’. The Hebrew of 

the MT, here has בחרבה, ‘at a dry place’. Possibly, the LXX-translator read בערבה, 'in the wilderness’ and 

rendered it by ἐν ἐρήμῳ. The Markan author may have considered the combination of ‘Jordan’ and ‘in the 
wilderness’ of 4 Kgdms 2,8 an appropriate location for Elijah to reappear; cf. M. ROTMAN, The Call of the 
Wilderness. The Narrative Significance of John the Baptist’s Whereabouts (CBET 96; Leuven: Peeters, 2020), 86. 
679 Jesus is baptized in the river Jordan and subsequently driven out ‘into the wilderness’ implying a change of 
location. This is also noted by DOWD, Reading, 10, 12, but she proposes that ‘in the wilderness’ in v. 12 must 
have symbolic significance and therefore does not indicate a change of location. Apart from the fact that I find 
introducing a label such as ‘symbolic’ problematic (how does one define ‘symbolic’ in this case?), I fail to see 

why the same designation in v. 4 would not carry symbolic significance. In my opinion, ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ functions as 
a spatial marker linking verses 4 and 12-13 to the Scriptural quotation in v. 3. So also ROTMAN, Wilderness, 74-
77, 89. 
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1,9-15:  presentation of Jesus Jesus (John in 
background) 

9-11: description of status river Jordan 
(through heavenly voice 
and descendance of holy spirit 

12-13: description of activity wilderness 
(struggle with Satan) 

14-15:  preaching focused on the Galilee 
coming of God’s kingdom/rule 

Finally, the relationship of verse 1 to the following verses needs some clarification. In my 

view, the word καθώς, with which verse 2 starts, functions as a particle connecting two 

clauses in a comparative manner680. In Mark, the word καθώς occurs 8 times and in all cases 
apart from 1,2, it follows the main clause (4,33; 9,13; 11,6; 14,16.21; 15,8 and 16,7). As part 

of the expression καθὼς γέγραπται, it appears 21 times in the New Testament, in 17 of which 
a Scriptural quotation is introduced following the main clause681. Taken together, these 

observations suggest that in Mark 1,2, καθὼς γέγραπται most likely introduces the Scriptural 
quotations, connecting them to the preceding main clause682. This means that Mark 1,1-3 
must be read as a single sentence, after which a full stop must be presumed: “The beginning 
of the good news of/about Jesus Christ … was/is as written in the prophet Isaiah: …683. 
With verse 4 then, a new sentence starts, and the narrative proper begins684. So, verse 1 is in 
my view not a heading or title standing by itself. Finally, I follow Arnold’s conclusion that the 
‘beginning’ of verse 1 refers primarily to the beginning section of the Gospel, i.e. to the 

680 See BDR § 453, S.E. PORTER, Idioms of the Greek New Testament (Biblical Languages: Greek 2; Sheffield: 

Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 242-243; J.K. ELLIOTT, “Καθώς and ὥσπερ in the New Testament”, FN 7 (1991), 
55-58: 56, and P. DANOVE, Linguistics and Exegesis in the Gospel of Mark. Applications of a Case Frame Analysis
and Lexicon (JSNTSup 218; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 78-83: 80.
681 The phrase occurs in Mat. 26,24; Mk. 9,13; 14,21; Lk. 2,23; John 6,31; 7,38; 12,14; Acts 7,42; 15,15; Rom.
1,17; 2,24; 3,10; 4,17; 8,36; 9,13.33; 10,15; 11,26; 15,9; 2 Cor. 8,15; 9,9. Interestingly, in both its occurrences in
Mark (as well as in Mat. 26,24), no specific Scriptural passage is introduced. Rom. 2,24 is the only example in

which καθὼς γέγραπται follows a Scriptural quotation.
682 This also matches the rabbinic use of scriptural quotations in the midrashic unit. This midrashic unit may be
viewed as a conversation in which two voices talk to each other. The first raises an issue in the form of a
rabbinic statement, which is then responded to by the second quoting a Scriptural passage. Rabbinic statement
and Scriptural quotation are linked to each other by means of the connecting phrase ‘as it is written’; cf. A.
SAMELY, Forms of Rabbinic Literature and Thought. An Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 86-
87.
683 In addition to the references indicated in note 18, also, C. BLUMENTHAL, Gott im Markusevangelium. Wort und
Gegenwart Gottes bei Markus (Biblisch-Theologische Studien 144; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag,

2014), 88-89. This reading considers the main clause to exhibit a case of ellipsis of the verb εἰμι which is not
often found in Mark except in fixed phrases of which the introduction of the entire narrative and of Scriptural
quotations are examples; cf. TURNER, Syntax, 306, 315, 345.
684 So GUELICH, “Beginning”, 6; M.A. TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel. Mark’s World in Literary-Historical Perspective
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), 108-113; MARCUS, Way, 18; WATTS, New Exodus, 55-57. Ireneaus, Adv. Haer. III,
11, 8, appears to have read the opening sentences of the Markan Gospel likewise.
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prologue, and only at a secondary level to the whole of the Gospel narrative685. As I will 
show in 3.3.2 and 3.4, this ‘beginning’ which is according to Scripture is focused on John’s 
role as Jesus’ forerunner. 
 
Another much debated issue concerns the identity of the characters appearing in the 
Scriptural quotations in verses 2-3 and the relationship of verses 2 and 3 respectively. To this 
I will now turn before addressing the function of these Scriptural quotations in the literary 
unit 1,1-15. 
 
3.2 Meaning and function of the Scriptural quotations in 1,2-3 in their immediate narrative 
context 
In this section, I will first address the issue of identifying the characters in the Scriptural 
quotations in verses 2-3. Subsequently, I will point out how insight in this matter informs our 
understanding of the Markan prologue and of the Scriptural quotations in particular. In the 
next section (3.3), I will then describe how essential features of the Scriptural passages with 
which the Gospel opens, the linkage of Jesus’ way to the ‘way of the Lord’ and the 
relationship between John the Baptist and Jesus, recur in the remainder of the Gospel and 
how these develop. 
 
3.2.1 Identification of characters in the Scriptural passages in 1,2-3 
Altogether, 5 characters appear in the combined passages from Exodus 23,20, Malachi 3,1 
and Isaiah 40,3: (a) an ‘I’, (b) ‘my messenger’ and (c) a ‘you(r)’ in verse 2 and (d) a voice of 
one crying and (e) the Lord/’his’, in verse 3. Confronted with these combined Scriptural 
references presented by the narrator in a first narration of the Gospel, the audience has 
several options for the identification of these characters. Proceeding through the narrative, 
the audience will encounter clues which enable them to reach a satisfactory identification 
though perhaps not an entirely univocal one686. In what follows, I will present the 
identification of the characters in verses 2-3 I find most plausible and discuss the most 
important alternatives in the next section (3.2.2). Because the identification of most 
characters will turn out to be interdependent, I shall not present them in the order 
enumerated above. 
 
a) ‘I’; the character speaking in verse 2 in the first-person singular is generally identified as 
God. The main reason given for such an identification is that the Scriptural passage is 
introduced as a prophetic one (from Isaiah) and that in prophetic speech the ‘I’ is usually 
God on behalf of whom the prophet speaks687. Furthermore, it may be assumed that the 
audience was familiar with the rendered passages making an explicit identification of the 
character referred to as ‘I’ redundant688. Finally, in all Scriptural passages quoted in the 
Markan Gospel in which an ‘I’-character speaks (7,6-7; 11,17; 12,26.36 [in the latter case 

 
685 G. ARNOLD, “Mk 11 und Eröffnungswendungen in griechischen und lateinischen Schriften”, ZNW 68 (1977), 
123-127. 
686 This is the main conclusion of a detailed analysis of the opening sentences of the Markan Gospel by F. WILK, 
“Wer bereitet wem den Weg? Überlegungen eines Neutestamentlers zum Verhältnis zwischen Septuaginta und 
Neuen Testament anhand von Mk 1,2f.”, in: B. NEUSCHAFER AND R.G. KRATZ (EDS), Die Göttinger Septuaginta: ein 
editorisches Jahrhundertprojekt (MSU 30, nF. Bd. 22; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013), 185-223: 216, 218. 
687 WILK, “Wer bereitet wem”, 192. 
688 BLUMENTHAL, Gott, 94-95. 
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explicitly introduced as κύριος]; 14,27), the speaker is always God himself. Therefore, it 
seems safe to conclude that also in 1,2 the ‘I’, speaking, is God.  

b) ‘my messenger’ and c) ‘you(r)’; the character referred to in the second person singular, is
informed that ‘my messenger’ will be sent before him, to prepare his way. The temporal
indicators ‘before’, and ‘after’, fulfill an important role in the Markan prologue. In verse 7,
John the Baptist announces the coming of one after him who is stronger than himself. In
verse 8, the before – after scheme is continued in the use of the tenses applied to John and
to the coming one: John states of himself that he baptized (aorist indicative) with water
whereas the coming one will baptize (future indicative) with the holy spirit. Moreover, in
verse 14, the narrator states that Jesus’ coming to Galilee occurs after John has been handed
over. Finally, verses 4-15 are structured in such a way that the part on John (4-8) precedes
that of Jesus (9-15). So, our literary unit clearly presents Jesus as coming after John,
suggesting to me that the messenger sent before the character addressed as ‘you’ must be
John, and, consequently, this ‘you’ must be Jesus689.
The identification of John as ‘my messenger’ is further strengthened by the description of his
clothing in verse 6. As is well-known, this description reminds of that in 4 Kingdoms 1,8 by
which king Ahab identifies a person described to him as such as Elijah. The Scriptural
quotation in 1,2 consists of a mix of elements from two analogous passages, one of which is
Malachi 3,1. This verse describes the sending of an unspecified messenger which in Malachi
3,23 (a verse which exhibits similarity to Mal. 3,1 in structure and wording) is identified as
Elijah690 whose task it is to reconcile fathers and sons and neighbors prior to the ‘great and
notable day of the Lord’, the coming judgment, which is close to John’s preaching of
repentance (1,4). The identification of John as Elijah in Mark (to which I shall return in 3.3)
and of the messenger of Malachi 3,1 as Elijah in Malachi 3,23 support our identification of
the messenger in 1,2 as John.

Before proceeding to the identification of the two remaining characters, I must now turn to 
the issue of the relationship between verses 2 and 3 and more specifically to that of verse 

3’s φωνὴ βοῶντος with characters from verse 2. Wilk considers the possibility that the φωνὴ 

βοῶντος continues the speech of the ‘I’ in verse 2, but this is not very likely as its addressee 
would then change from a second person singular to a second person plural691. Another 

possibility, and the one that I prefer, is that φωνὴ βοῶντος stands in apposition to ‘my 

messenger … who will prepare’ of verse 2692. The φωνὴ βοῶντος, then, refers to John’s 
preaching which like the Isaianic passage addresses a plural audience (the whole Judean 

region and all Jerusalemites; v. 5). Moreover, the phrase ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ locating John in the 
wilderness in verse 4 is a conspicuous repetition of the same words in verse 3, consciously 

linking John’s activity – his baptism and preaching – to the φωνὴ βοῶντος. That the 
occurrence of the phrase in verse 4 is probably intentional is corroborated by the episode 
1,9-15 which firstly places Jesus at the river Jordan (1,9) to be subsequently driven into the 
wilderness by the holy spirit (1,12). This suggests that the river Jordan and the wilderness 

689 So also HATINA, In Search, 150. 
690 Cf. A. MEINHOLD, Maleachi (BKAT XIV/8; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2006), 417, 255-56. 
691 WILK, “Wer bereitet wem”, 189. In addition, BLUMENTHAL, Gott, 23, points to the fact that in Isaiah 40,3 the 

φωνὴ βοῶντος is also different from God’s voice. 
692 WILK, “Wer bereitet wem”, 189-190. 
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are different locations, and that the phrase ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ in verse 4 functions primarily to link 

John’s preaching to the φωνὴ βοῶντος of verse 3693.  
In addition, the Markan author was probably familiar with two traditions about John the 
Baptist, one involving the mixed Scriptural quotation in verse 2 (a tradition attested by Q 
7,27) and one linking John’s ministry to Isaiah 40,3. The former identified John as the 

messenger of Exodus 23,20/Malachi 3,1 whereas the latter recognized in him the φωνὴ 

βοῶντος of Isaiah 40,3. This probably allowed the Markan author to combine the Scriptural 
quotations (by arranging them in succession) and using them as a whole to characterize 
John’s ministry as the beginning of the good news of/about Jesus. To this, I shall return in 

5.4. In sum, the ‘you’ of verse 2 (c) most likely refers to Jesus and the φωνὴ βοῶντος of verse 

3 (d) is identified by the Markan author as John the Baptist. The phrase φωνὴ βοῶντος may 

thus be considered an equivalent to the ἄγγελος of verse 2. 
 
e) ‘The Lord/his’, in verse 3. The last character in the Scriptural passage in verses 2-3 to be 

identified is ‘the Lord’ whose way is to be prepared according to the φωνὴ βοῶντος. How is 
this ‘way of the Lord’ related to Jesus’ way (v. 2) which is prepared by John, the messenger? 
In the LXX, Isaiah 40,3 differs at one crucial point from the version rendered in Mark 1,3. The 

LXX reads in the final clause: εὐθείας ποιεῖτε τὰς τρίβους τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν. In Mark 1,3, the 

phrase τὰς τρίβους τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν has been replaced by τὰς τρίβους αὐτοῦ. The personal 

pronoun with possessive meaning αὐτοῦ refers to the preceding κύριος694. Did the phrase τοῦ 

θεοῦ ἡμῶν unequivocally refer to God, the use of the phrase κύριος allows for an ambiguity695 
which seems to be mirrored in the Markan Gospel in which it may refer both to God and to 
Jesus696. This phenomenon will be examined in detail in section 3.3. 
 
For now it is important to notice that by modifying the text of the Scriptural passage in 1,3 
and by having it preceded by another Scriptural passage in 1,2, ‘the way of the Lord’ to be 

prepared by the audience of the φωνὴ βοῶντος in 1,3 is brought into a direct relationship 
with the way that is to be prepared by John for Jesus in 1,2697. In my opinion, an outright 
identification of ‘the way of the Lord’ as Jesus’ way does not cohere with the ambiguity of 
the Markan author’s rendering of the first three verses698, but it is clear that the two are at 

 
693 Whether the phrase ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ specifies the location of the φωνή or that it specifies the location of the 
preparative activity in v. 3 cannot be determined with certainty. Yet, whereas in the Hebrew ‘in the wilderness’ 
is part of the parallelism in Isa. 40,3 emphasizing the location where the way of the Lord is to be prepared, in 
the LXX (referred to in v. 3), the parallelism concerns not the location where the way of the Lord is to be 

prepared, but the characterization of the voice of one crying itself. Therefore, one may infer that ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ 

qualifies the φωνή. So also MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 143. The recurrence of ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ in verses 12-13 probably has 
the same purpose, to characterize Jesus’ sojourn in the wilderness in this small episode as preparing the way of 
the Lord according to verse 3. 
694 It is in fact short for κύριος as Origen already noted in Comm. Jo. 6, 131. 
695 So also WILK, “Wer bereitet wem”, 204. 
696 See for an extensive analysis of the use of the designation κύριος in Mark, D. JOHANSSON, “Kyrios in the Gospel 
of Mark”, JSNT 33 (2010), 101-124. 
697 It is noteworthy that the conflated passages speak of a specific way (ὁδός is preceded by an article). Whereas 
Mal. 3,1 has an unspecified, anarthrous ‘way’, early Christian tradition has changed its equivalent in the 
conflated passages into a specific one: the way (of Jesus). 
698 But see BLUMENTHAL, Gott, 108-109, who concludes: “Der von Gott Angesprochene (V.2) is der Kyrios (v.3)” 
and even more concrete: “Dieser Kyrios ist Jesus”. G. GUTTENBERGER, Die Gottesvorstellung im 

Markusevangelium (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2004), 65-66 is somewhat more cautious: “wird er (der Genitiv κυρίου; 
HL) hingegen auf das Kommen Gottes bezogen, lässt sich die Schlussfolgerung, das Gott in Jesus kommt, kaum 
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least intimately related699. This is corroborated by the two instances in 1,1-15 in which the 

word εὐαγγέλιον is specified. In 1,1, the beginning of the εὐαγγέλιον Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ [υἱοῦ 

θεοῦ] is presented by the narrator as according to Scripture which as we have seen involves 
John the Baptist’s preparing the way for Jesus. As soon as Jesus appears on the stage, the 

narrator reports him starting his ministry by proclaiming τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τοῦ θεοῦ (1,14). So, 
what applies to ‘the way’ likewise applies to ‘the good news’: both may be specified as Jesus’ 
and as God’s and in both cases, they appear to be closely linked and, at least to a 
considerable degree, to coincide. Below, in section 5.3, I will examine the use of the word 

εὐαγγέλιον in the remainder of the Gospel and determine if this ambiguity is set forth.  

A final observation to be made here is that according to 1,9, Jesus is initially among John’s 
audience whom the Baptist according to verse 3 summons to prepare the ‘way of the Lord’. 
From Jesus’ perspective, his way will be ‘the way of the Lord’ (= God’s way) whereas for his 
followers (the Markan audience), ‘the way of the Lord’ is Jesus’ way in the first place as 
narrated in the Gospel. Yet, throughout the Gospel, it is stressed that Jesus’s way is in 
accordance with God’s will. 

To conclude this section: ‘Lord/his’ in verse 3 may refer to both God and Jesus. 

3.2.2 Alternative identification of characters in the Scriptural passages in 1,2-3 
Florian Wilk points out that the textual form of the Scriptural quotations in Mark 1,2-3 allows 
for a multivocal identification of the characters occurring in it and suggests that the Markan 
author intended this to be the case700. He presents several alternatives to the identification 
of characters I have presented which in turn influence our understanding of the remainder 
of the prologue701. One of these identifies the ‘I’ of verse 2 as God, but suggests that the 
‘you’ of that verse may also be the hearer/reader of the Gospel as a (potential) follower of 
Jesus before whom a messenger has been sent to prepare the way, that messenger now 
being Jesus702. For a first-time audience of the Gospel, this may indeed be a possibility, since 
a ‘you’ as part of direct speech in a narrative may have a double reference, one within the 
narrative world and one at the level of the audience703. In our verse, this is even more likely 
because the narrative proper has not yet begun, and the audience has not yet met any 
narrative character who may be identified as ‘you’704. The only clue suggesting Jesus as a 
candidate for the ‘you’ of verse 2 is that his name has been mentioned in the previous verse. 
So, an audience unfamiliar with the Gospel narrative, may at first have the impression to be 

umgehen. […] Jesus repräsentiert Gott.” MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 148, distinguishes between an identification of ‘the 
Lord’ and Jesus and an identification of ‘your way’ (v. 2) and ‘the way of the Lord’ (v. 3). Whereas he rejects the 
former (“Mark does not want simply to identify Jesus with “the Lord” [emphasis original]), he remains unclear 
about the latter: “Mark has not effaced the difference between “your way” and “the way of the Lord” […] 
though he seems to think that the way of Jesus is the way of the Lord.” He finally summarizes his view by saying 
that “where Jesus is acting, there God is acting.” 
699 So also MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 71. 
700 WILK, “Wer bereitet wem”, 209. 
701 WILK, “Wer bereitet wem”, 217-218. 
702 WILK, “Wer bereitet wem”, 196-197; K.M. HARTVIGSEN, Prepare the Way of the Lord: Towards a Cognitive 
Poetic Analysis of Audience Involvement with Characters and Events in the Markan World (BZNW 180; Berlin – 
Boston: de Gruyter, 2012), 114, points out that having arrived at the end of verse 3, the audience is unaware of 
any characters who may be the addressees of the words uttered in vv. 2-3. 
703 So e.g., SHINER, Proclaiming, 184-185. 
704 So also HARTVIGSEN, Prepare, 115. 
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addressed as ‘you’ only in the course of the prologue to discover that Jesus is the more likely 
candidate705. 

Another alternative identification involves the φωνὴ βοῶντος of verse 3 which in addition to 
John the Baptist may also be identified as Jesus, an identification rendered possible because 
of the parallelism adopted by the Markan author in presenting John and Jesus (both as 
preparing the ‘way of the Lord’, ‘in the wilderness’). Yet, the explicit localization of John’s 
ministry ‘in the wilderness’ (v. 4) and his proclamation as directed to a large audience of 
addressees (v. 5), seem to me to be conscious moves by the Markan author to support 
John’s identification as the crying voice in verse 3. 
Although the alternatives presented by Wilk are worthy of examination, the identification of 
characters in verses 2-3 I have presented in 5.2.1 seems the most likely one to me. In 
addition, I am not so sure as Wilk is that the Markan author intended a multivocal 
identification of characters in verses 2-3. As I shall point out in 3.4, I consider the unclarity in 
identifying the characters in these verses as an unintentional effect of the fusion of 
Scriptural quotations. 
 
3.2.3 Do the ‘original’ narrative contexts of the Scriptural passages rendered in 1,2-3 support 
the identification of characters? 
Wilk has suggested that the so-called ‘original’ narrative contexts706 of the Scriptural 
passages referred to in the opening lines may assist in identifying the characters occurring in 
1,2-3 as well as in establishing the relationship of these verses to what follows in 1,4-15. He 
probes a variety of possible contexts and their contribution to the understanding of Mark 
1,2-3 based on the identification of the Scriptural passages involved707. This provides several 
interesting possibilities, yet, it appears to me that not all of these are equally relevant to the 
Markan context. In my opinion, the ‘original’ narrative context of a Scriptural passage 
quoted in Mark contributes to an understanding of the use and function of that Scriptural 
passage in the Markan narrative only when the Markan context contains an indication 
supporting such a possibility. The identification of the quoted source text by a scholar of 
Mark is in itself not sufficient. In my opinion, the Markan prologue provides cues for 
suggesting that the ‘original’ narrative context of at least two Scriptural passages might 
contribute to its understanding and use by the Markan author. The first is the fact that the 
Scriptural quotations are introduced as being written in the prophet Isaiah. This means that 
the narrative context of Isaiah 40,3 may provide clues for a proper understanding of the 
function of the Scriptural references in 1,2-3 within the Markan prologue and possibly 
beyond it. The second case of a context which may be significant for the Markan 
understanding and use of a Scriptural passage flows from the description of John the Baptist 
in 1,6, identifying him as Elijah. This suggests that the context of Malachi 3,1 and the related 
verse 3,23 may also be relevant to understanding the role of John the Baptist in Mark and in 
the prologue in particular. 
 

 
705 An audience considering itself the addressee of the summons to prepare the way of the Lord may 
understand these words as calling upon them to enable the expected return of the risen Jesus, cf. 13,26-27; 
8,38. 
706 See Introduction, section 2. 
707 WILK, “Wer bereitet wem”, 209-218. 
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In what way may the ‘original’ narrative contexts of Isaiah 40,3 and Malachi 3,1 contribute to 
an understanding of the Markan prologue? To begin with Isaiah 40, verse 2 of that chapter 

announces the release of the sin (ἡ ἁμαρτία) of the people of Jerusalem. Verses 9-10, in 

addition, speak of an εὐαγγελιζόμενος (cf. 1,1.14.15) bringing the good news to 
Sion/Jerusalem and to all the cities of Judah which echoes the description of John the Baptist 
proclaiming a baptism aimed at repentance of sins to which ‘the whole Judean region and all 
Jerusalemites’ respond by going out to him (1,4-5). In 40,10 finally, to Judah and Jerusalem it 

is said: ἰδοὺ κύριος μετὰ ἰσχύος ἔρχεται. In similar vocabulary, the coming of Jesus, ‘the 
stronger one’ and possibly also ‘the Lord’ is proclaimed by John in the Markan prologue 
(1,3.7). As such, the context of Isaiah 40,3 may have influenced the description of John’s 
ministry in Mark 1,4-8.  
The narrative context of Malachi 3,1.23 shares with that of Isaiah 40,3 the idea of a 

messenger sent out in front of the Lord whose coming is near: πρὶν ἐλθεῖν ἡμέραν κυρίου τὴν 

μεγάλην καὶ ἐπιφανῆ (3,23); καὶ ἐπιβλέψεται ὁδὸν πρὸ προσώπου μου καὶ ἐξαίφνης ἥξει εἰς τὸν 

ναὸν ἑαυτοῦ κύριος ὃν ὑμεῖς ζητεῖτε (3,1bc). So, both passages may have influenced the 
Markan prologue’s clear sequence of presenting John first (as Elijah) and Jesus as the one 
coming after him, representing God. Elijah’s task as it is described in Malachi emphasizes 

repentance (ἀποκαταστήσει καρδίαν πατρὸς πρὸς υἱὸν καὶ καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου πρὸς τὸν πλησίον 

αὐτοῦ; Mal. 3,24708) which also stressed in another verse of this chapter: ἐπιστρέψατε πρός με 

καὶ ἐπιστραφήσομαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς λέγει κύριος παντοκράτωρ (3,7). It seems then, that the 
description of John the Baptist’s preparing the way of the Lord in Mark 1,4-8 proclaiming a 
baptism of repentance aimed at forgiveness of sins may also have been influenced by the 
context of Malachi 3,1.23. As I shall describe in 5.3.2, the narrative context of Malachi 3,1.23 
is invoked even more clearly at a later occasion in the Gospel narrative, in 9,11-13 where the 
issue of the relationship of John and Jesus is raised again. 

3.2.4 Linkage of the Scriptural quotations in 1,2-3 to their immediate context in 1,1-15 
In addition to the possible contribution of the ‘original’ narrative context of the Scriptural 
passages in 1,2-3 to the composition and wording of the rest of the Markan prologue, I 
would like to point out three other observations concerning the linkage of verses 1-3 with 
the rest of the prologue. 

First, in verse 2, the task of the messenger, identified as John the Baptist, is stated as 
preparing the way of Jesus (‘you’). Verse 3 suggests that this preparative activity includes the 
summoning of others to prepare the way of the Lord. Verses 4-6 specifies this preparing of 
the way further by narrating that John proclaims a baptism aimed at the forgiveness of sins. 
Whereas these verses seem to correspond primarily to the Scriptural passage in verse 3 
showing John as proclaiming his message to a large audience, verses 9-11 focus on Jesus 
responding as an individual to the same proclamation and in the same manner (receiving 
baptism). This then, characterizes John’s preparation of Jesus’ way as announced in the 
Scriptural passage in verse 2. As verse 2 is directed to a single person and verse 3 to a 
plurality of persons, so does the narrative present us in inverted order John’s activity 
towards a plural audience (vv. 4-6) and towards a single person, Jesus (vv. 9-11). 

708 Cf. Sir. 48,10: ἐπιστρέψαι καρδίαν πατρὸς πρὸς υἱὸν. 
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As such, then, both Scriptural passages describe John preparing a way, that of the Lord 
which involves repentance and baptism of many and that of Jesus which concerns his 
personal baptism at the occasion of which God himself affirms Jesus’ election as his special 
envoy. This is achieved by the words sounding from heaven identifying him as ‘my beloved 
son with whom I am well-pleased’ and by the descendance into him of the holy spirit. The 
latter may imply that Jesus himself is the first to undergo the baptism with the holy spirit by 
which John had characterized him (v. 8). In John’s direct speech, reported in verses 7-8, the 
two aspects of preparing the way merge. Although the recipients of John’s proclamation are 
those who have gone out to have themselves baptized, its content is specifically aimed at 
announcing Jesus as the coming one. So here also, the preparation of the way of Jesus and of 
the way of the Lord appear intertwined. Verse 14 contains a first hint that John’s preparing 
Jesus’ way also involves his preceding him in suffering and death. This aspect of preparing 
Jesus’ way will be elaborated upon particularly beyond the prologue (cf. section 3.3.2). 
 
Second, whereas John’s preparative work is focused on pointing out Jesus (the one who will 
come after him) to his followers, Jesus’ ministry is characterized from the start by pointing 
his followers towards God. Yet, where the ministries of John and Jesus are arranged in a 
clear temporal order ‘before – after’ (v. 2), the coming of Jesus and that of God’s kingdom 
lack such a clear temporal arrangement suggesting that these may not be arranged in a 
similar way but overlap.  
 
Third and finally, there is an interesting variation of designations for Jesus in 1,1-15. In verse 
1, the narrator introduces Jesus as ‘Christ’ and possibly as ‘son of God’. God himself, through 
Scripture and a heavenly voice calls Jesus ‘you’ (v. 2) and ‘my beloved son with whom I am 
well-pleased’ (v. 11). John the Baptist refers to Jesus as ‘the stronger one than me, coming 
after me’ (v. 7) and as the one who ‘will baptize with the holy spirit’ (v. 8). Finally, the 
Markan author opens the possibility of referring to Jesus as ‘Lord’ which is laid on the lips of 
the voice in the wilderness, i.e. John (v. 3). So, the audience is offered an initial view of Jesus 
from several standpoints expressed through diverse designations. Yet, it seems to me that in 
the prologue only the designations ‘son (of God)’ and ‘Christ/anointed one’ receive approval 
by the most trustworthy character in the narrative, God, the first explicitly and the second 
implicitly. It is the heavenly voice in verse 11 addressing only Jesus as a character of the 
primary narrative but overheard by the audience using the designation ‘son’. This occurs by 
means of words recalling Psalm 2,7 which was at the time Mark was composed interpreted 
messianically709 as was Psalm 42,1710 which is also referred to by the voice. So, both the 
designations ‘Christ’ and ‘son (of God)’ would appear correct to the audience whereas it 
remains to be seen if the others occurring in the prologue are also applicable to Jesus. 
 
To summarize our findings up to this point: 
1) Verses 1-3 introduce the Markan prologue in the first place and indicate that the 
beginning of the good news about/of Jesus occurs through the ministry of John the Baptist 
which stands in line of the prophetic tradition of Israel. In addition, what these verses 
indicate about the relationship between Jesus and John and about Jesus’ way and ‘the way 
of the Lord’ respectively seems to be relevant also beyond the prologue. 

 
709 See, e.g., MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 166 who refers to 4QFlor 1,18 – 2,2. 
710 Cf. Tg. Isa. 42,1. 
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2) The Scriptural passages quoted in verse 2 provide the key for the composition of the
verses 4-15 as indicated previously, presenting John and Jesus in parallel fashion by means of
a ‘before – after’ scheme. In addition, it prepares for the direct speech narrated in verses 7-8
in which John makes his audience ready for the coming of Jesus who is much more
important than he is. Verse 2 thus specifically introduces John’s ministry as preceding Jesus’.
Beyond the prologue this going ahead of Jesus by John will concentrate on suffering and
death.
3) The Scriptural quotation in verse 3 emphasizes that John the Baptist (the voice crying ‘in
the wilderness’ as the conscious repetition of this spatial marker in verse 4 makes clear) is
not the only one ‘preparing the way’. By preaching repentance and baptism aimed at the
forgiveness of sins, he summons the whole Judean region and all Jerusalemites to prepare
the ‘way of the Lord’.

4) The quotation of Isaiah 40,3 in verse 3 deviates from the LXX by the replacement of τοῦ

θεοῦ ἡμῶν by αὐτοῦ introducing an ambiguity that allows for the identification of ‘the way of
the Lord’ as that of both God and of Jesus. Although the two may not be equated, they are
intimately related. This is already evident from the fact that in the prologue the beginning of
‘the good news about/of Jesus’ (v. 1) involves Jesus’ proclamation of ‘the good news of God’
which is manifested in the having come near of God’s rule (v. 14).

Finally, using Scripture, the Markan author bestows divine assent on his characterization of 
John and Jesus and on their mutual relation. Presenting John as Jesus’ forerunner and Jesus 
as worthy of sharing the divine title ‘Lord’, thus occurs against the background of and in line 
with Israel’s prophetic tradition understood as revealing God’s will. 
Jesus, in addition, is inaugurated as ‘son’ by a heavenly voice which is, like Scripture, a 
medium of divine communication. 

In the next section, I shall inquire if the relationships between God and Jesus on the one 
hand and of John and Jesus on the other as presented in the prologue also permeate the 
remainder of the Gospel. Specifically, I will explore the relationship of God and Jesus in the 

rest of the Gospel by evaluating the use and meaning of the words κύριος (3.3.1), εὐαγγελίον 

and ὁδός (3.3.2) and by examining how the Markan author presents Jesus as embodying God 
by means of narrative parallels to Jewish traditions (3.3.3). In addition, I shall explore how 
the relationship between John and Jesus as pictured in the prologue is continued in the 
remainder of the Gospel (3.3.4). 

3.3 The Scriptural quotations in 1,2-3 and their links to the broader narrative context of 
the Markan Gospel: The use of ‘Lord’ and the relationship of Jesus and John throughout 
the Gospel 

3.3.1 The use of ‘Lord’ in the Gospel and its implications for our understanding of ‘the way of 
the Lord’ 

The use of the designation κύριος in the Gospel of Mark has been thoroughly examined by 
Daniel Johansson711. I will take his observations as a point of reference but try to adapt them 
to a format I find more suitable to our purposes here. This format consists of 4 questions to 

be answered for each instance in the Gospel where the word κύριος is used: 

711 JOHANSSON, “Kyrios”, 101-124. 
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1. On whose lips is the word? 
2. Who is referred to by the word (in the narrative)? 
3. In what sense is the word used at the level of the narrative? Here I distinguish between 3 
options: 
 a. as a title for God 
 b. as a title for Jesus 
 c. in a profane sense as ‘Sir’, ‘lord’ ‘master’, i.e. as a designation expressing  

authority, status. 
4. Is an additional sense detectable, notably at the level of (implied) author and audience 
and if so, which sense? 
 
The answers to all 4 questions for each of the 13 instances in which we encounter the word 

κύριος in Mark have been collected in table 1. In those cases, in which my evaluation deviates 
substantially from that of Johansson I will indicate this in a note. 
 

Passage Word κύριος spoken by Referent of κύριος Sense of 

κύριος 

Possibly 
additional sense? 

1,3 ‘voice of one crying’/ 
narrator 

God a Yes, b 

2,28 Jesus The Son of 
Man/Jesus 

c Yes, b 

5,19 Jesus God712 a Yes, b; cf. 5,20 

5,20713 Narrator Jesus b No 

7,28 Syrophoenician 
woman 

Jesus c Yes, b 

11,3 Jesus Jesus714 c Yes, b 

11,9 crowd God715 a No 

12,9 Jesus (parable) Lord of 
vineyard716 

c Yes, a 

12,29 Jesus God a No 

 
712 With e.g., MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 72, I am inclined to the view that in 5,19 the word κύριος as used by Jesus 
refers to God. In 5,20, it is the narrator who provides an alternative and has the former demoniac interpret 

κύριος as Jesus. 
713 In 5,20 we do not encounter the word κύριος, but an alternative interpretation of whom is referred to by this 
word in 5,19. 
714 Contrary to JOHANSSON, “Kyrios”, 107-108, I would think that at the level of the narrative the referee of κύριος 
is Jesus. Allowing the word to refer also to God requires additional theological reasoning (i.e. that Jesus 
acquires the colt for performing God’s service). 
715 Whether or not as JOHANSSON, “Kyrios”, 113-115, claims Jesus is here presented as the one coming ‘with the 
name of the Lord’ suggesting his participating in God’s authority, power and glory, it remains clear that the 

word κύριος refers to God and not to Jesus. 
716 Although I agree with JOHANSSON, “Kyrios”, 109-111, that κύριος in 12,9 and 13,35 probably has more than 

one referent as these instances involve parables, it seems to me unlikely that in 12,9 κύριος would refer to Jesus 
in a secondary sense (the so-called “Sachhälfte”). If a character in the parable would qualify to refer to Jesus in 

a secondary sense, it would be the son. In 13,35, I agree with Johansson that κύριος may in a secondary sense 
refer to Jesus as the coming one from 13,26-27. 
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12,36 David (psalm) Lord of 
David/Messiah 

c Yes, b 

12,36 David (psalm) God a No 

12,37 Jesus Lord of 
David/Messiah 

c Yes, b 

13,20 Jesus God717 a No 

13,35 Jesus (parable) Lord of house c Yes, b 
Table 1: The use of κύριος in the Gospel of Mark 

The most striking observation this overview allows for is that in all cases in which the word 

κύριος is on Jesus’ lips, it is never used as a title for himself. It is either used as a title for God 
or as an expression to emphasize the authority or status of narrative characters but never of 

God. Except for 5,20 in which κύριος is unequivocally used by the narrator to refer to Jesus 
by means of a divine title, used in the preceding verse by Jesus himself to refer to God, the 

word κύριος may be understood as a title for Jesus only at the level of (implied) author and 
audience718. This observation is of importance for our evaluation of the Scriptural quotation 

in 1,3. The substitution of τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν by αὐτοῦ, probably the work of the Markan author, 
allows for an ambiguity in the identification of the ‘Lord’ in the same passage at the level of 

the audience. At the level of the narrative proper, the word κύριος here most likely refers to 
God, but it is the intention of the Markan author, expressed in the narrative through the 

narrator to enable Jesus to share in the divine title κύριος in the view and understanding of 
the audience. It comes to no surprise that the only other instance in which the divine title 

κύριος is applied to Jesus (5,20) is also on the lips of the narrator. In all other cases, the 
ambiguity enabled by 5,19-20 and in 1,2-3, opens the possibility at the level of the implied 

audience to understand the title κύριος as referring (also) to Jesus.  

The ambiguity of the use of the title κύριος in Mark is not only made possible by the 
modification of the text of Isaiah 40,3 in 1,3, but also by the joining together of this 
Scriptural passage and the combined ones in 1,2. By means of this new construct of 
Scriptural quotations, the way of Jesus (v. 2) is linked to the way of the Lord (v. 3). Although 
the Markan author takes care not to equate the two, he makes clear that the two are to be 
viewed as intimately related, as I will demonstrate below in 5.3.2.  

Larry Hurtado evaluates 1,2-3 as “a profound statement about Jesus, associating him closely 
with God”719 which fits a pattern he discerns in early Christian texts about the relationship 

717 Although JOHANSSON, “Kyrios”, 106-107, considers κύριος to refer primarily to God here, he wishes to leave 
the possibility open that it also refers to Jesus. This is based on the use of the phrase “the elect, whom he 

chose” in 13,20 which according to Johansson is linked to the Son of Man in 13,27 thereby enabling κύριος to 
refer (also) to Jesus. Yet, to my mind, Johansson too easily equates the choice of the elected (considered to be 
God’s) in 13,20 with their gathering by the Son of Man in 13,27. The two need not be the same and the Son of 
Man’s task may very well be to gather those elected by God. 
718 The use of the word κύριος in 12,37 to refer to the Christ (12,35) is not that of a title but as a designation 
expressing authority. Jesus’ reasoning in 12,35-37 is based on the fact that David would not refer to the 
Christ/Messiah by means of a designation which expresses respect and subordination, if the Christ/Messiah 
were his son. Yet, through this passage, the Markan author has Jesus communicate to the audience that the 

word κύριος as an expression of reverence may be applied to him. 
719 L.W. HURTADO, Lord Jesus Christ. Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (Grand Rapids, MI – Cambridge: 
Eerdmans, 2003), 307. 
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between Jesus and God in devotional practice. Hurtado characterizes early Christian Jesus-
devotion as ‘binitarian’ with two distinguishable figures, God and Jesus, related to one 
another in such a way as to prevent the idea of two gods720. Jesus-devotion is not separate 
from that of God but linked to it placing Jesus in a subordinate position to God, ‘the Father’. 

Yet, Jesus is granted, by God, a name of divine significance, κύριος, by which he is to be 
revered721. Whereas in contemporary Judaism the idea of beings referred to by a divine title 
emphasizing their being endowed with God’s power and sovereignty was accepted, worship 
was restricted to the one God only722. It is the devotion of Jesus, although linked and 
subordinate to that of God that was the innovative feature of Early Christianity. 

The carefully introduced ambiguity of the referent(s) of the title κύριος in Mark seems to fit 
the pattern discerned by Hurtado as does another characteristic of the Markan Gospel, its 
monotheistic emphasis in speaking of the one God. As Joel Marcus has argued, in three 
instances (2,7; 10,18 and 12,29; cf. 12,32) the Markan author emphasizes God’s uniqueness 

in a remarkable way characterizing it by the qualification of the word God (θεός) by εἷς which 
at least in the first two cases is redundant723. According to Marcus, the Markan author’s 
stress on the oneness of God likely aims at alleviating potential allegations of blasphemy by 
Jewish opponents who consider the presentation of Jesus in Mark (or in the Markan 
community) as amounting to a theology with two gods. 

In addition to the word κύριος, two other keywords featuring in the prologue deserve closer 
examination in order to sharpen our view of the relationship of Jesus and God in the Gospel. 

I will begin with the word εὐαγγελίον and subsequently focus on the word ὁδός. 

3.3.2 εὐαγγελίον and ὁδός outside the Markan prologue 

In addition to the 3 instances in which the word εὐαγγελίον appears in the prologue 
(1,1.14.15), it appears another 4 times in the rest of the Gospel (8,35; 10,29; 13,10 and 14,9). 
In all 4 cases, the word is on Jesus’ lips as in 1,15. Moreover, in all instances in which Jesus 
uses the word, it is not further determined as it is in the first two cases in which it occurs in 
the prologue (1,1.14). In all 4 cases outside the prologue, finally, the word is used in close 

connection with (events in) Jesus’ ministry, suggesting that the εὐαγγελίον is embodied by 
Jesus and his actions. It seems then, that the first 2 occurrences of the word, both 
accompanied by a determinative qualification (‘of Jesus Christ’ in 1,1 and ‘of God’ in 1,14) 

and communicated by the narrator serve to link the εὐαγγέλιον  Ἰησοῦ Χριστου and the 

εὐαγγέλιον τοῦ θεοῦ in a way similar to what we have seen for the word κύριος. In Mark, the 

word εὐαγγέλιον carries a similar ambiguity referring to both Jesus and God and this 
ambiguity seems to be fostered by the Markan author through the narrator, something we 

have observed previously for the designation κύριος. 

The word ὁδός occurs 17 times in Mark (1,2.3; 2,23; 4,4.15; 6,8; 8,3.27; 9,3.34; 
10,17.32.46.52; 11,8; 12,14). In its basic, objective meaning we encounter the word in 2,23 

720 HURTADO, Lord Jesus, 53. 
721 HURTADO, Lord Jesus, 52. 
722 HURTADO, Lord Jesus, 36-37. 
723 J. MARCUS, “Authority to Forgive Sins upon the Earth: The SHEMA in the Gospel of Mark”, in: C.A. EVANS AND 

W.R. STEGNER (EDS), The Gospels and the Scriptures of Israel (JSNTSup 104 – SSEJC 3; Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic, 1994), 196-211: 199. 
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and 11,8 and perhaps also in 8,3 referring to a road or as part of the phrase ‘on the way’. In 

the majority of cases the word ὁδός carries additional meaning as it signifies the road that 
Jesus follows and that will take him to Jerusalem, i.e. to his suffering and death724. This sense 

is echoed in the use of ὁδός in 6,8; 8,27; 9,33.34; 10,17.32.46.52. In most of these cases, 

Jesus is on the way (ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ) with his disciples and teaching takes place along the way725. 
Additional meaning is also carried by the notion of accompanying Jesus on his way, i.e. being 
a disciple or follower. This is most clearly emphasized in the episode about blind Bartimaeus 

who in 10,46, not yet being a follower of Jesus, is reported to sit παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν. As soon as 

his sight is restored, he follows Jesus ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ726. The phrase παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν also appears in 
the parable of the sower in 4,4 and in its explanation in 4,15 where it is applied to those who 
do not accept the word sown by Jesus, the sower, which is immediately taken away by 
Satan.  

The phrase παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν thus characterizes the position of those who do not follow Jesus. 

So, in its meaning of ‘the way of Jesus’, ὁδός is used in most instances in Mark. Mark 12,14 

presents a notable exception to this pattern. Here, ὁδός is specified as God’s by Pharisees and 
Herodians and identified as the object of Jesus’ teaching. Jesus’ interlocutors have previously 
characterized Jesus as one who does not seek human recognition. By contrast, Jesus’ 
teaching (which I understand not only to refer to his speech but also to his actions) is thus 
presented as aimed at doing God’s will (cf. 3,35). By setting up this dichotomy between 
human concerns and God’s will, Jesus’ opponents in dispute try to persuade him to teach 
according to God’s will also concerning the issue they are about to present, i.e. to assert that 

taxes need not be paid to the emperor. Although the specification of the word ὁδός as God’s 
is thus primarily linked to the specific issue at stake in this episode727, it may remind the 
audience of 1,2-3 in which the way of Jesus and that of the Lord were connected. Although 
the terminology is different – 1,3 has ‘way of the Lord’ and not ‘way of God’ – the ambiguity 
introduced in 1,2-3 has prepared the audience for the idea that the ‘way of God’ taught by 
Jesus (12,14) is closely related to the way of Jesus728. 

So, we observe a similar phenomenon as for the word εὐαγγελίον. Throughout the Gospel 

both εὐαγγελίον and ὁδός are commonly used in connection with Jesus’ ministry, yet by 

means of the ambiguity introduced by the Markan author in 1,1.14 for εὐαγγελίον and in 1,2-

3 (and presumably also in 12,14) for ὁδός both are intimately linked to God’s εὐαγγελίον and 

God’s ὁδός729. 

724 In this sense, John the Baptist is as we have seen in 1,14; 6,14-29, Jesus’s forerunner in suffering and death, 
in that sense thus preparing his way (1,2). 
725 So also M. VÖLKEL, “ὁδός”, in: H. BALZ – G. SCHNEIDER, Exegetisches Wörterbuch zum Neuen Testament 
(Stuttgart – Berlin – Köln – Mainz: Kohlhammer, 1981), 1200-1204. 
726 M.J.J. MENKEN, “The Call of blind Bartimaeus (Mark 10:46-52)”, HTS 61 (2005), 273-290: 285, suggests that 

the Markan author added the phrase ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ to present Bartimaeus to his audience as an examplary follower 
of Jesus ‘on the way’. 
727 The dichotomy humans/emperor versus God forms the backbone of the dispute. 
728 In similar vein, C. ROSE, Theologie als Erzählung im Markusevangelium. Eine narratologisch-
rezeptionsästhetische Untersuchung zu Mk 1,1-15 (WUNT 2/236; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 119. 
729 MARCUS, Way, 33-37, suggests that the Markan author’s use of ὁδός is informed by that of Deutero-Isaiah. 
The return of God to Zion pictured by Deutero-Isaiah, with former exiles in his wake and accompanied by 
healing from blindness (e.g. Isa. 42,16) is transformed by the Markan author into Jesus’ way to Jerusalem. On 
his way he is followed by his disciples whose eyes have been opened (e.g. the paradigmatic story of blind 
Bartimaeus) and his victory in Jerusalem/Zion will reside in his death and resurrection. 
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3.3.3 Jesus as the one who embodies God 
Throughout the Markan Gospel, several stories feature Jesus as fulfilling the role of God or 
as exhibiting divine attributes, i.e. possessing divine power and authority. As such, one might 
say that the Markan author consciously alludes to the Old Testament in telling his story 
about Jesus thereby inviting his audience to relate it to the Old Testament passages evoked 
and to observe how Jesus’ actions mirror those of God or those of characters who share in 
divine attributes. As Wendy Cotter shows, these stories presenting Jesus as divine agent also 
fit the larger Graeco-Roman context of stories about gods and heroes performing miracles. 
These Graeco-Roman miracle stories closely resemble one another in their basic 
characteristics suggesting that heroes perform miracles as a result of being granted divine 
powers730. Among miracles, Cotter distinguishes between healings, exorcisms and nature 
miracles (these include stories about gods and heroes stilling storms, walking on the waters 
and performing miraculous feedings, the latter of which are typical of Jewish tradition). 
Importantly, stories about healings performed by both gods and heroes include those about 
raising people from the dead731. 
In Mark, we find episodes about healings and exorcisms, sea crossings involving stilling of a 
storm, walking on the waters and episodes about feeding miracles, all with Jesus as their 
protagonist. As these have been extensively commented upon, I will restrict myself here to a 
succinct overview with some remarks732.  
 
3.3.3.1 Nature miracles733 
Jesus’ stilling of the storm in 4,35-41 recalls especially Psalm 107,28-32 (cf. Ps. 65,8 [7]; 
89,10). In Jewish tradition, control over the waters and other ‘chaotic’ forces is characteristic 
of God. Heroes are not reported to share this power, but in some cases, intermediates are 
recorded imploring God to calm a storm (T. Napht. 6, 1-10; b. Mets. 59b; y. Ber.9:1). 
Elizabeth Struthers Malbon observes several parallels between 4,35-41 and the other sea 
voyages in Mark 6,45-52 and 8,14-21 on the one hand and the story about Jonah on the 
other734. These parallels allow the audience to compare God’s providing Jonah with a second 
chance of delivering to the Gentiles of Nineveh God’s message demanding repentance and 
promising mercy to Jesus’ providing his disciples with a second opportunity to make a 
crossing to Gentile territory (the first attempt in 6,45-52 failed in reaching its Gentile 
destiny). This second crossing (8,14-21 in which the destiny, Betsaida is reached) is tied to 
another round of teaching, healing and exorcism by which Jesus tries to make his disciples 
understand that Gentiles are to share in the harvest of the kingdom of God.  
Jesus’ walking over the waters in 6,48 reminds of Job 9,8 and Psalm 77,20 (cf. Isa. 43,2.16-
17) in which such activity is narrated about God. God’s walking on/through the sea is 
commonly linked to the idea of making a path (cf. Ps. 77,19: Isa. 43,16; 51,10) which is also 
reported for heroes such as Moses (Ex. 14), Joshua (Josh. 3), Elijah (2 Kgs. 2,6-8), and Elisha 

 
730 So W. COTTER, Miracles in Graeco-Roman Antiquity. A Sourcebook for the Study of New Testament Miracle 
Stories (London – New York: Routledge, 1999), 35. 
731 COTTER, Miracles, 12, 36-37. 
732 For those interested in a more thoroughgoing analysis, several excellent commentaries are available. 
733 See for an extensive treatment of nature miracles in Mark from the viewpoint of containment, G. Ó FLOINN, 
The Motif of Containment in the Gospel according to Mark. A Literary-Critical Study (Kildane: St. Pauls, 2018), 
125-172. 
734 E. S. MALBON, “Jonah, Jesus, and Gentiles Across the Sea: Markan Narrative Intersections”, in: G. VAN OYEN 

(ED.), Reading the Gospel of Mark in the Twenty-First Century. Method and Meaning (BETL 131; Leuven: 
Peeters, 2019), 251-296. 
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(2 Kgs. 2,13-15). The remarkable detail narrating that Jesus wishes to pass by his disciples 
recalls God’s passing by in Exodus 33,22; 1 Kings 19,11 (cf. Gen. 18,3; Job 9,11). Jesus’ 

comforting words in 6,50, “It is me” (ἐγώ εἰμι; cf. 13,6; 14,62) allude to God’s name (Ex. 
3,14).  
The feeding miracles narrated in 6,30-44 and 8,1-9 remind of God feeding the people in the 
wilderness in Exodus 16 (cf. Ps. 78,23-29). In addition, it evokes the story of Elisha in 2 Kings 
4,42-44 and that of Elijah in 1 Kings 17,8-16, the latter emphasizing that Elijah’s presence 
suffices to provide enough flour and oil for the widow in Sarefat.  

3.3.3.2 Healings 
Throughout the Markan Gospel, Jesus is reported to heal people from several kinds of 
disease. Explicitly mentioned are the healing of Simon’s mother-in-law (1,29-31), of a leper 
(1,4-45), of a paralytic (2,1-12), of two women (5,21-43), of two blind men (8,22-26; 10,46-
52) and of a deaf-mute (7,31-37), evoking several Old Testament passages in which God or
his servants are said to heal people suffering from these ailments (e.g. Isa. 35,5-6; cf. 29,18;
57,18-19 [God]; 2 Kgs. 5,1-19; Isa. 42,7; [servant]). Healings by Jesus include raising people
from the dead (Mark 5,21-24.35-43; cf. 9,14-27) also reported for biblical heroes such as
Elijah (1 Kgs. 17,17-24) and Elisha (2 Kgs. 4,18-37).

3.3.3.3 Exorcisms 
Another characteristic of Jesus’ ministry is his activity as an exorcist. To my knowledge, 
Jewish tradition knows of no story which reports an exorcism performed by God, although 
this seems to be suggested by Zechariah 13,2. The performance of exorcisms is reported for 
several Jewish ‘heroes’, such as Abraham (1QapGen 20,29-34), Tobit (Tob. 7,15 – 8,3), 
Solomon (Ant. 8,44-45), David (Ant. 6, 166-169) and Eleazar (Ant. 9,46-49). The episodes 
narrating exorcisms by Jesus (1,23-28; 5,1-20; 7,24-30; 9,14-29; cf. 1,34; 3,11-12. 20-30) 

provide primarily verbal parallels (the verb ἐπιτιμᾶν in Greek, cf. Ps. 105,9LXX; 106,29LXX; 

Zech. 3,2, and  גער in Hebrew; cf. Isa. 17,13; Nah. 1,4; Zech. 3,2 Ps. 106,9; 1QM XIV,10; 1QH 

XXII,6; 1Q16 9,2; 4Q169 1-2,3; 4Q176 8-11,11; 4Q436 1 I,10; 4Q463 2,3; 4Q 491 8-10 I,7) to 
stories about God subduing the demonic powers of the sea and to texts describing an 
eschatological struggle between God and the demonic powers personified as Satan or Belial 
(cf. also 1QM XV,1-3.13-18; T. Levi 18,11b-12735). The latter attest to a feature of 
apocalyptical Jewish views during the time of Jesus which tend to converge the evil 
previously embodied by many different spirits into demons that belong to a single source or 
power of evil referred to as Satan, Belial/Beliar or Beelzebub/Beelzebul736. 

In addition, as we shall see in chapter 5, in the episodes about regulations from the Torah 
and other traditions, Jesus is presented as a guardian of God’s will as expressed in the 
commandments and as sharing in God’s authority to postpone, adapt, prioritize or even 
annul certain laws.  
More generally, as has been pointed out amongst others by Struthers Malbon, Jesus’ 
ministry may be characterized as an endeavor to act according to God’s will. As such, he 

735 According to G.H. HAMILTON, “A New Hebrew-Aramaic Incantation Text from Galilee: ‘Rebuking the Sea’”, JSS 

41 (1996), 215-249, the verb גער may have become a terminus technicus for an exorcism at the time of Jesus. 

See also J. JOOSTEN, “The Verb גער “to Exorcise” in Qumran Aramaic and Beyond”, DSD 21 (2014), 347-355. 
736 COTTER, Miracles, 117. 
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“attempts to deflect attention and honor from himself to God”737. Struthers Malbon 
presents a thorough examination of  the relationship between the Markan Jesus and God by 

addressing Jesus’ response to the voice of God (1,11; 9,7), his use of the word δεἶ, his 
reference to God as ‘father’, his use of Scriptural passages and of divine passives, and finally, 
his cry from the cross (15,34). Her analysis738 need not be repeated here but supports our 
findings. Her conclusion is in line with what we have observed: “the narrative as a whole 
shows [that] the Markan Jesus makes God known. […] From the beginning the Markan 
narrator seeks to proclaim both Jesus and God”739.  
 
3.3.4 The relationship of Jesus and John throughout the Gospel 
Our analysis of the prologue and of its first 3 verses in particular, led to the observation that 
the Markan author’s introduction of Jesus and John stresses three aspects: first, John is the 
one who precedes Jesus and prepares his way. As such, he is Elijah, coming prior to the day 
of the Lord (Mal. 3,22). Verse 14 hints that John’s going ahead of Jesus also encompasses 
suffering (and for an audience familiar with John’s fate also death). Second, John is depicted 
as subordinate to Jesus who is ‘the stronger one than me’ (v. 7)740. Third, the Markan author 
introduces John and Jesus in a parallel manner implying that the two resemble one another 
in several aspects one of which is their preaching of repentance and their pointing out of 
what/who is coming/has come near. 
 
In what follows, I shall examine which of these characteristics of the relationship between 
John and Jesus reoccur beyond the prologue. John the Baptist reappears in the narrative in 5 
passages:  

- in 6,14-16, Herod claims that he has been risen based on what is reported about 
Jesus. 

- In 6,17-29, the story of his death and how this came about is narrated 
- In 8,27-30, John is mentioned as one of the answers given by the people in response 

to the question whom they consider Jesus to be. 
- In 9,11-13, the disciples ask Jesus about Elijah and Jesus’ response implicitly identifies 

John as such. 
- In 11,27-33, when asked by what authority he operates, Jesus answers by means of a 

similar question about John.  
 
Most of these passages emphasize the similarity of John and Jesus.  
In 6,14-16, based on what they hear about Jesus, people conclude that Jesus must be the 
resurrected John. According to the narrator, this identification is founded on the presence of 
powers that work through Jesus (v. 14). Based on what is said, Herod concludes that Jesus 
must be John who has been risen. So, John and Jesus appear indistinguishable on the basis 
of their actions/mighty works. In addition, they are also alike in that people enjoy listening to 

 
737 MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 173. 
738 MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 173-190. 
739 MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 194. 
740 John is not worthy of kneeling down and untying the thong of Jesus’ sandal. The latter image greatly 
increases the difference in status between John and Jesus as a telling parallel from b. Kethubot 96a shows: “R. 
Joshua b. Levi ruled: All manner of service that a slave must render to his master a student must render to his 
teacher, except that of loosening his shoe.” Compared to Jesus, the teacher, John is even less than a student, 
merely a slave740. Finally, the difference in status between John and Jesus is expressed by their respective 
instruments with which they baptize: John with water, Jesus with the holy spirit; cf. HARTVIGSEN, Prepare, 122. 



185 

them. This is expressed in the very same words for Herod listening to John (6,20) and for the 
crowd listening to Jesus (12,37). So, the two resemble one another also in their appealing 
way of preaching. 

In 11,27-33, the religious authorities want Jesus to tell them on what authority he acts 
(perhaps specifically in the temple in the preceding episode 11,15-18). Jesus redirects the 
question to his interlocutors but now it concerns the status of John’s baptism (11,30). The 
two possible answers proposed by Jesus appear to present the very options to choose from 
in answering his opponents’ original question. The cleverness of Jesus’ alternative question 
lies in the fact that he and John can be exchanged without changing the issue at stake. This is 
only possible because John and Jesus share their source of authority residing in the one who 
sent them both. 

In 6,17-29, the story about his death, John fulfils the role of Jesus’ forerunner in undergoing 
the fate of suffering and death that also awaits Jesus. The similarity of John’s and Jesus’ fate 
is further strengthened by the parallels of their passion stories. Both are executed on the 
instigation of a hostile character not possessing the power to have someone executed and 
because of a ruler’s (Herod’s and Pilate’s) weakness, and both die during a festival.   

Finally, in 9,11-13, the issue of the coming of Elijah is raised by Jesus’ disciples in response to 
his prohibiting them from telling anyone of what they had experienced at the transfiguration 
“before the Son of Man would have been raised from the dead” (9,9). What ‘to raise from 
the dead’ means is discussed by them after which they ask about the coming of Elijah, the 
link between the two probably being that they infer that Jesus was speaking about the 
raising of the dead at the final day741.  
The passage 9,11-13 is rather difficult to understand because of its terse wording742. The 
disciples ask Jesus why the scribes say that Elijah must come first. This suggests that 
whatever they take ‘to be raised from the death’ to mean, they subscribe to the scribes’ 
view that Elijah must come first. Jesus’ response consists of three statements. First, he 
seems to affirm that Elijah must come first to restore everything (9,12a)743, but immediately 
he introduces another statement: “How is it written about the Son of Man that he must 
suffer greatly and be rejected?” (9,12b). How these two statements are related is at first 
sight unclear. The third statement might provide the answer: “But I say to you that also (!) 
Elijah has come, and they did with him as they wished, as it is written about him” (9,13). This 
third statement suggests that in contrast to the expectation of the scribes and the disciples, 
Elijah has already come and what’s more: they did with him as they wished. The latter 
probably refers to the arrest and death of John the Baptist whom the audience may have 
identified as an Elijah-figure due to the description of John’s clothing in 1,6. If this 
assumption is correct, Jesus provides a connection between John/Elijah and the Son of Man: 
both have come and will suffer and die as it is written about the latter (9,12b)744. This may in 

741 This means that they did not link Jesus’ command in 9,9 to the first passion prediction in 8,31 which states 
that the Son of Man would rise after three days. 
742 Cf. MARCUS, Way, 97-107, who suggests that this is due to the use of a particular form of argumentation. 
743 HATINA, In Search, 172, rightly observes that this restorative activity of Elijah is in Mark interpreted as John’s 
call to repentance, i.e. “seeking to restore the hearts of the Judeans”. 
744 S. PELLEGRINI, Elijah – Wegbereiter des Gottessohnes. Eine textsemiotische Untersuchung im 
Markusevangelium (Herders Biblische Studien 26; Freiburg – Basel – Wien – Barcelona – Rom – New York: 
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turn inform our understanding of the connection between 9,12a and 9,12b; although the 
first affirms the eschatological expectation of Elijah as coming to restore everything745, 
probably based on Malachi 3,23-24 and Sirach 48,10, the second functions to tone down 
Elijah’s restorative work (though not denying it) and to prepare for another, more decisive 
characteristic based upon which he may be identified: his suffering and death in which he is 
the forerunner of the Son of Man. So, in this passage, John the Baptist is implicitly identified 
as Elijah who has come and whose primary task has been to prepare the way of Jesus in 
undergoing suffering and death as will Jesus after him.  
This connection between John and Jesus ultimately goes back to 1,2 and spells out what the 
audience may have surmised since the remark about John’s arrest in 1,14 and the story of 
his death in 6,14-29. 
 
So, in summary: whereas in 1,1-15, John’s preparing Jesus’ way refers primarily to his 
baptism and preaching by which others become (also) involved in preparing the ‘way of the 
Lord’, beyond the prologue the emphasis shifts towards John’s preparing Jesus’ way in 
preceding him in rejection, suffering and death. 
 
3.4 The Scriptural reference in Mark 1,2-3 as an example of context-based modification 
For the Markan author the beginning of the ‘good news’ about/from Jesus is situated in the 
first place in John’s ministry as baptizer-preacher narrated in the prologue, but secondly in 
John’s preceding Jesus on the way of suffering and death narrated later on in the Gospel746. 
From the outset, however, the Markan author makes it clear that both aspects of John’s 
portrayal in the Gospel are in line with Scripture and therefore divinely commissioned (cf. 
9,11-13; 11,27-33). This is brought about by quoting a complex combination of three 
Scriptural passages which precede the narrative proper. This combination of passages covers 
the two features of John’s characterization in Mark highlighted in the previous section. 
 
First, John’s ministry of baptism and preaching serves to prepare others for Jesus’ coming. 
John thus contributes to their preparing the ‘way of the Lord’. To highlight this aspect, the 
Markan author adopts a tradition in which John’s activity as a baptizer-preacher is connected 
with Isaiah 40,3 identifying John as Isaiah’s ‘voice crying in the wilderness’.  
 
Second, John himself prepares Jesus’ way. As a forerunner, he precedes Jesus on his way 
which according to the Markan author concerns his going ahead of Jesus in time as a 
preacher-baptizer, but above all in suffering and death. That John himself goes ahead of 
Jesus on the way is not mirrored in Isaiah 40,3, so the Markan author must appeal to 
another Scriptural passage to demonstrate that this is also ‘as written’. He therefore falls 
back on a conflation of elements from Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 which were probably 
already applied to John in early Christian circles to express his relationship with Jesus747. 

 
Herder, 2000), 352-353, proposes to read καθὼς γέγραπται ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν as referring to what has been said about 
the Son of Man in 9,12b and not to something that has been written about Elijah.  
745 MARCUS, Way, 98-99, reads 9,12b as a question: “Elijah, when he comes first, restores all things?” which 
even more overtly questions the restorative action as the major characteristic by which to identify Elijah. 
746 So also MARCUS, Way, 41; HATINA, In Search, 171-172. 
747 A similar conflation of elements from these passages is found in Q7,27. Yet, although in Matthew and Luke, 
the conflated passages are used to emphasize John’s role as the one preceding Jesus, it is not linked to John’s 
suffering and death. It is important to observe that although the Markan author uses a similar conflation of 
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The Markan author is the first to present the conflated elements from Exodus 23,20 and 
Malachi 3,1 and the quotation of Isaiah 40,3 as one amalgamated complex. In my opinion, it 
is likely that he is responsible for fusing them748. In addition, he has introduced two 
modifications in order to render the complex of Scriptural passages suitable for supporting 
his view of John the Baptist as preparing Jesus’ way.  

The first modification involves the omission of ἐμπροσθέν σου from the end of the conflation 
from Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 if we assume that the Markan author knew it in the form 
we encounter in Q 7,27. Apart from the fact that he may have found the phrase redundant 

(the portion from Ex. 23,20 has the equivalent πρὸ προσώπου σου), its omission serves to 
highlight the issue most important to him, the one indeed linking the fused passages: the 

preparation of τὴν ὁδὸν (σου) by John749.  

The second modification, also the most far-reaching, concerns the replacement in the part 

from Isaiah 40,3 of τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν by αὐτοῦ. This modification became necessary when the 
Markan author prefaced the passage from Isaiah 40,3 by the conflation from Exodus 23,20 
and Malachi 3,1. This prompted the question whose way is prepared. Whereas the conflated 
portions of Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 speak of ‘your way’ initially leaving open the 
identity of the ‘you’ which the Markan author understands to mean Jesus, Isaiah 40,3 in its 
LXX form speaks of ‘the way of the Lord’ and in parallel of ‘the paths of our God’. The latter 

unambiguously identifies the κύριος of Isaiah 40,3 as God so that in this textual form and 
combined with the conflation from Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 the resultant complex 
cannot be quoted in support of the view of John preparing Jesus’ way in both his roles of 

messenger and voice. Yet, as this is precisely the Markan author’s aim, the LXX’s τοῦ θεοῦ 

ἡμῶν is changed into αὐτοῦ leaving only κύριος to further determine the identity of the ‘you’ 
of ‘your way’ (1,2) and the ‘him’ of ‘his paths’ (1,3). Thus modified, the complex of Scriptural 
passages now allows the Markan characterization of John as preparing Jesus’ way in both his 
roles as preacher-baptizer and forerunner on the way of suffering and death to be divinely 

approved750. As for the Markan author’s implied audience, κύριος may refer to both Jesus 
and God, all references to a way, ‘your way’ of 1,2, and ‘the way of the Lord’ and ‘his paths’ 
of 1,3, can now be taken to refer to Jesus’ way. At the same time, the Markan author 

elegantly exploits the ambiguous reference of κύριος still enabling ‘the way of the Lord’ and 
‘his paths’ of Isaiah 40,3 to refer to God’s way in that case suggesting a close relatedness of 

that way and Jesus’ (referred to in 1,2). This ambiguous understanding of κύριος fits its use in 
Mark as I have shown in section 3.3.1. In addition, I have also shown that it coheres with the 
Markan presentation of Jesus’ way as a way in conformity with and attuned to God’s will. 
Throughout the Gospel, the Markan Jesus is presented as acting on behalf of God or as 

elements from Ex. 23,20 and Mal. 3,1 in 1,2, he does not adopt anything else from the tradition attested by 
Mat. 11,7-11/Luke 7,24-28 in his prologue. 
748 As I have pointed out earlier in this chapter, by combining the conflated quotations with that from Isa. 40,3, 
the Markan author brought together the two characteristics of John’s preparing ‘the way of the Lord’ 
emphasized in the Gospel: his preaching and baptism by which others are summoned to prepare the way and 
his preceding Jesus on the way leading to passion and death. So also MARCUS, Way, 37. 
749 The introduction of the article preceding ὁδός is probably another instance of a conscious (pre-Markan) 
modification of the quotation of Mal. 3,1 which in its LXX version lacks the article. 
750 Likewise HATINA, In Search, 182. 
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someone intimately related to God (up to taking his place) and devoted to carry out God’s 
will. As Geert van Oyen describes it poignantly: “Si nous prenons au sérieux la caractérisation 
de Dieu, nous devons lire l’évangile avec des verres à double foyer: à travers le premier 
foyer, nous voyons Jésus; à travers láutre foyer – du même verre! – nous voyons Dieu.751”  
Although Jesus is never presented as God’s equal (the Gospel emphasizes God’s uniqueness), 
he is the one who inaugurates or embodies the kingdom of God (who himself remains 
invisible) and the one who struggles with and binds God’s cosmological enemies. The ‘way of 
the Lord’ ultimately takes the form of Jesus’ way leading to his suffering, his death on the 
cross and his being raised, all of this in accordance with God’s will (which is expressed in the 
quoted passages). 
For the reasons indicated, I conclude that the modification of the final clause of the passage 

from Isaiah 40,3 in Mark 1,3, replacing τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν by αὐτοῦ, is the work of the Markan 
author752 and presents a case of context-based modification. 

Finally, two (tradition-historical) issues related to the textual form of the Scriptural 
quotations in Mark 1,2-3 deserve attention. First, it may be argued that the modification of 
the final clause of Isaiah 40,3 is also found in Matthew 3,3 and Luke 3,4 and that both 
evangelists may have used an earlier tradition about John’s activity as a baptizer-preacher 
which contained Isaiah 40,3 in this modified form. This would imply that the Markan author 
knew the Isaiah passage in similar form and did not need to modify it. The assumption that 
Matthew 3,1-6 and Luke 3,1-6 are based on a shared tradition different from Mark 1,1-6, 
however, is difficult to sustain. In my opinion, the most plausible scenario departs from the 
observation that both Matthew and Luke, having composed a prologue of their own, could 
not use the Markan introduction of John the Baptist as they knew it from Mark 1,1-6. 
Therefore, each of them individually composed his own introduction of John inspired on that 
of Mark. Matthew’s version clearly betrays knowledge of Mark 1,1-6753,  Luke’s also but to a 
lesser degree due to his shortening of his Markan source754. Both have omitted the 
conflation from Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 probably because they wished to use another 
tradition about the Baptist from Q which contained it755, but retained the Markan author’s 

751 G. VAN OYEN, “Du secret messianique au mystère divin: les sens de la narratologie”, in: G. VAN OYEN (ED.), 
Reading the Gospel of Mark in the Twenty-First Century. Method and Meaning (BETL 131; Leuven: Peeters, 
2019), 3-37: 11. 
752 So also WILK, Wer bereitet wem, 204. 
753 Cf. W.D. DAVIES AND D.C. ALLISON, Matthew 1-7 (ICC, vol. 1; London – New York: T&T Clark, 2010, orig.: The 
Gospel according to Saint Matthew, 1988), 286. 
754 Matthew shares with Mark κηρύσσων ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, μετανοεῖτε· ἤγγικεν γὰρ ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν, τριχῶν 

καμήλου καὶ ζώνην δερματίνην περὶ τὴν ὀσφὺν αὐτοῦ, ἀκρίδες καὶ μέλι ἄγριον, ἐξεπορεύετο πρὸς αὐτὸν Ἱεροσόλυμα 

καὶ πᾶσα ἡ Ἰουδαία, καὶ ἐβαπτίζοντο ἐν τῷ Ἰορδάνῃ ποταμῷ … ἐξομολογούμενοι τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν, although 

Matthew has adapted his Markan source according to linguistic preferences and sometimes by addition of 
elements. Matthew’s introduction of Isaiah 40,3 is rendered differently according to his habits (cf. 1,22; 

2,15.17.23; 4,14; 8,17; 12,17; 13,35; 21,4, although the verb πληρωθήναι is missing in 3,3; cf. DAVIES AND ALLISON, 
Matthew 1-7, 292). Luke, prefacing John’s introduction by an extensive historical embedding (cf. Luke 1,5; 2,1-
2), has abbreviated his Markan source considerably [cf. J.A. FITZMYER, The Gospel according to Luke I – IX. A New 
Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 28; New York: Doubleday, 1981), 451-452] focusing 

especially on John’s eschatological preaching, but shares with Mark ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ and κηρύσσων βάπτισμα 

μετανοίας εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν. The introduction of the extended passage from Isaiah 40 betrays Lukan features 
(cf. Lk. 20,42; Acts 1,20; 7,42). That Matthew’s and Luke’s versions of the introduction of John the Baptist 
would go back to Q is not supported by a sufficient level of verbal agreement between the two.  
755 In addition, they may thus have solved the problem of the imprecise ascription of Mark 1,2-3 to Isaiah. 
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use of Isaiah 40,3. It is in the form in which they found it in Mark that they included it in their 
compositions introducing the ministry of John756.  

Second, the issue of the imprecise ascription of the complex of Scriptural quotations in Mark 
1,2-3 as ‘written in the prophet Isaiah’ has raised much debate. Was the Markan author 
conscious of having produced the incomplete ascription? And if he was, why did he not 
modify the introductory formula as some early readers did757? From what we know about 
the Markan author’s quotation of Scriptural passages we may assume that he retrieved the 
conflated lines from Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 from memory. Furthermore, as the 
Markan author does not appear to introduce anything else from the tradition attested by Q 
7,24-28 but the Scriptural passages, it seems that these were all he knew and to be related 
to John the Baptist. So, the most likely scenario to my mind is that the Markan author 
composed his ‘beginning’ of the Gospel (i.e. the verses 1-6) on the basis of the tradition 
about John which included the explicitly introduced passage from Isaiah 40,3 to which he 
added material from another tradition also attested, though in a somewhat different form 
by Q (verses 7-8). To this, he wished to add the conflated lines from Exodus 23,20 and 
Malachi 3,1 and these being Scriptural passages, he fused them with Isaiah 40,3. To maintain 
the linkage of the phrase ‘in the wilderness’ in Isaiah 40,3 to that reproduced in 1,4, 
supporting the identification of John as the ‘voice of one crying’, he probably decided to 
precede the verse from Isaiah by the conflated passages from Exodus and Malachi. As these 
conflated passages were probably inserted from memory, the Markan author may not have 
been aware of the fact that the ascription was no longer accurate. Moreover, the rationale 
for inserting the conflated passages was that they were, just like Isaiah 40,3, applied to John. 
As such, the Markan author produced something like a testimonium instead of reproducing 
one. Moreover, the basic thrust of John’s introduction is still according to the Isaianic 
passage and probably also informed by its ‘original’ narrative context as I have pointed out in 
3.3.3. So, even if the Markan author realized that the ascription was no longer correct, he 
may not have considered it a problem as modern readers do and left it untouched758.  

According to J. Marcus, the fusion of the two passages to produce a conflated quotation fits 
the Markan author’s general use of Scripture759 as described by H.C. Kee. Yet, although the 
Markan author regularly conflates Scriptural passages, directly joining two passages without 
addition of linking words or exchange of elements occurs only rarely. From the examples 
given by Kee only Mark 13,24-25 is similar to 1,2-3 in that two passages (Isa. 13,10 and 34,4 
both in variant forms due to conflation with other passages) are directly joined together 
without exchange between or mixing of elements from them760. Another example not listed 

756 So also, for Matthew, DAVIES AND ALLISON, Matthew 1-7, 293: “The quotation of Isaiah 40.3, taken over word 
for word from Mark, …”. In the case of Luke, this is explicitly stated by FITZMYER, Luke I – IX, 452: “Verses 3b-4 

are dependent on Mark, as the end of v. 4 with αὐτοῦ, “his,” instead of τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν, “of our God” (LXX) plainly 
shows.” 
757 A W f13 syh read: τοῖς προφήταις which implies that Mark 1,2 is considered to represent Mal. 3,1 and not a 
conflation of Ex. 23,20 and Mal. 3,1. 
758 Another example of imprecise attribution of a Scriptural quotation is found in Rom. 9,27, where a conflation 

of parts of Isa. 10,22-23 and Hos. 2,1 is introduced as Ἠσαΐας δὲ κράζει. In this case, however, one of the two 
conflated quotations is from the book of Isaiah, and being an analogous passage, the other may also be 
considered as Isaianic. 
759 MARCUS, Way, 15. 
760 KEE, “Function”, 175-177. 
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by Kee under this rubric is found in Mark 10, 6-8a where two passages from Genesis are 
joined without the addition of any linking words. Yet even in these cases, there is a 
difference when compared to Mark 1,2-3, the joined passages in both going back to the 
same biblical book. In addition, in both cases, the joined passages are not explicitly 
introduced as Scripture. So, the combined passages in Mark 1,2-3 seem to be an exceptional 
case. The fact that in several instances, the Markan author attributes Scriptural references to 
a correct source, does not so much indicate that in these cases he does so consciously as 
suggested by S. Pellegrini761. In my opinion, the fact that an attribution is missing in cases 
where the Markan author presents Scriptural passages well-known in early Christian circles 
(e.g. Isa. 6,9-10 in 4,12; Isa. 56,7 in 11,17; Ps. 118,22-23 in 12,10-11) may indicate that he 
probably reproduced such ascriptions when present in his sources and that he did not add 
them when they were absent. So, I propose that the ascription to Isaiah was already present 
in the tradition about John the Baptist and was reproduced by the Markan author whereas 
the conflated passages from Exodus 23,20 and Malachi 3,1 lacked such an ascription which 
he therefore did not add to his composition by modifying the Isaiah ascription. 

761 PELLEGRINI, Elija, 190-191. 
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4. The Quotation from Isaiah 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12
The Fate of Those Who Reject Jesus as God’s Son762

4.1 Demarcation of the narrative unit in which the Scriptural quotation occurs and its 
division into episodes 

4.1.1 Demarcation of the narrative unit 
The narrative unit in which the quotation in 4,12 occurs can be identified without too many 
problems. The unit, Mark 4,1-34, is framed by verses 1-2 and 33-34 respectively. The unit is 
introduced by a change of location (from the house in 3,20 to the lakeside in 4,1) and of 
characters (from Jesus surrounded by ‘those around him’ and his family standing outside the 
house in 3,31-35 to Jesus and a large crowd in 4,1). These changes set off the narrative unit 
from the preceding one. The entire unit 4,1-34 has Jesus’ teaching as a subject. The final 
verses, 33-34, provide a general description of the way in which this teaching takes place. In 
the next verse (v. 35) a change of location (crossing to the other side of the lake), a change 
of characters (the crowd is left behind), a change of time (it has become [late] night, i.e., the 
next day) as well as a change of subject (story about a storm on the lake) occur, indicating 
that a new narrative unit begins here. 

4.1.2 Structure of the narrative unit and its division into episodes 
Many authors have addressed the question of the structure and composition of Mark 4,1-34 
and several proposals have been put forward763. A division into episodes is usually based on 
observed changes in characters, time, location, and/or action. Since we have here a unit 
which is comprised largely of discourse, it seems to me that changes of content and of 
speaker(s) and/or audience will most likely lead us to a useful division into episodes. I will set 
out to follow here the structure presented by Greg Fay764. Fay takes up the description of 
this narrative unit by Joanna Dewey who argues that it has a five-part concentric 
structure765. Fay develops it further by a close examination of thematic similarities and 
vocabulary parallels. As have many others, he identifies a narrative frame in verses 1-2 and 
33-34 and considers verses 3-9 and 26-32 to contain ‘parable material’. In fact, all three
parables found in these verses share the fate of seed that has been sown as their subject.
Most importantly, Fay suggests that verses 10-13 and 21-25 are also parallel units. They not
only have a similar subject (the use of parables by Jesus and its purpose766) but are also both
structured concentrically767:

762 An earlier, shorter version of this chapter was published as H. LAMMERS, “The Textual Form of the Quotation 
from Isa 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12: An Example of Context-Based Modification”, in: G. VAN OYEN (ED.), Reading the 
Gospel of Mark in the Twenty-First Century. Method and Meaning (BETL 301; Leuven – Paris – Bristol, CT: 
Peeters, 2019), 617-629. 
763 So e.g., G. FAY, “Introduction to Incomprehension: The Literary Structure of Mark 4:1-34”, CBQ 51 (1989), 65-
81: 67-73, MARCUS, Mystery, 221-223, BEAVIS, Mark’s Audience, 126-129, J. DEWEY, Markan Public Debate (SBL 
Dissertation Series 48; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1980), 147-152, TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel, 148-151. B. W. 
HENAUT, Oral Tradition and the Gospels. The Problem of Mark 4 (JSNTSup 82; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 
1993), 181, basically follows Fay’s proposal with a minor modification. 
764 See previous note. 
765 DEWEY, Markan Public Debate, 150. 
766 For this, Fay uses the designation ‘Jesus’ parabolic method’; cf. FAY, “Introduction”, 69. 
767 Strictly speaking, vv. 21-25 are only concentric in the sense that two similarly structured sayings are 
separated by a third, central saying, which informs both. 
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v. 10: Question of the disciples to Jesus
vv. 11-12: Purpose of the use of parables

v. 13: Question of Jesus to the disciples

v. 21: And he said to them: “Is a lamp brought …
v. 22: For there is nothing hidden…

v. 23: If anyone has ears to hear, let him hear
v. 24: And he said to them: “Take heed what you hear…”
v. 25: For to him who has …

In addition, the two units share parallel terms: the mystery (of the kingdom of God) which is 
given (v. 11) is a parallel term to what was hidden only to be revealed and to what was 
concealed only to come to light (v. 22). Moreover, the dualism of verses 11-12, “To you has 
been given … , but to those outside ....” is paralleled by a dualism in verses 24-25: “To him 
who has …, but who has not, ...”768. The two passages also share vocabulary: forms of the 

verb διδόναι (vv. 11 and 25) and a combination of the verbs βλέπειν and ἀκούειν (vv. 12 and 
24). These observations taken together, support the view of these units as parallels 
expressing the subject of the aim of the use of parables by Jesus in dualistic terminology769. 

This leaves the verses 14-20, which become the central element of the structure proposed 
by Fay: 

A: Introduction (1-2a) 
B: Parable of the sower (2b-9) 

C: Purpose of the parables (10-13) 
D: Explanation of the parable of the sower (14-20) 

C’: Purpose of the parables (21-25) 
B’: Parables of growing seed (26-32) 

A’: Conclusion (33-34) 

Placing the exposition of the parable of the sower in the central position of the structure is 
supported by the text itself. In verse 13, Jesus points out that understanding the parable of 
the sower is the key to understanding all other parables. It is therefore fitting that it is placed 
at the center of the proposed structure. 

4.1.3 Changes of characters support the proposed structure 
Changes in other narrative elements such as location and characters may support and/or 
modify the proposed structure. The changes of characters to start with are remarkable. This 
pertains especially to the verses 10-12 and to verses 21-32. In the first case, we observe not 
only a change of characters but also the introduction of the new characters by means of very 
specific designations. In the second case, the sentences introducing the various pieces of 
discourse do not explicitly describe the audience so that it is not immediately clear who the 

768 See J. DUPONT, “La transmission des paroles de Jésus sur la lampe et la mesure dans Marc 4,21-25 et dans la 
tradition Q”, in: J. DELOBEL (ED.), Logia. Les paroles de Jésus – The sayings of Jesus (BETL 59; Leuven: Peeters – 
Leuven University Press, 1982), 201-236: 206. 
769 Fay adds the observations that in both v. 11 and v. 22 the verb γίνομαι is adopted, and that in both v. 12 and 

in vv. 21-25 we encounter clauses introduced by ἵνα. 
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narrator has in view as Jesus’ addressees. I will now address both these matters in more 
detail and subsequently occupy myself with changes of location. 

1) At the outset of the narrative unit, two main characters are introduced: Jesus

(implicit in v. 1) and a large crowd (ὄχλος πλεῖστος; v. 1). In verse 10, however, Jesus is

said to be with οἱ περὶ αὐτὸν σὺν τοῖς δώδεκα, ‘those around him with the twelve’, a
designation found nowhere else in the Gospel. As has been pointed out by several

scholars, the phrase οἱ περὶ αὐτὸν calls to mind 3,31-35 in which the narrator has

Jesus introduce this designation to (re)define his ‘true family’. The οἱ περὶ αὐτὸν are
those who do the will of God (3,35) and are sharply contrasted with his biological
relatives standing outside. It is to this new family of his that Jesus speaks in verses 10-
12. To this group are added, or perhaps better: within this group are specifically

identified, ‘the twelve’770. It is remarkable that the usual designation μαθηταί is not
used here (it reappears in v. 34). The designation ‘the twelve’ is encountered first in
3,14 where Jesus calls them ‘to be with him’. As in the other passages in which this
designation is used, it stresses the fact that the twelve stand in a special relation to
Jesus. They are privileged to be with him, to take part in his mission (3,14; 6,7-13.30)
and to receive private teaching on crucial matters of Jesus’ person, words and deeds
(9,35; 10,32; 14,17)771. The designation ‘those around him including the twelve’
therefore indicates that the audience in verses 10-12 consists of those who are
intimately related to Jesus; they are ‘insiders’.
Over against ‘those around him including the twelve’ a second character is

introduced in the verses 10-12: οἱ ἔξω, ‘those outside’ (4,11). Here again, a phrase is
used that calls to mind the previous narrative unit. In 3,20-35, it was Jesus’ family

which was depicted as ἔξω (στήκοντες), ‘(standing) outside’ (3,31.32). They had gone
out to fetch Jesus because they thought he was out of his mind. As I will describe
below (section 4.2.1), Jesus’ family is put on a par with the scribes from Jerusalem
who said he was in the power of Beelzebul, the ruler of the demons (3,22.30). Several

scholars, pointing at the use of the phrase οἱ ἔξω in the NT to designate those who do

not belong to the Christian community772, therefore argue that οἱ ἔξω include all
adversaries of Jesus773. These ‘outsiders’ are those who do not do the will of God774,
they do not wish to listen to Jesus’ word nor to live according to it775; they even
conspire to eliminate Jesus (3,6). In section 4.2.1, below, I shall return to the question

770 The preposition σύν with the dative can mean both ‘with’ and ‘including’; cf. TURNER, Syntax, 265. For the 
translation ‘including’, see E. BEST, Disciples and Discipleship. Studies in the Gospel according to Mark 
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1986), 140. 
771 In 3,13-19, ‘the twelve’ are ‘created’ by Jesus as his ‘privileged court’ (the term is from C. VERGEER, Marcus. 
De man met de verminkte vingers [Budel: Damon, 2010], 108-109: ‘het hof van De Twaalf’). 
772 1 Cor. 5,12-13; 1 Thess. 4,12; Col. 4,5. In rabbinic tradition, the phrase ‘those outside’ (החיצונים) can mean 

‘heretics’. 
773 So, e.g., MARCUS, Mystery, 93; PESCH, Markusevangelium 1, 237-238. GNILKA, Markus 1, 165, also thinks that 
the phrase is used for those who reject Jesus but limits them to ‘die Juden’ which in my opinion is not 
corroborated by the text in vv. 10-12. 
774 So TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel, 160. 
775 So MOLONEY, Mark, 90. 
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of the identity of οἱ ἔξω. For now, it suffices to note that ‘those outside’ are not to be 
identified with the large crowd introduced at the outset of the narrative unit776.  

2) It is the privileged audience of ‘those around him including the twelve’ that asks
Jesus for clarification concerning the parables. It is also to them that Jesus explains
the parable of the sower (vv. 14-20). In what follows, there is never an indication of a
return to the original setting (with the large crowd), but verses 33-34 surprisingly tell
us that this must have been the case. Does this mean that we must infer that
everything Jesus tells starting from verse 21 was addressed to the crowd (again)? Or
does it only refer to the seed parables (i.e., from verse 26 on)? To answer these
questions, some scholars invoke the use of different sentences by the narrator to

introduce pieces of direct discourse (notably καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς; 4,2.11.21.24, καὶ

ἔλεγεν; 4,9.26.30, and καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς; 4,13) in the narrative unit777. Their argument is

based on the analysis of Zerwick, who showed that καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς and καὶ ἔλεγεν
are used by the Markan author to have the narrator introduce a new saying within a

discourse without change of speaker, whereas καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς is usually used to
introduce a saying within a discourse involving a change of speaker778. Apart from the
fact that this is a redaction-critical argument which I would hesitate to appeal to in a
narrative analysis, it does not help us as from verse 11 on, Jesus is the only

speaker779. Moreover, it may be expected that the evangelist used both καὶ ἔλεγεν

αὐτοῖς and καὶ ἔλεγεν as introductory sentences by the narrator with some freedom
of variation780. I think therefore that we must look for thematic arguments to settle
the question (as far as we can, that is). There are, as far as I can see three reasons
which suggest that verses 21-25 are directed to the same audience as verses 10-20.
First, as Fay has extensively argued, verses 10-13 and 21-25 may be taken as parallel
units because of their thematic, structural and verbal similarity (see 4.1.2).
Second, if we look at the explanation of the parable of the sower (vv. 14-20), it is
clear that what happens following its being heard is of central importance for the fate
of the word that is sown781. In other words: just hearing the word is not sufficient.
Whether or not the word bears fruit depends on the disposition of the recipients.
This is taken up again in verse 24 where one is called on to mind how one hears

776 In the parallel passages in Matt. 13,11 and Luke 8,10, we do not find ἐκείνοι οἱ ἔξω but ἐκείνοι and οἱ λοιποί, 

respectively. Together with reading οἱ μαθηταί instead of the Markan οἱ περὶ αὐτὸν σὺν τοῖς δώδεκα, this means 
that in these parallels there is no introduction of new characters. Within the crowd, the disciples are 
distinguished as a group from the rest/others. 
777 So, e.g., P. SELLEW, “Oral and Written Sources in Mark 4.1-34”, NTS 36 (1990), 234-267: 254. 
778 M. ZERWICK, Untersuchungen zum Markus-Stil: Ein Beitrag zur stilistischen Durcharbeitung des Neuen 
Testaments (Rome, 1937), 67-70. 
779 The fact that in verse 13 we find the introductory sentence καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς might indicate that at some 

earlier stage, verse 13 contained the answer to the question posed in verse 10. The sentence καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς 
is considered by many as belonging to Markan redaction and would therefore indicate where the Markan 
author has introduced material from another source. This would mean that the sayings in verses 21-23 and 24-
25 are from other sources than the material in verses 26-32 and were introduced between the explanation of 
the parable of the sower and the two other seed parables. 
780 The fact that the introductory lines in vv. 11, 13, 21, and 24 have αὐτοῖς whereas those in vv. 26 and 30 do 
not, might signal that the Markan author wished to point out that the former were (still) directed to the ‘those 
around him including the twelve’, whereas the latter were addressed to the larger audience of the crowd. 
781 All four situations sketched, begin with the remark that it concerns people who initially hear the word 
(4,15.16.18.20). 
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(βλέπετε τί ἀκούετε)782. So, there is also a thematic link between verses 14-20 and 21-
25.  
Third, verses 33-34 may be interpreted to mean that the difference between the 
crowd (‘them’) and the disciples is that the latter receive private explanation. One 
might argue that in verses 21-25 we have two instances of a saying which in itself is 
not readily understandable (i.e., they are parables according to the Markan view783). 
The first is the saying about the lamp in verse 21 and the second is that about the 
measure in verse 24. In both cases, one might consider the utterances by Jesus 
immediately following the sayings as explanations because they are introduced by 

the word γάρ, ‘for’.  If understood in this way, verses 21-25 comprise both parable 
and explanation and must therefore be addressed to Jesus’ closest followers, 
whereas in verses 26-32 we only have two parables without explanation which are 
directed to the crowd. 

I propose therefore that in addition to verses 11-13 and 14-20, verses 21-25 are best 
regarded as being directed to ‘those around him including the twelve’784. 

In summary: in verses 10-12, a change of characters occurs, and the new characters are 
introduced by means of quite specific designations. In addition, in verse 10 we are told that 
Jesus is alone accompanied only by ‘those around him including the twelve’. But as we have 
seen, the crowd reappears on the scene in verse 26, and verses 33-34 suggest that at the 
level of the primary narrative785, the scene has never changed. How then should we 
characterize verses 10-25 and verses 10-12 in particular? And do these imply a change of 
location?  

4.1.4 The change of characters signals an instance of metalepsis 
At first sight, it may seem as if we have here an example of prolepsis. An episode located at a 
later point on the timeline of the primary narrative (i.e., that of the narrator’s discourse) is 
projected backwards and narrated in advance (in other words: it is a flash forward). The 
characters introduced here, however, not only function at this primary, diegetic level of the 
narrative but also outside the story world, i.e., at an extradiegetic level. Properly 
understood, the latter is the level of the narrator and the narratee, but also that of the 
implied author and audience. To be more specific, what happens here is that Jesus as a 
character at the primary, diegetic level of the narrative intrudes into the extradiegetic levels 
of the narrator and the narratee and that of the implied author and the implied audience 

782 The word τί is used here adverbially, in the sense of ‘how?’, cf. BDR § 299,4; GUNDRY, Mark, 218. 
783 As MOLONEY, Mark, 86-87 points out, in literary terms one might identify vv. 21-25 as aphorisms, vv. 26-32 as 
similitudes, vv. 3-9 as a parable, and vv. 14-20 as an allegorical explanation of the parable in vv. 3-9. He 

concludes that for the Markan author the term παραβολή “describes any parable, wisdom saying, similitude, or 
other indirect or symbolic use of language which “hides” the immediate truth from those who are “outside””. 
That the immediate truth is hidden from ‘those outside’ does, in my opinion, not follow from all examples in 
the Gospel as 12,12 illustrates. In Mark, the designation ‘parable’ seems to be used for any type of 
metaphorical language that requires specific interpretation (based on the correct view of Jesus as God’s 
representative on earth) to elucidate its deeper, fuller meaning.  
784 So also, MOLONEY, Mark, 93; J.P. HEIL, “Reader-Response and the Narrative Context of the Parables about 
Growing Seed in Mark 4:1-34”, CBQ 54 (1992), 271-286: 280. 
785 For this term and related terminology, cf. D. COSTE AND J. PIER, “Narrative Levels”, in: P. HÜHN, J.C. MEISTER, J.
PIER AND W. SCHMID (EDS), Handbook of Narratology (Berlin – Boston: De Gruyter, 22014), 295-308: 295-296. 
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which seem to coincide, a phenomenon known as ‘metalepsis’786. ‘Those around him’ is not 
only a character at the primary level of the narrative (e.g., in 3,31-35) but also designates 
Jesus’ new family in the capacity of the community of his followers, the audience which the 
implied author has in view787. Similarly, ‘those outside’ are not only Jesus’ opponents at the 
primary narrative level, but also the adversaries of the implied audience788.  
Verses 10-12, then, are not only proleptic at the primary level of the narrative, but at the 
same time they function at the extradiegetic levels of implied author and audience, and at 
that of narrator and narratee. This is also observed by Camille Focant who states: “… il s’agit 
en 4,10-12 d’une reflection de type métaliguistique sur la communication parabolique”789, so 
that we should read “les vv. 10-12 comme sortant de cadre narrative proprement dit”790. In 
other words, in verses 10-12, Jesus, as a narrative instance of the diegetic narrative level, 
intrudes into the extradiegetic levels of narrator and implied author causing these levels to 
merge791. This, in fact, means that the whole of verses 10-25 exhibits metalepsis, with Jesus 
simultaneously functioning at different, temporarily merged narrative levels. 

It is the occurrence of metalepsis which explains the lack of clarity about the addressees of 
Jesus’ words in verses 10-25 and their relation to the crowd that was Jesus’ initial audience 
at the primary, diegetic level. At this level, the main characters are the crowd and the 
disciples (v. 33-34), but at the level of the implied author, Jesus, taking on the role of 
narrator, addresses both the narratee and the implied audience792. It is with this (implied) 
hearer/readership in view that the mutually exclusive categories of ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ 

786 J. PIER, “Metalepsis”, in: HÜHN, MEISTER, PIER AND W. SCHMID, Handbook of Narratology, 326-343: 326, quotes 
G. Genette who first identified this phenomenon as “a deliberate transgression between the world of the
telling and the world of the told”. The former involves the extradiegetic levels of narrator and implied author.
The intrusion of narrative instances from one level into another disturbs the clear distinctions between them.
As characteristic of metalepsis, Pier mentions: (i) the illusion of contemporaneousness between the time of the
telling and the time of the told, (ii) transgressive merging of two or more (narrative, HL) levels, and (iii)
doubling of the narrator/narratee axis with the author/reader axis (328). All of these characteristics apply to
what we encounter in 4,10-25.
787 So also MARCUS, Mystery, 92. The implied author as a reconstruction by the reader from all the available
signs in the text referring to its author probably comes very close to the (real) author in the case of Mark as far
as his views on Jesus and God are concerned. Yet, as we do not know anything else about the (real) author of
the Gospel, speaking of the implied author is more appropriate in the course of a narrative-literary analysis; cf.
W. SCHMID, “Implied Author”, in: HÜHN, MEISTER, PIER AND W. SCHMID, Handbook of Narratology, 161-173.
788 Cf. C. FOCANT, “La recontextualisation de Is 6,9-10 en Mc 4,10-12 ou un exemple de non-citation”, in: IDEM,
Marc, un évangile étonnant (BETL 194; Leuven – Paris – Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2006), 149-181: 166: “je pense
qu’il ne s’agit pas tellement de désigner par cette expression une catégorie précise d’acteurs appartenant au
récit principal, mais bien d’introduire une distinction métaliguistique entre deux categories d’auditeurs ne
recoupant pas les distinctions narratives.”
789 C. FOCANT, “Recontextualisation”, 149-181: 161.
790 C. FOCANT, “Recontextualisation”, 168.
791 TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel, 90-98, speaks of different narrative levels organized as ‘Chinese bowls’, each
level being incorporated within the one before it. She identifies a first-degree level at which the implied
author/narrator addresses the implied reader, and a second-degree level at which Jesus is the major or private
narrator addressing other characters in the story. According to Tolbert, Jesus “although clearly part of the
second-degree narrative, also apparently stands above it, addressing directly not only other characters in the
story but the reader as well” (96). See for a related description of narrative levels, COSTE AND PIER, “Narrative
Levels”.
792 The narratee and the implied audience do not coincide as the former is represented in the narrative and the
latter is not. U. MARGOLIN, “Narrator”, in: HÜHN, MEISTER, PIER AND W. SCHMID, Handbook of Narratology, 351-369:
364, observes that second-person narration (addressing a ‘you’) may in addition to a narrative character and
the narratee, also address a(n) (implied) reader who is able to take up the position of the narratee.
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are used793, whereas for those making up ‘the crowd’ (the disciples included), i.e., the 
addressees at the primary narrative level, it is not yet clear in which of these two categories 
they will end up.  Among the crowd there are those capable of hearing the word (cf. v. 33) 
and who therefore might become insiders. At the same time, Jesus’ closest followers appear 
to be ‘insiders’ but as the explanation of the parable of the sower shows, they might still end 
up as ‘outsiders’ being rocky ground or being choked by the thorns. 
As Rikki Watts has observed, “for Mark there are, in the end, only two fundamental 

categories, namely insiders and outsiders (cf. 3:33), nevertheless the existence of the ὄχλος 

πλεῖστος and of αὐτοῖς in 4,34 indicate that it is not yet the case, as is often assumed, that 
everyone must necessarily be, immediately, either inside or outside”794. 

With our observation that verses 10-25 function at multiple levels of the narrative, the 
question whether or not we encounter a change of location in verse 10 can now be 
answered. The transgression of the character Jesus from the primary, diegetic level into the 
extradiegetic levels as described above, might be understood as a change of locality795. At 
the extradiegetic level, Jesus’ explanation takes place ‘in private’, with the implied audience 
as those privileged to receive it. At the primary level of the narrative, which is disentangled 
from the extradiegetic levels with which it was merged from verse 10 onwards, in verse 26, 
no change of location has occurred. At this level, verses 10-25 function as a prolepsis. 
When we realize that verses 10-25 also function at the level of implied author and audience, 
it also no longer comes as a surprise that the question in verse 10 concerns the parables 

(plural!). It is interesting to note that the form of the verb ἐρωτᾶν, ‘to ask, inquire’ is the 
imperfect, suggesting that the request for an explanation is not limited to a single occasion. 
On the primary level of the narrative, it refers to Jesus’ habit of providing private explanation 
to his disciples (e.g., 7,14.18; 9,28-29; 10,1-2.10) following public teaching which exclusively 
takes the form of parables (v. 34). What is narrated in verses 10-25, therefore, concerns not 
only the parable of the sower or any other specific parable, but all parables told by Jesus in 
the gospel narrative796. At the extradiegetic level, the recurrent request for clarification 
refers to the ongoing explanation of Jesus’ teaching797 to those who the implied author has 
in view as his audience, and whom he has his narrator address. At this level, the parable of 
the sower and its explanation particularly serve as the key to understanding all other 
parables in the Gospel. 

Although both verses 10-12 and verses 13-25 also function at the extradiegetic level of the 
narrative, there is yet an important difference between them. Verse 13 presents a second 
answer to the question posed by ‘those around him including the twelve’ in verse 10 and 
introduces the explanation of the parable of the sower in verses 14-20. Moreover, in this 
verse the subject changes: did the first answer to the question of verse 10 concern the 

793 In the view of the implied author, probably reflecting the view held in the community in which the Gospel 
was composed, the implied audience can only belong to one of these two categories. 
794 WATTS, New Exodus, 204; Substitution of English terms by their Greek counterparts by HL; so also FOCANT, 
“Recontextualisation”, 161. Likewise MARCUS, Mystery, 95. 
795 G. GENETTE, Narrative Discourse. An Essay in Method (Ithaka: Cornell University Press, 1980; orig. 1972), 234-
235, speaks of the intrusion into an extradiegetic “universe”. 
796 In Luke 8,9 the question of the disciples concerns only the one parable Jesus has just told. Here then, we do 
not encounter a transfer to another narrative level. 
797 Comparable to the oral exposition of the written Torah in Jewish circles which takes place in a setting of 
master and disciples. 
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distinction between ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ (in vv. 10-12), now the focus of attention is 
turned to the insiders: their privileged position does not guarantee that they understand 
Jesus and will remain insiders798. Not only in verses 14-20 but also in verses 21-25 will this 
subject be elaborated on. Therefore, I do not entirely follow Fay and include verse 13 in the 
episode he designates as D. The division in episodes I propose is therefore:  
 
A: Introduction (1-2a) 
 B: Parable of the sower (2b-9) 
  C: Purpose of the parables (10-12); focus on ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’799 
   D: explanation of the parable of the sower (13-20) 
  C’: Purpose of the parables (21-25); focus on ‘insiders’ 
 B’: Parables of growing seed (26-32) 
A’: Conclusion (33-34) 
 
4.1.5 Effect of the proposed structure: emphasis on the possibility of failure 
In the structure proposed, the explanation of the parable of the sower takes the central 
position. This is in fact explicitly stated by Jesus in verse 13: if one does not understand this 
parable one cannot understand all the others. The parable of the sower (only to be 
understood with an explanation by Jesus) is the key issue here800. 
As has been proposed by several authors, the central element in a concentric pattern often 
introduces an idea which contrasts the story line in the other, parallel episodes801.  
According to Fay, the outer units B and B’ emphasize a positive picture: despite failure of 
part of the seed to grow and produce fruit, some of it will fall on good soil and produce an 
abundant yield (vv. 3-9)802. And although the seed may start out quite small, it will grow 
large and bear fruit (vv. 30-32), even if one does not understand how this takes place 
precisely (vv. 26-29)803. The central element, comprising verses 14-20, introduces a contrast 
as it emphasizes not so much the positive outcome of the sowing of the seed, but the fact 
that three out of four types of soil do not yield any fruit804. Two of these types of soil, the 

 
798 The ‘outsiders’ are not entirely absent in vv. 13-25 though. Firstly, they are depicted in v. 15 as those παρὰ 

τὴν ὁδὸν from whom the word is taken away (αἴρειν) by Satan. Secondly, they reappear in v. 25bc as ‘who has 
not’, the having not referring to the absence of a positive response to Jesus’ word. Even if the word is sown in 

them (v. 15), it will be taken away (again the verb used in the passive here is αἴρειν). The mention of taking 
away even what one has also refers to former ‘insiders’ who turn out to be rocky ground or to be among the 
thorns, losing the word which had been sown in and initially been welcomed by them with joy. Their fate is that 
of the ‘outsiders’. In the end, then, there remain only two groups: ‘haves’ and ‘have nots’, ‘insiders’ and 
‘outsiders’, which brings us back to the picture sketched in vv. 11-12.  
799 MOLONEY, Mark, 86, aptly describes episodes C and C’ as “a challenge to those “inside””. In C, however, 
‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ are presented as two distinct groups right from the start, whereas in C’ the focus is on 
‘insiders’ who may finally become ‘outsiders’ (see also the previous note). 
800 According to TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel, 121-124, the parable of the sower and the parable of the wicked 
tenants function as synopses in which the overall plot of the major parts of the gospel (1,1 – 10,52 and 11,1 – 
16,8) is contained. 
801 E.g., D. RHOADS, J. DEWEY AND D. MICHIE, Mark as Story. An Introduction to the Narrative of a Gospel 
(Minneapolis, MN, Fortress, 32012), 53. 
802 TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel, 152, points to the fact that the seed in the case of the good soil is referred to by 

the plural ἄλλα whereas in the previous two cases (the rocky and the thorny ground) the singular ἄλλο is used. 
This (together with the three measures of yield) at least balances the failure of the three types of soil preceding 
the good soil. 
803 So also HEIL, “Reader-Response”, 275, 284, 285. 
804 In the case of the seed sown beside the road, one might say that there is no fertile soil at all. 
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rocky ground, and the soil on which also thorns grow, are given most attention. In other 
words, the emphasis is no longer on those who will finally understand the message 
conveyed by the parables and who by living according to it will bear fruit, but on those who 
initially welcome Jesus’ teaching but under difficult conditions fall away805. According to Fay, 
the literary structure of the narrative unit is such that it introduces a major theme of the 
Gospel: the incomprehension of the disciples. They are up to this narrative unit pictured in a 
positive manner as those who are chosen by Jesus to be his followers and privy to his 
teaching (cf. 1,16-20; 2,14; 3,13-15). They are the insiders pur sang. But now they are said 
not to understand the key parable of the sower (v. 13) and the explanation of the parable 
suggests that it remains to be seen if they will prove to be good soil or to become outsiders 
after all. I tend to agree with Fay, that in the central element part of the emphasis shifts 
from confidence in the outcome of the sowing to a concern about the possibility of failure. 
Yet, I would like to modify his argument at two points. 

First, the central element indeed introduces the theme of the incomprehension of the 
disciples. In verse 13, Jesus for the first time explicitly confronts the disciples with their 
incomprehension and links it to the need for proper understanding of the parable of the 
sower. But the explanation of this parable indicates that understanding involves more than 
just ‘getting the message right’. It points out different obstacles to acquiring such proper 
understanding and to maintain acting accordingly. The first obstacle, addressed in verse 15, 
is the impenetrability of those ‘beside the road’. They hear the word but are not willing to 
accept it; they will not let it enter their heart. Up to this point in the gospel narrative, those 
flatly rejecting Jesus’ ministry are the Pharisees and the Herodians (3,1-6), the scribes from 
Jerusalem (3,22-30) and probably also Jesus’ biological relatives (3,20-21.31-35). Below, I will 

argue that at the level of the primary narrative, these groups of people belong to οἱ ἔξω and 

that they are characterized by the qualification ‘having a καρδία πεπωρωμένη’, ‘a hardened 
heart’. Additional obstacles to acquiring proper understanding are linked to the rocky 
ground and the thorns. These concern the possibility of failure or falling away after an initial 
acceptance of the word. So, ‘understanding the parables’ seems not only to convey the 
meaning ‘getting the parable or the word right’, but also acting according to the acquired 
insight and doing so in a steadfast way under difficult conditions.   
Second, as I have argued previously, the audience addressed by Jesus in verses 10-25 include 
closest followers (his true family) at the extradiegetic level, the implied audience. Therefore, 
I would suggest that the contrasting themes introduced in this central section are not only 
the (potential) incomprehension and failure of his disciples but of any follower of Jesus (in 
the Markan narrative’s audience). 

4.2 The episode in which the Scriptural quotation occurs and its links to the immediate and 
to the broader narrative context 
The quotation from Isaiah 6,9-10 occurs in episode C. It is embedded in an antithesis in 

which two groups, οἱ περὶ αὐτὸν σὺν τοῖς δώδεκα and ἐκείνοι οἱ ἔξω, are contrasted. As 
indicated in the previous section, the introduction of these narrative characters accompanies 
both a merging of narrative levels and turns the episode 4,10-12 (and indeed all of 4,10-25) 
into a case of prolepsis in the primary narrative. To be able to understand the textual form 
and purport of the Scriptural quotation, it is important to grasp the essence of the antithesis 

805 FAY, “Introduction”, 73-79. 
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presented. This requires the identification of οἱ περὶ  αὐτὸν and οἱ ἔξω, and an understanding 
of the reason behind the impossibility of forgiveness for the latter as expressed in the final 

clause of the quotation. In this section, then, I shall explore the use of the terminology οἱ περὶ  

αὐτὸν and οἱ ἔξω in the episode 3,20-35 and in related passages in the Gospel (4.2.1). Next, I 
shall describe how forgiveness plays a role in the Markan Gospel, notably in the first three 
chapters (4.2.2). In a subsequent step, I shall pay attention to the meaning of the concepts 

linked to each of the two opposed groups in verses 11-12, the μυστήριον τῆς βασιλείας τοῦ 

θεοῦ and αἱ παραβολαί (4.2.3 and 4.2.4). Finally, I shall by way of conclusion describe whom 

the implied Markan author understands by οἱ ἔξω and why according to him forgiveness is 
beyond reach for them as the Scriptural quotation states (4.2.5). 

4.2.1 οἱ περὶ αυτὸν and οἱ ἔξω in 3,20-35 and related passages 

As indicated in section 4.1.3, the phrase οἱ περὶ αυτὸν is introduced in 3,32.34 to designate 
the (large) group of followers of Jesus. These are described as ‘sitting around him’ indicating 
that they are pupils listening to the teaching of Jesus, and as ‘doing God’s will’ (3,35). The 

latter designation is part of a ‘whoever-saying’ (a saying beginning with the wording ὃς ἂν …) 
which elevates Jesus’ teaching from the level of the primary narrative in which ‘those around 
him’ are his audience to the level of the implied reader and especially to those among this 
implied audience who consider themselves to be followers of Jesus806. What ‘doing God’s 
will’ means, remains unspecified here. Only in 14,36 will the phrase reappear in Jesus’ prayer 
at Gethsemane. Its use there suggests that it is Jesus’ desire to act according to God’s will 
even under threatening circumstances (‘thorny ground’). From this we may infer that ‘doing 
God’s will’ characterizes Jesus’ mission and serves as a model for his followers. 

Over against ‘those around him’, the (implied) Markan author situates Jesus’ biological 
relatives, his mother and brothers (3,31) to whom in the subsequent verse his sisters are 

added. They are described as ἔξω στήκοντες, ‘standing outside’. They had set out to seize 
Jesus because they thought he was out of his mind (3,21). In 3,31-35, the Markan Jesus 
redefines his family as being no longer based on biological relationship but on doing God’s 
will, i.e., being called (by him) and responding positively, leaving everything behind (1,16-20; 
10,17-31) and becoming a follower. It is therefore no coincidence that the unit 3,20-35 is 

preceded by 3,13-19 in which Jesus calls whoever he wills (θέλειν; cf. 3,35) to be with him 

(μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ) and take part in his mission. This group of followers, amongst whom the twelve 
occupy a special position, receives Jesus’ teaching inside the house (cf. 3,20). They are Jesus’ 

true family and are contrasted to his natural kin, οἱ παρ᾿ αὐτοῦ (3,21)807, who remain 
outside808. 

806 So also E.S. MALBON, “Disciples/Crowds/Whoever: Markan Characters and Readers”, NovT 28 (1986), 104-
130: 125 and I.B. DRIGGERS, Following God through Mark. Theological Tension in the Second Gospel (Louisville, 
KY: Westminster John Knox, 2007), 76, who speaks of a tendency shown by the Markan Jesus “to project his 
teachings outside the narrative, particularly through appeals to “anyone” and “whoever”.” 
807 It is likely that the (implied) Markan author hints at the relationship of different groups in this unit by means 

of the narrator’s use of prepositions in their description: the twelve are μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ, ‘with him’, Jesus’ relatives 

are παρ᾿ αὐτοῦ, ‘away from him’, and his true family consisting of followers/disciples is περὶ αὐτὸν, ‘around him’. 
808 So also S.C. BARTON, Discipleship and Family Ties in Mark and Matthew (SNTSMS 80; Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1994), 79-80, who points out that both the story about the call of the twelve (3,13-19) and 
about their being sent out on a mission (6,6b-13) are flanked by stories about negative experiences by Jesus 
with his biological relatives in 3,20-21.31-35 and 6,1-6a. 
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The episode about Jesus’ biological relatives and his ‘true’ family (3,20-21.31-35) sandwiches 
another episode, that about Jesus and the scribes from Jerusalem who assert that his 
exorcisms are possible only because he is possessed by Beelzebul, the prince of the demons 
(3,22-30). As is well-known, the Markan author uses the stylistic device of intercalation to 
bring two stories with a common theme together so that they illuminate and deepen each 
other’s meaning809. In this case, first, it allows us to see that both Jesus’ family and the 
scribes think that he is not himself810. Second, we may observe that both characters have 
gone out to stop Jesus, his family by seizing him (and probably taking him back home) and 
the scribes by discrediting him saying that his power is in fact that of Satan. The author thus 
aligns Jesus’ relatives and the scribes; both assert that he is mentally ill and have the 
intention to put an end to his ministry811. 

Jesus counters the scribes’ accusations by means of two parables (3,23-27). The essence of 
his response is that it is not Satan who has set in motion the destruction of his own 
dominion from the inside, but that he is overpowered from the outside. Jesus’ mission is 
depicted here as binding Satan and plundering his house, i.e., depriving Satan of the 
power812 by which he held many captives who are now released by Jesus. In a subsequent 
saying (again of the ‘whoever’-type), Jesus identifies the power enabling him to expel 
unclean spirits, i.e., to defeat Satan. This is not Satan/Beelzebul, designated by the narrator 
as an ‘unclean spirit’ (3,30), but the Holy Spirit. Denial of the Holy Spirit as the driving power 
behind Jesus’ liberating ministry is labelled ‘blasphemy’ here and this form of blasphemy813 
will never be forgiven (3,28-29)814.  

Then, the story about Jesus’ biological relatives, now specifically identified as his mother, 
brothers and sisters (3,31.32), is taken up again. They have Jesus called, but remain standing 
outside the house where he is teaching. Jesus then redefines his ‘family’; they are not his 

biological relatives who remain outside (ἔξω) but those who are seated around him (περὶ 

αὐτὸν; vv. 32.34) listening to him and doing God’s will (v. 35), i.e., his followers or 
disciples815. Those who refuse to listen to Jesus or even consider him to be insane, place 
themselves outside the circle of his followers816.  

For now, it suffices to observe what the (implied) Markan author has achieved by relating 
the stories about Jesus’ relatives and the scribes to each other. What is said about one group 
also applies to the other. Thus, those who do not ascribe Jesus’ ministry to the activity of the 
holy spirit in him, commit a sin for which there will never be forgiveness. This applies to the 

809 See e.g., RHOADS, DEWEY AND MICHIE, Mark as Story, 51-52. 
810 Strictly speaking, the view of Jesus’ relatives (he is insane) is not entirely the same as that of the scribes (he 
is possessed) but the loss of one’s mind was often regarded as the result of being possessed (cf. John 10,20).  
811 In similar vein, BARTON, Discipleship, 75. 
812 At least temporarily, as the passion narrative will show. 
813 This form of blasphemy is described by H.W. BEYER, “βλασφημέω κτλ.”, TWNT 1 (1933), 620-624: 620, as “der 
Lästerung der Gottheit dadurch, daß ihr wahres Wesen entstellt oder ihre Macht angetastet und angezweifelt 
wird.” 
814 In the Markan view, blaspheming the Holy Spirit amounts to blaspheming Jesus; cf. BARTON, Discipleship, 77. 
815 That the twelve are included in this larger group of disciples follows from 3,20 were αὐτούς refers to them 
and to Jesus. 
816 Mark 3,21 reads ἐξέστη, which literally means: ‘standing outside’. In 3,20-21.31-35, the position of Jesus’ 
family changes from them considering him to be ‘standing outside’ (v. 20) to becoming standing outside 
themselves (v. 31). 
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scribes, but likewise to Jesus’ relatives. Moreover, those who refuse to see that Jesus’ 
ministry is in accordance with God’s will, place themselves outside the circle of followers. 
This applies to Jesus’ relatives but likewise to the scribes. From this, we may draw two 

conclusions. First, both groups are considered οἱ ἔξω, ‘outsiders’ by the implied author817 
and contrasted with the group of followers characterized as ‘those around him’. Second, the 

exclusion of οἱ ἔξω from the circle of followers is irreversible; for their rejection of Jesus as 
God’s spirit-endowed envoy, they will never receive forgiveness. Both points will be taken up 
again in 4,10-12 and guide the modification of the Scriptural quotation in 4,12. Before 
describing the quotation’s modification in more detail in section 4.3, I will now briefly 
explore a second relevant point: the way in which forgiveness is brought up in the Markan 
Gospel, especially in the first three chapters. 

4.2.2 To (be) forgive(n) and forgiveness in Mark 1-3 

We encounter the substantive ἄφεσις right at the beginning of the Gospel in the description 
of the ministry of John the Baptist. He proclaims a baptism of repentance aimed at 

forgiveness of sins (εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν; 1,4). He baptizes with water, but announces that 

after him, someone stronger than himself (ὁ ἰσχυρότερός μου; 1,7) will come who will baptize 
with the holy spirit (1,8)818. This ‘baptist with the holy spirit’, Jesus, is thus brought into line 
with John’s ministry and the reader/hearer may surmise that his ministry is likewise aimed at 
repentance and the forgiveness of sins (cf. 1,15). Jesus’ ministry is characterized as 
proclaiming the good news that with his coming, God’s kingdom has drawn near (1,14). This 
will become evident by his teaching, his activity as a healer and exorcist, and by the 
authority with which he will act (cf. 3.3.3), and which distinguishes him from the scribes in 
particular (cf. 1,22). To fulfil this mission, Jesus is endowed with the holy spirit (1,9-11). The 
appropriate response to his ministry consists of repentance and faith in the good news (1,15) 
both of which re-occur in Mark 2,1-12 where forgiveness plays a central role. 

In this story, four people bring a paralytic to Jesus. He considers the effort of the four as an 
expression of their faith in him which, in turn, elicits his action towards the paralytic. 
Surprisingly, Jesus is not reported to heal the paralytic, but to say to him that his sins are 
forgiven (2,5). The scribes present consider this to be an act of blasphemy for only the one 
God can forgive sins (2,7)819. As a sign that he has the authority to forgive sins on earth, Jesus 
then orders the paralytic to stand up, take his mattress and walk. The story suggests that in 
Jesus’ ministry, forgiveness and healing are two sides of the same coin, the former referring 
to the immaterial (invisible) and the latter to the physical (visible) dimension of the 
restoration of health820. Forgiveness presupposes Jesus’ authority as God’s representative on 

817 So also M.D. GOULDER, Those Outside (MK. 4:10-12), NovT 33 (1991), 291-292: 295 and BARTON, Discipleship, 
72, 75. 
818 What ‘to baptize with the holy spirit’ involves, remains unclear. Yet, the distinction between baptism with 
water and with holy spirit respectively, seems to indicate a difference which may be characterized as 
‘outer/visible’ versus ‘inner/invisible’ purification (of sins). 
819 Cf. Exod. 34,6-7; Isa. 43,25; 44,22. 
820 Traditionally, sickness was regarded as intimately connected with sin, the latter causing the former. This 
does not mean that both are always reported. In some cases, people are depicted as (primarily) in need of 
either physical or of spiritual healing (forgiveness). But in general, the two were seen as linked, cf. Ps. 41,4-5; 
103,3; 107,17; Isa. 38,17. The fact that the paralytic is able to stand up and walk, may be interpreted as the 
result of the forgiveness of his sins. Seen in this way, healing is the visual effect of the unseen spiritual act of 
forgiveness of sins. 
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earth and emphasizes that he is more than an ordinary healer. It is precisely Jesus’ claim to 
share in divine authority that provokes the scribes’ accusation of blasphemy; they oppose 
the idea that anyone could claim to forgive sins on God’s behalf, as Jesus does. This is exactly 
what in 3,28-30 will be held against the scribes from Jerusalem and labelled ‘blasphemy 
against the holy spirit’ by Jesus, an offence for which they will never be forgiven. 

The related themes of Jesus’ authority and the accusation of blasphemy will return in the 
passion narrative, in the episode narrating Jesus’ conviction by the Sanhedrin (14,55-65). 
There, Jesus’ confirmative response to the high priest’s question if he is ‘the anointed one, 
the son of the blessed one’ is considered as blasphemous and Jesus as liable to the death 

penalty. The wording used to express this judgement κατέκριναν αὐτὸν ἔνοχον εἶναι θανάτου 

(14,64), links the episode verbally to Jesus’ saying in 3,29: ὃς δ᾿ ἂν βλασφημήσῃ εἰς τὸ πνεῦμα 

τὸ ἅγιον […] ἔνοχός ἐστιν αἰωνίου ἁμαρτήματος. Interestingly, in 2,10, where Jesus refers to 
himself for the first time as ‘Son of Man’ and links this to his authority to forgive sins on 
earth, he uses terminology from Daniel 7,13-14 which is again referred to in his response to 
the high priest in 14,62. Taken together, these passages indicate that according to the 
implied Markan author, Jesus’ identity as ‘Son of Man’ endowed with the Holy Spirit and 
with divine authority on earth is the central issue. Whoever denies or rejects Jesus in this 
special capacity commits a sin that cannot ever be forgiven and places him- or herself 

forever outside the circle of Jesus’ followers. He or she belongs to οἱ ἔξω. The latter consider 
Jesus’ claim to share in divine authority blasphemous and some of them even deem it 
worthy of the death penalty. The latter conspire to have him eliminated. The first instance in 
which Jesus’ adversaries are reported to plan to kill him is narrated in 3,6. Jesus is grieved by 

their ‘hardness of heart’ (πωρώσις τῆς καρδίας; 3,5), terminology found also in Paul’s letters 
(Eph. 4,18; Rom. 11,25) denoting a failure to understand God’s will due to an impregnability 
of the heart. The phrase will return in Mark 6,52 and in 8,17. The latter passage is of special 
interest because there ‘hardness of heart’ is linked to a Scriptural quotation which is close to 
that of Isaiah 6,9 in 4,12. In an appendix to this chapter, I shall explore the relationship of the 

two Scriptural passages in detail. For now, it suffices to notice that οἱ ἔξω are characterized 
as suffering from a ‘hardness of heart’ which eventually leads to their rejection of and 
unbelief towards Jesus. 

In the next episode 2,13-17, the relatedness of physical healing and forgiveness is stressed 
again. Confronted with the question by Pharisaic scribes why he shares a meal with sinners 

and tax collectors, Jesus sketches his mission in a striking image; just as a physician (ἰατρός) is 
concerned for the ill and not for the healthy, he himself has come for sinners and not for the 
just. In the background is probably the view that sin results in illness the curing of which 
requires the intervention of a physician (e.g., Sir. 21,3; 38,9-15). Likewise, Jesus understands 
his activity as a healer to be ultimately aimed at the immaterial dimension of healing, i.e., at 
bringing about repentance. As God’s special envoy he has come to call sinners to repent and 
mediate the forgiveness of their sins (2,17) which, in turn, may be accompanied by physical 
healing821. In his capacity of physician, Jesus may even be taking on God’s role as a healer as 
it is pictured in several OT passages (e.g., Exod. 15,25; Jer. 3,22; 30,17). Jesus’ sharing a meal 
with sinners may then be seen as (part of) the physician’s treatment822. 

821 And subsequently by (re-)inclusion in a (new) social context; so essentially also COLLINS, Mark, 196. 
822 So also, with parallels to rabbinic literature, E. OTTENHEIJM, “The Shared Meal – a Therapeutical Device. The 
Function and Meaning of Hos 6:6 in Matt 9:10-13”, NovT 53 (2011), 1-21, esp. 12-14. 
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4.2.3 The meaning of the ‘mystery of the kingdom of heaven’ and of ‘the parables’  

In verses 11-12, οἱ περὶ αυτὸν and οἱ ἔξω are linked to the μυστήριον τῆς βασιλείας τοῦ θεοῦ and 

ἐν παραβολαῖς, respectively. In what follows, I shall try to discover what is meant by these 
two concepts. 
In support of what follows, I present a diagram listing the corresponding parts of verses 11-
12 and of verses 33-34823: 

verse 11: 

ὑμῖν (οἱ περὶ αυτὸν σὺν τοῖς δώδεκα) ἐκείνοις τοῖς ἔξω 

τὸ μυστήριον τῆς βασιλείας τοῦ θεοῦ  τὰ πάντα 

δέδοται  γίνεται 

[παραβολαί, with private explanation] ἐν παραβολαῖς 

verse 12: 

[βλέποντες βλέπουσιν καὶ ἴδωσιν] βλέποντες βλέπουσιν καὶ μὴ ἴδωσιν 

[καὶ ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν καὶ συνιῶσιν] καὶ ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν καὶ μὴ συνιῶσιν 

[ἐπιστρέψωσιν καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς ?]  μήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς 

verse 33-34:  

αὐτοὺς (i.e., ὁ ὀχλός) = αὐτοῖς (i.e., ὁ ὀχλός) τοῖς ἰδίοις μαθηταῖς 

τοιαύταις παραβολαῖς πολλαῖς  = χωρὶς δὲ παραβολῆς πάντα 

ἐλάλει τὸν λόγον = οὐκ ἐλάλει ἐπέλυεν 

καθὼς ἠδύναντο ἀκούειν 

Diagram 1: Corresponding elements in verses 11-12 and 33-34, respectively. 

For the meaning of the word ‘mystery’ in verse 11, several propositions have been put 
forward. It has been argued that ‘the mystery’ pertains to the (message conveyed in the) 
parable of the sower824, to all parables but especially that of the sower825, to the messianic 

823 The diagram is an extended and modified version of that presented by MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 302. Text in 
brackets is not found in the text of Mark but as it is implicitly suggested, I have added it to the diagram to 
facilitate more extensive comparison. 
824 So HEIL, “Reader-Response”, 277. 
825 So MARCUS, Mystery, 44, 96. 



205 

secret826, or to the secret teaching of Jesus to the disciples827. Others have proposed that it 
concerns the special relationship to Jesus of those who followed him828, or that it stands for 
“the final and decisive act of God wherein he manifests himself as king as he visits and 
redeems his people”829. The latter divine manifestation as king will take place in a hidden 
manner, for some visible, for others not830. An important issue in this discussion is the 

question if the perfect δέδοται in verse 11 must mean that the mystery refers to something 
which has already been revealed prior to this point in the narrative831. If so, it must refer to 
an event or to events narrated prior to 4,10-12. John P. Heil is probably on the right track if 
he identifies the mystery as “the coming of the “kingdom of God” whose immanent arrival 
Jesus has begun to proclaim (1:14-15) and demonstrate”832. The parable of the sower 
indicates, according to Heil, that the mystery involves the success of the coming of the 
kingdom in and through Jesus despite the inevitable opposition to it. If we, however, 
approach verses 10-12 from the level of the implied author, the discussion is no longer 
linked to the primary timeline of the gospel narrative. That the ‘mystery’ has been given is 
then a statement addressed to an (implied) audience to whom all parables and their 
explanations and indeed many more traditions about Jesus are available. As such, they are in 
an even more privileged position to perceive how Jesus’ ministry and the coming of God’s 
kingdom are inextricably linked.  

As has been argued by Vittorio Fusco, the plural ‘mysteries’ is the term usually encountered 
in contemporary apocalyptic literature to designate divine revelation in general. The term 
‘mystery’ in the singular, on the other hand, points to a specific mode of this revelation833. In 
the NT, the two forms and related meanings of the word are both found, especially in the 

Pauline corpus. There the plural μυστήρια is used in general affirmations of the divine 

revelation834, whereas the singular μυστήριον denotes the specific divine revelation in 
Jesus835. In my opinion, the meaning of the word ‘mystery’ as we encounter it in Mark 4,11 
refers in similar vein to God’s revelation in and through Jesus as his anointed one, as ‘Son of 
God’. As such, the ‘mystery’ is revealed by the very first words of the Gospel (1,1) to which, 
however, only the readers are privy and the content of which seems to be known from the 
start by God, Jesus and the unclean spirits. In the primary narrative, the divine revelation 
takes place in Jesus’ ministry of which teaching, healing and exorcism make up the major 
part. These actions may be ‘seen’ and ‘heard’ as far as people are receptive to it (v. 33b) 
instilling in them a positive attitude towards the good news that Jesus is God’s envoy (1,15). 

826 Proposed first by W. WREDE, Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien. Zugleich ein Beitrag zum Verständnis 
des Markusevangeliums (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 31963, orig. 1901), 58-59. 
827 So e.g., S. BROWN, “The Secret of the Kingdom of God (Mark 4:11)”, JBL 92 (1973), 60-74: 64. 
828 So V. FUSCO, “L’accord mineur Mt 13,11a/Lc 8,10a contre Mc 4,11a”, in: J. DELOBEL (ED.), Logia. Les Paroles de 
Jésus – The Sayings of Jesus (BETL 59; Leuven: Peeters, 1982), 355-361: 358-359. 
829 N. PERRIN, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (New York – Hagerstown – San Francisco – London: Harper & 
Row, 1967), 54-60: 56. 
830 MARCUS, Mystery, 43-47: esp. 47. 
831 See e.g., C.M. TUCKETT, “Mark’s Concerns in the Parables Chapter (Mark 4,1-34)”, Bib 69 (1988), 1-26: 15-16. 
832 HEIL, “Reader-Response”, 277. 
833 FUSCO, “L’accord”, 357-358. 
834 Cf. 1 Cor. 4,1; 13,2 (in the expression ‘to know the mysteries’); 14,2. 
835 Cf. Rom. 11,25; 16,25; 1 Cor. 2,1 [in part of the textual witnesses]; 15,51; Eph. 1,9; 3,3.4.9; 6,19; 5,32; Col. 
1,26.27; 2,2; 4,3; 2 Thess. 2,7. 
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Inspired by their primary intuition, they become Jesus’ followers836 providing them access to 
his private teaching which clarifies his words and actions of which they have been witnesses 
and which had remained to a certain extent obscure (see below where I discuss the term 
‘parable’). Jesus’ private teaching reveals the deeper meaning of his ministry allowing his 
followers’ initial understanding to increase (4,25). This applies to followers at both the 
primary level of the narrative and at that of the implied author where Jesus’ private teaching 
refers to the traditions transmitted and explained (exclusively) within the community of 
followers837.  
The phrase ‘to you the mystery has been given’ refers specifically to having obtained the key 
to the proper understanding of Jesus’ ministry: his identity as God’s special envoy. The fact, 
however, that the ‘insiders’ have been granted this interpretive key does not mean that they 
immediately attain full understanding. They have been shown the right track, but only along 
the way of following Jesus they will gradually discover who Jesus is and what his ministry 
entails838. This explains the lack of the verb ‘to know’ in the Markan version of Jesus’ words 
in verse 11839. The ‘mystery’ is not immediately understood or grasped. It is through 
following Jesus on the way that it will eventually become known840. One may even suggest 
that according to the implied Markan author, its full meaning can only be perceived after 
Jesus’ suffering, death, and resurrection841. Therefore, the phenomenon of the disciples’ 
misunderstanding of Jesus, which is signaled by Jesus’ question in verse 13, does not 
contradict the fact that the ‘mystery’ has been given to them. It does imply, however, that 
they still have a long way to go before they may acquire real understanding. This is 
beautifully depicted by the story of the two-step healing of the blind man in 8,22-26 who 
only acquires clear vision after Jesus’ repeated involvement. It is no coincidence that this 
story immediately follows that in which Jesus rebukes his disciples in the harshest way 
encountered in the Gospel (see the appendix to this chapter).  

836 So C.E.B. CRANFIELD, The Gospel according to Saint Mark (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 41972), 
152-153, 157-158. This explains the Markan Jesus’ emphasis on secrecy about his healings (including exorcisms)
and about his identity. Those who have acquired the full meaning of his ministry and his identity are to keep it
to themselves or at least to the circle of followers.
837 An interesting parallel concerning the use of the term ‘mystery’ as (oral-traditional) teaching/explanation
accessible only to insiders (distinguishing them from outsiders) is found in a passage in Pesiqta Rabbati (ed.
Friedmann, 14b; piska 5:1) which has a parallel in Midrash Tanḥuma (ed. Buber, vayera 6,44b). In the passage
God foresees that the Gentiles, having translated the written Torah into Greek, will claim to be his children. To
this he responds: “I recognize only the one who holds my mystery in his hands. He alone is my son!”. When

asked “What is this mystery (מסטורן)?”, he replies: “It is the Repeated Tradition (המשנה)!” (translation from 

JAFFEE, Torah in the Mouth, 145-146). In Mark 4,11-12, the word μυστήριον may likewise refer to private 

exposition which enables understanding of insiders whereas the word παραβολή takes the meaning of riddle, 
sign which precludes proper understanding by outsiders.  
838 In similar vein, FUSCO, “L’accord”, 358, and MARCUS, Mystery, 90. 
839 Both Matthew and Luke read in their parallels to Mark 4,11: “to you has been given to know the mysteries 
of the kingdom…”. Both the plural ‘mysteries’ and the presence of the verb ‘to know’ suggest that we have 
here a variant of the saying which interprets the ‘mysteries’ as denoting divine revelation in general and as a 
content of knowledge; cf. FUSCO, “L’accord”, 357. Interestingly, Fusco points out that the minor agreements of 
Matt. 13,10 and Luke 8,10 against Mark 4,11 must be due to Markan redaction of a saying which in the other 
two Synoptics is retained in a more original form. 
840 FUSCO, “L’accord”, 359, states that the singular ‘mystery’ is used in Mark “pour indiquer d’une façon globale, 
la revelation accordée aux croyants, grâce à leur adhesion à Jésus.” So also FOCANT, “Recontextualisation”, 171. 
841 So e.g., MARCUS, Mystery, 100. 
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An initial perception of Jesus’ identity is something which according to the Markan author is 
given by God (as the passivum divinum in 4,11a suggests) to some whereas others referred 
to as ‘those outside’ are excluded from it. Without the key to proper understanding, their 
perception of Jesus’ words and actions remains superficial and limited to what they 

physically see and hear. To them everything comes ἐν παραβολαῖς, ‘in parables’. I shall now 
explore how to interpret this phrase, and in which way it differs from what comes to those 
who have been given the ‘mystery’. 

4.2.4 The meaning of ‘parable’ in Mark and of ἐν παραβολαῖς in 4,11 in particular 

As has been noticed by several scholars, the term παραβολή is used in the Markan Gospel to 
refer to different literary forms. These include parables, similitudes, allegories, object 
lessons, and wisdom sayings or proverbs842. Notwithstanding the application of the term to a 
broad spectrum of texts, certain characteristics are shared by all of them. First, ‘parables’ 
speak of God and God’s kingdom in images from everyday life. Second, these images from 
daily life function as metaphors. They signal that the meaning of what is narrated lies at 
another level than that of the plain words. The meaning of ‘parables’ is thus not immediately 
obvious. As such, ‘parables’ are a kind of riddles, and interpretation is required by its readers 
or hearers to elucidate their meaning. Third, the words of the parables are not sufficient for 
successful interpretation. As Ruben Zimmermann states in his definition of a parable, 
information from outside the parable itself (notably from co-texts and contexts) guides the 
process of proper interpretation843. The implied Markan author seems to suggest that some 
in Jesus’ audience were capable of interpreting his parables, at least to some degree, 
whereas others were not. The difference between the two groups lies in the ‘mystery of the 
kingdom of God’ which has been given to the one group and not to the other (4,11-12). The 
‘insiders’, ‘those around him including the twelve’ have received the key with which to 
interpret Jesus’ parables whereas ‘those outside’ have not. This key, ‘the mystery of the 
kingdom of God’ is the correct notion of Jesus as God’s Son and representative on earth 
inaugurating his reign. With this key, the parables, comprising not only Jesus’ words but also 
his actions, may be understood. Some scholars have proposed that Jesus’ death and 
resurrection are also ‘parables’, actions of which the deeper meaning cannot immediately be 
grasped and will eventually be revealed for those who have been given the ‘mystery’844. As 
such, the entire Gospel may be considered to function as a ‘parable’845. 
Jesus’ reproaching of his disciples for not understanding the parables indicates that they 
have not (yet) reached a level of insight allowing them to understand what it means that 
Jesus is the anointed one (cf. 8,29). Although they have some clue what the parables are 
about, they are still dependent on their teacher’s example and instruction to acquire deeper 
understanding. For the ‘outsiders’ everything Jesus says and does remains obscure. It all 
comes to them ‘in parables’, i.e., in incomprehensible words and actions846 which they see 

842 So e.g., B.B. SCOTT, Hear then the Parable. A Commentary on the Parables of Jesus (Minneapolis: Fortress, 
1989), 21-22; R. ZIMMERMANN (ED.), Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu (Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 
2007), 257-258; MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 292. 
843 R. ZIMMERMANN, “Die Gleichnisse Jesu. Eine Leseanleitung zum Kompendium”, in: IDEM (ED.), Kompendium der 
Gleichnisse Jesu, 3-46: 25, 28. 
844 So e.g., MARCUS, Mystery, 109. 
845 Cf. KELBER, Oral and Written Gospel, 117-131. 
846 It has been argued that this interpretation of Mark 4,11-12 cannot be correct because in 12,1-12, Jesus’ 
opponents do understand the parable of the wicked tenants (so e.g., K. DRONSCH, “Vom Fruchtbringen (Sämann 
mit Deutung) Mk 4,3-9. (10-12). 13-20 (Mt 13,3-9.18-23 / Lk 8,5-8.11-15 / EvThom 9 / Agr 220)”, in: R. 



208 
 

and hear but never allow understanding at a deeper level. ‘Those outside’ lack the ‘mystery’ 
which prevents the deeper truth of Jesus’ words and actions to enter their hearts. It is 
immediately taken away from them by Satan (4,15)847. 
 
The concluding verses of Mark 4,1-34 (see the overview in diagram 1), then, indicate that 
Jesus taught by means of many parables. Those able to hear correctly, i.e., those receptive 
to at least some clues about Jesus’ identity and of how his ministry relates to God, may grasp 
enough of the parables’ meaning to become attracted and enter the circle of 
disciples/insiders. Yet, being able to catch the parables’ meaning is not a ‘once and for all’ 
matter. It comes gradually and requires following Jesus on the way (cf. 8,34) which demands 
perseverance when conditions become threatening, i.e., when earthly desires and worries 
gain the upper hand or when Satan undermines one’s faith especially if it becomes clear that 
Jesus’ way is one of servantship and giving one’s life for many (10,45; cf. 4,15.17). If such 
difficulties get the upper hand, ‘insiders’ may still end up as ‘outsiders’. Therefore, ‘insiders’, 
following Jesus on the way, are dependent on his ongoing private teaching which allows 
gradual increase in proper seeing and hearing. 
 
4.2.5 Conclusion 

To summarize the main findings: οἱ περὶ  αὐτὸν σὺν τοῖς δώδεκα, those who belong to the 
circle of Jesus’ followers, have been given the ‘mystery of the kingdom of God’ which is a 
God-given receptivity of the good tidings that in Jesus, in whom the Holy Spirit is at work, 
God’s kingdom has drawn near. Because of this gift of the ‘mystery’, these ‘insiders’ have 
become attracted to Jesus, following him on the way and increasing in their understanding 
of who Jesus is and what his ministry, in word and action, entails. Yet, the gift of the 
‘mystery’ does not mean that complete understanding of these issues is immediately 
obtained. It is only ‘on the way’ to Jesus’ eventual suffering, death, and resurrection that it 
may be attained. Because following Jesus includes personal conflict with earthly desires and 
worries, with being persecuted or being excluded from social relationships, being an ‘insider’ 
is never a secured position. One may easily lose whatever one has attained (4,25) and 

become an ‘outsider’, one of οἱ ἔξω. 
 
To οἱ ἔξω belongs whoever rejects Jesus as God’s envoy, as one being endowed with the Holy 
Spirit to act on God’s behalf and with divine authority to forgive sins on earth. Rejection of 
the Holy Spirit as the driving force behind Jesus’ mission is regarded as a sin for which 

forgiveness cannot be obtained. As a narrative character, οἱ ἔξω feature at the primary level 

 
ZIMMERMANN (ED.), Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu (Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2007), 297-312: 300). 
In my opinion, two observations stand in tension with such an argument. First, what Jesus’ opponents 
understand is that the parable was spoken against them (12,12). This does not mean that they understood the 
parable itself or that they understood it as the Markan Jesus does. Moreover, I suppose that by ‘understanding 
a parable’, the Markan author means that one is able to see its meaning by sharing the Gospel’s main assertion, 
that Jesus is God’s Son. Second, that which Jesus’ opponents do understand may have become clear to them 
because of Jesus’ addition of a Scriptural quotation. The quotation from Psalm 118,22-23 functions as a key to 
understanding that by the tenants the religious leadership of Israel was meant and by ‘the son’ Jesus himself. 
Interestingly, in 12,12, Jesus addresses not only the religious leadership of the primary level of the narrative 
but also the implied audience is addressed by ‘have you not read?’ and given the key to interpret the parable. 
As such, the passage functions at two narrative levels as in 4,10-12. 
847 MARCUS, Mystery, 107, observes that the effect of the parables on ‘the outsiders’ is even to increase their 
hostility towards Jesus. 
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of the narrative as Jesus’ hostile adversaries conspiring to get rid of him or at least to oppose 
or thwart his mission, and includes Pharisees, Herodians, scribes (sometimes specified as 
coming from Jerusalem), the chief priests, scribes and elders (cf. the passion predictions and 
the passion narrative and its prequel starting at 11,1), the people in Jesus’ hometown, his kin 

and close relatives. At the level of implied author and audience, οἱ ἔξω are those who reject 
Jesus as he is proclaimed by his disciples and who behave in a hostile manner toward the 

community of Jesus’ followers. Characteristic of οἱ ἔξω is their ‘hardness of heart’, their 
resistance to being moved by Jesus’ words and deeds (which they can hear and see) and 

their unbelief (ἀπιστία; 6,6a; 9,19.24), their refusal to accept that in Jesus God’s kingdom has 

drawn near. It is to οἱ ἔξω that the (implied) Markan author applies the Scriptural quotation 
of Isaiah 6,9-10 in 4,12. Equipped with all that has been considered up to this point, we are 
now in a position to explain the specific textual form the Isaianic passage takes in the 
Markan Gospel. 

4.3 The textual form of the Scriptural quotation of Isaiah 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12 as a case of 
context-based modification 

In 4,11-12, Jesus states of ‘those outside’ that he addresses them only in parables, ἵνα 

βλέποντες βλέπουσιν καὶ μὴ ἴδωσιν, καὶ ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν καὶ μὴ συνιῶσιν, μήποτε 
ἐπιστρέψωσιν καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς, “so that they indeed see, but not perceive, and indeed hear 
but not understand, lest they will turn and it be forgiven them.” 

Isaiah 6,9-10 is quoted in an unmarked, shortened version which is embedded in the gospel 
narrative. The textual form of the quotation is based on Isaiah 6,9-10LXX848 which is printed 
on the left side of Table 1849. 

Isaiah 6,9-10LXX Mark 4,12 

καὶ εἶπε πορεύθητι καὶ εἶπον τῷ λαῷ τούτῳ 

᾽Ακοῇ ἀκούσετε καὶ οὐ μὴ συνῆτε       [a] 

καὶ βλέποντες βλέψετε καὶ οὐ μὴ ἴδητε       [b] 

ἐπαχύνθη γὰρ ἡ καρδία τοῦ λαοῦ τούτου, 

καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶν αὐτῶν βαρέως ἤκουσαν 

καὶ τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς αὐτῶν ἐκάμμυσαν, 

μήποτε ἴδωσι τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς 

καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶν ἀκούσωσι 

καὶ τῇ καρδίᾳ συνῶσι 

καὶ ἐπισρέψωσι καὶ ἰάσομαι αὐτοὺς.         [c] 

καὶ ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν καὶ μὴ συνιῶσιν, [b] 

ἵνα βλέποντες βλέπωσιν καὶ μὴ ἴδωσιν,    [a] 

μήποτε 

ἐπιστρέψωσιν καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς  [c] 

Table 1: The text of Isaiah 6,9-10 according to the LXX (left) and as quoted in Mark 4,12 (right). The order of 
clauses in the Markan rendering is indicated in brackets.  

848 Cf. chapter 1, quotation 2. 
849 Text according to J. ZIEGLER (ED.), Isaias (Septuaginta Vetus testamentum Graecum, 14; Göttingen, 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1939). 
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For comparison, the text from Isaiah 6,9-10 as quoted in Mark 4,12 is printed next to that of 
the LXX with corresponding clauses adjacent to one another. The Markan rendering shows 
different types of variation when compared with the LXX as I pointed out in chapter 2 
(section 2.7). To the present discussion, three instances of variety are relevant: 

1) In Mark, Isaiah 6,9-10 is quoted in a shortened manner. From Isaiah 6,9 the introducing
clause is omitted whereas from Isaiah 6,10 only the final clause is represented850.

2) In this final clause of the quotation, the Markan καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς, ‘and it be forgiven

them’, replaces the LXX’s καὶ ἰάσομαι αὐτούς, ‘and I will heal them’851. The variety involves
both the use of different verbs and of different voices. To be specific, the future present of

the medial voice of the LXX’s ἰᾶσθαι is replaced by an aorist subjunctive of the passive voice

of ἀφιέναι in Mark.

3) Concomitantly with the change of verb and voice, the LXX’s 1st pers. sg. of ἰάσεσθαι is

replaced by a 3rd pers. sg. of ἀφιέσθαι.
In my opinion, these three instances of variety are interlinked, and their occurrence is due to
context-based modification. Based on observations made in the previous sections and
summarized in 4.2.5, I am now able to describe how the context of the Markan Gospel
suggested the threefold modification of the text of the quoted part of Isaiah 6,9-10.

First, in the Markan Gospel, obtaining the right view of Jesus and responding appropriately 

to his ministry is signalled by the verbs ἀκούειν, ‘to hear’ (cf. 4,3.9.15.16.18.20.23.33; 7,14; 

8,18) and βλέπειν, ‘to see’ (esp. 8,22-26 and 10,46-52; 8,18; we encounter both verbs in 

4,24). οἱ ἔξω, then, suffer from blindness and deafness where the identity and message of 
Jesus are concerned, and this is aptly expressed in those clauses of Isaiah 6,9 selected for 
citation in Mark 4,12 as (physically) seeing but (mentally) not perceiving, and (physically) 
hearing but (mentally) not understanding. 
The introductory clause of Isaiah 6,9 is omitted because it stands in tension with the implied 

Markan author’s introduction of the Scriptural quotation which states that οἱ ἔξω’s failure to 
see and hear at a deeper level is due to Jesus’ use of parables (it is not proclaimed to them 
by Jesus).  
Of Isaiah 6,10, the Markan author only renders the part which is concerned with the result of 

οἱ ἔξω’s blindness and deafness. The clauses describing the inability of the heart, ears and 
eyes to understand, hear and see, respectively, may have been dropped because in the LXX’s 
rendering, the addressees (in that case: the people) are held responsible for the 
malfunctioning of these organs852. In the view of the implied Markan author, however, the 

malfunction of their hearts, ears and eyes is not due to οἱ ἔξω’s own doing, but the result of 
the fact that they have not been given ‘the mystery of the kingdom of God’ (v. 11). They lack 
the key to interpret Jesus’ parables correctly. In fact, their ears and eyes function perfectly 

well, but οἱ ἔξω are incapable of reaching a deeper level of vision and hearing. The same 

850 The clause from Isa. 6,10 is absent in the synoptic parallels in Matt. 13,13 and Luke 8,10. Matthew presents 
Isa. 6,9-10 in full in the next two verses (13,14-15) in almost verbatim agreement with the LXX. Luke also 
presents a full quotation of Isa. 6,9-10 but does so elsewhere, in the final chapter of Acts (28,26-27); cf. B.J. 
KOET, Five Studies on Interpretation of Scripture in Luke-Acts (SNTA 14; Leuven: Leuven University Press – 
Peeters, 1989), 128-137. 
851 In all other instances in which Isaiah 6,9-10 is quoted in the NT (Matt. 13,15; John 12,40, and Acts 28,27), 
the text of this clause follows the LXX. 
852 So also EVANS, To See, 64. 
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applies to their hearts which are said to have been hardened (3,5; cf. 8,17) limiting their 
degree of understanding as far as Jesus’ identity and ministry are concerned853.  
In addition, the Markan author may have wished to retain the clarity of the construction 

beginning with ἴνα expressing the idea that repentance and forgiveness are prevented by 
Jesus’ use of parables. This line of thought would be blurred by inserting the clauses from 
Isaiah 6,10 about heart, ears and eyes854.  

Second, οἱ ἔξω oppose or even reject the idea that the power enabling Jesus’ liberating 
ministry is the Holy Spirit. This presents the gravest form of blasphemy which cannot be 
forgiven. In the implied Markan author’s view, forgiveness is the preferred term to designate 
the immaterial dimension of healing. Because it is not so much at the physical but at the 

immaterial level that οἱ ἔξω require healing, the effect of their refusal to repent is more 
aptly characterized as forfeiting forgiveness than as forfeiting healing. This has probably led 

to the replacement of the verb ἰάσεσθαι with ἀφιέσθαι in the final clause of the quotation of 
Isaiah 6,9-10.  

Third, the concomitant replacement of the 1st pers. sg. (of a medial voice with active 
meaning) with a 3rd pers. sg. of a passive (or more precisely, of a passivum divinum), is 
necessary to avoid the impression that its speaker, Jesus, claimed the authority to forgive 
sins against the Holy Spirit. In Mark, Jesus does mediate God’s forgiveness on earth for a 
large spectrum of sins and blasphemies (3,28), but in the specific and severe case of 
blaspheming the Holy Spirit, it is likely that forgiveness is God’s prerogative.  Accusing Jesus 
of being possessed by an unclean spirit (3,30) amounts to labelling God’s spirit and 
consequently God himself as evil. It means rejecting the very essence of the divine855. 
Repenting from this quintessential sin, one can only be forgiven by God himself. 

In conclusion: all three instances of variation encountered in the Scriptural quotation of 
Isaiah 6,9-10 can be explained as adaptations towards the picture sketched in the immediate 
and broader context of the Gospel. The resulting textual form of the quotation reflects the 
Markan author’s preferred vocabulary (seeing and hearing) for attaining a correct view of 
Jesus’s identity and his words and actions (his parables in a broad sense), and for the 
immaterial aspect of healing (forgiveness). Moreover, it coheres with the Markan notion that 
identifying the source behind the liberating ministry of Jesus as an evil force and not as the 
Holy Spirit, constitutes the gravest sin possible which cannot be forgiven. The modification of 
the final clause of the Scriptural quotation thus presents an example of context-based 
modification. 

To be sure, we cannot exclude the explanation widely advocated that modification of the 
final clause of the Scriptural quotation occurred under the influence of a tradition which is 
attested in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on Isaiah 6,10856. Indeed, the final clause in Mark 

853 The Markan author may have been expected to retain the clause about the heart that has grown fat as in 
John 12,40 in addition to the clauses from Isa. 6,9 about the ears and the eyes. The latter were probably 
considered as the most important. 
854 This was first suggested by M. BLACK, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (Oxford: Clarendon, 
21954), 155-156.  
855 In similar vein, C. FOCANT, The Gospel according to Mark. A Commentary (trans. L.R. Keylock; Eugene, OR: 
Pickwick, 2012), 141. 
856 The first to suggest this was MANSON, Teaching of Jesus, 75-80. 
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presents a straightforward translation of the Aramaic of the Targum passage (for the text 
and a translation, see chapter 1, quotation number 2). It is possible that the author of Mark 
was familiar with such a tradition which regarded ‘forgiveness’ as an appropriate 
interpretation of ‘healing’857, and that it provided him with a particular expression to modify 
the final clause of the Isaianic passage858.  

Yet, I think that it is likely that even if the Markan author was acquainted with a version of 
Isaiah 6,10 as we know it from the Targum, knowledge of this version was not the prime 
motive for the modification of the Scriptural quotation. This prime motive was a desire to 
bring the textual form of the quotation in line with the argument and views developed in the 
immediate and broader context of the passage in which it occurs859. That this is the most 
plausible explanation is supported by two observations. 

Firstly, the modification of the Scriptural quotation is not limited to a change of the final 
clause. The modification of the final clause coincides with the conscious omission of clauses 
from both Isaiah 6,9 and 6,10. All three instances of variation described previously and 
introduced in the Scriptural quotation go together in gearing its textual form towards the 
narrative context. So, the modification of the final clause, even if inspired by familiarity with 
a tradition as we know it from the Targum, is not an isolated incident. 
Secondly, in Mark, we encounter several other instances in which the textual form of a 
Scriptural quotation has been modified to make it better fit the narrative context (see 
chapters 3, 5 and 6). As it turns out to be a common practice of the Second Evangelist, it 
comes to no surprise that he also resorted to it in this case.  

All considerations taken together I think that Mark 4,12 presents an instance of context-
based modification of the quotation from Isaiah 6,9-10. 
Finally, in Mark 4,1-34 and in the episode 4,10-12 in particular, no indication is found to 
suggest that the so-called ‘original context’ of Isaiah 6,9-10 contributes to the understanding 
of its quoted parts within its new, Markan context. 

857 Such a tradition is also attested in e.g., Mek. Baḥodesh, 1,79; b. Meg. 17b; b. Roš Haš. 17b; y. Ber. 2:4. 
858 The replacement of the verb ‘to heal’ by the verb ‘to forgive’ seems to have been a common one in targumic 

renderings of Isaiah as Tg. Ps.-J. Isa. 53,5 and 57,18 show, where the MT’s verb רפא, ‘to heal’ is rendered by 

 .to forgive’ as in Tg. Ps.-J. Isa. 6,10‘ ,שבק
859 These verses had to provide an explanation for the fact that most Jews had rejected Jesus. One such 
explanation understood Jesus’ rejection as part of a divine plan.
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Appendix: The Scriptural Reference in Mark 8,18: Mark 4,12 Revisited? 

Introduction 
In Mark 8,18 we encounter a Scriptural reference which calls to mind the quotation of Isaiah 
6,9-10 in Mark 4,12. It runs: 

ὀφθαλμοὺς ἔχοντες οὐ βλέπετε 

καὶ ὦτα ἔχοντες οὐκ ἀκούετε; 

Having eyes, do you not see 
and having ears, do you not hear? 

As I pointed out in chapter 1 (quotation 8), several candidates present themselves as the 
passage quoted or alluded to here: Jeremiah 5,21, Ezechiel 12,2, and Deuteronomy 29,3. W. 
Zimmerli has pointed out that the characterization of Israel as a people who have eyes but 
do not see, and have ears but do not hear, goes back to Isaiah 6,9 and is taken up again in 
the first two passages mentioned as well as in Isaiah 43,8860. In line with this observation, I 
think that the primary referent of the words in Mark 8,18 is Mark 4,12. Apart from the fact 
that the occurrence of the combination of seeing and hearing (in this order) recalls the 
quotation of Isaiah 6,9 in 4,12, the purport of the Scriptural reference in 8,18 coheres well 
with that of the Isaianic passage in 4,12 and its narrative context. Its use, however, exhibits 
an important difference to that in 4,12 in that is not applied to adversaries of Jesus but to his 
disciples. In this appendix, I wish attempt to substantiate my proposal that the Scriptural 
reference in 8,18 is best understood as an intra-Markan allusion. 

Purport and use of the reference to Isaiah 6,9 in Mark 8,14-21 

a. The literary unit of which the episode 8,14-21 is part
The Scriptural reference in 8,18 occurs in an episode (8,14-21) which, together with two
preceding episodes, forms the larger literary unit 8,1-21. The first episode (8,1-9) narrates
the second feeding miracle, the second narrates the demand by the Pharisees for a sign from
heaven (8,10-13), and the third harbouring the Scriptural reference is about the rebuke of
the disciples by Jesus because of their misunderstanding (8,14-21). The three are
distinguished from one another by changes of location (due to boat crossings) and by a
change of characters (crowd, Pharisees, and Jesus alone with his disciples, respectively). The
literary unit is framed by two healing stories (7,31-37 and 8,22-26) the first of which
concerns the healing of a deaf-mute and the second that of a blind man861. Both are
therefore linked to the reference in 8,18 which mentions the eyes and (not) seeing, and the

860 ZIMMERLI, Ezechiel 1-24, 260. 
861 In addition, these episodes exhibit the use of a similar type scene which is especially clear from their 
opening lines (compare 7,32-33a to 8,22b-23a), but also from the order in which the events are narrated (for 
an overview see MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 476). They are overlapping episodes linking and mediating the transition 
from one adjacent literary unit to the other. The healing of the deaf-mute in 7,31-37, on the one hand, 
introduces the theme of deafness which reoccurs in 8,18. On the other, it is connected to the preceding 
episode in that both take place in Gentile areas. The healing of the blind man in 8,22-26 is not only connected 
to the preceding episodes (through the theme of blindness and seeing again) but, together with 10,46-52, 
frames the literary section which has the disciples’ instruction on Jesus’ future fate as its major theme and 
which is situated ‘along the way’ to Jerusalem. 
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ears and (not) hearing. Proper hearing and seeing are in the Markan Gospel used 
symbolically to denote the gradual deepening of one’s understanding of Jesus’ identity and 
his mission. A major theme of the literary unit 8,1-21 is the increased misunderstanding of 
Jesus by his disciples who are on the verge of becoming ‘outsiders’ like the Pharisees and 
Herod (8,15). On a yet higher level, the unit 8,1-21 forms the climax of Mark 6,1 – 8,21 in 
which a major focus lies on the increasingly negative response to Jesus, both by his 
adversaries, his kin, and also by his disciples.  

The episode about the second feeding of a multitude already signals that the disciples’ 
understanding of Jesus and his mission has not developed for the better since they were 
criticized for their lack of understanding for the first time by Jesus (4,13). Jesus’ pointing out 
his concern for the crowd who are in need of food (8,2-3) is met by the disciples’ question 
from where to obtain the bread to feed the crowd in such a deserted place (8,4). Recalling 
the first feeding miracle, in which the disciples had responded similarly (looking elsewhere 
for bread) after which Jesus had involved them in solving the problem of food shortage by 
means of five loaves of bread and two fishes present, the audience is ironically shown that 
the disciples indeed have ‘not understood about the loaves’ (6,52). The theme of the 
inclusion of Gentiles among Jesus’ followers, usually associated with this episode, will be 
touched upon sporadically in what follows, but is only of secondary importance to the 
present discussion. 

The second episode is remarkably short. Pharisees are said to test Jesus by asking from him a 
sign from heaven which he flatly denies. However small the number of words used here, the 

(implied) Markan author’s aim is clear. First, the use of the verb πειράζειν, ‘to test’ is used in 
Mark only of Jesus’ adversaries (Satan in 1,13; Pharisees in 8,11; 10,2, and Pharisees and 
Herodians in 12,15). It is clear then that in this episode, the Pharisees are presented as Jesus’ 

opponents. Furthermore, the use of the designation ἡ γενεὰ αὕτη ‘this generation’ reminds 
of the wilderness generation that railed against Moses and put God to the test asking for 
signs because they wondered whether or not he was among them (esp. in Exod. 17,1-7). The 
Pharisees are thus depicted as representing those who time and again show that they do not 
have faith in Jesus (that the disciples may also among ‘this generation’ is implied in 9,19; cf. 
8,38). They fail to see that in Jesus they have in their midst someone with whom God is well 
pleased (1,11; 9,7) and who acts according to God’s will. Although they do have eyes to see 
and ears to hear, they do not understand Jesus’ words and deeds (‘parables’ in the Markan 
sense). The fact that Jesus has performed many miracles, and ironically has only just 
performed a remarkable one (8,1-9), does not convince the Pharisees that his mission is 
sanctioned by God. They therefore ask for a sign from heaven862; God himself has to provide 
for a legitimization of Jesus’ authority (cf. 2,6; 3,22; 11,28 and perhaps also 15,32). Jesus’ 
reaction is clear: those who do not have faith in him and even reject him and his mission will 
not be given a sign. Because they are blind, deaf and hard-hearted (in other words: 
‘outsiders’), signs are of no use as they are incapable of properly understanding them.  

862 What ‘sign from heaven’ is expected is not specified, but since several miracles have been performed by 
Jesus, the Pharisees possibly ask for a bat qol. In the Markan Gospel, ‘a voice from heaven’ witnesses to Jesus’ 
authority at two occasions. The first time the voice addresses Jesus himself, the second time his closest 
disciples.
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I will now discuss the third episode in which the Scriptural reference occurs, in more detail 
and deal with its demarcation, its links to the narrative context and its composition first, and 
subsequently with its meaning and use. 

b. Demarcation of the episode 8,14-21 and links to the immediate and broader context
The episode is set off from the previous one by a boat trip, bringing Jesus and his disciples
from Jewish territory to Bethsaida (8,26). The narrative character of the Pharisees present in
8,11-13, disappears from the scene leaving only Jesus and his disciples. Following our
episode, the transitory episode about the healing of a blind man begins when Bethsaida is
reached (change of location) and a blind man is brought to Jesus (new character).

Vocabulary and themes of 8,14-21 provide several links to episodes in the immediate and 
the broader context of the Gospel: 

- Mention of the combination of a boat and of loaves recalls 6,52.

- Use of the verbs νοεῖν and συνιέναι recalls earlier episodes in which the disciples were
criticized for their lack of understanding (6,52; 7,14.18; cf. 4,12-13).

- Use of the phrase ‘hardened heart’ recalls its prior use in 3,5 and 6,52.
- Mention of the combination of Pharisees and of Herod recalls 3,6 in which both

Pharisees and Herodians decide to kill Jesus. Moreover, it also points forward to
12,13 where the same combination of opponents will try to trap Jesus over a
question about paying taxes to the emperor. In addition, the Pharisees have only just
tested Jesus by asking for a sign from heaven (8,11-12)863 and shortly before Jesus
had rebuked them for giving prominence to the ‘tradition of the elders’ over God’s
commandments (7,1-13). The name of Herod, of course, recalls the fate of John the
Baptist (6,14-29). Herod, moreover, thought that Jesus was John the Baptist risen
from the dead (6,14) which probably resulted in a hostile stance towards Jesus.

- The combination of the sense organs of eyes and ears in 8,18 recalls in the first place
the use of the Scriptural passage in 4,12 where it was applied to Jesus’ opponents
(‘those outside’). In addition, the proper use of the ears points to the story of the
healing of the deaf-mute in 7,31-37, whereas the proper use of the eyes points
forward to the healing of the blind man in the next episode (8,22-26) and that of
Bartimaeus (10,46-52).

- Jesus’ questions in 8,19-20 are directly linked to the two feeding miracles in 6,32-44
and 8,1-9.

- Use of the verb διαλογίζομαι (8,16.17) recalls earlier uses of this verb in 2,6.8 (bis)
and points forward to future uses in 9,33 and 11,31. In all these instances the verb is
used in a negative manner of those who encounter Jesus.

This enumeration shows that several connecting threads of the gospel narrative intersect in 
this episode. 

c. The composition of 8,14-21
The episode 8,14-21 consists of two major sections, which can be further divided into six
parts864:

863 MOLONEY, Mark, 157, hints that 8,10-13 was inserted in our literary unit with the purpose of clarifying to the 
audience the meaning of ‘leaven of the Pharisees’ in verse 15. 
864 So e.g., P. DSCHULNIGG, Das Markusevangelium (TKNT 2; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2007), 221. 
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I: Problem posed 
v. 14:  introduction: the disciples have forgotten to take bread with them

(problem) 
v. 15:  warning by Jesus: beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and Herod

(more serious problem) 
v. 16:  disciples do not respond; their concerns continue

(initial problem remains) 

II: Reproach and solution 
vv. 17-18: Jesus’ rebuke of the disciples (cast in series of questions) 
vv. 19-20:  Jesus’ questioning of the disciples (concerning the two feedings; 

attempt at solution)  
v. 21:   concluding (open) question (has problem been solved?) 

d. Meaning and use of the Scriptural reference in 8,18
The interpretation of the episode 8,14-21 has given rise to several different proposals. The
meaning of the episode is obviously not evident, and this seems already to have been the
case for one of its earliest interpreters, Matthew, who has edited the Markan story in such a
way as to provide a key for its understanding865. The major difficulties which interpreters are
faced with concern three questions: (i) What is meant by ‘the leaven’ (of the Pharisees and
of Herod; 8,15)?, (ii) What is it that the disciples do not (yet) understand?, and (iii) To what
do the specific numbers twelve (baskets; 8,19) and seven (again baskets; 8,20) refer?
By answering these three questions, I will demonstrate that the purport of the Scriptural
reference in 8,18 is similar to that of the quotation of Isaiah 6,9-10 in 4,12, but that its use
here is different.

To start with the first question, many scholars have remarked that verse 15 seems to be a 
‘Fremdkörper’ in the episode and must have been inserted into an earlier version of the 
story866. Obviously, without verse 15, the episode’s story line would be clearer: the disciples’ 
concern about having forgotten to bring enough loaves of bread with them is answered by 
Jesus reminding them of the two feeding miracles. The latter should have kept them from 
worrying because as L. Cerfaux remarks: “comment peuvent-ils s’inquiéter des provisions, 
quand ils ont avec eux celui qui a multiplié les pains?”867 . The intervening verse 15, 
however, complicates our understanding of the episode868. 

865 In an addition to the Markan version of the episode, Matthew identifies the ‘leaven’ with the διδαχή of the 
Pharisees and the Sadducees (Matt. 16,12). 
866 So, e.g., MOLONEY, Mark, 157. 
867 L. CERFAUX, “La section des pains (Mc VI,31 – VIII,26; Mt XIV,13 – XVI,12)”, in: J. SCHMID AND A. VÖGTLE (EDS), 
Synoptische Studien (FS A. Wikenhauser; München: Zink Verlag, 1953), 64-77: 71. 
868 The very fact that verse 15 complicates the episode’s interpretation, suggests to me that it is not evident 
that the Markan author would have inserted it into an earlier version of the story. I think it is more likely to 
have been part of such a version and that the Markan author for some reason did not delete it. PESCH, 
Markusevangelium 1, 411 proposes that in an earlier version (comprising verses 14, 16 and 17ab), verse 15 was 
located behind verse 17b and functioned as an apophthegm. The small episode narrated that Jesus warned his 
disciples not to worry about loaves of bread but about the leaven of the Pharisees and Herod. At some stage of 
the development of the episode, verse 15 was transposed to its current location to provide the space for a 
different reaction by Jesus. Due to its new position, verse 15 received its status as “Fremdkörper”. At the same 
time, it now adds to the depiction of the disciples’ being trapped by their worries.  
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Linkage of verse 15 to verse 14 is probably due to the relationship of the word ‘leaven’ to the 
‘loaves/loaf of bread’ (v. 14). Joel Marcus has suggested that ‘leaven’ does probably not 
mean ‘yeast’ but ‘leavened bread’869. If he is correct, the absence of loaves (except for one) 
is linked to the leavened bread of the Pharisees and of Herod. The ‘leaven’ or leavened 
bread must have a symbolical meaning870. This meaning is pointed at by its linkage to the 
Pharisees and to Herod. The combination of these two narrative characters in 3,6 clearly 
identifies them as enemies of Jesus; they have already planned his death. In addition, both 
the Pharisees (in 8,11-12) and Herod (in 6,14-29, especially 6,16) fail to recognize Jesus’ true 
identity. The leaven therefore must refer to their hostility and hard-heartedness871. By the 
metaphor of the leaven, with its capacity to make dough rise and to increase in size, Jesus 
wishes to warn his disciples not to allow the Pharisees’ and Herod’s hostility and hard-
heartedness to become mixed through their own spiritual dough. Their continual and even 
growing misunderstanding of him and his mission is what worries Jesus more than their 
concern about food supplies. 

Second, what is it that the disciples do not yet understand (8,17.21)? This question has 
already been answered by the narrator in 6,52. As pointed out previously, in 8,14-21, Jesus 
and his disciples are crossing the lake making their way ‘to the other side’ (8,13) ending up at 
Bethsaida (8,22). This settlement at the north-eastern, Gentile, shore of the lake of Galilee 
had once before been the destination of the disciples when they were forced by Jesus to 
cross the lake on their own (6,45). The disciples, however, did not reach their destination as 
they encountered a heavy storm from which they were rescued by Jesus872. Eventually, they 
reach the shore at Gennesareth (6,53), not at Bethsaida. Interestingly, when the disciples, 
struggling with the storm at the lake, see Jesus walking on the waters, they think he is a 

ghost. As soon as he reveals his identity (ἐγώ εἰμι, ‘I am’) and enters the boat, the storm 
calms down. The frightened disciples are then said not to have understood about the loaves 
because their heart was hardened (6,52). Neither the first miraculous feeding nor Jesus’ 
walking on the waters nor any other of Jesus’ remarkable actions and his teaching had made 
their hearts and eyes and ears sufficiently perceptive to a deeper understanding of his 
identity. This lack of understanding continued and even increased up to this point in the 

869 MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 506-507, 510. 
870 Jesus’ saying in verse 15 may be considered a parable in the Markan sense. According to E.E. LEMCIO, 
“External Evidence for the Structure and Function of Mark iv.1-20, vii. 14-23 and viii.14-21”, JTS 29 (1978), 323-
338: 330-331, and P. SELLEW, “Composition of Didactic Scenes in Mark’s Gospel”, JBL 108 (1989), 613-634: 619-
620, verse 15 functions in a type scene (public teaching, private explanation) as an ambiguous, enigmatic saying 
which is met by incomprehension and a subsequent request for explanation. In our episode, however, the 
typical element of the request for an explanation is absent. One may even ask if the text allows the conclusion 
that the disciples do not understand Jesus’ saying. As far as I can see, they fail to pay attention to it. In addition, 
there is no change from a public to a private setting. 
871 So also, e.g., COLLINS, Mark, 386; GNILKA, Markus 1, 311, and MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 507, 510, who mentions 
several passages in which ‘leaven’ is associated with evil inclination. 
872 During their first crossing ‘to the other side’ in 4,35 (to the Gentile region of the Gerasenes), heavy storm 
and wind also threatened to sink their boat. At that occasion, Jesus was on board with them and calmed down 
the sea and the wind so that the destination was reached. It seems, then, that Jesus’ presence is required to 
overcome the resistance encountered in crossing to ‘the other (Gentile) side’; in similar vein, I.J. ELMER, “Fishing 
the Other Side: The Gentile Mission in Mark’s Gospel”, in: D.C. SIM AND J.S. MCLAREN (EDS), Attitudes to Gentiles in 
Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (LNTS 499; London – New Delhi – New York: Bloomsbury, 2013), 154-
172: 155, 163-164. 
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narrative where Jesus harshly rebukes them for it (8,17-18)873. He does so by posing a series 
of rhetorical questions874, one of which takes the form of a Scriptural reference which recalls 
4,12.  
The rhetorical questions seem to have been arranged in such a way that Jesus’ accusation 
becomes more threatening with every next question posed. As indicated among the 
linguistic and thematic links of 8,14-21 to other episodes in the Markan narrative, Jesus’ use 

of the verbs νοεῖν and συνιέναι in the first rhetorical question remind the audience of earlier 
occasions on which Jesus reproached his disciples for their lack of understanding (a 
combination of one of these verbs and a substantive derived from the other is used in 7,18; 

in 6,52 and 7,14, the verb συνιέναι is used; in 4,13 different verbs are used but with the same 

intent)875. The preceding οὔπω strengthens the accusation: “do you still not perceive nor 
understand?” (8,17; repeated in 8,21, the two instances of the word form an inclusion). 

With his next question, Jesus asks his disciples πεπωρωμένην ἔχετε τὴν καρδίαν ὑμῶν; “Have 
you hardened your heart?”. The audience already knows that they have indeed as the 
narrator had remarked in 6,52 but here it is for the first time that Jesus directs this 
accusation to his disciples. In 6,52, it was explicitly connected to their lack of understanding 
of the first feeding miracle. The fact that the narrator’s comment does not immediately 
follow the narrating of the feeding miracle but is postponed until after the story of Jesus’ 
walking on the waters, implies that what the disciples should have comprehended after 
witnessing the feeding miracle is the same as what they should have understood after the 
episode about Jesus’ walking on the waters. Both miraculous events should have made them 
perceive that God is acting through Jesus and that his way is the way of the Lord (1,2-3)876. 

The use of the phrase πωροῦσθαι τὴν καρδίαν also recalls 3,5 in which Jesus’ opponents, 
Pharisees and Herodians, are characterized by it. Asking if they have hardened their heart, 
Jesus connects the misunderstanding of the disciples to the hostile attitude of his 
adversaries. Have they become like them and not heeded his warning concerning their 
leaven (8,15)?  
The next rhetorical question, cast in the form of a Scriptural reference, aggravates Jesus’ 
criticism once again by suggesting that the disciples might have become ‘outsiders’. The 
words, “Having eyes, do you not see and having ears, do you not hear?”, recast the idiom of 

Isaiah 6,9 in Mark 4,12 in the form of a double question. In 4,12, it was said of οἱ ἔξω that 
although they could (physically) see, i.e., that they had eyes which functioned well, they did 

873 When Jesus has restored the deaf-mute’s hearing and speaking, the (Gentile) audience acknowledges Jesus’ 
power using word reminiscent of Isa. 35,5-6. The use of these words demonstrates that in contrast to the 
disciples, those witnessing the healing immediately perceive that through Jesus, God is acting. 
874 Although the Greek of the manuscript witnesses does not contain question marks, the context strongly 
suggests that Jesus’ words take the form of a series of questions. 
875 A combination of substantives derived from the verbs occurs in 12,28-34 where Jesus identifies Deut. 6,4-5 
and Lev. 19,17 as the first and second of the commandments. The scribe who in a paraphrasing manner repeats 
Jesus’ words, replaces in the enumeration of human faculties with which to love the one God the substantive 

δίανοια by συνέσις. In the subsequent comment, the narrator remarks that Jesus has noticed that the scribe had 

answered νουνεχῶς, ‘with insight’. As a result, Jesus assures him that he is ‘not far from the kingdom of God’ 
(12,34). 
876 In similar vein, H. RÄISÄNEN, Das Messiasgeheimnis im Markusevangelium. Ein redaktionskritischer Versuch 

(Schriften der Finnischen exegetischen Gesellschaft 28; Helsinki, 1976), 122: “V. 652 besagt, dass die Jünger 

spätestens auf Grund des Speisungswunders hätten einsehen müssen, dass Jesus der Gottessohn ist, dem 

nichts unmöglich ist.” 
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not perceive and that although they could (physically) hear, i.e., that they had ears which 
also functioned well, they did not understand. So here, Jesus confronts his disciples with the 
fact that their persistent misunderstanding of his identity and mission has led them on to the 
brink of becoming ‘outsiders’. Once ‘insiders’, having been given the ‘mystery of the 
kingdom of God’ (an initial perception of Jesus’ identity; 4,11), they have come dangerously 
close to becoming one “from whom even will be taken what he had” (4,25). Important, in my 
opinion, is that the part of Isaiah 6,10 which is also rendered in 4,12, stating that the 
‘outsiders’ will not repent and be forgiven, i.e., that they will remain ‘outsiders’ forever, is 
not taken up here by Jesus. Together with the ‘not yet’ of verses 17 and 21 (the final 
rhetorical question of the episode), it seems that Jesus’ rebuke is aimed at his disciples 
ultimately attaining insight in his identity and mission thus remaining ‘insiders’ and perhaps 
even becoming ‘good soil’ (4,8.20)877.  
That this is his aim, is corroborated by the following two questions which are not rhetorical. 
By means of these questions, Jesus calls on his disciples’ memory of the two feeding 
miracles. Jesus has them spell out the number of baskets collected by them after the feeding 
of two large crowds. In some way, these numbers must be a key to deepening their 
understanding878.  

This brings us to the third question which has occupied scholars: what do these numbers (12 
and 7 respectively879) refer to? Several solutions have been proposed the most important of 
which link the numbers 12 and 7 to Jews/Israel and the peoples/Gentiles respectively, or the 
number 7 to the eschatological fullness880 of the people of the kingdom of God881.  

877 So also MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 512; GNILKA, Markus 1, 311. 
878 So also W.H. KELBER, Mark’s Story of Jesus (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979), 41. 
879 In addition, the numbers 5(000) and 4(000) may indicate the five books of Moses (i.e., refer to the people of 
the Torah) and the four winds from which the elected will be gathered at the coming of the Son of Man (Mark 
13,27; i.e., refer to the future people of God). Cf. DONAHUE AND HARRINGTON, Mark, 245; PESCH, 
Markusevangelium 1, 404. See also Q. QUESNELL, The Mind of Mark: Interpretation and Method through the 
Exegesis of Mark 6:52 (AnBib 38; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1969), 270-274. J. DRURY, “Mark”, in: R. 
ALTER AND F. KERMODE (EDS), The Literary Guide to the Bible (Cambridge, MA: Belknap, 1987), 402-417: 414-416, 
links the numbers 12, 5, and 7 to the story of the shewbreads in 1 Sam. 21. Of the 12 shewbreads, David takes 
5, leaving 7 breads to remain. According to Drury, Jesus, Son of David and the one greater than David, 
symbolically repeats the story of the shewbreads. Some authors have claimed that the number ‘one’ in 8,14 
also functions as a symbol referring to Jesus’ one (eucharistic) bread for all or to the oneness of the people of 
God’s kingdom (e.g., Marcus, Mark 1-8, 509-510; KELBER, Mark’s Story, 40). That such a symbolism, explicitly 
formulated by John (6,35), plays a role in Mark is not very likely (so e.g., RÄISÄNEN, Messiasgeheimnis, 125). The 
wording “Having no bread with them except for one” (8,14), may have been chosen to suggest that for Jesus 
even one loaf of bread is enough to feed many. 
880 Cf. MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 489, 514. PESCH, Markusevangelium 1, 403, suggests that the number seven may point 
to the seven Noachic commandments which according to the rabbis would be binding for all mankind, but 
especially for Gentiles living among Jews (b. Sanh. 56a-b). A similar prescription seems to be proposed by 
James for Gentiles who wish to become members of Christian communities (Acts 15, 19-20).  
881 According to L.WM. COUNTRYMAN, “How Many Baskets Full? Mark 8:14-21 and The Value of Miracles in 
Mark”, CBQ 47 (1985), 643-655: 646-647, 651-653, the differences in these numbers points to their decrease in 
the second feeding. In the second feeding, less people are fed by means of more loaves and fishes than in the 
first feeding, and the leftovers fill a lower number of baskets. According to this interpretation then, the second 
feeding would signal the decrease of Jesus’ ability to perform miracles as a result of the increasing opposition 
and of a decline of faith, especially on the part of the disciples. (So also TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel, 183, 186-
187, who observes: “… these episodes illustrate the hardening of opposition, not the weakening of Jesus.”; 
note 17). In my opinion, this is probably not what is conveyed by the numbers which are best understood 
symbolically. 
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In my opinion, the first clue offered by the numbers is that both feedings with a considerable 
amount of bread left over, emphasize the abundance of food provided by Jesus. Such an 
excess of what is needed to satisfy the people’s basic requirements signals God’s 
involvement. What the disciples should have understood by now is that with Jesus the 
kingdom of God has been inaugurated. The two miraculous feedings witness to this fact by 
showing the divine power which resides in Jesus. 
A second clue offered by the numbers 12 and 7 may be that the circle of followers of Jesus 
includes not only Jews but also non-Jews. In my opinion, it is significant that the literary unit 
preceding that which begins with the second feeding miracle includes episodes which 
narrate the exorcism by Jesus of demon from a Gentile girl (7,24-30) and the healing of a 
Gentile deaf-mute (7,31-37). Most importantly, in the episode in 7,24-30, Jesus reacts 
positively to the demands of the Syrophoenician woman who points out that although the 
children of Israel are the first to be fed with Jesus’ bread, the non-Jews (‘dogs’) should be 
allowed to profit from the leftovers which end up under the table (7,28)882. In 8,19-20, Jesus 
then seems to tell his disciples expressly that there are ample leftovers from which non-Jews 
may profit. The episode of the second feeding miracle, located on Gentile territory, may 
apart from the number 7 referring to Gentiles, contain some additional indications that non-
Jews are among the crowd that is fed883. As E. Struthers Malbon has observed, in Mark, 
Jesus’ ministry is characterized by several significant two-step developments: “from parables 
to explanations, from Jewish healings to Gentile healings, and from Jewish feeding to Gentile 
feeding. All of these ultimately involve Jesus’ identity: he is the Messiah of both Jews and 
Gentiles”884.  
Whether or not the evidence suggesting the incorporation of non-Jews in the circle of Jesus’ 
followers is convincing, the central issue is Jesus’ identity as the eschatological divine agent 
with whom the kingdom of God has come. This may be signaled by the inclusion of non-Jews 
among God’s people as expressed in several prophetic traditions known from Scripture (e.g., 
Isa. 2,1-4; 25,6-8; 56,3-8; Zech. 8,21-23). 

Conclusion 
To summarize the main findings: the purport of the Scriptural reference in 8,18 is similar to 
that of the quotation of Isaiah 6,9 in 4,12. In my opinion, both verses refer to the same 
Scriptural passage which expresses the idea that well-functioning eyes and ears are not 
sufficient to obtain the level of understanding that is required to perceive who Jesus is and 
what his mission entails. As such, the Scriptural reference in 8,18 points back to that in 4,12 

882 It is noteworthy that in 7,27, Jesus states that the children (Jews) must be fed first and hence that it is 
inappropriate to throw the children’s bread to the dogs (Gentiles). This view, in combination with that of the 
Syrophoenician woman in 7,28, seems to be mirrored by the Markan feeding miracles. First ‘the children’ are 
fed, at the second occasion ‘the dogs’ are allowed to profit from the abundance of Jesus’ provisions. 
883 The specific designation ἀπὸ μακρόθεν, ‘from far’ has been interpreted as pointing to Gentiles (MARCUS, Mark 
1-8, 487; DONAHUE AND HARRINGTON, Mark, 244. Contra R.T. FRANCE, The Gospel of Mark [NIGTC; Grand Rapids, MI

– Cambridge: Eerdmans; Carlisle: Paternoster Press, 2002], 307). The word μακράν is used to characterize
Gentiles as those who are ‘far (away)’ from God but called to be included in God’s people in Eph. 2,13.17 and
Acts 2,39 (see also Acts 22,21 and 17,27). The terms used for the baskets in which the leftovers are collected

differ in the two episodes. In the first, the word κόφινος is used which is a typically Jewish, Aramaic term,

whereas in the second, the Greek word σπυρίς is applied (Cf. J. MANEK, “Mark viii 14-21”, NovT 7 (1964/65), 10-
14: 13; MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 411-412).
884 E. S. MALBON, In the Company of Jesus. Characters in Mark’s Gospel (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster John
Knox, 2000), 39-40.
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and invokes its (Markan) context (and not so much the ‘original contexts’ of the OT passages 
proposed to be quoted here). 
The major difference between the uses of Isaiah 6,9 in the two Markan verses is that it is 

applied to different addressees. In 4,12 it is part of a description of οἱ ἔξω and their fate 
whereas in 8,18 it is directly addressed to his disciples by Jesus. Importantly, in the latter 
case, the words making up the Scriptural reference are formulated as a question. This 
implies that it remains to be seen if they indeed apply to the disciples. That the issue is as yet 

unsettled is corroborated by the repeated use of the word οὔπω in 8,17.21 (cf. 4,40 where it 
is also used in connection with an inadequacy on the part of the disciples as a result of which 
they do not understand Jesus’ identity) and by the omission of the part of Isaiah 6,10 which 
is also rendered in 4,12. It is the form of a series of questions and the absence of an 

equivalent of the reference to Isaiah 6,10 that leave open the possibility that in contrast to οἱ 

ἔξω the disciples will ‘repent and be forgiven’. 
 
That this is a possible scenario is also hinted at towards the end of our literary unit, when the 
disciples, with Jesus in the boat, finally make it to Gentile Bethsaida. This time wind and 
storm do not oppose them. At Bethsaida, a blind man will be healed by Jesus in two steps 
eventually allowing him clear sight. That the disciples have taken a first step towards ‘clear 
(in)sight’ will become evident from their ‘confession’ expressed by Peter in 8,29. They have 
understood that Jesus is the Christ, the Messiah. A second step has yet to be taken: to 
perceive that the Messiah will have to suffer, die, and be resurrected. This is what Jesus will 
set out to teach them in the next major section (8,27 – 10,52) of the gospel narrative. 
 
Post-script 
At the end of my analysis of the Scriptural reference in 8,18 in chapter 1, I concluded that 
based on its textual form, it was impossible to decide whether the words constitute a 
quotation (of any one of the 4 candidate OT passages) or an allusion. In this appendix, I have 
shown that from a narrative-literary point of view, the Scriptural reference in 8,18 is tightly 
linked to the quotation from Isaiah 6,9 in 4,12, both in meaning and in use. This suggests 
that in Mark 8,18, we have an intra-Markan allusion to the first part of the OT quotation in 
4,12 which renders part of Isaiah 6,9. That the language of 8,18 evokes passages such as 
Jeremiah 5,21 and its counterparts is not surprising given the fact that these are inner-OT 
receptions of Isaiah 6,9. Yet, I think that mention of having eyes to see and ears to hear, is 
probably not part of a conscious effort by the Markan author to evoke these OT passages, 
but obvious descriptive vocabulary used by him to allude to his previous rendering of Isaiah 
6,9. Therefore, I submit that the Scriptural reference in 8,18 is best understood as an allusion 
to Isaiah 6,9 in its Markan rendering in 4,12. 
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5. The Quotation from Isaiah 29,13 in Mark 7,6-7
The Markan Jesus’ Criticism of the ‘Tradition of the Elders’ 

5.1. Demarcation of the literary unit and division into episodes 

5.1.1 Demarcation of the literary unit 

Our literary unit comprises Mark 7,1-23. It is set off from the previous unit by the fact that 

6,53-56 provides a summary description of the general habit of people bringing to Jesus 

those who are ill, who are then cured by just touching his garment. In 7,1, a new episode 

begins narrating a story with a specific and different subject (purity regulations as an 

example of the ‘tradition of the elders’). New major characters (apart from Jesus and his 

disciples) are introduced: the Pharisees and some scribes from Jerusalem. The end of our 

unit and the beginning of a new one is signaled by the change of location in verse 24: Jesus 

travels (alone; the disciples are not mentioned) to the Gentile region of Tyre. Here, a new 

major character is put on the stage: a Syrophoenician woman who begs Jesus to heal her 

possessed daughter. 

One might argue that 7,1-23 in fact consists of two literary units set off from one another by 

the introduction in 7,14 of a new narrative character, the crowd (are the ‘Pharisees and 

some of the scribes from Jerusalem’ still present?), and also a new subject (eating with 

unwashed hands)885. Yet, the two parts are connected by the introductory verses 1-5 and 

specifically by the double question in verse 5. The two connected questions about upholding 

the ‘tradition of the elders’ and about eating with unwashed hands are then taken up and 

answered by Jesus in 7,6-13 and 7,14-23, respectively.  

Despite the clear transitions in verses 1 and 24, setting off our unit from the adjacent ones, 

7,1-23 exhibits at the same time obvious links with its flanking units. Mention of ‘markets’ in 

7,4 is a reminder of the markets where the ill were laid down at Jesus’ feet (6,56). Jesus’ 

view of impurity as a moral category, which in verse 19c is extended to his “declaring all 

foods clean”, is linked to the subsequent literary unit (7,24 – 8,21) in which the barrier to 

table fellowship of Jews and Gentiles is crossed (as expressed in 7,28 and probably hinted at 

in 8,1-9; cf. appendix to chapter 4).  

More remote episodes are alluded to in verses 1, 14, and 17-18. In the first instance, the 

characterization of some of the scribes as ‘having come from Jerusalem’ calls to mind 3,22 

where scribes who also have come down from Jerusalem accuse Jesus of being possessed by 

Beelzebul by whose power he can cast out demons. The other major characters introduced 

in this verse, the Pharisees, first introduced in 2,16, have been presented in 3,6 as hostile 

towards Jesus. They will reappear on the scene in this capacity in 8,11-13; 10,2-12 and 12,13-

17. From the start therefore, the audience is aware that Jesus is confronted with narrative

characters previously portrayed as hostile by the narrator.

885 J.P. MEIER, A Marginal Jew. Rethinking the Historical Jesus. Volume 4: Law and Love (ABRL; New Haven – 
London: Yale University Press, 2009), 353, 355, also points to the fact that associated with this change of 
subject the disciples are now the ones questioning Jesus instead of the Pharisees and the scribes. 
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In the second instance, the use of the word πάλιν, ‘again’, in combination with the crowd 

(which has not been mentioned up to this point in our unit) in verse 14, links our story to 

previous occasions in which Jesus addressed a crowd as a public teacher in 2,13, 4,1, and 

6,34. 

In the third instance, the disciples ask Jesus for an explanation of a ‘parable’ uttered in the 

presence of a crowd (v. 14f.), to which Jesus reacts firstly by expressing his disappointment 

about their incomprehension (v. 18a) and then provides an explanation when he is alone 

with them (vv. 18a-23). A similar order of events was encountered in 4,1-20 when, after 

having narrated the parable of the sower, Jesus is asked for an explanation in private (v. 10). 

There also, he offers the required explanation (vv. 14-20) after first having expressed his 

disappointment about the incomprehension of his closest followers (v. 13)886. 

Finally, the dispute over the interpretation of ‘the commandment/word of God’ links the 

episode 7,1-13 to several other passages in the Markan Gospel in which Jesus and different 

interlocutors argue about the correct interpretation of Scripture (cf. 2,23 – 3,6; 10,2-12; 

12,18-27.28-34.35-37). 

5.1.2 Structure and division into episodes 

In his extensive analysis of our literary unit, Jan Lambrecht presents a basic overview of its 

structure887. As he rightly points out, the unit is structured by the double question in verse 5 

with verses 6-13 providing Jesus’ reaction to the (first) question about the observance of the 

‘tradition of the elders’ and with verses 14-23 providing his reaction to the (second) question 

about eating with unwashed hands. I propose a minor modification of Lambrecht’s division 

of the unit into these two major sections because I think the closing verses 13b and 23 

should be characterized as generalizing conclusions to each of them. The basic structure of 

the two reactions by Jesus is therefore: 

- General statement

- Specific example as proof of the general statement

- (Generalizing) conclusion

Applied to our literary unit, this then leads to the following structure: 

I: vv. 1-5: introduction and double question 

vv. 1-4: introduction, with clarifications for the audience, leading to the double 

question 

v. 5a:   question concerning the observance of the tradition of the elders 

v. 5b:  question concerning eating with unclean hands 

886 Verse 16, omitted in most critical editions of the Gospel text may have been introduced at this position in 
the story precisely because a link was made to 4,1-20 in which it is found in exactly the same wording, but at a 
different position (4,23). 
887 J. LAMBRECHT, “Jesus and the Law. An Investigation of Mk 7,1-23”, ETL 53 (1977), 24-82: 73. 



225 
 

II: vv. 6-13: Jesus’ reaction to the first question (v. 5a) 

vv. 6-8: general reaction: interlocutors’ teachings are human commandments 

adhering to which results in the rejection of God’s commandment 

 vv. 9-13a: specific case as proof: korban practice results in abandoning two  

   commandments given by Moses 

v. 13b:  general conclusion: Jesus’ interlocutors annul God’s commandment in 

many ways in favor of the tradition they hand on 

 

III: vv. 14-23: Jesus’ reaction to the second question (v. 5b) 

vv. 14-15: general reaction: nothing outside a person entering him can defile him, 

but what comes out of a person renders him unclean (parable in v.15) 

vv. 17-19b: proof of first part of parable: what enters a person from outside does 

not reach the heart, but enters the stomach and leaves the body 

through the latrine 

vv. 20-22: proof of second part of parable: evil inclinations coming out of the 

heart render a person unclean 

v. 23:  general conclusion: the evil things coming out of a person render him 

unclean 

 

As proposed by Booth, the οὐ … ἄλλά construction used in verse 5 does not so much present 

a contrast in the sense ‘not this … but that’, but a general statement followed by a 

refinement888. Our literary unit, then, has a double focus: it addresses both the question of 

the status of the ‘tradition of the elders’ and its relation to God’s commandment(s), and the 

specific issue of impurity as a result of eating with unwashed hands, with the washing of 

hands being stipulated by the Pharisaic ‘tradition of the elders’. As sublime master and 

teacher of the Torah, i.e., of Scripture and its interpretive and supplementary tradition, Jesus 

is pictured as the one capable of answering both questions authoritatively (cf. 1,22). 
 

5.2. The episode in which the Scriptural quotation occurs and its links to the immediate 

narrative context 

 

5.2.1 The episode 7,1-13 

The episode 7,1-13 narrates a debate between Jesus and a group of interlocutors. Apart 

from Jesus and his interlocutors (the ‘Pharisees and some of the scribes who have come 

from Jerusalem’), the narrator contributes significantly to the episode both in the fairly 

extensive narrative introduction and in the narration of the actual debate. To get to the 

heart of the matter, it seems worthwhile to pay attention to the rhetorical strategies used by 

the two major characters of this episode, the narrator and Jesus. The most important of the 

strategies used in this episode are (1) the dilemma, the presentation of the issue at stake in 

terms of two mutually exclusive options or views, and (2) a tendency to generalize which is 

tightly linked to the use of the dilemma.  

 

 
888 R.P. BOOTH, Jesus and the Laws of Purity. Tradition History and Legal History in Mark 7 (JSNTSup 13; 
Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986), 63-64. 
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5.2.1.1 The formulation of the issue at stake in terms of a dilemma 
As an entry point to the argument, I shall focus on one of the key phrases of the episode, 

involving παράδοσις, ‘tradition’ which occurs 5 times in Mark 7,1-13 (7,3.5b.8.9.13). It is 

remarkable that in the two instances in verses 3 and 5b, in which the narrator introduces the 

story leading up to and including the double question which structures our unit, the tradition 

is specified as τῶν πρεσβυτέρῶν, ‘of the elders’889. It is obvious that the first occurrence of 

this particular phrase in verse 3, where it is identified as the source of the practice of 

washing hands (and by the repetition of the accompanying verb κρατεῖν and of the related 

practices mentioned in verse 4), is required because otherwise it would enter the story ‘out 

of the blue’ in verse 5890.  

In verse 8, the specification τῶν πρεσβυτέρῶν is replaced by τῶν ἀνθρώπων. This change was 

prepared for by the last clause of the quotation from Isaiah 29,13 in 7,6-7 which puts the 

διδασκαλίας, ‘the teachings’ of ‘this people’ (with whom Jesus has just identified his 

interlocutors) on a par with ἐντάλματα ἀνθρώπων, ‘commandments of men’. Next, in verse 9, 

the παράδοσις is specified as ‘yours’, a specification which for the first time is subjective as it 

is linked to Jesus’ interlocutors. In verse 13, finally, παράδοσις ὑμῶν is further specified by ᾗ 

παρεδώκατε, ‘which you hand on’, which emphasizes the active process of transmission by 

Jesus’ interlocutors.  

In other words, the development observed in the use of the key phrase παράδοσις in what 

may be called ‘varied repetition’891 is from an objective one (vv. 3,5) to a negatively qualified 

but still objective one (verse 8) and then to a negatively qualified, subjective one (vv. 9, 13; 

with the latter putting emphasis on the active process of handing on the tradition). This 

development supports the argument set up by Jesus892. 

In parallel to the observed development of the use of παράδοσις (from objective to negative), 

one may notice that the exchange between Jesus and his interlocutors which does not start 

in hostile tones, is turned into a controversy by Jesus’ first words which introduce the 

quotation from Isaiah 29,13 and by which he labels his discussion partners as hypocrites. It is 

the Markan Jesus, supported by the narrator, who turns them into opponents whereas they 

themselves do not contribute at all to the fierceness of the debate893. Therefore, we may 

speak of Jesus’ interlocutors as ‘opponents’ from verse 6 onwards keeping in mind that this 

designation is tightly linked to Jesus’ point of view which is presented in the form of an 

opposition (dilemma).  

889 A.I. BAUMGARTEN, “The Pharisaic Paradosis”, HTR 80 (1987), 63-77, proposed that the epithet ‘of the elders’ – 
possibly referring to the elders of the gerousia of Jerusalem in the days of the Maccabees – was given to their 
tradition by the Pharisees to provide it with a pedigree bestowing authority upon it.  
890 So also LOHMEYER, Markus, 139-140; BOOTH, Laws of Purity, 35-36; E. CUVILLIER, “Tradition et rédaction en 
Marc 7:1-23”, NovT 34 (1992), 169-192: 176-177; SUHL, Zitate, 80. 
891 Cf. R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic, 1981), 97. For an example of repetition with small 
yet quite crucial variation, cf. pp. 101-103. 
892 So also MEIER, Marginal Jew 4, 358. 
893 One may even ask if the designation ‘debate’ is appropriate for the exchange narrated in vv. 1-13. It is at 
least a one-sided event! 



227 
 

If we now turn to the major contrast presented in this episode, we can sketch a related 

development which involves not only the pairs formed by the παράδοσις and its 

counterpart(s) but also by the verbs associated with them: 

 

(     κρατοῦντες  τὴν παράδοσιν τῶν πρεσβυτέρῶν  v.3) 

ἀφέντες  τὴν ἐντολὴν τοῦ θεοῦ κρατεῖτε  τὴν παράδοσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων  v. 8 

ἀθετεῖτε τὴν ἐντολὴν τοῦ θεοῦ   τὴν παράδοσιν ὑμῶν στήσητε  v. 9 

ἀκυροῦντες τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ    τῇ παραδόσει ὑμῶν ᾗ παρεδώκατε v. 13 

 

(       keep  tradition of the elders v.3) 

let go/abandon    commandment of God keep   tradition of men  v.8 

annul/displace    commandment of God keep upright  your tradition  v.9 

cancel/render powerless  the word of God hand on your tradition  v.13 

 

In verse 8, the contrast of ‘God’s commandment’894 and ‘the tradition of men’ is described in 

terms of mechanism: keeping the ‘tradition of men’ results in abandoning ‘God’s 

commandment’. The verbs used describe the mechanism aptly895: holding on (κρατεῖν) to the 

‘tradition of men’ results in letting go (ἀφίημι) the ‘commandment of God’. Such a 

description still has an objective ring. This changes in verse 9 where the annulment of ‘God’s 

commandment’ is said to be intentional; it occurs in order that ‘your tradition’ (the 

specification is subjective now) is upheld. The verbs used again form a precisely contrasting 

pair: displacing ‘God’s commandment’ (ἀθετεῖν derived from τίθημι) occurs in order that 

‘your tradition’ is left standing (ἵστημι). In verse 13, finally, the contrast described in verse 9 

is actualized by the emphasis on the active process of ‘handing on your tradition’, i.e., by the 

very opponents of Jesus, as a result of which its status is increased at the cost of ‘the word of 

God’ which is thus rendered powerless896. The contrasting pair of verbs used in this verse 

suggests that the process of handing on ‘the tradition of the elders’ confers to it its authority 

or power at the expense of ‘the word of God’897. The replacement of ‘God’s commandment’ 

 
894 The term ἐντολὴ τοῦ θεοῦ is probably used here in a collective sense denoting the commandments of the 
written Torah accepted by Jesus as expressing God’s intention and as a whole contrasted to another collective, 
‘the tradition of men’; so also R.A. GUELICH, Mark 1 – 8:26 (WBC 34A; Nashville – Dallas – Mexico City – Rio de 
Janeiro: Thomas Nelson, 1989), 367; cf. R.H. STEIN, Mark (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2008), 341-342. Some scholars 
(e.g., PESCH, Markusevangelium 1, 373; W.L. LANE, The Gospel according to Mark [NICNT; Grand Rapids – 
Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1974], 248 and HATINA, In Search, 258-263, argue that the use of the singular 
‘commandment’ must refer to the double commandment to love God and the neighbor (Mark 12,28-34). 
Although the latter is indeed viewed as the summary and essence of all of the commandments by the Markan 

Jesus, I think that the fact that the ἐντολὴ τοῦ θεοῦ is here contrasted to ‘the tradition of men’ makes it more 
likely that it must be understood as a general designation of an entire corpus of commandments. Interestingly, 

Mark uses the word ἐντολή without its specification τοῦ θεοῦ in 10,5.19; 12,28.31 to denote specific 

commandments. It is, moreover, telling that he never uses the word νόμος, ‘law’ which in Paul and the other 
Gospels is used to refer to the Torah. 
895 DONAHUE AND HARRINGTON, Mark, 222, speak of a causal connection between the two contrasted bodies of 
tradition. 
896 GUELICH, Mark, 370, states the fact that Jesus’ opponents are no longer depicted as passive receivers and 
followers of their tradition, but actively handing it down. 
897 Compare the emphasis on receiving (קבל) and handing on (מסר) of the Torah in m. ʼAbot 1 to confer 

authority to the tradition. 
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by ‘the word of God’ also serves the purpose of actualization because, in my opinion, the 

phrase λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ may be viewed as a counterpart of ‘your tradition which you hand on’, 

meaning ‘the commandment of God’ as interpreted by Jesus and transmitted in the circles of 

his early followers898. As Donald Juel states concerning this episode: “The law must be 

interpreted – but it is Jesus who has the authority to interpret, even to speak for God. God’s 

‘work’ through the Law is thus embodied in Jesus and not in the ‘tradition of the elders’”899.  
 

The development described, then, involves a dilemma which is originally stated in more or 

less objective terms, turned into a subjective, active one as the opposites are linked to 

specific characters and to the authority they represent in interpreting the Torah. By the time 

we have reached verse 13, Jesus has been put forward as the more important and 

trustworthy authority to interpret God’s commandments. In this capacity, his teaching is 

superior to (the competing interpretations of) the ‘tradition of the elders’900. Jesus’ 

authoritative interpretation of ‘God’s commandment’ which has been characterized earlier 

as a “new teaching based on authority” (1,27), may therefore involve the rejection of certain 

commandments/rulings from both the ‘tradition of the elders’ and from Scripture (e.g., 

2,22.28; 10,1-12). As a matter of fact, the rejection of the practice of korban, the alleged 

dedication of one’s assets to God through a vow by which they can no longer be used for 

other purposes901, and the criteria for allowing the release of such a vow as laid down in the 

‘tradition of the elders’, is part of Jesus’ argument in our episode (vv. 10-12) 902.  

Importantly, it is the quotation of Isaiah 29,13 which is the authoritative source for the 

identification of the teachings of Jesus’ opponents as ‘commandments of men’ and of the 

terminology used to formulate the first description of the dilemma central to the episode 

 
898 In this sense the term is used in Luke 5,1; 8,11.21; 11,28. In a similar sense the phrase λαλεῖν τὸν λόγον is 
used in Mark 2,2; 4,33. Furthermore, Jesus is depicted as the sower who sows ‘the word’ (4,14). In Acts, the 
term ‘word of God’ becomes a more technical term for the preaching by Jesus’ followers with his life, death 
and resurrection as its subject (Acts 4,31; 6,2.7; 8,14; 11,1; 12,24; 13,5.7.44.46.48; 16,32; 17,13; 18,11). 

Interestingly, in Mark 13,31, Jesus says that although heaven and earth will pass away, “οἱ λόγοι μου will not 
pass away”. In the related saying in Matt. 5,18 we find the same imagery of heaven and earth passing away, 
but here Jesus says that until then not an iota or dash from the law will pass away (cf. Luke 16,17). So instead of 

Matthew’s νόμος, Mark speaks of Jesus’ λόγοι, emphasizing Jesus’ role as spokesman and interpreter of the 
divine law. 
899 D.H. JUEL, The Gospel of Mark (IBT; Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1999), 84. 
900 As HATINA, In Search, 263, states: “… it is Jesus who emerges from the conflict as the final authority in the 
articles of faith.” 
901 The vow in fact considered possessions like korban, i.e., like a gift dedicated to God with the aim of denying 
others the benefit of these possessions, cf. y. Ned. 1:4. 
902 A.I. BAUMGARTEN, “Korban and the Pharisaic Paradosis”, JANES 16-17 (1984-85), 5-17, esp. 16, submits that 
Jesus’ criticism of the paradosis is in fact that it does not provide the possibility of releasing a vow which, as in 
this case, undermines the aim of an important commandment (honouring parents). In Jesus’ view, the Pharisaic 
paradosis supports the Torah’s requirement that a vow should be fulfilled (Num. 30,1-2) at the expense of the 
(more important) commandment to honour one’s parents. This interpretation, implying that Jesus’ criticism 
holds that the paradosis does not go far enough to uphold God’s commandment, seems to concur with the 
formulation of his critique in 7,12. 
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7,1-13, in verse 8, eventually leading to the rejection of many teachings from and perhaps 

even of the entire ‘tradition of the elders’903. 

5.2.1.2 The dilemma further deepened by the tendency to generalize 

Concomitant with the development of the dilemma just described, a generalizing tendency 

can be observed which involves Jesus’ opponents (those adhering to the παράδοσις τῶν 

πρεσβυτέρῶν), the παράδοσις itself, and Jesus’ disciples904. 

Firstly, in verse 3 it is stated that in contrast to ‘some of Jesus’ disciples’905, “the Pharisees 

and all Jews” do not eat unless they have washed their hands. This generalization is probably 

exaggerated and historically only partially correct906, but its rhetorical effect is to expand the 

contrasting groups of adherents of the ‘tradition of the elders’ to all Jews and those of the 

adherents of Jesus’ teachings to all of his followers907. 

Secondly, in verse 4, the issue of eating with unwashed hands is broadened by the narrator 

who reports that “there is much more” which the Pharisees and “all the Jews” have taken 

upon themselves to keep which is illustrated by an enumeration of utensils rinsed prior to 

their use. So, at the end of verse 4 the issue of handwashing has been generalized and 

expanded to a larger body of purity regulations concerning meals. 

Thirdly, in verse 5a, those eating with unwashed hands are no longer ‘some of his disciples’ 

(v. 2), but the entire group of Jesus’ disciples (οἱ μαθηταί σου, v.5) which is now accused of 

eating their bread with defiled hands and therefore not living according to the ‘tradition of 

the elders’. Again, we have here an expansion at the level of a group of people in order to 

generalize the issue at stake. 

Fourthly, in verse 13, Jesus asserts that the specific case about the korban practice as an 

example of a human commandment which renders God’s commandment to love one’s 

parents powerless, is but one of many more that flows from adhering to the παράδοσις τῶν 

πρεσβυτέρῶν. The effect of this generalization is that all practices flowing from ‘the tradition 

of the elders’ which undermine ‘God’s commandment’ and in fact also the tradition itself, 

are put in a bad light. 

Finally, one might add that the Scriptural quotation in verses 6-7 also exhibits a generalizing 

tendency because it identifies all (although the word ‘all’ is not explicitly used) teachings of 

903 It is not explicitly stated that Jesus rejects the entire Pharisaic ancestral tradition. The point made by the 

narrator is that Jesus rejects that tradition in the many cases (καὶ παρόμοια τοιαῦτα πολλὰ ποιεῖτε, 7,13) in 
which it undermines God’s commandments. 
904 As indicated in section 1, this generalizing tendency is also found in the subsequent episode 7,14-23. For a 
description of the latter, cf. MEIER, Marginal Jew 4, 365-366. 
905 Perhaps this reflects the state of affairs in the Markan community in which some follow the tradition of the 
Pharisees and others do not; cf. MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 440, 458. 
906 As MARCUS, Mark 1-8, 440-441, points out, the reference to all the Jews may be due to a Diaspora setting in 
which Jews would be more attentive to rituals functioning as ‘boundary markers’ to set them off against non-
Jews. In addition, recent archaeological findings suggest that also in the land of Israel, purity regulations 
supposedly promoted by the Pharisees (among other groups) were observed by a significant part of the Jewish 
population; cf. E. REGEV, “Pure Individualism: The Idea of Non-Priestly Purity in Ancient Judaism”, JSJ 31 (2000), 
176-202: 181-186; R. DEINES, Jüdische Steingefäße und pharisäische Frömmigkeit. Ein archäologisch-historischer
Beitrag zum Verständnis von Joh 2,6 und der jüdischen Reinheitshalacha zur Zeit Jesu (WUNT 2/52; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1993). Yet, that all Jews observed the purity regulations is probably an exaggeration.
907 As in the previous chapter (4.1.4), we see here how the Gospel may function both at the level of the primary
narrative and at that of the implied author and audience at the same time.
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those addressed by the prophet Isaiah as human commandments. As I will show in section 

5.5, below, this generalizing tendency is most likely the result of a modification of the 

Scriptural passage under the influence of the narrative context. 

 

So, in sum, both Jesus and the narrator, and in one instance also Jesus’ interlocutors (the 

third point mentioned above), contribute to the presentation of the dilemma by developing 

two diametrically opposed positions which are linked to specific opponents. Concomitantly, 

both the circle of characters and of issues at stake are expanded to encompass entire groups 

and their respective bodies of traditions. The latter are of fundamental importance for the 

groups’ identities. 

By the end of 7,1-13, it is obvious which of the two options presented to the audience is 

advocated by the implied Markan author. Jesus’ teaching of Scripture and tradition, referred 

to by the collective ἐντολὴ τοῦ θεοῦ , ‘commandment of God’ or λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ , ‘word of 

God’, takes precedence over the ‘tradition of the elders’ which is exposed as a collection of 

mere human commandments. In fact, the episode pictures Jesus as the one who contrary to 

his opponents upholds the ‘word of God’ and protects it from violation by human 

regulations. This view links this episode to others in the Markan Gospel, both preceding and 

following it in which Jesus is depicted as authoritative teacher debating matters of Scripture 

and tradition with different groups of interlocutors. These episodes are found primarily in 

clusters in 2,1 – 3,6 and in 12,18-37 and in the episode in 10,2-12. In 5.3, I will set out to 

describe how these episodes are linked to the one under discussion here and how these 

contribute to the presentation of Jesus as a teacher defending and authoritatively 

interpreting ‘God’s commandment’. But before doing so, I will show how the view developed 

in our episode informs the one immediately following it. 
 

5.2.2 Jesus as a teacher defending and authoritatively interpreting ‘God’s commandment’ in 

7,14-23 

Having presented Jesus as teaching according to God’s will and as upholding his 

commandments, the narrator immediately reports him settling the issue about washing of 

hands before a meal by an authoritative statement (7,14-15). The disciples require an 

explanation to understand the meaning of the statement which takes the form of a parable 

in the Markan sense908 directed to the crowd (cf. 4,33-34). The explanation, provided to the 

disciples only after they have been rebuked for their lack of comprehension by Jesus (in the 

form of a double question [7,18]; cf. 4,13; 8,17), falls into two parts each clarifying half of the 

statement in verse 15. 

The first part (vv. 18b-19) concerns what enters a person from the outside which is applied 

specifically to food. According to Jesus, no food when eaten can render a person unclean. It 

is noteworthy that both in his statement in verse 15 and in his explanation of the first part of 

that statement in verse 18, Jesus makes use of absolute terminology:  οὐδέν …, ‘nothing …’ 

(v. 15), πᾶν …, ‘all …’ (v.  18). The narrator’s comment at the end of verse 19 is likewise 

formulated in absolute terms: καθαρίζων πάντα τὰ βρώματα, “purifying/declaring pure all 

foods”. The second part of the explanation is likewise characterized by a generalization: 

 
908 Cf. 4.2.4. 
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πάντα ταῦτα, ‘all of these’ (v. 23) bad things coming from the heart and going out of a person 

render one impure. Obviously, the generalizing tendency observed in the previous episode is 

continued in 7,14-23. 
 

The interpretation of the first part of Jesus’ saying in verse 15 has given rise to much 

scholarly debate. The main issue concerns the question of whether Jesus abrogates the food 

laws of the written Torah and declares that all food may be eaten. If this were the case, he 

would act contrary to his own words in 7,6-13 by which he accuses his opponents of setting 

aside God’s commandment in favor of their own, human tradition. Historical questions left 

aside for the moment (but see 5.2.3), this would mean that the consistency of the narrative 

argument in 7,1-23 would be jeopardized909. Moreover, it would not cohere with the general 

view of Jesus presented throughout the Markan Gospel, as will be outlined in detail below in 

5.3, as being loyal to the Torah (although this does not exclude the possibility that Jesus 

offers an alternative interpretation of a Scriptural passage, gives precedence to one 

commandment over another or that he even considers some commandments invalid under 

certain conditions). In my view, one may assume Jesus’ saying in verse 15 to be consistent 

with his position in the preceding episode. It may therefore be expected that in 7,14-23, he 

will again counter the view of his opponents in favor of ‘God’s commandment’ and 

consequently not be presented as abrogating the biblical food laws (see also below, 5.2.3.1). 

In this case, he will reject the washing of hands before a meal as an (human) extension of the 

commandments concerning purity found in Scripture.  

So, when he argues that nothing from outside can render a person impure by going inside, 

the issue concerns the question if the consumption of (permitted) food can render one 

impure. The implicit assumption behind this line of reasoning is that food may become 

impure which prompts the question of whether impure food renders the person who eats it 

also impure. According to Jesus’ opponents this is indeed the case whereas Jesus states it is 

not910.  

 

In 7,14-23 then, as in 7,1-13, two opposing views are presented. Because they are amazed 

that his disciples eat with unwashed hands, the Pharisaic interlocutors of Jesus must have 

held the view that defiled hands render food impure, the latter subsequently rendering the 

person eating it also impure. Hands were viewed as a major source in spreading impurity. As 

I will show shortly, in 5.2.3.2, this came about through contact with liquids which were held 

to have a lasting potential for contaminating everything with which they came into 

contact911. To avoid contaminated hands to render food impure, the Pharisees probably 

stipulated washing them before meals (7,2.5). Their view thus holds that impurity can be 

 
909 So e.g., D. BOYARIN, “An Isogloss in First-Century Palestinian Jewry: Josephus and Mark on the Purpose of the 
Law”, in: M.B-A. SIEGAL, T. NOVICK AND C. HAYES (EDS), The Faces of Torah. Studies in the Texts and Contexts of 
Ancient Judaism in Honor of Steven Fraade (JAJSup 22; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2017), 63-80: 72, 
78. 
910 In 5.2.3 below, I shall present some texts from contemporary Judaism expressing views like those of Jesus 

and his interlocutors narrated in Mark 7,1-23 suggesting that this literary unit may reflect a historically 

plausible dispute. 
911 So Y. FURSTENBERG, “Defilement Penetrating the Body: A New Understanding of Contamination in Mark 7.15”, 
NTS 54 (2008), 176-200: 196-197. 
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transferred from outside a body to the inside by eating food contaminated through contact 

with unclean hands with the result that the inside becomes impure. 

Jesus’ view emphasizes the opposite direction in the spreading of impurity: impurity does 

not spread from outside a person to the inside, but from the inside of a person to the 

outside. This view corresponds to that expressed in Scripture, especially in Leviticus 12, 13 

and 15, where that which comes out of a person (blood, genital and other bodily fluxes, and 

saliva) can render persons and objects impure by contact. So, Jesus’ view is basically in 

accordance with that of Scripture whereas the regulations stipulated by his opponents are 

innovations, extending the Scriptural view912, but according to Jesus going against its basic 

thrust. 

The second part of Jesus’ explanation not only stresses the fact that impurity spreads from 

the inside of a person, but that Jesus prefers an ethical interpretation over a physical one. It 

is not bodily fluids that are the most important source of ‘contamination’, but different kinds 

of immoral behavior stemming from the (impure) heart913. As such, the saying in verse 15 is 

indeed a parable in the sense that that it communicates both a literal and a symbolic, 

metaphorical meaning. The former is emphasized in the explanation of the first part of the 

saying, the latter in the second part914. 

In summary, Jesus here again upholds ‘God’s commandment’ as found in Scripture against 

the tradition which his interlocutors adhere to and promote and which has no Scriptural 

basis. The issue of washing of hands and the view of spreading impurity behind it (from 

outside a person to the inside) is another example of the ‘tradition of the elders’ making 

God’s commandment void.  

5.2.3 Ritual purity and the food laws: relevant parallels from contemporary Judaism 

Here, I interrupt the narrative-literary approach to our passage for an excursion with an 

historical-comparative character. This, I believe, is important because comparison with 

passages from contemporary Judaism allows us to better understand the (details of the) 

dispute narrated in Mark 7,1-23. In addition, it shows that the Markan author did not 

produce an artificial dispute, but one that likely reflects the historical situation of Jesus’ 

time. First, I shall discuss the question of whether verse 19c may be interpreted to mean that 

Jesus abrogated the biblical food laws and second, having answered the first question in the 

negative, propose what is then the issue at stake. 

5.2.3.1 Does Jesus abrogate the laws of kashrut? 

The debate between Jesus and his adversaries circles around the capacity of impure food to 

impart impurity to a person ingesting it. Jesus argues it does not. But does that mean that he 

912 The Scriptural regulations seem to suggest that a person cannot become impure by eating with the 
exceptions of ‘swarming creatures’ (Lev. 11,41-44) which are not allowed for consumption anyway (11,41), and 
of the carcass of an animal not ritually slaughtered (11,40). In the latter case, it seems that the possibility of 
eating blood that is still present in the carcass is the reason for the prohibition, not the carcass itself (cf. Lev. 
17,14-15). 
913 This is not to say that Jesus denies the contaminating potential of bodily fluids. 
914 FURSTENBERG, “Defilement”, 198, remarks that in sayings of Jesus, a halakhic position is often combined with 
a moral condition as, e.g., in Matt. 23. 
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regards all foods pure in the sense that all of them are permitted for consumption? If so, he 

would abrogate the ‘commandment of God’ as it is found in Leviticus 11 where certain foods 

(animals) are said to be forbidden for consumption and more specifically do render a person 

who eats them impure (Lev. 11,42-44; 17,15-16). Importantly, in the case of foods forbidden 

by the stipulations in Leviticus 11, their impurity cannot be removed by washing hands prior 

to their consumption which is the issue raised by Jesus’ interlocutors. So, if we consider our 

unit to be a literary whole and Jesus’ words in 7,15.18-19 to be an answer to the question in 

verse 5b, then it is unlikely that it refers to food forbidden for consumption by the laws of 

Leviticus 11. Moreover, that Jesus and his disciples – all of whom are Jews – would eat non-

kosher food is very unlikely915. Daniel Boyarin makes the relevant observation that the rules 

of ritual (im)purity and of the dietary laws are two different sets of regulations involved with 

eating916. That the two should be carefully distinguished was for Jews in Jesus’ time so 

evident that there was no need to express this explicitly, but current readers are often 

unaware of this important, implicit assumption. 

So, not only from a narrative-literary standpoint but also from an historical point of view, it is 

difficult to envision Jesus as abrogating the biblical food laws. These are nowhere under 

debate in 7,1-23. A dispute as narrated in Mark 7,1-23 would have concerned purity issues 

under the assumption that the context involved kosher foods. 
 

From a narrative-literary point of view, whether or not verse 19c is interpreted as an 

abrogation of the laws of kashrut depends to a considerable extent on the level at which 

interpretation takes place. At the primary level of the narrative, the exchange between Jesus 

and his interlocutors is an inner-Jewish halakhic dispute and it may be supposed that the 

laws of kashrut are not under discussion (which agrees with the view that handwashing 

cannot purify food that is not permitted for consumption by the kashrut laws917). At the level 

of implied author and audience, however, this may be different. In a predominantly non-

Jewish environment, one may be unaware of or even reject the implicit assumption that only 

permitted food is in view, allowing for the possibility to interpret verse 19c as stating that 

Jesus did abrogate the laws of kashrut918. 
 

From an historical point of view, had the historical Jesus been of the opinion that the 

Scriptural food laws were no longer valid, this would undoubtedly have been used as an 

authoritative argument to support the annulment of these injunctions. The fact that this is 

nowhere attested in the NT and in early Christian literature suggests that it does not reflect 

the historical Jesus’ view. 

 
915 So also FURSTENBERG, “Defilement”, 182, and M. KISTER, “Law, Morality, and Rhetoric in Some Sayings of 
Jesus”, in: J. KUGEL (ED.), Studies in Ancient Midrash (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001), 145-154: 
152. 
916 BOYARIN, “Isogloss”, 75. 
917 So also FURSTENBERG, “Defilement”, 181; BOYARIN, “Isogloss”, 79-80; S. MOYISE, Evoking Scripture. Seeing the 
Old Testament in the New (London – New York: T&T Clark, 2008), 27; J.G. CROSSLEY, The Date of Mark’s Gospel. 
Insight from the Law in Earliest Christianity (JSNTSup 226; London – New York: T&T Clark, 2004), 193. 
918 Especially the episodes in Mark 7,24-30 and 8,1-9 suggest that the implied author pictures Jesus as being 
open to table-fellowship of non-Jews. If he/she also presumes the concomitant abrogation of the food laws, 
however, remains unclear in my opinion. 
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 5.2.3.2 Is it possible that Pharisees at the time of Jesus held the view that contaminated food 

can render one impure? 

If it is not food laws but purity regulations which are debated by Jesus and his interlocutors, 

can historical parallels assist in clarifying what might have been at stake? 

First, contrary to the written Torah, early rabbinic tradition919 attests that the rabbis were of 

the opinion that the consumption of (contaminated) food may impart impurity to a person: 

 
Rabbi Eliezer says, “He who eats food unclean in the first degree is unclean in the first 

degree; [he who eats] food unclean in the second degree is unclean in the second degree; 

[he who eats] food unclean in the third degree is unclean in the third degree.” 

Rabbi Joshua says, “He who eats food unclean in the first degree and food unclean in the 

second degree is unclean in the second degree. [He who eats] food unclean in the third 

degree is unclean in the second degree as far as Holy Things are concerned, but not to the 

second degree when heave offering (terumah) is concerned. This applies to common food 

(ḥullin) prepared under conditions of cleanness appropriate for heave offering. (m. Ṭeharot 

2:2)920 

 

Leaving aside the technicalities of this mishnah, it is clear that a saying attributed to the first 

to second century CE rabbi Eliezer, states that he holds the view that contaminated food can 

indeed render a person impure. Another sage of the same period, rabbi Joshua, agrees with 

rabbi Eliezer concerning the possibility of contaminated food to render a person unclean, yet 

he is of the opinion that this results in uncleanness to other degrees based on the type of 

food (or more precisely: the handling of the food) in view. Later rabbinic tradition states that 

such a view of the defiling capacity of contaminated food is not based on biblical law but 

presents an innovation by the sages (it is labelled דרבנן; cf., e.g., b. Yoma 80b; cf. also b. 

Šabb. 13b)921.  

The mishnah presented above, ascribes this view as that of early Tannaim so that the debate 

on the defiling capacity of contaminated food probably dates to the earliest stages of the 

tannaitic period922. This makes it not unlikely that the Pharisees of Jesus’ days might have 

shared and debated similar views. 
 

Closely related to the issue of the defiling capacity of contaminated foods is the attention 

given to the hands which were held to contribute significantly to the transmission of 

impurity. This depends on their contact with liquids which were deemed extremely 

 
919 Care must be taken in making use of rabbinic parallels that are historically close to the NT. In view of this 
aim, I select primarily passages from the tannaitic period, preferentially attributed to early tannaitic sages. In 
addition, because the attribution to early Tannaim is not always secure, I preferably use passages of which the 
contents are corroborated by other early rabbinic sources, by independent, contemporary non-rabbinic 
sources, and/or by archaeological data. Cf. also STRACK AND STEMBERGER, Introduction, 45-52, 57-59. 
920 Translation of this passage as well as the next is mine. 
921 In m. Ṭehar. 4:11, the term דברי סופרים is used, suggesting that the tradition is early because from the first 

century CE onwards, סופרים is gradually used in rabbinic circles to designate a ‘writer of documents’ or 

‘copyist’ instead of a sage. 
922 In the remainder of this section, I will refer to and/or quote other passages from early tannaitic sages on this 
topic, supporting this view. 
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susceptible to contamination and therefore a major factor in spreading impurity923. The high 

potential of liquid to transfer impurity is emphasized in m. Parah 8:5-7 in which it is 

compared to the lesser potential of other impure objects to render utensils or food unclean: 

Any derived uncleanness does not render utensils unclean, but [it does render] liquid 

[unclean]. If liquid is made unclean, it renders them [the utensils] unclean. Behold, this one 

[the utensil] says [to the liquid]: “That which made you unclean could not make me unclean, 

but you made me unclean” (מטמאיך לא טמאוני ואתה טמאתני). 

A clay utensil does not render its fellow [clay utensil] unclean, but [it does render] liquid 

[unclean]. If liquid is made unclean, it renders it [the clay utensil] unclean. Behold, this one 

[the clay utensil] says [to the liquid]: “That which made you unclean could not make me 

unclean, but you made me unclean”. 

Whatever spoils heave offering renders the liquid unclean to the first degree, so that it can 

render something unclean to a further [second] degree and heave offering to yet another 

[third degree], except for a tebul-yom. Behold, this one [the food] says [to the liquid]: “The 

things which made you unclean could not make me unclean, but you made me unclean”. 

The repeated conclusion to each of these mishnahs emphasizes the capacity of liquids to 

render objects unclean where other (unclean) objects cannot. This capacity is due to the fact 

that “whatever spoils heave offering renders the liquid unclean to the first degree”. 

According to m. Ṭeharot 2:7, “that which spoils heave offering” pertains to objects unclean 

to the second degree and these include contaminated hands924. Thus, impure hands (second 

degree) render liquid with which it comes into contact (which easily happens during a meal, 

e.g., by dipping in a common dish, by bringing food to the mouth with the hands or by liquid

drops at the outside of a cup or other utensils) unclean (to the first degree). The liquid in

turn renders food unclean (to the second degree) and the latter finally renders a person

eating it unclean (to the same degree; m. Ṭehar. 2:2)925.

In other words, according to early rabbinic understandings, impure hands can convey

impurity to food through liquid acting as an intermediate, after which the food subsequently

renders the person eating it impure. The washing of hands before (and sometimes again

during) a meal was therefore promoted because it was believed to prevent food becoming

unclean and hence the person eating it.

The importance of washing hands seems already to have been an issue of concern during

pre-rabbinic times as is attested by m. Berakot 8:2-4 in which the houses of Shammai and

Hillel are said to dispute its specifics, notably the moments during the dinner when washing

of hands is required. The first part of the tractate Yadayim (1:1 – 2:4) is dedicated to the

923 These liquids comprise in addition to water: oil, dew, wine, blood, milk and honey as well as fruit juices; cf. 
m. Makš. 6:4; m. Ṭehar. 9:5; 10:4.
924 Contaminated hands were generally considered unclean in the second degree, although other opinions are
attested; cf. m. Yad. 3:1-2.
925 The rabbinic evidence on the precise transmission of impurity is not entirely consistent as T. KAZEN, “Jesus,
Scripture and Paradosis: Response to Friedrich Avemarie”, in: R. BIERINGER, F. GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ, D. POLLEFEYT AND 

P.J. TOMSON (EDS), The New Testament and Rabbinic Literature (Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2010), 282-288: 286
observes. This implies that views on this subject were still developing in the tannaitic period.
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proper procedures for washing the hands926. The washing of hands is also discussed in m. 

Ḥagigah 2:5, here in relation to the type of food which is consumed. From this mishnah, it 

appears that in case of food of the highest status in terms of ritual purity, washing hands is 

not considered sufficient and immersion is required. 
 

In m. Yadayim 4:7, Sadducees and Pharisees are reported to dispute the (im)purity of 

different streams of liquid and therefore their potential to spread uncleanness. Similar 

concerns are expressed in a passage from one of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the so-called Halakhic 

Letter (4QMMT B 55-58). Other passages from Qumran also attest the concern about the 

role of liquids (in this case the juice pressed from fruits) in spreading impurity (4Q274 fr. 3 ; 

4Q284a fr. 1-4), so that we may safely conclude that it is plausible that Pharisees in Jesus’ 

days were likewise preoccupied with similar issues of ritual purity. 

The picture that emerges from the passages discussed is further supported by the numerous 

finds of stone vessels and related stone utensils which according to, e.g., m. ´Ohalot 5:5; m. 

Yadayim 1:2; m. Parah 5:5 and m. Beṣah 2:3 are insusceptible to contracting impurity. These 

finds, in both Judea and Galilee, dating from the first century BCE up into the second half of 

the first century C.E., indicate a large-scale concern about the spreading of impurity by the 

hands and by liquids, resulting in practices which initially developed independently from the 

temple-service927. 

 

In summary, the parallels from contemporary Judaism presented here show that a dispute 

such as that narrated in Mark 7,1-23, over issues of ritual purity, may well reflect the 

historical situation of Jesus’ time. The presentation of the Markan Jesus as contesting the 

Pharisees’ insistence on washing hands before a meal as connected to the view that a person 

could be rendered unclean through eating contaminated food is in line with views attested in 

the sources discussed which attribute them to sages who are fairly close contemporaries of 

the Markan author. The Markan Jesus rejects the view of contaminated food being able to 

render a person unclean as a Pharisaic innovation contravening the written Torah, i.e., 

‘God’s commandment’. 

In the next section, I will turn to other disputes between Jesus and Jewish interlocutors in 

which issues of Scripture and tradition are debated and ask if in these instances, he is also 

pictured as a teacher who defends and authoritatively interprets ‘God’s commandment’. 

 

5.3. Links of 7,1-23 to the broader narrative context: Jesus as a teacher defending and 

authoritatively interpreting ‘God’s commandment’ in other Markan disputes 

 

5.3.1 Mark 2,1 – 3,6 

The literary unit 2,1 – 3,6 consists of 5 episodes in which Jesus and several different 

interlocutors are narrated to debate issues of Scripture and tradition.  

 
926 The amount of water required to render hands clean as described in m. Yad. 1:1; 2:1 (a quarter log, about 

100 ml) seems to parallel that given by the Markan narrator in 7,3 as πυγμῇ, ‘a handful’; cf. HENGEL, “Mc 7.3 

Πυγμῇ”, 195 who interprets m. Yad. 1:2 to mean that the Markan term denotes an amount and must not be 
understood instrumentally, i.e., “using a hand filled with water”. 
927 So FURSTENBERG, “Defilement”, 197. 
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5.3.1.1 Mark 2,1-12 

In the first, in 2,1-12, a healing story occasions a debate between Jesus and some scribes 

over the issue of forgiveness of sins. As the Markan Jesus explicitly points out, this turns out 

not to be a matter of (interpreting) Scripture, but of Jesus’ identity which in turn confers to 

him the authority to act on God’s behalf on earth (2,10). That Jesus as a teacher is distinct 

from the scribes due to his (different) authority had already been stated by the narrator in 

1,22928. In 2,1 – 3,6 the audience is given an idea of what this means in the form of 

exemplary stories.  

 

5.3.1.2 Mark 2,13-17 

In the second, 2,13-17, the issue at hand is table-fellowship. Jesus is indirectly (i.e., through 

his disciples) questioned about sharing a meal with tax collectors and (other) sinners (2,16). 

Some Pharisees may have been sensitive to or even strict in their choice of company at 

meals to prevent association with people assumed to be sinners and therefore to be impure 

(cf., e.g., m. Ṭehar. 7:6; y. Ḥag. 3:6, 79c-d). Jesus’ sharing a meal with tax collectors and other 

sinners, not seeming to care about their (impure) status (cf. Luke 7,39), probably elicited 

their question. More generally, the Pharisees may have disapproved of Jesus’ engaging in 

friendly association with notorious sinners which was deemed inappropriate for an 

esteemed teacher of Torah. Jesus’ answer suggests that the issue may indeed concern his 

authority as a teacher and not the fact that his practice would be contrary to the (spirit of) 

the Scriptures. Jesus is the one ‘who has come’ (v. 17; cf. 1,7.9; 11,9) to seek out the 

company of sinners not that of the righteous. Taking on the role of physician, a role reserved 

for God929, he uses his participation in meals with sinners as a means to elicit their 

repentance930. As such, his authority is tied to the eschatological framework set out in 1,14-

15 in which the inbreaking of God’s kingdom is linked to the call for repentance. 

 

5.3.1.3 Mark 2,18-22 

In 2,18-22, the issue of fasting presents yet another example of the same subject. Fasting as 

practiced by the disciples of the Pharisees and the disciples of John the Baptist is aimed at 

preparing oneself for and at speeding up God’s eschatological coming and the redemption of 

Israel931. With the coming of Jesus, this purpose is no longer valid and in fact something from 

the past; it is old wine. A new era has commenced which demands new and different rituals 

 
928 According to D. DAUBE, “ἐξουσία in Mark I 22 and 27”, JTS 39 (1938), 45-59, the term ἐξουσία probably alludes 

to the authority of a rabbi (ראשות) to lay down doctrines and decisions of binding force. As such, Jesus as a 

rabbi with authority was superior to the γραμματεῖς, a term by which from the turn of the era elementary 

teachers of Scripture were designated; cf. also J. JEREMIAS, “γραμματεύς”, TWNT 1 (1933), 740-742: 741. 
Whereas a rabbi probably received his authority through ordination by another (ordained) rabbi, Jesus’ 
authority is conferred by God himself (1,9-11; 9,7; cf. 11,27-33). 
929 Cf. Exod. 15,26; Jer.3,24; 30,17. 
930 So OTTENHEIJM, “The Shared Meal”, 11, 13-14. The implicit assumption behind the use of the imagery is that 
illness results from sin, hence the need for a physician to cure the disease, i.e., to bring about repentance 
which in turn leads to forgiveness. 
931 Cf. Josephus, Vita, 290. 
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and practices (‘young wine’) for different reasons932. So here again, the central issue is Jesus’ 

identity and the authority that flows from it to promote or devaluate certain religious 

practices. 

5.3.1.4 Mark 2,23-28 

In 2,23-28, Jesus’ disciples are accused of violating a commandment from Scripture, from the 

Decalogue even, the prohibition to work on the Sabbath (Exod. 20,10). The debate between 

Jesus and his Pharisaic interlocutors concerns the conditions under which upholding the 

Sabbath may be postponed. According to Jesus’ interlocutors but also according to Philo 

(Mos. 2,22), the community at Qumran (CD X,22f.) and the rabbis (m. Šabb. 7:2; t. Šabb. 

9:17), several activities involved in the preparation of food are forbidden on the Sabbath. 

This would include the plucking of ears of corn (and probably also grinding them 

subsequently when eating as Luke 6,1 explicitly states) which Jesus’ disciples are reported to 

have done. Jesus provides two answers to the Pharisees’ accusation.  

The first answer consists of reminding his interlocutors of a Scriptural passage he assumes 

them to be familiar with but the purport of which they do not seem to understand within 

the context of the Sabbath law. The passage found in 1 Samuel 21, paraphrased by Jesus, 

relates the story of David, on the flight from Saul, asking the priest Achimelekh (and not 

Abiatar as Mark 2,26 states) for five loaves of bread to eat for himself and his companions 

whom he has left behind. The only bread available appears to be the loaves of the presence 

which once having been replaced by fresh ones may be eaten by priests only (Lev. 24,9). 

Thus, a commandment from Scripture, though indirectly related to the Sabbath, is 

violated933. The reason for this breach of the law is given by Jesus in that which he adds to 

the story of David in 1 Samuel 21, but is not contained in Scripture either in the Hebrew or in 

the Greek of the LXX: David and his companions are in need, they are hungry934. Jesus uses 

the story about David to make two points: (i) just as David considered the hunger of himself 

and his companions to be a legitimate reason to break a commandment from Scripture, so 

Jesus too, considers ‘being in need’ to be a legitimate reason to break the Sabbath law935; (ii) 

by putting himself on a par with David, Jesus seems to imply that both are entitled to make 

use of their authority to suspend Scriptural commandments under certain conditions936.  

It seems then, that Jesus considers ‘being in need’ as a possible criterium for breaking the 

Sabbath law. Positively stated, the well-being of human beings overrules Sabbath 

regulations. In rabbinic tradition, it is attested that saving a life (pikuach nefesh) or 

someone’s life being endangered is considered a legitimate reason for postponing the 

932 Fasting is still a fitting practice, but in another context, that of Jesus’ being taken away after which one 
awaits his return. 
933 The replacement of the loaves by new ones takes place at the Sabbath; Lev. 24,8. 
934 The verb πεινᾶν is used for continuous hunger because of shortage of food; cf. L. GOPPELT, πεινάω, TWNT 7 
(1959), 12-22: 15. 
935 The Markan text does not state that the reason for Jesus’ disciples to pluck ears of corn is that they are 
hungry although this might be inferred from the comparison with the story about David. It is explicitly 
mentioned in Matt. 12,1. 
936 So also A.J. MAYER-HAAS, “Geschenk aus Gottes Schatzkammer” (bSchab 10b). Jesus und der Sabbat im 

Spiegel der neutestamentlichen Schriften (NTAbh NF 43; Münster: Aschendorff, 2003), 162. 
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Sabbath law937. The question, however, is which conditions are considered to be life 

endangering. Although some examples are known of quite lenient interpretations (pain in 

the throat, m. Yoma 8:6; a child terrified because a door closed on it, b. Yoma 84b), it seems 

that in general, only those cases in which a person was in immediate danger of losing his or 

her life or of those in which it was uncertain that a person’s life was at stake938 were 

considered to overrule the Sabbath. In our episode, this seems not to apply to Jesus’ 

disciples. Therefore, Jesus’ view probably entails broader criteria for the notion of ‘a life in 

danger’. This seems to be corroborated by the first saying in the second answer to the 

Pharisees’ question. 

 

The second answer, given in verses 27-28, and consisting of two sayings, coheres with the 

two points made by Jesus in referring to the David story. The first saying provides a principle 

by which one may identify instances in which the Sabbath law may be overruled. The second 

focusses on Jesus as teacher and interpreter of the Scriptures and as such as one who can 

authoritatively decide which circumstances postpone Sabbath regulations.  

In verse 27, the Markan Jesus defines the status of the Sabbath in relation to men. In stating 

that the Sabbath came because of man and not man because of the Sabbath, he sets out the 

divine will behind the origin of the Sabbath939 and its relation to man: Sabbath is to serve 

and support man’s well-being and not the other way around. This basic view would probably 

be shared by Jesus’ interlocutors and is attested in rabbinic sources940. The crucial question 

that follows from this principle of course pertains to those circumstances in which the 

Sabbath does not serve man’s welfare anymore and must therefore be put aside or 

postponed. As the Son of Man, it is Jesus who has the authority, similar to David’s, to declare 

under which circumstances the Sabbath law does not apply. The linkage of verse 28 to verse 

27 by the word ὥστε probably lies in the fact that verse 27 can be taken to mean that the 

welfare of man in general is more important than holding the Sabbath. In other words: man 

is master of the Sabbath. How much more, then, is the Son of Man, the human 

representative of God and the one whose ministry aims at doing God’s will, authorized to 

decide when man’s well-being overrules the Sabbath941? Together with Mark 2,10, verse 28 

points to the identity of Jesus as God’s representative on earth and the divine prerogatives 

that follow from it. 

In this episode, then, Jesus is not so much depicted as a defender and interpreter of God’s 

commandment as it is expressed in Scripture but even more as the guardian of the divine 

principles underlying it. As the Son of Man, he is entitled to interpret Scripture and to 

determine where and when its commandments apply or not, and to weigh the importance 

of one commandment against another.  

 

  

 
937 See, e.g., Mek. Shabbata 1, on Exod. 31,14, b. Yoma 85a-b. 
938 Mek. Shabbata 1. 
939 MAYER-HAAS, “Geschenk”, 166, states that the saying aims at “grundsätzliche Orientierung”. 
940 Again, Mek. Shabbata 1, but also b. Yoma 85b; t. Ber. 3:7. 
941 MAYER-HAAS, “Geschenk”, 171, also points out that the argument resembles that of the rabbinic qal 
wachomer. 
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5.3.1.5 Mark 3,1-6 

The final episode in the cluster, 3,1-6, is closely linked to the preceding one. Again, the bone 

of contention between Jesus and his opponents942 concerns the conditions under which the 

Sabbath may be postponed. In this case, the question is whether healing a man with a 

withered hand is permitted on the Sabbath or not. As in the previous episode, Jesus raises 

the discussion to a more general level when he recasts the issue: “Is it permitted on the 

Sabbath to do good or to do evil, to save a life or to kill?” (3,4). As in 2,23-28, the criterium 

for breaking or postponing the Sabbath law is the saving of a life which is probably shared by 

Jesus’ opponents. Yet, their opinion of which situations were life threatening was probably 

stricter than Jesus’943 allowing only healing of diseases which immediately threatened one’s 

life. Suffering from a withered hand was not considered to be such a disease. The Markan 

Jesus, however, designates saving a life as ‘doing good’. In contemporary Jewish circles, 

‘doing good’ was understood as doing God’s will944. So, like in the previous episode, Jesus 

elevates the discussion to the higher level of divine principles on which the commandments 

are based. Doing God’s will is of course permitted on the Sabbath and it is Jesus, who claims 

to share in God’s authority, who considers the healing of the man with the withered hand a 

case of saving a life that aborts Sabbath law. As such, he acts according to the saying 

attributed to him in 2,28. As lord of the Sabbath he acts according to God’s will and 

interprets Scripture accordingly adjusting its application to the current situation. The 

adjustment in this and in the former case (2,23-28) involves a broadening of the category of 

‘saving a life’. In the Markan Jesus’ view, saving a life seems not limited to preventing one’s 

(immediate) death in a physical-biological sense but in addition in a psychological and 

sociological one945. 

Finally, two minor observations may be made. Firstly, strictly speaking, Jesus does not break 

the Sabbath law as far as the prohibition of work is concerned. The healing of the man does 

not involve any physical action by Jesus. This may indicate that his basic attitude towards the 

Sabbath as a divinely ordained institution is a positive one. Secondly, in contrast to the 

previous debate with Pharisees over the Sabbath (2,23-28), the narrator reports the reaction 

of Jesus’ opponents (3,6). They deliberate – on a Sabbath! – how to kill him which indicates 

that his action and attitude are experienced as highly offending to them. The enmity towards 

Jesus seems not only based on purely religious grounds. The fact that Pharisees conspire 

together with Herodians probably indicates that the Markan Jesus’ actions also elicit political 

 
942 Here the term ‘opponents’ is appropriate as the narrator reports their intention as watching Jesus in order 
to be able to accuse him of breaking the Sabbath law. 
943 Cf. L. DOERING, Schabbat. Sabbathalacha und -praxis im antiken Judentum und Urchristentum (TSAJ 78; 
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 446-450. 
944 Cf. W. GRUNDMANN, “ἀγαθός, κτλ.”, TWNT 1 (1933), 10-18: 14 who refers to Deut. 30,15; Mi. 6,8, and Prov. 
28,10. The Torah is also ‘good’ as it is in agreement with God’s will, cf. m. ʼAbot 6,3. A similar view probably lies 
behind Mark 10,17-22 in which God alone is said to be worthy of being referred to as ‘good’ which is 
immediately followed by an enumeration of Decalogue commandments. 
945 Interestingly, in the parallel in Matt. 12,9-14, the healing of the man with the withered hand is not 
considered an instance of the category of ‘saving a life’, but as an example of ‘doing good’. As E. OTTENHEIJM, 
“Genezen als goed doen. Halachische logica in MT 12, 9-14”, Bijdr. 63 (2002), 335-366, has shown, the 
Matthean Jesus considers ‘doing good’ – in this case securing one’s sustenance – as a halakhic value of more 
weight than another, the keeping of the Sabbath law. 
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discontent. In addition, Jesus is reported to be grieved at his opponents’ hardness of heart 

(3,5) explaining their silence as a result of their non-receptiveness to the ‘word of God’. 

At the end of the literary unit 2,1 – 3,6, then, we may conclude that Jesus is depicted in it not 

simply as a defender of the ‘word of God’, but more specifically as the one who interprets it 

according to divine will. As ‘Son of Man’ and ‘Lord of the Sabbath’, both expressions of his 

special relationship with God, he authoritatively teaches Torah on halakhic and other 

religious issues. His teaching is in some cases based on Scripture and in others on the divine 

principles underlying it. In addition, he may teach authoritatively as the one who speaks on 

God’s behalf. If he deems it necessary, Jesus occasionally adapts Scriptural interpretation to 

the demands of the new situation which has arisen with his coming and which concurs with 

the inbreaking of God’s reign (1,15). 

5.3.2 Mark 10,1-12 

In this episode, Jesus is confronted with Pharisees who again initiate a debate on a halakhic 

issue, the permissibility of divorce. Their aim stated by the narrator as ‘testing him’ (v. 2) 

may be understood negatively as indicating that they wish to elicit a response which will 

cause Jesus trouble or to expose him as a teacher whose claim to authority is unjustified946. 

Yet, as in 8,11, it may alternatively be understood more positively as a test of Jesus’ 

capacities as an authoritative rabbi notably in teaching halakhah (this episode) or in 

performing signs (8,11-13)947. Jesus could have answered their question – if it is permitted 

for a man to divorce his wife – in the positive affirming the legal basis he has the Pharisees 

spell out in verse 4, but he does not. By having the Pharisees spell out what Moses has 

commanded them, the Markan Jesus has them clarify their position and its legitimation by a 

commandment from Scripture. It is therefore clear that if Jesus wishes to defend a different 

view, he may be going against one of Moses’ commandments. Moses’ provision for a man to 

write a letter of divorce and send his wife away, found in Deuteronomy 24,1-2, is 

characterized by Jesus as a concession for you due to your hardness of heart (v. 5)948. This 

characterization implies three important notions: 

First, the Mosaic commandment in Deuteronomy 24,1-2 is said to have been issued with a 

view to a specific group of people and hence does not apply generally. 

Second, the group of people for whom this commandment was written down by Moses is 

identified as having a hardened heart. Whatever the exact meaning of this phrase, it points 

to the fact that members of this group have closed their heart to the ‘word of God’ which 

can no longer enter it. The Mosaic provision was therefore issued for those insensitive to 

God’s will. 

Third, Jesus’ characterization of the Mosaic commandment implies that among the 

commandments of the written Torah, some are compromises for a situation in which part of 

God’s people is unable to live according to divine intentions. As a result, one may assert that 

946 So KEITH, Scribal Elite, 129. 
947 DAUBE, “ἐξουσία”, 58, notes that in rabbinic literature, great rabbis were expected to master the 
transcendent forces. 
948 This reminds us of the distancing language that the Markan Jesus used in 7,8-13 to emphasize the linkage of 
his opponents with the ‘tradition of the elders’ (see 5.2.1.1). 
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according to Jesus, Scripture contains commandments which are only temporarily valid and 

may become superfluous949. 

 

From the latter notion logically flows the continuation of Jesus’ argument which – as in 2,23-

28 and 3,1-6 – focuses on the principles expressing God’s will and adopted notably at the 

creation. As far as the issue of marriage and divorce is concerned, Jesus finds the divine will 

expressed in two verses from the book of Genesis (vv. 6-8). The first emphasizes the basic 

fact that man was created male and female. The second continues the line of thought by 

pointing out the immanent force of attraction making a man leave his parents to cling to his 

wife (somewhere along this line marriage takes place), the two becoming one flesh which 

probably indicates their sexual joining. The narrator has Jesus spell out the implication of the 

final words of the Scriptural passage: they are no longer two, but form ‘one flesh’, an 

intimate unity resulting from a process of attraction and joining inscribed in creation by God 

(v. 8b). The obvious conclusion of this line of thought, then, follows in verse 9: that which 

God has united (through the natural processes embedded in his creation) shall not be 

separated by man. 

In verses 11-12, Jesus explains to his disciples what his formal view looks like when applied 

to the actual situation involving marriage and divorce. Remarkably, Jesus does not state that 

divorce is not allowed, but that remarriage either by a husband or a wife presents an 

instance of adultery towards the former partner because the two are still considered to be 

married (‘one’). 

For our purposes, we note that this episode again depicts Jesus as an authoritative 

interpreter of Scripture who evaluates the applicability of its commandments in view of the 

basic criteria expressing God’s will. As a result, he may sometimes declare a commandment 

not applicable in certain situations or to certain persons, or he may postpone a 

commandment. Jesus may also declare a certain commandment or its underlying (divine) 

principle of more weight than another as is the case in this episode in which he adopts a 

stricter view than his interlocutors.  

 

5.3.3 Mark 12,18-37 

In addition to 2,1 – 3,6, we find a second cluster of dispute stories in 11,27 – 12,37 which 

also circle around the question of Jesus’ authority (11,28). Three of these (12,18-37) involve 

episodes in which passages from Scripture are invoked and in which Jesus is presented as 

their authoritative interpreter and as a true master vis à vis his disciple-like interlocutors950. 

The cluster seems to have been arranged in such a way as to depict the growing opposition 

against Jesus by a variety of opposing groups. By the end of the disputes, no one dares to ask 

Jesus anything anymore after which he denounces the scribes, the alleged expert 

interpreters of Scripture, for not living according to it. They are contrasted to a widow who 

 
949 According to M.P. BARBER, “Jesus’ Teaching on the Law, Deuteronomic Concessions and Eschatological 
Righteousness: A Re-examination of the Saying on Divorce and Remarriage in Matthew 5:31-32” (Paper 
presented at the SBL annual meeting, San Francisco, 20 November 2011), these concessionary commandments 
are found especially in the book of Deuteronomy. 
950 Even if in 12,35-37, his ‘interlocutors’ are not given the opportunity to speak for themselves. 
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gives ‘everything she has, her whole life’ (12,44) to God, a fitting prequel to the Passion 

narrative.  

 

5.3.3.1 Mark 12,18-27 

The episode in 12,18-27 features the Sadducees as Jesus’ interlocutors for the first and only 

time in the Gospel. The issue about which the debate ensues, the resurrection, is not only 

known as one on which the Sadducees’ position was deemed characteristic of them, it is also 

of importance to the audience of the Markan Gospel who will shortly after, hear the story of 

Jesus’ death and resurrection.  

The Sadducees present a case to Jesus with the aim of discrediting or at least undermining 

the belief in the resurrection. It is built on an injunction given by Moses in writing, i.e., found 

in Scripture, prescribing that a brother-in-law should marry the wife of his deceased brother 

if there is no descendent and provide for offspring, the so-called ‘levirate marriage’. They 

invoke Scripture in a paraphrasing manner combining elements from Deuteronomy 25,5-6 

and Genesis 38,8. By narrating a sevenfold repetition of a husband dying without producing 

offspring and one of his brothers’ marrying the widow, Jesus’ interlocutors set up a case 

which is very unlikely to occur signalling their wish to ridicule the situation which would 

follow from a belief in the resurrection951.  

Jesus’ response is carefully structured as John Meier has outlined in detail952 and falls into 

two parts as designated by Jesus’ first response, they do not understand the Scriptures nor 

the power of God (12,24): 

 

v. 24a:   do you not err? 

v. 24b:  not knowing the Scriptures (A) 

v. 24c:  nor the power of God (B) 

v. 25:  those resurrected are like angels and do not marry anymore (B’) 

vv.26-27a: Scripture witnesses to the fact of resurrection (A’) 

v. 27b:  you greatly err 

 

In Meier’s vocabulary, in B’, Jesus corrects the Sadducees’ view of the manner of the 

resurrection, in A’ their view of the fact of the resurrection. 

In verse 25, Jesus points out that after the resurrection, a deceased person is like an angel, 

the similarity to an angel being that marriage no longer takes place. Marriage is not 

necessary because the resurrected live forever with God rendering redundant the 

 
951 The number of seven brothers is reminiscent of the story in 2 Maccabees 7 in which also seven brothers 
successively die. The seven remained faithful to the Torah just like the seven in our episode. The seventh 
brother states prior to his death that all seven will “inherit everlasting life under the power of a divine 
covenant” (2 Macc. 7,36LXX; translation from NETS). In our episode, Jesus asserts that the seven brothers have 
also inherited eternal life through resurrection, the existence of which he demonstrates from a Scriptural 
passage which identifies God as the God of the covenant with the patriarchs. An alternative proposal by P.G. 
BOLT, “What were the Sadducees Reading? An Enquiry into the Literary Background of Mark 12:18-23”, TynBul 
45 (1994), 369-394, suggests that the Sadducees’ case is based on elements (seven husbands who die, the 
levirate marriage and resurrection) from the book of Tobit. 
952 J.P. MEIER, A Marginal Jew. Rethinking the Historical Jesus. Volume 3: Companions and Competitors (ABRL; 
New York – London, – Toronto – Sydney - Auckland: Doubleday, 2001), 416-419. 
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production of offspring. Jesus’ line of thought likens the eschaton to the Edenic conditions 

which it recreates and fulfils953. These Edenic conditions are expressions of God’s will and 

the eschaton is seen as the return to and perfection of these conditions954. In earlier 

disputes (2,23-28; 3,1-6; 10,6-8), Jesus similarly drew on divine principles linked to the 

creation to guide his interpretation of Scripture. For our purposes, it is important that Jesus 

points out that the mistaken view of life after the resurrection means that the Sadducees 

invoked a passage of Scripture which does not apply to their case because the levirate 

marriage prescribed in it concerns only life on earth. 

In verses 26-27a, Jesus proves the fact of the resurrection by means of a central passage 

from Scripture. The argument he develops is well characterized by Meier as a three-step 

logic: 

1. In Exodus 3,6, God defines himself as the god of the patriarchs with whom he made a

covenant that includes not only them but also their offspring.

2. God is a god of the living (v. 27a), not of the dead; the dead have no relationship anymore

to God955.

3. From these two premises, one may conclude that if God declares to Moses that he is the

God of the patriarchs when they are known to have died, they must be alive once again, i.e.,

they have been resurrected.

To summarize: as an authoritative interpreter of God’s ‘commandment’, Jesus points to 

divine intentions (God’s will) behind it to guide its proper understanding and interpretation. 

As such, he indicates that contemplating God’s will which is expressed especially in the 

accounts of the creation, and which also serves as a model for the eschaton, is to be 

preferred over human considerations. Starting with the latter, the Sadducees develop a view 

which leads them astray, because they lack a correct view of God’s power and hence a 

correct application of the Scriptural commandments. Like in earlier episodes, Jesus seems to 

indicate that certain commandments are eternally valid whereas others were given by 

Moses for the period between creation and eschaton. 

5.3.3.2 Mark 12,28-34 

This episode is a remarkable one because Jesus and one of the scribes engage in an 

exchange about the most important of the commandments in an atmosphere that may be 

characterized as mutually respectful and sympathetic. The narrator sketches the activity of 

discussing Scripture and its interpretation as a teaching session between master and disciple. 

This is signified by the use of the verb συζητεῖν which is used in Mark in both polemical and 

non-polemical settings of teaching (seeking understanding) and even of interpretation of 

Scripture956. Although the verb is used to characterize the preceding debate of Jesus with 

953 The Edenic conditions narrated in Genesis 2 include the absence of sexuality and the production of 
offspring. These become necessary from the moment man acquires knowledge of good and evil and must leave 
the Edenic garden. 
954 So MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 830. 
955 See MEIER, Marginal Jew 3, 429 for Scriptural passages which express this view. 
956 Cf. B.J. KOET, “MK 12,28-34: Übereinstimmung im Kern der Sache”, in: C.M. TUCKETT (ED.), The Scriptures in the 
Gospels (BETL 131; Leuven: Leuven University Press – Peeters, 1997), 513-523: 518. Koet proposes that the use 
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the Sadducees, its late introduction in 12,28 suggests that hearing Jesus provide a Scriptural 

basis in support of his defence of the resurrection inspires the scribe to start his own 

exchange with him on a matter of Scripture. Moreover, the scribe explicitly addresses Jesus 

as διδάσκαλος in verse 32 and Jesus’ final words to the scribe in verse 34 also strengthen the 

impression that he is the teacher whereas the scribe takes on the role of disciple. Finally, the 

concluding words of the episode picture Jesus as a teacher with such an authority that his 

rulings are final. 

Jesus and the scribe agree on Deuteronomy 6,4-5 and Leviticus 19,18 being the two most 

important commandments of Scripture. Interestingly, the scribe paraphrases the two 

passages concomitantly providing interpretations of them emphasizing God’s uniqueness 

and the precedence of loving God and neighbour over ritual sacrifice957. Jesus is said to 

appreciate the scribe’s words as insightful pointing out to him that he is on the right track 

towards God’s kingdom. Jesus, however, in his capacity as teacher, also indicates that he has 

not yet entered that kingdom. What the scribe lacks is not specified, but the next episode 

might suggest that it has to do with the proper view of Jesus’s identity. The scribe is correct 

in his view of Jesus as an authoritative teacher and interpreter of Scripture, but he is more 

than that. 

 

5.3.3.3 Mark 12,35-37 

In agreement with the narrator’s conclusion of the previous episode, it is Jesus himself and 

no one else, who poses the final question on an issue of Scriptural interpretation. Having 

appreciated one scribe’s insight in an exchange over Scripture, Jesus once again attacks the 

scribes in general for their lack of insight when Scripture speaks about himself (cf. 9,11-13; 

12,1-12). Based on Psalm 110,1, Jesus points out that the Messiah cannot be ‘Son of David’ 

in the sense that he is David’s descendent (probably with all political and military 

expectations attached to it) 958. In fact, Jesus’ final question seems to inquire where in 

Scripture one might find a passage that supports the scribes’ claim that the Messiah is 

David’s son (because David himself does not call the Messiah his ‘son’ but refers to him as 

‘lord’), if Psalm 110,1 obviously does not.  

So, also in the final episode of this cluster of dispute stories, Jesus is pictured as authoritative 

teacher and interpreter of the Scriptures at the expense of the scribes and in line with the 

narrator’s characterization of his teaching on the very first occasion in 1,22. The final remark 

 
of the verb συζητεῖν (used in Mark 1,27; 8,11; 9.10.14.16 and here in 12,28) is related to the terminus technicus 

 .used by the rabbis for Scriptural interpretation דרש
957 Cf. Let. Aris. 234 and the saying by rabbi Jochanan ben Zakkai in ´Abot R. Nat. A4. In version B8, the saying is 
introduced by the words: “We have another atonement instead of it (= temple service)”, suggesting that the 
Scriptural verse is interpreted thus that mercy (deeds of loving kindness) has replaced sacrifice. In version A4, 
the introductory words speak of “another atonement as effective as this”. 
958 In the Markan Gospel, the title ‘Son of David’ is used of Jesus twice in the story of the healing of blind 
Bartimaeus (10,47.48). It seems that the title itself is not rejected but, in our episode, it is qualified as not 
pertaining to a descendent of David with the expectations of a restoration of an earthly kingdom as David’s. 
Furthermore, Jesus seems to point out that the Messiah is more than David (or than a Davidide) as he calls him 
‘lord’. The Messiah is not David’s son (12,37), but someone else’s; he is God’s son (1,1.11; 9,7; 12,6). 
Interestingly, MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 87-90, points to the fact that Bartimaeus calls Jesus ‘Son of David’ when he 

is still blind and sitting beside the way (παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν, 10,46; cf. 4,4.15) indicating that this title is a 
misunderstanding of Jesus’ identity. 



246 
 

by the narrator suggests that the crowd likes to hear Jesus teach, though the adverb used, 

ἡδέως may remind the audience of its prior use in 6,20. There, it was said of Herod that he 

liked to listen to John the Baptist but eventually would not oppose those who wished John 

dead. The crowd too, will soon turn out not to be opposing the religious authorities who 

wish Jesus dead (15,9-15). 
 

5.4. Summary 

Having finished our tour along the episodes in Mark which depict Jesus as debating matters 

concerning ‘God’s commandment’, I shall now try to summarize our major findings.  

 

1) In the episodes, the narrator presents Jesus as a teacher who defends and authoritatively 

interprets the Torah, i.e., Scripture and its interpretive and supplementary tradition as far as 

he considers them adequate expressions of God’s will. These are referred to by the Markan 

Jesus as ἐντολή τοῦ θεοῦ, ‘commandment of God’ and by its equivalent λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ, ‘word 

of God’, the latter probably emphasizing the Torah’s authoritative interpretation by Jesus, 

‘the sower of the word’ (4,14). 

2) God’s will is expressed in the Scriptures (12,10.24; cf. 2,25; 12,26), the written Torah of 

Moses, but according to the Markan Jesus not every commandment contained in them is of 

the same importance; some may therefore overrule others. Moreover, commandments may 

be postponed or become invalid in situations in which they interfere with God’s will. In 

addition, with God’s reign having come near with Jesus’ coming, a new (eschatological) era 

has commenced in which some commandments are no longer relevant whereas others now 

attain their full significance.  

3) As God’s eschatological envoy, Jesus shares in God’s authority allowing him to evaluate 

the interpretations and applications of commandments contained in the Scriptures as well as 

of those from traditions held by different Jewish groups which lack a Scriptural basis 

including the Pharisaic παράδοσις τῶν πρεσβυτέρων (7,1-23). The latter is identified by the 

Markan Jesus as a body of human commandments, i.e., promulgated in view of human 

requirements and concerns, and in many cases contrary to God’s will because of which they 

are rejected by him. 

 

Jesus’ concern for the teaching and application of the commandments to be in line with 

God’s will itself is part of a broader issue touched upon several times throughout the Gospel. 

The issue involves doing God’s will as a characteristic of both the Markan Jesus and of his 

(true) followers. It is brought to the fore for the first time in 3,35 as a distinctive 

characteristic of ‘those around Jesus’, the circle of his disciples. In 8,33, one of the prime 

disciples, Peter, is rebuked by Jesus for his resistance to Jesus’ prediction of his suffering, 

death, and resurrection. His objection is described by Jesus as ‘not setting one’s mind on 

God’s things, but on those of men’. In 10,27, in a dialogue with his disciples, Jesus points out 

how difficult it is for the rich to enter God’s kingdom. When the disciples ask in response 

who may then be saved, i.e., enter the kingdom, Jesus asserts that for man it is impossible 

but that for God anything is possible. Finally, in the passion narrative, Jesus, praying in 

Gethsemane, begs his heavenly father to let the cup of suffering and death pass him by, 
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asserting that ‘for you anything is possible’ (14,36). Yet, not his own will, but that of God 

should prevail. 

The Markan Jesus is thus portrayed as always dedicated to doing God’s will and to trusting in 

the power of God which is capable of enabling even that which from a human point of view 

seems impossible959. Time and again, the Markan Jesus points to God as the source of his 

ministry, especially of his healings and exorcisms, but also of his authority to forgive sins and 

to judge the appropriateness and applicability of (allegedly) divine commandments960. Jesus’ 

assessment of the validity of the ‘tradition of the elders’ according to its capability of aptly 

expressing God’s will fits this larger picture. As a result, Jesus does not defend every 

commandment of Scripture nor does he treat each one of them in the same way. His 

evaluation of Scriptural interpretation seems to focus on the criterion of concurring with 

God’s will. It is therefore appropriate that the Markan narrator does not use the phrase 

νόμος to refer to the commandments acknowledged by Jesus as in line with God’s will but by 

means of the collectives ἐντολή τοῦ θεοῦ and λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ. In the next section, I will point 

out how these observations may have influenced the textual form of the Scriptural 

quotation in Mark 7,6-7. 

5.5. The quotation of Isaiah 29,13 in Mark 7,6-7 as an instance of context-based 

modification 

Jesus’ first response to the question by the Pharisees and some scribes as to why his 

disciples do not act according to the ‘tradition of the elders’ because they eat with unclean 

hands is to refer to Isaiah 29,13, a passage he finds well-suited and applicable to them whom 

he calls ‘hypocrites’. The hypocrisy Jesus’ opponents are accused of coheres well with the 

picture of Jesus as concerned that his ministry accords with God’s will. His opponents 

pretend to be guardians of a life in agreement with divine will, but in fact act contrary to 

it961. As pointed out in the previous chapter, for the Markan Jesus and the narrator, their 

rejection of and hostility towards Jesus clearly indicate that they do not obey God’s will, they 

belong to οἱ ἔξω. Their hearts are hardened (3,5) and no longer receptive of God’s word 

which is taken away from them by Satan (4,4.15). The passage from Isaiah 29,13 connects 

well with the picture drawn up to this point in the gospel narrative in that it emphasizes both 

Jesus’ opponents’ distancing their hearts from God as well as their teaching without (divine) 

authority (cf. 1,22). The latter is expressed clearly by the last clause of the quotation of the 

Isaianic passage which reads: 

μάτην δὲ σέβονταί με διδάσκοντες διδασκαλίας ἐντάλματα ἀνθρώπων 

As argued elsewhere (section 2.7), the textual form of the quotation of Isaiah 29,13 as we 

have it in Mark, exhibits considerable variation when compared to the text of its source, the 

959 I shall discuss this in more detail in chapter 6. 
960 In similar vein, MALBON, Mark’s Jesus, 131-138, esp. 135. 
961 The criticism of the Pharisees’ teachings as ‘smooth things’ attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls considers them 
also as ‘hypocrites’. In Ant. 17:41, Josephus seems to imply the same when he states that the Pharisees “greatly 
prided themselves on their precise observance of their ancestral heritage and pretended to observe the laws 
with which the deity is pleased” (emphasis added). 
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LXX. Most of the variants observed appear to be ‘memory variants’, and as it involves a 

change in the order of words and the omission of the word καί, the modification of the final 

clause may at first sight appear to be yet another instance of this type of variation. However, 

in the case of ‘memory variants’ the semantic content of the modified phrase is not altered 

whereas in this case, it is. In the rendering of the LXX, the addressees of Isaiah’s words are 

told that their honor of God is in vain because they teach ‘human commandments and 

teachings’, the latter being unspecified and possibly referring to teachings of either human 

or divine origin. In the rendering of Mark 7,7 there can be no doubt anymore about the 

nature of the teachings. All of these are identified as human commandments, an 

identification which thus changes the semantic content of the quotation’s final clause and 

makes it suitable to support the Markan Jesus’ argument. This is achieved by the dropping of 

the word καί creating a double accusative and the transfer of the plural διδασκαλίας making 

it immediately follow the participle of the cognate verb διδάσκοντες thus emphasizing the 

teaching activity.  

As indicated before (5.2.1.1), the argument developed by Jesus in 7,8-13 has its point of 

departure in the final clause of the quotation of Isaiah 29,13 which allows Jesus to supplant 

the epithet τῶν πρεσβυτέρων, ‘of the elders’ of his opponents’ tradition by τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ‘of 

men’. In 7,1-13, Jesus identifies the παράδοσις τῶν πρεσβυτέρων as a παράδοσις τῶν 

ἀνθρώπων, a body of commandments of human origin and aimed at human concerns. It does 

not aim at fulfilling God’s will and in fact abandons God’s commandment replacing it or 

rendering it powerless. As a result, ‘the tradition of the elders’, actively promoted by his 

opponents’ teaching and exposed as ‘human tradition’ is (largely) rejected by the Markan 

Jesus. The argument developed by Jesus fits well with the picture which emerges throughout 

the narrative context of the Markan Gospel, as we have seen in section 5.3 which presents 

Jesus as a teacher authoritatively defending and interpreting ‘God’s commandment’ 

understood as expression of the divine will. The Pharisees are presented as not sharing this 

concern for expounding the Torah in line with God’s will. I therefore propose that the 

modification of the final clause of the Scriptural quotation in Mark 7,6-7 was inspired by the 

narrative context and is therefore another instance of context-based modification. 
 

5.6 Criticism of the Pharisaic ‘tradition of the elders’: some insightful parallels 

The Markan Jesus is not unique in criticising the Pharisaic ‘tradition of the elders’. In several 

other sources dating back to the period in which the Markan Gospel was composed, we 

encounter similar criticisms of Pharisaic rulings notably those lacking a Scriptural basis. Here, 

I briefly discuss the most important sources: Josephus and the Dead Sea Scrolls.  

 

5.6.1 Josephus: Antiquitates 13:297-298 

In Antiquitates 13:288-298, Josephus narrates the rupture between John Hyrcanus and the 

Pharisees leading the king who also held the office of high priest τὰ τε ὑπ’ αὐτῶν 

κατασταθέντα νόμιμα τῇ δήμῳ καταλύσαι, “to repeal the ordinances that they (= the 

Pharisees; HL) had established among the people” (13:296)962. Because Josephus uses the 

 
962 Translation taken from S. MASON, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees. A Composition-Critical Study (Leiden – 
New York – København – Köln: Brill, 1991), 217. 
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term νόμιμα here for the first time in connection with the Pharisees where it carries a 

specific meaning, he explains it briefly in 13:297: 

νῦν δὲ δηλῶσαι βούλομαι ὅτι νόμιμα τινὰ παρέδοσαν τῷ δήμῳ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι ἐκ πατέρων διαδοχῆς, 

ἅπερ οὐκ ἀναγέγραπται ἐν τοῖς Μωυσέως νόμοις, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ταῦτα τὸ τῶν Σαδδουκαίων γένος 

ἐκβάλλει, λέγον ἐκεῖνα δεῖν ἡγεῖσθαι νόμιμα τὰ γεγραμμένα, τὰ δ’ ἐκ παραδόσεως τῶν πατέρων 

μὴ τηρεῖν. 

I want to explain here that the Pharisees passed on to the people certain ordinances from a 

succession of fathers, which are not written down in the laws of Moses. For this reason, the 

party of the Sadducees dismisses these ordinances, averring that one need only to recognize 

the written ordinances, whereas those from the tradition of the fathers need not be 

observed. 

In Antiquitates 13:408, Josephus again mentions the Pharisaic νόμιμα and characterizes them 

as εἰσήνεγκαν οἱ Φαρισαῖοι κατὰ τὴν πατρῴαν παράδοσιν, i.e., introduced by the Pharisees “in 

accordance with the tradition of their fathers”. 

As Steve Mason and others have shown, Josephus’ use and understanding of the terms 

νόμιμα, παράδοσις τῶν πατέρων, and διαδοχή in these passages differ from the way he usually 

applies them suggesting that he borrowed them from contemporary usage, possibly by 

Pharisees themselves963. Although several interesting observations can be made, my focus 

on the passage in 13:297 lies on how Josephus describes the Sadducees’ criticism of the 

Pharisaic νόμιμα. At the heart of this criticism lies the fact that the νόμιμα are not contained 

in the written laws of Moses. Because only written laws need to be observed, those from the 

‘tradition of the fathers’ must be rejected. Some scholars, notably Ellis Rivkin and Albert 

Baumgarten, have interpreted this passage thus that the rejection of the Pharisaic νόμιμα 

lies in the fact that they are unwritten. With Steve Mason and Jacob Neusner, I prefer a 

different interpretation, one which understands ἀναγέγραπται ἐν τοῖς Μωυσέως νόμοις, 

‘written in the laws of Moses’ and νόμιμα τὰ γεγραμμένα, ‘written ordinances’ as 

synonymous expressions which are sharply contrasted with τὰ δ’ ἐκ παραδόσεως τῶν 

πατέρων, ‘those from the tradition of the fathers’964. In other words, the difference in 

authority does not lie in the fact that laws are (un)written, but that they are among those 

written in the law of Moses. It is the source of the νόμιμα, Moses versus ‘the succession of 

fathers’, that forms the decisive criterium. If this interpretation is correct, it comes close to 

my reading of the Markan rendering of Isaiah 29,13 which characterizes the teachings of 

Jesus’ opponents as ‘human commandments’ and contrasts them (implicitly in the 

quotation) with God’s commandments. So, in both cases, the distinction between bodies of 

law is made on the basis of their provenance. Importantly, however, although identifying the 

Pharisaic ‘tradition of the elders’ as of human origin, the Markan Jesus’ criticism focuses on 

the effect of holding on to that tradition. Its observance leads to abandoning or replacing the 

963 MASON, Josephus on the Pharisees, 231-239, 245; Cf. E. BICKERMAN, “The Chain of the Pharisaic Tradition”, in: 
IDEM, Studies in Jewish and Christian History. A New Edition in English including The God of the Maccabees 
(AGAJU 68/1; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2007), 540; A.J. BAUMGARTEN, “The Unwritten Law in the Pre-Rabbinic 
Period”, JSJ 3 (1972), 7-29: 13-14. 
964 MASON, Josephus on the Pharisees, 242-243. 
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Mosaic laws (‘God’s commandments’; 7,8-13). He does not explicitly reject the ‘tradition of 

the elders’ because its laws are not among the laws of Moses (‘God’s commandments’), 

although we cannot exclude the possibility that this is implicitly assumed. It seems then, that 

although essentially in agreement, the Markan Jesus’ criticism of the Pharisaic ‘tradition of 

the elders’ is slightly different from that of the Sadducees as it is described by Josephus965. 

Criticism of the Pharisaic ‘tradition of the elders’ by another Jewish group may turn out to be 

closer to that of the Markan Jesus. To them, the authors of the Qumran scrolls, I shall now 

turn. 

 

5.6.2 The Dead Sea Scrolls 

Although the designation ‘Pharisees’ does not occur in the Dead Sea Scrolls, general 

scholarly opinion holds that the Pharisees are vehemently attacked in several scrolls in which 

they are referred to by a number of sobriquets of which the most important are   דרש 

מסיגי   builders of the wall’967, and‘ ,בוני  ) ה( חיץ  ,seekers of smooth things’966‘ ,) ה( חלקות

 shifters of the boundary’968. The identification of the referent of these epithets as‘ ,) ה( גבול

Pharisees is necessarily indirect and based on comparison of passages from the scrolls with 

external sources such as descriptions by Josephus969 and the halakhic issues attested in early 

rabbinic sources assumed to display Pharisaic, i.e., proto-rabbinic positions970. I shall not 

 
965 One may however wonder if the contrast as described by Josephus was in fact that black and white. 
BAUMGARTEN, “Pharisaic Paradosis”, 65, rightly avers that “no Jewish group could live by scripture alone, plain 
and simple”. Moreover, he points to the fact that even the Sadducees “observed regulations that went beyond 
what was written in the Pentateuch” (64, n. 4). In my opinion, one must therefore be cautious with accepting 
Josephus’ explanation of the rejection of the Pharisaic tradition of the elders by the Sadducees uncritically. Yet, 
it is likely that whereas the Sadducees’ rejection of the Pharisaic tradition was based on provenance (its rulings 
not being found among or derived from the Mosaic Torah), Jesus did not reject the Pharisaic tradition per se, 
but only those rulings which he thought to be at odds with the Torah of Moses as expression of God’s will. 
966 Cf. e.g., CD I,18 (= 4Q266 2 i21); 1QHa X,15.32; XII,10; 4Q169 (= 4QpNah) 3-4 i2.7; 3-4 ii1.4; 3-4 iii3; 4Q177 II, 

12. 4Q163 23 ii10-11 calls them a ‘congregation’ (עדה) and locates them in Jerusalem. The second part of the 

sobriquet alludes to Isa. 30,10; Ps. 12,3 and Dan. 11,32. 
967 This sobriquet is only found in the Damascus Document: CD IV, 19; VIII, 12.18; XIX, 25.31 and alludes to Ezek. 
13,10. 
968 Cf. CD V,20 (= 4Q266 3 ii7; 4Q267 2,4); XIX,15; 4Q266 1a-b,4; 4Q416 2iii 8; 2iv 6; 4Q424 3,9. The term is 
attested in several OT passages in which the prohibition to remove the boundary occurs in legal and ethical 
contexts, Deut. 19,14; 27,17; Prov. 22,28; 23,10; Job 24,2. 
969 Notably a comparison of 4Q169 (4Qp Nah), fragments 3-4, column I, with Ant. 13:372-383 and B.J. 1:92-98 
which according to J.C. VANDERKAM, “Pesher Nahum and Josephus”, in: A.-J. AVERY-PECK, D. HARRINGTON AND J. 
NEUSNER (EDS), When Judaism and Christianity began. Volume 1, Christianity in the Beginning: Essays in Memory 
of Anthony J. Saldarini (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 299-311: 311, “supply the most weighty data” for the identification 

of the Pharisees as the חלקות דרשו . 
970 E.g., the halakhic issues described in CD IV,19 – V,11, 4QMMT B 13-17 (cf. 4Q269 8ii 4-6), and B 21-22 in 
comparison with b. Yebam. 62b and with m. Par. 3:7; t. Par. 3:7-8; m. Yad. 4:6-7, respectively; cf. for a more 
detailed description L.H. SCHIFFMAN, “The Pharisees and their Legal Traditions according to the Dead Sea 
Scrolls”, DSD 8 (2001), 262-277. The Pharisees are not named in 4QMMT. The view that their halakhah is 
attacked in this document is generally accepted although their identification as the addressees of this ‘halakhic 
letter’ is disputed, cf. L.H. SCHIFFMAN, “Miqtsat Ma`asei ha-Torah”, in: EDSS, 558-560: 559. 
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repeat the scholarly discussion on this point971 and focus here on the criticism levelled by the 

Qumran covenanters against their opponents referred to by the sobriquets mentioned 

whom I take to be or to include the Pharisees. The passages discussed provide interesting 

parallels from contemporary early Judaism for the dispute between Jesus and the Pharisees 

in Mark 7.  
 

The Damascus Document (CD) 

CD I introduces the congregation behind the text as a remnant of Israel saved by God when 

he remembered the covenant with the forefathers (I, 4-5). Their entrance into the covenant 

implied a return to the Torah of Moses ( משה תורת  אל שוב ; XV,9.12; XVI,1-2.4-5; 1QS V,8-

9)972, according to its exact interpretation ( כפרוש  התורה; CD IV,8; VI,14; XIII,6)973. To them 

God has revealed his will, his stipulations, his precepts which are like water in a well they 

dug (III,16), this well being the Torah (VI,4). The Torah is probably also referred to as the 

boundary marking the inheritance of the forefathers. This expression is used in conjunction 

with the Teacher of Righteousness whom God raised up to guide those taken up in the 

covenant and to make known to them what he had done for the congregation of traitors, the 

ones who stray from the path (I,11-13). The leader of this congregation, the Scoffer974, led 

them astray thus 
  

 
971 For an overview of the arguments and of dissenting opinions, cf. J.C. VANDERKAM, “The Pharisees and the 
Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: J. NEUSNER & B.D. CHILTON (EDS), In Quest of the Historical Pharisees (Waco, TX: Baylor 
University Press, 2007), 225-236. Among the many detailed essays, cf. SCHIFFMAN, “The Pharisees and their Legal 
Traditions” and J.C. VANDERKAM, “Those Who Look for Smooth Things, Pharisees, and Oral Law”, in: S.M. PAUL, 
R.A. KRAFT, L.H. SCHIFFMAN AND W.W. FIELDS (EDS), Emanuel. Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea 
Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (VTSup 94; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2003), 465-477. Recently, it has been argued 
that attempting to identify historical referents of the sobriquets is a dead end and that an alternative approach 
to studying them should involve tracing their development within the different documents from Qumran, cf. 
M.A. COLLINS, The Use of Sobriquets in the Qumran Dead Sea Scrolls (LSTS 67; London – New York: T&T Clark, 
2009), 2-3, 16-18. 
972 4Q266 11,17-18 states that whoever strays from the Torah’s correct interpretation shall be cursed in the 
congregation. 
973 Exact interpretation (פ]י[רוש) of the Torah or of the rulings of the Qumran community is emphasized 

throughout the Damascus Document (in addition to the passages mentioned cf., e.g., CD VI,18.20; XIV,17.18; 
XVI,2; 4Q266 11,18; 4Q269 4ii2; 4Q271 3,5). The use of the term may be a conscious choice reflecting the 
controversy between Qumranites and Pharisees both of whom claimed accurate interpretation of the Torah. It 
is interesting to note that Josephus (B.J. 1:110; 2,162; Ant. 17:40-45; Vita 191) and the NT (Acts 22,3; 26,5) 

characterize the Pharisees by their ἀκρίβεια which is an equivalent of רוש[י]פ . According to the Qumranites, 

the Pharisees were all but precise in their interpretation looking for ‘smooth things’ to circumvent the strict 
application of the Torah. 
974 The leader of the congregation of traitors is called the ‘scoffer’ (איש לצון) here (cf. CD XX,11; 4Q162 II,6.10), 

but is probably referred to in the scrolls by different epithets among which ‘man of lies’ ( כזב(ה) איש ; CD 

XIX,26; XX, 15; 1QpHab II,2; V,11; X,9; 1Q14 8-10,4; 4Q171 1-2ii8; 3-10iv14) and ‘spouter/preacher of lies’ 

( כזב מטיף ; CD VIII,13; 1QpHab X,9; 1Q14 8-10,4). For the view that these epithets refer to the same person, cf. 

WACHOLDER, New Damascus Document, 151. 
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 ולסיע975 גבול אשר גבלו  ראשנים בנחלתם

removing the boundary with which the forefathers marked their inheritance976 (I,16) 

The traitors’ removing of the boundary involves many evil deeds which in effect result in the 

transgression of the covenant and breaking the statutes (I,18-20)977. This they accomplish by 

בחלקות דרשו , ‘seeking easy/smooth interpretations’ (I,18). The latter phrase, probably 

characterizing the Pharisees who are believed to be designated in several scrolls by the 

sobriquet החלקות   דרשי , consists of a combination of an allusion to searching and/or 

expounding the Scriptures and the word חלקות which has been suggested to mean ‘lies’ or 

‘cunning/clever/smooth things’978. The word  חלקות has been proposed to function as a pun 

on הלכות by which legal rulings by sages are referred to979, implying that the Pharisees are 

accused of promulgating rulings not (correctly) deduced from and thus undermining the 

975 The reading לסיע with an ayin instead of gimel is probably due to a scribal error. In the manuscripts found 

at Qumran, forms of the verb  סיג combined with the substantive גבול are always written with gimel. In a 

personal communication, Dr. P.B. Hartog (Groningen University) submitted that the deviant reading in CD-A is 
likely due to the influence of Judeo-Arabic. In this regiolect which employs Hebrew characters for writing Arabic 

text, the Arabic guttural ghain is written as either  ג or ע. In this case, a scribe copying the Hebrew text of CD-A 

through recitation, heard a gimel, associated it with a ghain, and wrote down its Judeo-Arabic character ע. In 

other words, it presents an example of an aural variant. 
976 Translations are from F. GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ AND E.J.C. TIGCHELAAR, The Dead Sea Scrolls. Study Edition (Leiden – 
Boston – Köln: Brill, Grand Rapids, MI - Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1997-1998) unless indicated otherwise. 
977 That ‘removing the boundary’ implies the transgression of commandments or statutes from the Torah is 
illustrated by, e.g., 4Q416 2iii8; 2iv6 where it pertains to (i) a poor man not becoming confused about his true 
inheritance which does not lie in (the use of) money entrusted to him by a stranger (contrary to 
commandments in Lev. 5,20-26), or to (ii) someone who goes against the commandment that the wife is the 
exclusive property of the husband (Gen. 3,16). 
978 Recently, H. FOX, “A New Understanding of the Sobriquet דרשי החלקות: Why Qumranites Rejected 

Pharisaic Tradition”, in: J. JOKIRANTA AND M. ZAHN (EDS), Law, Literature, and Society in Legal Texts from Qumran. 
Papers from the Ninth Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran Studies, Leuven, 2016 (STDJ 128; 
Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2019), 65-98, proposed that the sobriquet indeed referred to the Pharisees, but must be 
translated as ‘seekers of conflicts/divisions’ based on an alternative vocalization (67, 76). Although attractive, 
his proposal is difficult to reconcile with a passage such as 1QHa XII,9-10. 
979 That the Qumran covenanters intended a wordplay on הלכות is possible but difficult to sustain. A major 

objection is that the specific terminology of halakhah and halakhot is not attested in the scrolls and appears for 
the first time in later, rabbinic texts (cf. m. Ḥag. 1:8; m. `Or. 3:9). In discussing Mark 7,5, JAFFEE, Torah in the 

Mouth, 47-49, avers that the use of the verb περιπατεῖν by the Pharisees to denote ‘living according to’ (in this 
case ‘the tradition of the elders’), accords with the meaning of the verb halakh in the hitpa`el in the Hebrew 
Bible and in Qumran. As such, it stands “close to the semantic range covered by the term halakhah in later 
rabbinic texts”, and therefore, it “may constitute the earliest indirect attestation of the term halakhah in the 
sense it ultimately bore in later rabbinic literature”. In my opinion, this conclusion would also apply to the Dead 
Sea scrolls (in which the verb halakh in the hitpa`el appears in several passages with the meaning indicated by 

Jaffee) and thus be an even earlier attestation, leaving open the possibility that the term חלקות was used 

consciously to attack the rulings which Pharisees may have referred to as הלכות. 
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(written) Torah980. The designation at least suggests that the Pharisees’ rulings in some cases 

allowed for circumventing, mitigating or annulling commandments from the Torah. 

Therefore, the Pharisees are also called גבול  מסיגי , “shifters of the boundary”, a biblical 

expression taken from, e.g., Deuteronomy 19,14, now given a symbolic meaning to denote 

the widening or even undermining of the purpose of the Torah commandments. The 

Pharisaic opponents “had altered, as it were, the hermeneutical boundaries fixed by the 

writers in antiquity”981. As such, the author of CD states: “They spoke rebellion against God’s 

commandments given through the hand of Moses (V,21). Because they reject God’s 

commandments and forsake them, they have kindled God’s anger. Through their 

unfaithfulness they have erected a wall removing the covenant’s boundary (VIII,19). These 

‘builders of the wall’ (VIII,18) “have opened their mouth against the statutes of God’s 

covenant, saying << they are unfounded>>” (V,12) which again suggests that the authority of 

the legal rulings of both the Qumran covenanters and their opponents is the bone of 

contention982. 
 

The Nahum pesher (4Q169) 

From the Nahum pesher (4Q169), we learn that the ‘seekers of smooth things’ are identified 

as ‘Ephraim’, the treacherous city of Nahum 3,1: 

 

תהלכו[י  ים]ושקר בכחש אשר הימים לאחרית החלקות דרשי אפרים עיר היא   

This is the city of Ephraim, those looking for easy interpretations983 in the final days, since 

they walk in treachery and lies. (4Q169 3-4ii2) 

 

The passage quoted connects the phrase החלקות   דרשי  with the verb התהלך which in 

biblical and Qumran texts refers to conduct or patterns of behaviour. In the case of the 

Pharisees, this behaviour is said to be rooted in treachery and lies. The Qumran covenanters 

by contrast “walk” 984 according to the interpretation of the Torah cherished and expounded 

within their community (מדרש התורה; CD XX,6). 

A few lines further on in the pesher scroll, the leadership of the Pharisees is accused of 

leading its (own) followers astray. They are: 

 

 
980 This view is advocated e.g., by BAUMGARTEN, “Name”, 422; IDEM, “Seekers after smooth things”, in: EDSS, 857-
859: 857, 858; L.H. SCHIFFMAN, “Pharisees and Sadducees in Pesher Naḥum”, in: M. BRETTLER AND M. FISHBANE 

(EDS), Minḥa le-Naḥum. Biblical and Other Studies Presented to Nahum M. Sarna in Honour of his 70th Birthday 
(JSOTSup 154; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 272-290: 283; IDEM, “The Pharisees and their Legal 
Traditions”, 269, and S.L. BERRIN, The Pesher Nahum Scroll from Qumran (STDJ 53; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2004), 
92-95. 
981 WACHOLDER, New Damascus Document, 213. 
982 The rejection of the commandments (מאס מצות) or of the Torah (מאס התורה), terminology which goes 

back to Isa. 5,24, is also associated with the alleged Pharisees in CD VIII,19; XIX,5.32-33, and in 4Q163 23ii14, in 
the Habakkuk pesher (1QpHab V,11-12), and 4Q162 II,7 (4QpIsab), respectively. 
983 This translation of דרשי החלקות by the Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition is less literal than the one I use and 

probably expresses the way in which the authors understand the phrase. 
984 Cf. CD XII,21-22; 1QS 3,20-21; 4,15. 
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רבים יתעו מרמה ושפת כזביהם ולשון שקרם  בתלמוד אשר אפרים מתעי    

those who misdirect Ephraim, who by their fraudulent teaching, the tongue of their lies and 

deceitful lip lead many astray. (4Q169 3-4ii8) 

 

The meaning of the term תלמוד in this passage has been disputed among scholars, 

interpretations ranging from a basic reference to teaching or study to the more technical 

terminology for logic deduction of rulings from the written Torah, for an oral tradition and 

even for a compilation of commentary as known from the rabbis985. The combination of 

 with ‘tongue of lies’ and ‘deceitful lip’ suggests that the act of oral presentation is תלמוד

emphasized here which, in my opinion, supports an understanding of תלמוד as teaching or 

orally expounded tradition. Interestingly, the quotation of Isaiah 29,13 as applied in Mark 7, 

identifies the Pharisees as διδάσκοντες, ‘teaching’, the Greek rendering the Hebrew participle 

 .’having been taught‘ ,מלמדה

Irrespective of the precise meaning of תלמוד, it is clear that a major point of the criticism 

levelled against the Pharisees in this passage involves their (oral) exposition of legal rulings 

and possibly also the method of their deduction. These are rejected because they are felt to 

undermine the written Torah and thus leading people astray. How this undermining is 

accomplished becomes clearer when we turn to another scroll genre, that of the Hodayot. 

 

The Hodayot 

The effect of the promotion by the Pharisees of their legal rulings is pointedly expressed in 

one of the Hodayot. In 1QHa XII,9-10, the poet calls his adversaries מליצי  כזב, ‘mediators of 

lies’986 and חוזי  רמיה, ‘seers of deceit’ of which he states: 

 

בליעל עלי זממו רמיה  וחוזי כזב מליצי והמה    

בחלקות   בלבבי שננתה אשר תורתכה להמיר    

They have plotted a devilish thing against me, to (ex)change your Torah  

which you have engraved in my heart for smooth things987. (1QHa XII,9-10) 

 

The passage clearly points out that the promulgation of their teachings by the Pharisees in 

fact means that these replace the Torah988, and this comes very close to the Markan Jesus’ 

 
985 See for a more detailed discussion, BERRIN, The Pesher Nahum Scroll, 201-205. 
986 That this epithet is probably used for the Pharisees is shown by 1QHa X,31-32: “You have freed me from the 

zeal of the mediators of lies ( כזב מליצי מקנאת ), from the congregation of the seekers of smooth things 

( חלקות דרשי תומעד ).” 

987 Translation is mine. The verb מור, in the hif`il means ‘to change’, but accompanied by the preposition ב, it 

usually denotes ‘to exchange for’, cf. DCH 5,187. 
988 In similar vein, 1QHa X,18-19. 
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criticism of them that by promoting their ‘tradition of the elders’, they displace God’s 

commandment (7,8.9.13). 

So, in sum, several Qumran scrolls attest to the covenanters’ criticism of the (alleged) 

Pharisees for a number of reasons all of which lead to a breach of the covenant made with 

God which basically involves a return to the Mosaic Torah as it is interpreted within the 

congregation. The criticism is specifically levelled at the Pharisees’ development and 

promotion of a corpus of rulings the covenanters experience as cunning or even devilish 

inventions by which the strict application of the Torah can be circumvented. Whereas the 

Qumran covenanters likely criticised the fact that the Pharisaic rulings did not originate (or 

derive properly) from the Mosaic Torah, the focus of their reproaches seems to be that the 

application of the Pharisaic laws caused the Mosaic commandments to be displaced, 

undermined or rejected. As such, their criticism of the Pharisaic legal tradition is similar to 

that of the Markan Jesus. 

The passages from contemporary Judaism discussed above, indicate that the controversy 

narrated in Mark 7,1-23 reflects issues debated in Jesus’ days and in those of the Markan 

author. The context-based modification of Isaiah 29,13 in Mark 7,6-7 would therefore not 

have been foreign to such inner-Jewish disputes. 
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6. The Quotation from Zechariah 13,7 in Mark 14,27
God as the Prime Actor in Jesus’ Passion and in the Falling Away 

of the Disciples 

6.1 Demarcation of the literary unit and division into episodes 
The quotation from Zechariah 13,7 occurs in the Markan passion narrative which spans 14,1 
– 16,8. The narrative falls apart in four larger units separated from one another by temporal
markers indicating a change of day(s):

* “two days before Passover and the Feast of the Unleavened Bread” (14,1),
14,1-11 

* “the first day of the Unleavened Bread” (14,12),
14,12-72 

* “early in the morning” (15,1)989

15,1-47 
* “when the Sabbath was over” (16,1) / ”on the first day of the week” (16,2)

16,1-8 

The episode in which the Scriptural quotation is encountered is thus situated on the first day 
of the feast of the unleavened bread which comprises 14,12-72. Central to this narrative unit 
is the relationship of Jesus and his disciples when the decisive events of Jesus’ passion take 
place. When Jesus is arrested (through betrayal by one of his disciples), all of his disciples 
abandon him and during his trial before the high priest and the Sanhedrin, the first among 
his disciples, Peter, publicly denies him three times.  
The larger unit 14,12-72 can be subdivided into several episodes in different ways. Whereas 
e.g. Hartvigsen bases her subdivision on changes in the narrative indicated by temporal or
spatial markers or (at a lower level) by markers indicating a change of (major) characters at
the extradiegetic level990, Heil employs thematic changes and the identification of
intercalating episodes to propose how the Markan author has structured the larger unit991.
Thus, they arrive at somewhat divergent divisions of the larger unit, yet both propose that
the OT quotation we are interested in occurs in the episode 14,26-31992. For the division of
14,12-72 into episodes, I follow Heil, but sometimes with a change of description used to
characterize an episode:

989 This day is further specified in 15,42 as the day of preparation before the Sabbath. 
990 HARTVIGSEN, Prepare, 99-110, especially 100. 
991 J.P. HEIL, “Mark 14,1-52: Narrative Structure and Reader-Response”, Biblica 71 (1990), 305-332 and IDEM,
“The Progressive Pattern of Mark 14,53 – 16,8”, Biblica 73 (1992), 331-358. In fact, Heil does not characterize a 
larger unit spanning 14,12-72, but seems to view the Markan passion narrative as a progression of episodes 
developing and/or contrasting certain themes.  
992 TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel, 272, presents a division into subunits like that of Heil, but considers v. 26a to be 
part of 14,22-26a (last supper) with a new episode beginning in v. 26b with the spatial marker ‘Mount of Olives’ 
and a verb of motion. MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 925, considers 14,26-31 to be part of the Last Supper. I do not follow 
his division into episodes because v. 26 describes the end of the meal and the transfer to another location. 
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14,12-72: Jesus and his disciples in the decisive events leading to his death 

14,12-25: Passover meal: betrayal and new covenant 
14,12-16: Jesus directs disciples to prepare Passover meal 
14,17-21: During meal Jesus predicts betrayal by a disciple 
14,22-25: Jesus and disciples share in triumph over death through the 

Passover meal 

14,26-52: Jesus accepts his fate, disciples abandon him 
14,26-31: Jesus predicts abandonment by disciples and denial by Peter 
14,32-42: Jesus accepts fate while praying 
14,43-52: Jesus arrested; betrayed by Judas and abandoned by disciples 

14,53-72: Jesus affirms his identity; Peter denies him 
14,53-54: Peter follows from a distance while Jesus is led to the high 

priest 
14,55-65: Jesus affirms his divine sonship before the high priest 
14,66-72: Peter denies Jesus in the courtyard of the high priest 

The episode 14,26-31 is set off from the previous one by the spatial marker ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν 
(14,26) indicating a change of location (the preceding episode is located in a room in 
Jerusalem). The episode that follows 14,26-31 is again set off from it by a spatial marker, 

χωρίον οὗ τὸ ὄνομα Γεθσημανὶ (14,32), signaling another change of location, although 
Gethsemane is also located on the Mount of Olives. In all three consecutive episodes in 
14,22-42, the characters remain unchanged, probably with the exception of Judas who is 
present at the Passover meal yet must have left the scene at some time after it in order to 
be able to reappear in 14,43.  

6.2 The episode in which the Scriptural quotation occurs and its links to the immediate 
narrative context 
In sharp contrast to the previous episode in which Jesus invites his disciples to partake in the 
symbolic giving of his life for many by which they enter into a new covenant, in 14,26-31, the 
temporal breach between Jesus and his disciples is foreshadowed. On their way to the 
Mount of Olives, Jesus announces that all of them will be made to stumble or to fall away as 
written in Scripture. The Scriptural passage quoted by Jesus states that the shepherd will be 
struck, and the sheep scattered (14,27). The quotation’s introduction suggests that the 
disciples are identified as the sheep and that therefore, the shepherd must refer to Jesus. 
The striking of the shepherd primarily signifies Jesus’ death, but also includes his suffering 
preceding that death beginning with his arrest as we will see presently (in 6.2.1)993. Jesus 
continues the Scriptural passage with words of his own, predicting a reunion with his 

993 The verb πατάσσειν, ‘to strike’, in the sense of administering someone a deadly blow is found in the NT in 

Acts 7,24; 12,23; Rev. 19,15. In Acts 12,23, Herod’s death is described as “struck (ἐπάταξεν) by an angel of the 
Lord, and having been eaten by worms, he died”, indicating that striking may also mean being delivered a 
mortal blow ultimately leading to one’s death. BLUMENTHAL, Gott, 118-119, proposes that the fact that a sword 

is being spoken to in Zech. 13,7 suggests that πατάσσειν must imply ‘to kill’. In addition, he states that in Mark 
14,27, it must have the same meaning as the prediction by Jesus is quickly followed by the narration of the 
events leading to his death. 
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disciples after his resurrection when he will (again; cf. 10,32) go before them to Galilee 
(14,28). Reminiscent of 8,32-33, Peter responds indignantly stating that even if all of them 
would be made to fall, he certainly would not (14,29). Jesus, however, reacts to Peter’s 
assertion by pointing out precisely how he will be made to stumble; this very night, before 
the cock crows twice, he will deny Jesus three times (14,30). Vehemently, Peter objects to 
Jesus’ prediction saying that if he must, he would die together with Jesus, but surely not 

deny him (14,31). Importantly, the narrator adds that ‘all’ (the word πάντες occurs three 
times in this episode) spoke in similar vein, emphasizing that the impending failure is not 
restricted to Peter but will concern all disciples. I shall now focus more specifically on verses 
26-28 and their links to the immediate narrative context.

6.2.1 The disciples’ falling away (14,26-28) 

In 14,27, Jesus predicts that πάντες σκανδαλισθήσεσθε, “all of you will be made to stumble”. 

The verb σκανδαλισθῆναι must mean ‘to be made to stumble, to fall away’ here and recalls 
the earlier use of the verb by Jesus in 4,17. There, in the explanation of the parable of the 
sower, Jesus characterizes those referred to as ‘rocky ground’ as lacking a root in themselves 
and therefore not enduring under difficult conditions specified as oppression or persecution 
due to the word. Under such conditions they immediately fall away. Jesus’ use of 

σκανδαλισθῆναι in 14,27 suggests that the events ultimately leading to and including his 
death and those awaiting them after his death (as predicted in 13,9-23) will be precisely such 
conditions and that the disciples will prove to be ‘rocky ground’994. The terminology of the 

Scriptural quotation, speaking of the sheep’s διασκορπισθῆναι, ‘being scattered’, indicates the 
cause of their falling away. The fact that the disciples are dependent on Jesus, their 
shepherd, i.e., on their teacher and guide, means that his arrest, suffering and death will 
deprive them of their footing. Without Jesus to hold on to, they will not be able to continue 
following him ‘on the way’. 

The prediction of the disciples’ falling away links our episode to the subsequent ones. In 
14,32-42, the three privileged disciples, Peter, James, and John, fail to stay awake and watch 
while Jesus is praying. As such, they are shown incapable of assuming the attitude Jesus has 
pointed out as essential in times of insecurity and hardship while waiting for him to return 
(13,33-37; the long discourse of chapter 13 is addressed directly to these three and to 
Andrew; 13,3).  

In 14,43-52, when Jesus is arrested, all (πάντες) disciples flee, abandoning him (14,50). In 
14,49, Jesus had reproached his opponents for arresting him like a robber when they could 
have arrested him every day in the temple where he was teaching. Yet, so Jesus adds, “the 
Scriptures must be fulfilled”. What this means exactly will be discussed later (see 6.3.3.1; the 
first passion prediction), but it is remarkable that the very next thing that happens is the 
flight of all disciples by which Jesus’ prediction in 14,27, characterized as “written in 
Scripture” is fulfilled995.  The ignominious anecdote about the young man fleeing naked 
which is told after the narrator has reported the flight of the disciples possibly expresses the 

994 So also TOLBERT, Sowing the Gospel, 154-155. P. SLOAN, “The Return of the Shepherd: Zechariah 13:7 – 14:6 as 
an Interpretive Framework for Mark 13”, in: G.V. ALLEN AND J.A. DUNNE (EDS), Ancient Readers and their 
Scriptures. Engaging the Hebrew Bible in Early Judaism and Christianity (AGAJU 107; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 
2019), 128-158: 134-135, rightly argues that the scattering of the sheep/disciples is not limited to their fleeing 
at Jesus’ arrest, but continues during the tribulations (described in Mark 13) which will follow Jesus’ death.  
995 Cf. HEIL, “Narrative Structure”, 329. 
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fact that not a single disciple is capable of following Jesus on his way to his death996. This is 
hinted at by the description of the garment he sheds and leaves behind in order not to be 

grasped. The garment is a linen cloth referred to as σινδών, the same word used of the linen 
cloth in which Jesus will be buried (15,46). Thus, by throwing off the garment of the dead 
and fleeing, the young man represents all disciples who are not prepared to lose their life in 
order to save it (8,35). 
In 14,53-54.66-72, finally, the story of Peter’s threefold denial of Jesus is narrated. As the 
episode begins with the assertion that Peter “follows Jesus from a distance”, the audience 
might wonder if Peter will not turn out to be the exception to the rule as he himself had 
asserted (14,29.31) and not fail Jesus. Yet, in 14,66-72, the Markan author presents Peter in 
powerful contrast to Jesus who does not deny his identity before the high priest (14,55-65). 
Peter, interrogated by one of the slave girls of the high priest (note the contrast to Jesus who 
is interrogated by the high priest himself), denies both knowing Jesus and being one of his 

followers. The verb ἀπαρνέομαι, ‘to deny’, used to predict Peter’s denial in 14,30 recalls its 
singular use outside the passion narrative in 8,34997. There, Jesus in response to (again!) 
Peter’s reproach of his announcement that the Son of Man must suffer and die, asserts that 

“whoever wishes to follow me must deny himself (ἀπαρνησάσθω ἑαυτὸν) and take up his 
cross”. As Peter denies not himself but Jesus and does not take up his cross, he proves 
himself unfit to be a follower of Jesus. His distancing himself from Jesus is not only rendered 
in words but also in his movement from inside the high priest’s palace to the outside (14,68). 
At the end of the episode, the narrator repeats the words by which Jesus had predicted 
Peter’s denial (14,72; cf. 14,30). Once again, a prediction by Jesus concerning his suffering, 
death, and resurrection has been fulfilled reinforcing the audience’s opinion that Jesus’ 
predictions are trustworthy998. Earlier predictions of his suffering, death and resurrection 
(notably 8,31; 9,31 and 10,33-34) will therefore be expected to come about too by the 
audience. 

In retrospect, Jesus’ prediction in 14,27 of the disciples’ falling away also includes that of 
Judas’ betrayal (14,18). Judas’ case, however, is an exceptional one and the Markan author 
has placed the prediction of his failure before Jesus’ foreshadowing of the falling away of the 
disciples in general so that the promise of a reunion with the risen Jesus in 14,28 does not 
apply to him. Although “the Son of Man goes as is written of him” (14,21) suggesting it to 
serve a divine purpose, Judas is not simply a preprogrammed puppet carrying out a mission. 
His betrayal is also a conscious choice on his part for which he is regarded as forfeiting his 
membership of ‘the twelve’, those called to be ‘with Jesus’ (3,14). The combination of divine 
purpose believed to expressed in Scripture and of human action in bringing about Jesus’ 
suffering and death will be further analyzed in 6.3.3.1. 

996 So also HEIL, “Narrative Structure”, 330. 
997 The Markan author uses both this verb and its cognate ἀρνέομαι, both meaning ‘to deny’; cf. 14,30.31.72 

(ἀπαρνέομαι) and 14,68.70 (ἀρνέομαι). 
998 At this point in the narrative, Jesus has rightly predicted that one the twelve will betray him (14,18), that all 
disciples will fall away (14,27), that he will be handed over to the chief priests and the scribes, and that he will 
be convicted as deserving death (10,33). Now, his prediction of Peter’s threefold denial has also proven to be 
correct. 
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6.2.2 The promise in 14,28 
The words in 14,28, added by Jesus to the quotation from Zechariah 13,7 will be taken up 
again in the final episode of the passion narrative in 16,7. There, the young man sitting in the 
empty tomb urges the women who had come to anoint Jesus’ body to go and tell the 

disciples and Peter (!) that προάγει ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν, repeating the words from 14,28 

verbatim except for the use of the 3rd pers. sg. of προάγειν which is required by the 

syntactical construction. To the wording from 14,28, the young man adds ἐκεῖ αὐτὸν ὄψεσθε, 

“there you will see him” which is followed by καθὼς εἶπεν ὑμῖν, “as he has said to you”. The 
position of the latter clause seems to suggest that words like “there you will see me” have 
been spoken before to the disciples by Jesus. Yet, they are absent from 14,28. Must we then, 
consider them as referring to words by Jesus addressed to his disciples which are not 
narrated in the Gospel or does the syntactical construction used point to another passage in 

which this occurred? In my opinion, the use of the verb ὄψομαι suggests the latter as the 
Markan author has used it once before on Jesus’ lips while speaking to his disciples, in 13,26. 
In addition, Jesus will use a similar expression in 14,62 before the high priest. In both cases, 
the expression is used to describe Jesus’ future appearance as the exalted Son of Man after 

his resurrection. So, the addition of the words ἐκεῖ αὐτὸν ὄψεσθε in 16,7 may refer back to 
13,26 to indicate that Jesus will not so much lead the disciples back to Galilee but that he will 
appear to them there as the vindicated and exalted Son of Man999. As noted by most 
commentators, the audience of Mark is not informed if Jesus’ prediction of 14,28 has been 
fulfilled1000. That words like those in 13,26 are used again in 14,62 may suggest that the 
future appearance of the exalted Son of Man is not restricted to the disciples. I suspect that 
the Markan author may have intended Jesus’ confession in 14,62 as not only to be directed 
to the high priest and the members of the Sanhedrin, but also to his audience all of whom 
may ‘return to Galilee’, i.e., to the beginning of the Gospel. There they will ‘see’ Jesus 
(informed by their first encounter with him through hearing the Markan Gospel) as the 
vindicated and exalted Son of Man who goes before them, i.e., before his followers (14,28; 
16,7; cf. 10,32). 

To summarize: a theme that pervades the larger narrative unit 14,12-72 is that of the falling 
away of the disciples. Having reached 14,52, the audience has learned that all of them have 
abandoned Jesus. In 14,53-54.66-72, Peter’s failure as the leader of the twelve is narrated in 
detail. When the day on which the events of Jesus’ arrest take place is over, all disciples have 
fled the scene. Yet, as Heil indicates, in 15,1 – 16,8, although no longer present, the failing 
disciples remain in the background as new characters are presented as their (possible) 

999 According to M.J.J. MENKEN, “The Textual Form and the Meaning of the Quotation from Zechariah 12:10 in 
John 19:37”, in: IDEM, Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth Gospel. Studies in Textual Form (CBET 15; 

Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1996), 167-185: 175, the verb ὁρᾶν is often used in early Christian texts (cf. his n. 27 for 
examples) to describe the witnessing of Jesus’ parousia, or of God, or of the kingdom of God, at the eschaton. It 
seems that the use of this verb became a standard for referring to Jesus’ return as vindicated Son of Man in 
early Christian circles. 
1000 This conclusion holds true in case one takes 16,8 to be the final verse of the Gospel, as I do. Obviously, that 
the fulfilment of Jesus’ prediction is not reported, was noticed in the Gospel’s reception history and occasioned 
the narration of Jesus’ appearance to the disciples in the longer ending to the Gospel in 16,14. Yet, the 

appearance is not reported to have taken place in Galilee nor is the verb ὁρᾶν used. 
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substitutes1001. Finally, the audience expect the disciples to return on the scene as 
announced by Jesus in 14,28. 
 

6.3 The episode in which the Scriptural quotation occurs and its links to the context 
outside the passion narrative 
I what follows, I shall pay attention to four aspects of the episode 14,26-31 and their linkage 
to other passages in Mark, outside the passion narrative. The four aspects concern: (1) 
mention of the Mount of Olives in 14,26, (2) the dual character of the Scriptural quotation 
presenting Jesus’ suffering and the failure of the disciples side by side, (3) God’s involvement 
in Jesus’ suffering and death, and (4) the use of the sheep – shepherd imagery. 
 
6.3.1 Mount of Olives 
In 14,26, the narrator reports that Jesus and his disciples go out to the Mount of Olives. Their 
destination turns out to be Gethsemane (14,32) which is located on that mount. Specific 
mention of the Mount of Olives recalls the two earlier occasions on which it featured in the 
Markan story, 11,1 and in 13,3. 
In both cases, mention of the Mount of Olives is followed by words and/or actions of Jesus 
which are set in an eschatological context. In 11,1, Jesus and his disciples travel to Jerusalem 
by Bethfage and Bethany “near the Mount of Olives”. This is followed by the story of his 
entry into the city on a foal reminiscent of the meek king of Zechariah 9,9, a story followed 
by that of the symbolic acts involving a fig tree and the tradesmen in the temple square, 
prefiguring the coming demise of the temple and its religious practice1002. In 13,3, “seated on 
the Mount of Olives across the temple”, Jesus delivers his eschatological discourse 
describing the events that will take place before and at his return in glory1003.  
So, the spatial marker “Mount of Olives” in 14,26 may signal that Jesus’ words in 14,26-28 
are likewise spoken in an eschatological context, in this case addressing the time of 
tribulation which will result from his suffering and death, and of his subsequent return as 
exalted Son of Man. That mention of the Mount of Olives in 14,26 presents an allusion to 
Zechariah 14,4 as in 13,3 as some commentators have suggested, is possible though the 
narrative context provides no other clear hints to suspect that this particular passage is in 
the background1004. 

 
1001 HEIL, “Progressive”, 346 (Simon of Cyrene), 350 (the centurion), 351 (three women), and 352 (Joseph of 
Arimathea). Whether the centurion is a ‘substitute disciple’ largely depends on how one evaluates 15,39. Taken 
as a confession or as the words of the first character to recognize Jesus as Son of God after his death, one may 
indeed consider the centurion a substitute disciple. If, however, his utterance in 15,39 is understood as ironic, 
he does not qualify as such; cf. G. VAN OYEN, “Irony as Propaganda in Mark 15:39?”, in: P.W. VAN DER HORST, M.J.J. 
MENKEN, J.F.M. SMIT AND G. VAN OYEN (EDS), Persuasion and Dissuasion in Early Christianity, Ancient Judaism, and 
Hellenism (CBET 33; Leuven – Paris – Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2003), 125-141. 
1002 Cf. H.J. DE JONGE, “The Cleansing of the Temple in Mark 11:15 and Zechariah 14:21”, in: C. TUCKETT (ED.), The 
Book of Zechariah and its Influence (Aldershot – Burlington: Ashgate, 2003), 87-99: 95. 
1003 M. BLACK, “The Messianic Use of Zechariah 9-14 in Matthew, Mark, and the Pre-Markan Tradition”, in: P. 
GRAY AND G.R. O’DAY (EDS), Scripture and Traditions. Essays on Early Judaism and Christianity in Honor of Carl R. 
Holladay (NovTSup 129; Leiden – Boston: Brill, 2008), 97-114: 109, points to the verbal agreement of Mark 13,3 
and Zech. 14,4LXX which he designates “a verbal echo”. In my opinion, the verbal agreement is such (both read 

τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν κατέναντι followed in Mark by τοῦ ἱεροῦ and in Zechariah by Ιερουσαλημ, indicating the 
Markan author’s interest in the fate of the temple) that it is best considered an allusion. 
1004 It is considered an allusion to Zech. 14,4 by e.g., FRANCE, Mark, 430; LOHMEYER, Markus, 229; GNILKA, Markus 
2, 116; M. WILCOX, “The Denial-Sequence in Mark XIV. 26-32, 66-72”, NTS 17 (1970-71), 426-436: 430-431, and 
MARCUS, Way, 154-158, who correctly points out that the narrative context of Mark 14,26-31 contains several 
(possible) allusions to Zech. 9-14 increasing the likelihood that this part of the prophetic book influenced the 
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6.3.2 The dual character of the Scriptural quotation 
The Scriptural quotation in Mark 14,27 exhibits an intriguing composition. It presents Jesus’ 
fate in the image of the shepherd who will be struck alongside that of the disciples depicted 
as the sheep who will be scattered. The combination of a prediction of Jesus’s fate followed 
by that of the disciples’ failure to follow him recalls the three so-called ‘passion predictions’ 
(8,31; 9,31; 10.33-34) each of which describes Jesus’ fate (or to be precise: that of the Son of 
Man) to be followed by an example of failure on the side of the disciples to understand the 
way in which Jesus directs them. The latter, in turn elicits Jesus’ teaching on specific aspects 
of discipleship1005. 
In 8,32-33, Peter, focused on ‘human things’ and not on those of God, is shown not to 
understand that as the Christ, Jesus must be handed over, suffer, and die. This elicits Jesus’ 
teaching of self-denial and taking up one’s cross (8,34-38). In 9,33-34, the twelve having 
heard Jesus predict his death at the hands of people, the Son of Man invested with God’s 
power and authority thus being deprived of his status, discuss among themselves who is the 
greatest. To this, Jesus responds by teaching on discipleship as being a servant and the least 
of all (9,35-37). Finally, in 10,35-40, after Jesus has pointed out the humiliation he faces at 
the hands of the Gentiles, James and John ask him to grant them positions of honor in his 
glory. In reaction to their request, Jesus teaches that those who aspire positions of honor 
must become servants who, instead of being served, are prepared to give their lives for the 
sake of many (10,43-45).  
So, in all three instances, a prediction of Jesus’ passion is linked to an example of the failure 
of the disciples to follow Jesus ‘on his way’. In 14,27 such a linkage is also found. An 
important difference between the ‘passion predictions’ and the quotation in 14,27 is that in 
the former, Jesus’ fate is predicted as a future event whereas the examples of the disciples’ 
failure linked with it take place in the narrative’s present, i.e., when Jesus is still with them 
and they are not yet witnesses to the events of his passion. In 14,27 on the other hand, both 
what happens to Jesus and to the disciples is predicted to come to pass in the future. As 
such, the failure on the part of the disciples predicted in 14,27 continues earlier instances in 
which their inability to follow Jesus concerned their misunderstanding of his teaching (in the 
broadest sense). Here, however, it primarily involves their failure to follow Jesus who puts 
his teaching into practice and must consequently face suffering and death. Confronted with 
Jesus’ fate which is no longer something of the future nor something theoretical, they are 
forced to decide whether they will continue to be his followers when it means risking their 
lives. As foresaid by Jesus, they appear to have ‘no root in themselves’ (4,17) and they 
abandon him and get scattered. In the next section, I shall go more deeply into the three 
passion predictions focusing on the role of God in Jesus’ suffering and death. 

composition of the Markan passion narrative. DE JONGE, “Cleansing”, 88, observes that the geographical note in 
11,1 is excessive. If mention of the Mount of Olives in 14,26 is evaluated as likewise redundant, it may signal a 
conscious move on the part of the Markan author to invoke Zech. 14,4. DONAHUE AND HARRINGTON, Mark, 401, 
and MOLONEY, Mark, 287, see a possible allusion to 2 Sam. 15,30 where David having been betrayed by a close 
friend, flees to the Mount of Olives where he prays to God for deliverance. 
1005 So, e.g., DRIGGERS, Following, 68-69. S. DOWD AND E.S. MALBON, “The Significance of Jesus’ Death in Mark: 
Narrative Context and Authorial Audience”, JBL 125 (2006), 271-297: 278, speak of ‘passion prediction units’, as 
elaborations of a passion prediction “by addition of misunderstanding by the disciples and Jesus’ discipleship 
instruction in response”. 
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6.3.3 God’s involvement in Jesus’ passion 
The first words of the OT quotation in 14,27, “I will strike the shepherd”, indicate God’s 
involvement in Jesus’ suffering and death as the ‘I’ of Zechariah 13,7 is identified as ‘the Lord 
of hosts’ in the same verse. In the Markan passion narrative, we encounter several 
characters who play an active and direct role in bringing about Jesus’ death: the religious 
authorities (14,1), Judas (14,10-11.43-45), the high priest and all members of the Sanhedrin 
(14,55.64), Pilate (15,15) and the Roman soldiers responsible for his crucifixion (15,24). But 
where does God come into play and how is it that he ‘strikes’ Jesus, the shepherd?  
 
6.3.3.1 God’s involvement in Jesus’ passion in the Markan passion narrative and in the three 
passion predictions 
In the Markan passion narrative itself, God is named only in two instances. First, Jesus 
addresses him (as ‘father’) in his prayer at Gethsemane (14,36) and then a second time (as 
‘my God’) on the cross in his final words which are a rendering of Psalm 22,2 (15,34). In the 
first instance, after the narrator has described Jesus’ prayer as requesting that ‘this hour’, 
i.e., his imminent fate, might pass him by (14,35), Jesus expresses his conviction that for God 

everything is possible (πάντα δυνατά σοι). He then prays that God may (therefore) take the 
cup, i.e., his suffering and death, away (14,36). This plea may come as a surprise to the 
audience because Jesus has up to this point in the Gospel been presented as firmly and 
successfully dedicated to doing God’s will, and now he actually (and for the first time) asks 
God to change that will1006. The plea is immediately followed by words expressing Jesus’ 
willingness to accept whatever turns out to be God’s will and that the latter should prevail 
over his own. From the further course of events, notably God’s silence, the reader/hearer 
may surmise that it is God’s will that Jesus suffers and dies, and consequently does not use 
his power to take ‘the cup away’1007.  
In 15,34, Jesus cries from the cross using words from Psalm 22,2. I will not engage with the 
vast amount of literature published on the issue of how these words must be interpreted, 
but observe that taken as an expression of the abandonment experienced by Jesus, they are 
in line with what the reader/hearer has learned so far, i.e., that God does not interfere. 
Taken together, the two instances in which God is directly addressed in the Markan passion 
narrative suggest that God’s striking of the shepherd occurs in a passive, indirect way, i.e., by 
not acting or even more precise: by not intervening1008. God remains silent and is 
experienced as absent1009. This impression of what God’s striking involves, is strengthened 
by the passion predictions to which I shall now turn. What do these predictions tell us about 
God’s involvement in Jesus’ passion? 

 
1006 Cf. HARTMAN, Mark, 589; W. FRITZEN, Von Gott verlassen? Das Markusevangelium als 
Kommunikationsangebot für bedrängte Christen (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer 2008), 325-326, who remarks: “Das 
Bild des souverän und scheinbar emotionslos auf das Kreuz zuschreitenden Jesus, der selbstverständlich in 
Übereinstimmung mit dem Willen Gottes seinen Weg geht, wird hier durchbrochen”. G. VAN OYEN, “Dieu. Un 
personnage surprenant dans l’évangile selon Marc”, in: G. VAN OYEN AND A. WÉNIN (EDS), La surprise dans la bible. 
Hommage à Camille Focant (BETL 247; Leuven – Paris – Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2012), 191-208: 206, speaks of 
“une friction, entre Jésus et son père”. 
1007 So also GUTTENBERGER, Gottesvorstellung, 198, who correctly remarks that this likewise applies to Jesus: 
“Jesus interpretiert das Schweigen Gottes als Ausdruck dessen Willens und gewinnt dem Geschehen damit Sinn 
ab”. 
1008 GUTTENBERGER, Gottesvorstellung, 194, who puts it aptly: “Im Markusevangelium […] vollzieht sich der Wille 
Gottes im Verzicht auf das Gebrauch seiner Allmacht”. 
1009 So also GUTTENBERGER, Gottesvorstellung, 208: “wenn er [= Jesus, HL] Gottes Abwesenheit beklagt […] 
vollzieht sich darin sein Wille”. 
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The first passion prediction (8,31) 

In the first passion prediction, Jesus’ fate referred to as πολλὰ παθεῖν is characterized as δεῖ, 
“it must, it is necessary”. The expression may indicate that something is inevitable fate1010, 
according to some scholars it expresses divine necessity1011. How the Markan author 

understands this necessity may be inferred from 9,12 where the same expression πολλὰ 

παθεῖν is used for Jesus’ suffering of which is said that it “was written”. In other words, the 

δεῖ of the first passion prediction is put on a par with what has been written in Scripture as a 
prediction of events to come1012. The Markan author does not use the phrase “will of God” 
here, but as Scripture was commonly regarded as the revealed will of God, the meaning of 

δεῖ comes close to it1013. This observation is strengthened by two passages in the Markan 
passion narrative describing Judas’ betrayal (14,21) and Jesus’ subsequent arrest (14,49), 
both of which the Markan Jesus says expressly to be according to the Scriptures1014. In a 
similar way, Jesus’ suffering, and death, and the falling away of the disciples are presented 
as in accordance with what ‘is written’ (14,27), and therefore, as willed by God. 

The question posed by Jesus who the people say he is and the answers to it narrated 
immediately preceding the first passion prediction (8,27-28) remind of 6,14-16 where similar 
questions precede the story about the death of John the Baptist. The reader/hearer may 
therefore not be surprised that these questions – this time applied to Jesus – serve to 
introduce the theme of Jesus’ suffering and death. Peter’s vehement reaction to Jesus’ first 

prediction of his fate is described by the narrator as ἐπιτιμᾶν, ‘to rebuke’ (8,32), language 
usually used in Mark of Jesus addressing unclean spirits1015. Perhaps Peter is of similar 
opinion here as Jesus’ family in 3,20-21 and thinks Jesus must be out of his mind uttering 
such a prediction and stating that it must be fulfilled. Jesus’ response is also circumscribed as 
‘rebuke’ and is explicitly linked to the chief unclean spirit, Satan (8,33). Peter is under the 
spell of Satan because his mind is set on human things and not on God’s. Peter’s resistance 
to Jesus’ imminent suffering and death is thus not in accordance with God’s will1016 

1010 Cf. LSJ, s.v. 

1011 C. BREYTENBACH, “Narrating the Death of Jesus in Mark: Utterances of the Main Character, Jesus”, ZNW 105 
(2014), 153-168: 159; HARTMAN, Mark, 346; VAN OYEN, “Dieu”, 2015: “impératif divin”; MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 613; 
M. D. HOOKER, A Commentary on the Gospel according to St Mark (London – New York: Continuum, 2001, orig.
1981), 206; A. WEIHS, Die Deutung des Todes Jesu im Markusevangelium. Eine exegetische Studie zu den
Leidens- und Auferstehungsansagen (FB 99; Würzburg: Echter Verlag, 2003), 380, 393. According to Weihs,

‘divine necessity’ is the primary meaning of δεῖ in 8,31. In Mark, he argues, an integration of this ‘divine
necessity’ with ‘scriptural necessity’ is emphasized. To a lesser degree, ‘eschatological necessity’ and
‘typological necessity’ (Jesus’ suffering and death as necessarily linked to the divine plan for the eschaton and
to traditional topoi such as the suffering righteous one or the persecuted prophet, respectively) contribute to

the Markan understanding of δεῖ (380-397).
1012 So also DRIGGERS, Following, 67: “divinely ordained end-time events”; MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 605. WEIHS,

Deutung, 383, mentions NT passages in which δεῖ is linked to Scriptural predictions: Matt. 26,54; Luke 22,37;
24,25-27.44; John 20,9; Acts 17,2f.
1013 So also HARTMAN, Mark, 346, 378; MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 613, 645; GUTTENBERGER, Gottesvorstellung, 64-65,

and 96: “δεῖ […] charakterisiert die Passion als Bestandteil des Heilsplanes Gottes wie er in der Schrift
niedergelegt is”.
1014 HOOKER, Mark, 352, points out that Jesus’ words in 14,49 “emphasize once more that everything that takes
place is part of God’s plan.”
1015 Cf. 1,25; 3,12; 8,33; 9,25. In 4,39, the verb is used to describe Jesus’ silencing of a storm which may also be

viewed as a demonic force (cf. 3.3.3.1). The only exception is found in 8,30 where Jesus orders (ἐπιτίμησεν) his
disciples not to speak about his identity.
1016 So also HARTMAN, Mark, 337: “it is not what God wants”.



266 

suggesting that God’s will is that Jesus must suffer, die, and be raised1017. Following Jesus 
requires one to set his or her mind on God’s will (cf. 3,35). This is expressed by the image of 
taking up one’s cross and accepting the possibility that one may have to give up one’s life 
(8,34-35).  

For our purposes, it is important to note that for the Markan author, the issue of God’s 
involvement in Jesus’ suffering, death, and resurrection features at two levels, at that of the 
human characters in the story and at that of the transcendent level of the struggle between 
God and Satan. Ira Brent Driggers speaks of two divergent modes of action by God which 
stand in a certain tension that is not resolved1018. These two divine modes of action may be 
seen as pertaining to the two narrative levels mentioned.  
On the one hand, Driggers speaks of an ‘invasive logic’ according to which “God invades the 
world through Jesus”1019 whose actions elicit hostile response by a threatened establishment 
that decides to eliminate him. Within this mode, the emphasis lies on human actions as the 
driving forces of a scenario which culminates in Jesus’ passion. Among these actions are also 
Jesus’ own which include his compliance with his role as eschatological divine agent who 
acts according to what he views as God’s will1020. So, within this ‘invasive logic’, the actions 
of human characters, including Jesus, are viewed as flowing from consciously made decisions 
for which these characters can be held responsible. 
On the other hand, Driggers speaks of a ‘transcendent logic’ according to which “the 
necessity of Jesus’ death stems from God’s will as anticipated in Scripture”1021. So, within this 
logic, the development of the narrative towards Jesus’ suffering and death, although 
accomplished by actions of human characters, is considered to be part of a divine, 
foreordained plan by which God acts transcendently. 
This means that the two modes of divine action1022 not only stand in an unresolvable tension 
but that they are also intertwined to such a degree that the reader/hearer will not be able to 
fully separate them1023. Thus, Judas’ betrayal is depicted both as an act for which he bears 
the responsibility (14,21b) and as according to God’s will (“as it is written”; 14,21a). Likewise, 
Jesus’ arrest is narrated as carried out by Judas who points out Jesus (who does not resist his 

1017 In my opinion, it is of crucial importance to include the raising of Jesus after three days in order to avoid the 
idea of a cruel God who only wishes his son to suffer and die. That God wishes Jesus to suffer and die must be 
seen against the background of 8,34-38 in which the giving up of one’s life for the sake of following on the ‘way 
of the Lord’ is considered as saving one’s life. In the Markan Gospel, stating that Jesus’ passion is willed by God, 
cannot be detached from the ultimate aim indicated in these verses which is reached through being raised up 
by God. According to the Markan author, Jesus’ suffering and death are therefore necessary stages on the road 
to eternal life. That this does not deny the horrible experience of the passion, is highlighted in the Markan 
narrative by the depiction of Jesus’ despair and fear at Gethsemane and by his cry of utter forsakenness on the 
cross. 
1018 Driggers does not mention that God’s antagonist at the transcendent level of the narrative, Satan, is 
depicted by the Markan author as the one whose empire is invaded by Jesus. At the level of the human 
characters, Satan indirectly opposes God’s invasive action through Jesus by taking away from the latter’s 
adversaries the word as soon as it has been sowed (4,15) thus turning them into hostile opponents destined to 
eliminate him. 
1019 DRIGGERS, Following, 62. 
1020 DRIGGERS, Following, 68; Cf. G. VAN OYEN, “Meaning”, 61: “this divine perspective never excludes Jesus’ own 
responsibility which is illustrated by his own actions”. 
1021 DRIGGERS, Following, 62. 
1022 GUTTENBERGER, Gottesvorstellung, 94, in similar vein, distinguishes between “Gottes handeln an und durch 
Jesus” (emphasis original). 
1023 SCHWEIZER, Markus, 103, states: “Das Ineinander von Menschentat und Gotteswillen ist nicht aufgelöst”. 
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arrest), and by an armed crowd sent by the religious authorities who seize him (14,44-46) as 
well as fulfilling the Scriptures (14,49). 
In the Markan passion narrative, both modes of divine action are operative with emphasis 
sometimes laid on the ‘invasive’ mode (e.g., 14,1-2.10-11; 14,53-65; 15,1-15.16-24a.25-33) 
and sometimes on the ‘transcendent’ mode (e.g., 14,27-52.66-72; 15,24b.34-37). After Jesus’ 
death, only the ‘transcendent’ mode persists but now God acts in an active, direct way in the 
raising of Jesus. After Jesus’ resurrection, the ‘invasive’ mode will resurface but then with 
Jesus’ disciples as its major ‘carriers’ (cf. 13,9-13). 
Importantly, the falling away of the disciples and the death of Jesus are interpreted in the 
Markan Gospel by means of the ‘transcendent logic’, notably the use of the quotation from 
Zechariah 13,7 in 14,27. That Jesus experiences abandonment by God on the cross is also 
expressed by quoting Scripture (Ps. 22,2 in 15,34). All three events are thus presented by the 
Markan author as according to God’s will and not so much as “inevitable consequence of 
God’s invasive action”1024, although the latter does play a role too. 

As we will see, the inseparable interaction of the two modes of divine action with respect to 
Jesus’ passion also pervades the passion predictions. This is already indicated by the first 

prediction’s use of the verb ἀποδοκιμασθῆναι, ‘to be rejected’ alongside δεῖ. The occurrence 
of the verb foreshadows its use in 12,10 where we encounter it in the quotation from Psalm 
118,22. There, the ‘builders’ reject the ‘cornerstone’ referring to the rejection of Jesus 
(through killing him; 12,8) by the religious authorities, the chief priests, elders, and scribes 
(11,27; 12,12). In 8,31, it is the same combination of religious authorities who are predicted 
to reject the Son of Man and kill him. So, in this first passion prediction, Jesus’ fate is both 
said to represent God’s will as expressed in Scripture and to be brought about by human 
action in response to Jesus’ ministry. Furthermore, it appears that the use of passives in the 
passion predictions may signal the involvement of the two interwoven divine modes of 
action in bringing about Jesus’ suffering and death1025. I will now move on to the second and 
third passion prediction to see if this usage is continued. 

The second passion prediction (9,31) 
The second passion prediction resembles the first apart from one new aspect. Jesus’ fate is 

now specified as παραδίδοται εἰς χεῖρας ἀνθρώπων, “he will be handed over into the hands of 

men” (9,31). The expression παραδίδοναι εἰς χεῖρας is used frequently in the LXX to denote 
God’s turning over of people into the power of hostile enemies (in the case of Israel 
delivered into enemy hands, e.g., Deut. 1,27; Josh. 24,33; 2 Kgdms 28,19; 4 Kgdms 21,14; 2 
Esd. 9,7; Esth. 4,17; Ps. 105, 41LXX; 2 Macc. 10,4; Jer. 21,10; 22,25; Ezek. 7,21; 11,9; 16,39; in 
the case of people or nations delivered into the hands of Israel, e.g. Deut. 2,24; 7,2; Judg. 
2,23; applied to other nations or rulers, e.g., Isa. 19,4; Jer. 26,24LXX; Ezek. 31,11; Dan. 7,25; 

1024 DRIGGERS, Following, 78. 
1025 BREYTENBACH, “Narrating”, 157, observes that God cannot be the actor of the passives of the verb 

παραδιδόναι encountered in the passion predictions because elsewhere in the gospel narrative characters such 
as the religious authorities and Judas are presented as the agents of these actions (cf., e.g., 14,41; 15,1). 
Therefore, he argues, these passives in the passion predictions cannot be passiva divina. He is correct in 
observing that in several passages in the gospel, the ‘invasive’ mode of divine action is emphasized, and that 
the agents of these passives are specified as the human characters mentioned. Yet, at the same time, these 
passives may function as passiva divina (with an explicit agent not mentioned) highlighting the ‘transcendent’ 
mode of divine action and stress that the actions performed by the narrative characters are in compliance with 
God’s will and that it is God who allows them to act as they do.  
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11,11) so that the phrase here probably also means that Jesus is handed over by God into 
enemy hands1026.  

The expression παραδίδοναι εἰς χεῖρας ἀνθρώπων does not occur often in the LXX, in fact it is 
only found in Isaiah 19,4 where it is applied to Egypt which will be delivered into “the hands 

of men” by God. The ἀνθρώπων mentioned here are specified as κυρίων σκληρῶν, ‘harsh 

lords’. A similar negative meaning for ἀνθρώπων in the expression εἰς χεῖρας ἀνθρώπων is 
found in Jeremiah 45,16 and 46,171027. In the first passage, king Zedekia swears he will 

neither kill Jeremiah nor give him εἰς χεῖρας τῶν ἀνθρώπων τουτῶν by which are meant the 
rulers mentioned in 45,1 who advised the king to kill Jeremiah because of his prophecies 
which would discourage the soldiers fighting the Babylonians (45,4). In the second passage, 
God commands Jeremiah to speak to Abdemelech, the Ethiopian, and say that God will not 

give him over εἰς χεῖρας τῶν ἀνθρώπων ὧν σὺ φοβῇ ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτῶν, i.e., to those whom 
he fears, the same rulers from the previous passage who wished to kill Jeremiah. The not 
being given over into the hands of men is here specified as ‘saving’ implying that being given 

εἰς χεῖρας ἀνθρώπων has a negative connotation. The counterpart of this expression is εἰς 

χεῖρας κυρίου as 1 Chronicles 21,13 attests. There, David, being confronted with a choice 
between three dreadful scenarios for the land and its inhabitants as a result of his sinning 

against God, proclaims his trust in God’s compassion by saying that he will fall εἰς χεῖρας 

κυρίου and not εἰς χεῖρας ἀνθρώπων.  

In similar vein, when Jesus predicts that he will be handed over εἰς χεῖρας ἀνθρώπων, it means 
being given over into hostile hands1028, away from the compassionate hands of God. In the 
majority of cases in the LXX, God is the ‘actor behind the scene’ in the handing over of 
people into the hands of other human characters. His involvement is indirect in the sense of 
allowing it to happen. A similar involvement or role of God seems to be assumed by the 
Markan author, who combines aspects of both the ‘invasive’ (human characters deliver Jesus 
into the hands of men) and the ‘transcendent’ (it is presented as in agreement with God’s 
will) mode of divine action1029. The expression used in 9,31 to describe Jesus’ fate, is 
repeated almost verbatim in 14,41 where Jesus announces that ‘the hour has come’ and that 

the Son of Man παραδίδοται εἰς τὰς χεῖρας τῶν ἁμαρτωλῶν, “will be handed over into the 

hands of sinners”. Here again, we encounter a negative specification of ἀνθρώπων similar to 
the one we have seen in the examples from the LXX. Although it is not entirely clear to 
whom the term ‘sinners’ refers, the fact that Judas is named in the next verse as the one 
who will hand Jesus over suggests to me that it must refer to the Jewish religious authorities. 
It was to them, and specifically to the chief priests (14,10), that Judas had turned and offered 
to hand Jesus over. The related phrase in the third passion prediction states that the Son of 

Man παραδοθήσεται τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ τοῖς γραμματεῦσιν, which coheres with this 
interpretation, yet enlarging the circle of religious authorities involved. The characterization 

1026 Cf. FRITZEN, Von Gott verlassen?, 304: “Gott selbst gibt seinen Gesandten der Gewalt des Menschen preis”. 
In Zech. 11,6, the same expression is used by God announcing that he will no longer spare ‘the inhabitants of 
the earth’, but “deliver them into the hands of their neighbour and their king” which will have a devastating 
result. 
1027 Although the verb used here is not παραδίδοναι but the cognate δίδοναι. 
1028 So also MARCUS, Mark 8-16, 667; BREYTENBACH, “Narrating”, 163, and HARTMAN, Mark, 389, 399; WEIHS, 

Deutung, 414. The use of the verb παραδίδοναι in 1,14 and 13,9.11-12, though not as part of the same 
expression, likewise expresses being given over into hostile hands. 
1029 HOOKER, Mark, 226, concludes: “It seems likely that the meaning [of “delivered into the hands of men”; HL] 
is that God himself will deliver the Son of Man into the hands of men, who will kill him”, highlighting the 
‘transcendent’ mode of divine action. 
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of the religious leaders as ‘sinners’ reminds the reader/hearer of 3,28-30 where Jesus’ 
opponents (in this case scribes from Jerusalem) are said to be guilty of blaspheming the Holy 
Spirit because they had said that Jesus was possessed by an unclean spirit. For this kind of 
blasphemy, Jesus avers, there will never be forgiveness (3,28-30) just as his rejection as 
God’s son and envoy by ‘those outside’ will not be forgiven them (4,12). As such, those who 
reject Jesus and act with hostility towards him are ‘sinners’ in the eyes of Markan author1030. 
The use of the term in 14,41, therefore, likely refers to the religious authorities. 
 
Finally, in Mark 14,41, we again encounter language expressing a merging of the two modes 
of divine action when the Son of Man is said to be handed over (passive voice of the verb) 
into the hands of sinners at a moment in history pre-set by God (when “the hour has come”), 
whereas it is human actors who bring it about on the level of the narrative (cf. the mention 

of Judas in the next verse who is characterized as ὁ παραδιδούς με; i.e., by a participle from 
the active voice of the verb used in 14,41; cf. 3,19). As indicated in the discussion of the first 
passion prediction, the actual narration of the arrest (14,43-52) exhibits the same 
phenomenon presenting human characters (Judas and a crowd with swords and clubs) as 
carrying it out and Jesus not resisting it on the one hand, and as fulfilling the Scriptures on 
the other. 
 
The third passion prediction (10,33-34) 
The third passion prediction is the most detailed of the three and foreshadows certain 
aspects of Jesus’ suffering which will be narrated in the passion story: Jesus’ condemnation 
to death, his being handed over to the Gentiles, and the mocking, spitting and flogging which 
he will endure. That he will die by crucifixion is not revealed. Moreover, this passion 
prediction distinguishes between the role played by the Jewish religious leadership and by 
the Roman authorities in Jesus’ suffering and death. The former are identified as the ones 
sentencing Jesus to death and handing him over to the Gentiles by which the Roman 
authorities are meant who held the jurisdiction to execute the death penalty. The Romans 
are identified as the ones who will mock Jesus, spit on him, flog him (15,15-20), and then kill 
him. This is remarkable because the Jewish religious authorities will also spit on him and 
beat him (14,65), but this is not mentioned in the prediction.  
As in the other passion predictions, the use of active and passive voices of the verbs used to 
describe Jesus’ fate deserves attention. In the third passion prediction, Jesus announces that 

he will be handed over (παραδοθήσεται; passive, futurum) to the religious leadership1031. An 
agent to the verb is not mentioned. Next, six verbs used to describe what will subsequently 
happen to Jesus follow, all are active futures, and, in every instance, the acting subject is 
mentioned1032. Finally, Jesus’ resurrection after three days is predicted, again using a future 

passive (ἀναστήσεται) without the mention of an acting subject. In the passion predictions, 

 
1030 In Ps. 96,10LXX, God is said to rescue those devoted to him ἐκ χειρὸς ἁμαρτωλῶν, “from the hand of 
sinners”. Here, sinners are those who do evil and worship idols. 
1031 Here specified as “chief priests and scribes”. The elders are not mentioned here (cf. 8,31) nor in 11,18, and 
in 14,1 (cf. 15,31). The Markan narrator is not consistent in mentioning the adversaries pursuing Jesus’ death. 
The chief priests are always indicated (8,31; 10,33; 11.18.27; 14,1.10.43.55; 15,1.3.11.31), the scribes in 9 out 
of these 13 instances, and the elders in only 4. 
1032 One of these six verbs in the future active is παραδιδόναι. Whereas the verb is used here to predict that 
Jesus will be handed over to the Gentiles by the Jewish religious authorities, it earlier use in the verse, in the 
passive voice, predicted his being handed over to these religious authorities, but without mentioning an acting 
subject. 
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we encounter four instances in which the passive voice of the verbs παραδιδόναι and 

ἀνιστάναι is used without the specification of an agent to the verb. Whereas the use of the 

active voice for the verb παραδιδόναι stresses Driggers’ ‘invasive’ mode of divine action, the 
two occurrences of the verb in the passive voice without the specification of an agent 
emphasize the interweaving of the ‘invasive’ and the ‘transcendent’ mode. For Jesus’ being 
handed over to the Jewish religious elite (who in turn will hand him over to the Romans), the 
audience will learn that Judas is its active subject, and that God’s involvement is of a more 
passive nature, by allowing it to happen, as I pointed out discussing the second passion 
prediction. To describe Jesus’ being raised, the verbal form adopted in the second and third 

passion prediction1033, ἀναστήσεται, is commonly considered a passivum divinum as raising 
up from the dead is God’s prerogative. The fact that Jesus’ resurrection is the last element 
named in each of the three passion predictions indicates that according to the divine plan, 
this is the destination of Jesus’ way. Although this way leads through suffering and death at 
the hand of human characters, it is destined to end in God’s hands1034. 
Finally, the third passion prediction is introduced by the narrator describing Jesus as telling 

his disciples τὰ μέλλοντα αὐτῷ συμβαίνειν, “what was to happen to him”. In fact, τὰ μέλλοντα 

signals (divine) necessity, like δεῖ in 8,31, as the verb μέλλειν here is used in the sense of 
‘must happen’1035. 

To summarize: the wording of the passion predictions supports the view that God is involved 
in the suffering and death of Jesus by means of two modes of divine action. The first views 
God as the driving force behind Jesus’ ministry which in turn elicits resistance, rejection, and 
finally a conspiration to kill him. The second views God as the one whose will, expressed in 
the Scriptures, comes to pass in the course of Jesus’ ministry, and in his suffering, death, and 
resurrection in particular. The two modes are closely interwoven and cannot be separated. 
So, although human actors willingly carry out the various actions by which Jesus suffers and 
dies, and therefore bear responsibility for them, these actions are at the same time viewed 
as necessary and as contained within the framework of divine plan and serving a divine 
purpose. The human actions include Jesus’ own which he is narrated to consider as doing 
God’s will. It is his own choice to accept and to remain faithful to his vocation as God’s 
representative on earth especially when faced with imminent suffering and death1036. To 
fulfil this vocation, he sets his mind on ‘God’s things’ and not on ‘those of men’. At the same 
time, the Markan author presents Jesus’ passion as a series of events that occur according to 
a divine script. As such, God can be said to hand Jesus over and to make him suffer many 
things and even to have him killed. Nevertheless, God’s involvement appears to be 

1033 In the first passion prediction, the verbal form is an infinitive of the aorist emphasizing that the Son of Man 
must rise. The absence of an acting subject does, however, not mean that God is not considered the agent of 
this raising.  
1034 So also FRITZEN, Von Gott verlassen?, 300, 304. 
1035 See LSJ, s.v; WEIHS, Deutung, 433, 437. 
1036 FRITZEN, Von Gott verlassen?, 300, emphasizes the theological importance of this observation when he 
states: “Gott will sich im Weg durch Leiden und Tot offenbaren”. GUTTENBERGER, Gottesvorstellung, 333-334, 
however, states that Jesus represents God throughout the Markan Gospel, but not in his suffering and death: 
“Von der Vorstellung, dass Jesus Gott repräsentiert, ist die Passion Jesu ausgenommen. Der leidende Jesus 
repräsentiert Gott nicht”. I get the impression that Guttenberger has difficulty imagining a suffering, vulnerable 
God who experiences powerlessness in the face of evil. Yet, the suggestion by DRIGGERS, Following, 82, that 
“Jesus’ crucifixion paradoxically implies both God’s vulnerability and God’s sovereignty” may well be worth 
considering. 
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indirect1037 allowing Jesus to fall into the hands of hostile human opponents who actually 
make him suffer and kill him. The only action that is not carried out by human actors, 
concerns Jesus’ resurrection. In the realm beyond death, it is only God who acts to realize 
the divine plan. 
 

6.3.3.2 Indications of God’s involvement in Jesus’ passion prior to the passion predictions 
That we encounter the view that God is involved in Jesus’ suffering and death, albeit 
indirectly and passively except for the resurrection, in the second part of the Markan Gospel 
which narrates Jesus’ going up to Jerusalem where he will meet his death and will be raised, 
comes to no surprise. But does it also surface in the earlier parts of the Gospel in which the 
emphasis is not yet so clearly on Jesus’ suffering? To answer this question, I shall now turn to 
Mark 1,1 – 8,26 and look for what Dowd and Malbon call “earlier foreshadowings of the 
death story in the stories that lead up to it”1038.  
 
Mark 1,11 
The heavenly voice addressing Jesus at his baptism probably carries an allusion to Genesis 

22,2.12.16.1039 Addressing Jesus as ὁ υἱός μου ὁ ἀγαπητός may invoke God’s words to 

Abraham in Genesis 22,2: λαβὲ τὸν υἱόν σου τὸν ἀγαπητόν, “take your son, your only/beloved 
one”1040. As is well-known, God demanded of Abraham to sacrifice his only/beloved son. As 
Dowd and Malbon point out, in Mark, the only/beloved son is God’s1041. Therefore, the 
reader/hearer who has noticed the allusion may expect that Jesus might also be sacrificed in 
response to a divine order, at some point in the continuation of the narrative, and wonder if 
in this case too, a substitute will eventually take his place1042. 
 
Mark 1,12-13 
In Mark 1,12-13, the narrator informs his audience about Jesus’ forty-day stay in the 
wilderness where he is tested by Satan. This small episode points out to the reader/hearer 
that the framework within which Jesus’ ministry will take place is analogous that of the 
struggle between God and his enemy at the cosmic level, Satan. At the level of the narrative 

 
1037 The classic example of this is found in Exodus 3 where God says to Moses that he has come down to deliver 

his people from the hands of the Egyptians (ἐκ χειρὸς Αἰγυπτίων!) and bring them out of the land into a new 
land (3,8). Yet, in 3,10, it turns out that Moses will be sent to actually carry out the tasks God has previously 
presented as his own actions. So, here again, God is said to be involved in the actions which take place at the 
human, earthly level, but human characters turn out to be the direct actors. 
1038 DOWD AND MALBON, “Significance”, 273. 
1039 So also S.P. AHEARNE-KROLL, “Genesis in Mark’s Gospel”, in: M.J.J. MENKEN AND S. MOYISE (EDS), Genesis in the 
New Testament (LNTS 466; London – New Dehli – New York – Sydney: Bloomsbury, 2012), 27-41: 27-30, and 
W.R. STEGNER, Narrative Theology in Early Jewish Christianity (Louisville, KY: Westminster – John Knox, 1989), 
17-19. 
1040 In similar vein, M.S. RINDGE, “Reconfiguring the Akedah and Recasting God: Lament and Divine Atonement 

in Mark”, JBL 130 (2011), 755-774: 765. Rindge avers that the other two passages in which Jesus is called υἱὸς 

ἀγαπητός (9,7 and 12,6) also allude to Gen. 22. I agree with Rindge as far as the repetition of this phrase brings 
about the allusion and that in both passages Jesus’ death is brought up (though in 9,9 not directly linked to the 
phrase). Yet, the verbal similarities between the Markan passages and Gen. 22 enumerated by Rindge, are in 
my opinion not specific enough to characterise the passages as reconfigurations of the Akedah. 
1041 DOWD AND MALBON, “Siginificance”, 274. AHEARNE-KROLL, “Genesis”, 30, suggests that in Mark, Jesus may take 
on characteristics of both Isaac (as the one who accepts his death) and Abraham (who is prepared to offer up 
his son). 
1042 Moreover, the audience is prepared for the Markan use of the term ‘baptism’ in the context of Jesus’ death 
(cf. 10,38.39). 
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characters, Jesus will meet resistance by opponents who are on Satan’s side just as he is on 
God’s. It is noteworthy, however, that Jesus is forced into this testing in the wilderness by 
the spirit who has only just descended into him at his baptism (1,10). In other words, the 
audience may wonder why it is that divine actors, God in particular, put Jesus in this 
dangerous position exposing him to hostile forces. As Jesus is shown as successfully passing 
the test in the wilderness, the audience may expect him to do so again whenever Satan 
reappears on the stage (and will try to persuade Jesus to set his mind on human things 
instead of on God’s; cf. 8,32-33; 14,32-42). 

Mark 1,14 

Jesus is narrated to begin his ministry in Galilee after John παραδοθῆναι, “was handed over” 
(1,14). As I have shown previously (in 6.3.3.1), the verb used commonly denotes the transfer 
into enemy hands1043 and in 6,14-29, the reader/hearer will be informed about John’s fate, 

i.e., his death at the hands of king Herod. The use of the passive παραδοθῆναι is remarkable
because in 6,17 the narrator describes John’s arrest as a direct result of an order by Herod,
i.e., without the cooperation of others handing John over to him. This suggests that the
passive in 1,14 hints at God’s involvement in a way similar to that outlined above for the use
of the same verb in its passive voice in the passion predictions; God allows John to be taken
prisoner and be killed. As John is characterized in the Markan prologue as Jesus’ forerunner
on ‘the way of the Lord’, the reader/hearer may anticipate a similar fate for Jesus.

Mark 2,20 
Jesus’ death is foreshadowed in the episode 2,18-22 by means of the metaphor of the 

bridegroom who in days to come ἀπαρθῇ, “will be taken away” from the wedding guests who 
are with him. The informed reader/hearer will immediately perceive the reference to Jesus’ 
being taken away from his disciples, i.e., to his arrest, suffering, and death. The use of the 
passive voice may signal to the reader/hearer the possible involvement of God in these 
future events. 

Mark 3,6.19 
That human actors will be directly responsible for Jesus’ suffering and death is signaled for 
the first time in 3,6 where the formation of the remarkable coalition of Pharisees and 
Herodians is narrated which aims at destroying Jesus. In 3,19, Judas, named as the last of the 

twelve disciples Jesus calls to be with him, is referred to as ὃς παρέδωκεν αὐτὸν, ‘who has 
handed him over’ or ‘who has betrayed him’. So, at this early stage of the narrative, the 
audience has been informed that Jesus will be betrayed by one his disciples and wonder if 
Judas will hand him over to the Pharisees and Herodians1044. 

Mark 3,35 
Though not directly foreshadowing Jesus’ suffering and death, I include Mark 3,35 in this 
overview because at the end of 3,20-35 in which opposition to Jesus increases and even 
involves his own relatives (3,20-21), Jesus defines the criterion by which his followers (his 
‘new family’) are recognized. They are those who do the will of God. From this, the audience 

1043 Cf. also LSJ, s.v. 
1044 The combination of Pharisees and Herodians as Jesus’ adversaries will be alluded to again in 8,15. Yet, in 
the passion narrative, the religious authorities responsible for Jesus’ death will not be identified by this 
designation (although there may be Pharisees and Herodians among the chief priests, elders, and scribes). 
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may infer that whatever will happen to Jesus, he will be determined to live and act according 
to God’s will. 
After 3,35, we do not find clues to Jesus’ fate until we reach the first passion prediction in 
8,31. 
 
In summary: at a quite early stage in the narrative, the audience may have perceived several 
foreshadowings of the fate that awaits Jesus. Moreover, it may have picked up signals that 
both God and human characters will be involved in and may even be responsible for Jesus’ 
suffering and death. Yet, the signals are few and not very specific1045. This suggests that they 
are directed at informed readers/hearers who have some knowledge of what is to come 
from 8,31 onwards. In addition, the sparsity of these signals may be due to the emphasis laid 
by the Markan author on Jesus’ presentation in the first chapters of the gospel narrative as 
God’s eschatological envoy who, invested with divine power and authority, successfully 
invades Satan’s empire (i.e., on Driggers’ ‘invasive’ mode of divine action). 
 
6.3.4 Sheep – Shepherd imagery 
The Scriptural quotation in 14,27 employs the image of a shepherd and his flock. The use of 
the imagery may remind the audience of its earlier use in 6,34. The latter verse very likely 
alludes to the OT use of the shepherd image for a king or ruler or for God1046, and that of 
sheep for the people under his guidance. Richard Hays is probably correct when he proposes 
that 6,34 alludes to Ezekiel 34 in particular1047.  
In Ezekiel 34, God commands the prophet to speak to ‘the shepherds of Israel’ referring to 
Israel’s leaders. God reproaches the shepherds because of their neglect of their sheep: 
 

Oh, you shepherds of Israel, do shepherds feed themselves? Do not shepherds feed the flocks? 

(Ezek. 34,2LXX) 

 

Because of the shepherds’ failure, God himself will take care of the sheep searching for and 
watching over them (Ezek. 34,11) and feeding them: 
 

I will feed them in a good pasture; their folds shall be on the lofty mountains of Israel; there 

also they shall lie down (Ezek. 34,14LXX) 

 

Several features found in Ezekiel 34 are taken up in Mark 6,30-44. Jesus assumes the role of 
the shepherd who like God in Ezekiel, cares for the sheep (6,34), the people who have gone 
out to meet him. He feeds the crowd in preparation of which he has them lay down on the 

 
1045 With the exception of the role Judas will play. 
1046 Cf. e.g., T. DUGUID, “Messianic Themes in Zechariah 9-14”, in: P.E. SATTERTHWAITE, R.S. HESS AND G.J. WENHAM 

(EDS), The Lord’s Anointed. Interpretation of Old Testament Messianic Texts (Carlisle – Grand Rapids: 
Paternoster – Baker, 1995), 265-280: 269. Some scholars propose that the OT image of the shepherd is also 
applied to priests; e.g., J.J. COLLINS, Joel, Obadiah, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi (New Collegeville Bible 
Commentaries: Old Testament, Vol. 17; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2013), 51. Famous leading 
personalities in the history of Israel such as Abraham, Moses, and David are presented as shepherds, though 
not primarily in a metaphorical sense. 
1047 Another passage alluded to is probably Num. 27,17 where Moses begs God to appoint a successor taking 
his place so that the people are not like sheep without a shepherd. In 6,30-44, Jesus may be depicted as a new 
successor of Moses, a new Jeshua`.  
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grass (6,39)1048. In this respect, a passage from the remainder of the chapter may also be in 
the background of Mark’s use of the shepherd image: 

I will raise up over them another shepherd, and he shall shepherd them, my slave David, and 

he shall be their shepherd, and I, the Lord, will be a god for them, and David shall be ruler in 

their midst. (Ezek. 34,23-24LXX) 

If the use of shepherd – sheep imagery evokes the context of Ezekiel 34, the Markan 
audience may also regard Jesus as a new David-like shepherd. 
Having added more examples of the shepherds’ failure to attend to their flock (Ezek. 34,3-4), 
God concludes: 

My sheep were scattered because there were no shepherds (Ezek. 34,5LXX) 

This passage may be in the background of Mark 14,27, although the passage quoted there is 
obviously Zechariah 13,7. Furthermore, 14,27 does not share the causal relation between 
the absence of (a) shepherd(s) and the scattering of the sheep of Ezekiel 34,5LXX. There, the 
absence of the shepherds concerned their failure to act as may be expected from shepherds 
caring for their flock. Their negligence resulted in the scattering of the flock. In the Markan 
narrative, Jesus does act as a caring shepherd and is therefore not responsible for the 
scattering of his flock. The two events presented paratactically in 14,27 are intimately linked: 
when Jesus, the shepherd, is struck, the sheep get scattered. This is different from viewing 
the scattering of the sheep as the aim of striking the shepherd1049. 
Yet, as I mentioned previously, the passage quoted in Mark 14,27 is Zechariah 13,7 and I 
shall now turn to that passage and its tradition of interpretation and inquire if and if so, how 
it contributes to our understanding of its use in Mark. 

6.4 Zechariah 13,7 and its reception in early Jewish tradition 
Zechariah 9-14 shares the use of shepherd – sheep imagery with Ezekiel 34 and other OT 
passages so that mutual influence is not surprising1050. The application of shepherd – sheep 
imagery in Zechariah 9-14 is, however, not as straightforward as in Ezekiel. Whereas in the 
latter, the inauguration of the shepherd by God ushers in God’s eschatological reign 
characterized by peace, security, and sufficient food supplies (Ezek. 34,23-31), in Zechariah, 
God’s ultimate reign is accomplished only after a period of tribulation and the death of the 
shepherd.  
The use of the shepherd imagery in Zechariah 9-14 is complicated with several shepherds 
appearing and their mutual relationships being all but clear. Recently, Anthony Petterson has 
argued that Zechariah 9-14 presents different prophetic visions about the same event1051. 
This event concerns the eschatological inauguration of God’s reign, which will bring salvation 

1048 One might even surmise if the Markan author does not also apply the image of the failing shepherds of 
Ezekiel to the disciples when they suggest that the crowd must be sent away to feed itself and Jesus replies by 
pointing out that they should feed them (6,37; cf. Ezek. 34,2LXX). 
1049 So also D. SENIOR, The Passion of Jesus in the Gospel of Mark (Passion Series 2; Wilmington, DE: Glazier, 
1984), 64. 
1050 It has been noted, e.g., that Jer. 23,1-5 probably lies at the basis of Ezekiel 34 which takes up and extends it; 
cf. W. ZIMMERLI, Ezechiel 25-48 (BKAT XIII/2; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1969), 835-836.  
1051 A.R. PETTERSON, Behold Your King. The Hope for the House of David in the Book of Zechariah (LMBOTS 513; 
New York – London: T&T Clark, 2009), 222. 
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to a purified Jerusalem and Israel, and to the whole world, but which will be preceded by a 
final-day battle. According to Petterson, recurring themes and different aspects of this battle 
are presented in the various prophecies found in chapters 9-14 with Zechariah 9 giving the 
big picture, Zechariah 10-12 focusing on the consequences for the civil leadership, and 
Zechariah 13-14 on the cleansing which will take place. Petterson argues that the one 
designated ‘my shepherd’ in 13,7 is the same character as the future king of 9,9 who is 
probably also ‘the pierced one’ of 12,10 (in the MT)1052. That the shepherd of 13,7 was 
understood as referring to a future king is attested by the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan which 

renders the word רעה, ‘shepherd’ as מלכא, ‘king’1053. With several other scholars, Petterson 

regards the hope of a restoration of the house of David as a recurring theme in the 
background of the oracles of Zechariah allowing the identification of the shepherd of 13,7 as 
a future Davidic Messiah. Yet, this messiah will be killed in order to establish God’s 
eschatological reign1054. 
 
Petterson suggests that the fate of the shepherd of 13,7 as slain by God himself is due to 
influence from the suffering servant of Isaiah 531055. If this shepherd is the same character as 
‘the pierced one’ of 12,10, then his death, permitted by God, is specified as being killed by 
his own people. Paradoxically, however, this is expressed in 12,10 (in the Hebrew of the 
MT1056) as equivalent to God being pierced himself emphasizing the close relationship 
between God and his shepherd1057. It seems then, that Zechariah has re-interpreted the 
shepherd tradition from Ezekiel 34 (and Jeremiah 23) in such a way that God’s reign at the 
final day does no longer coincide with his setting up a new Davidic king. First, this king must 
die at the hands of his own people, an event permitted by (and affecting) God, which 
paradoxically has a salvific and purifying effect upon the people leading to God’s final 
dominion1058. At the turn of the era, Zechariah’s prophecy was probably interpreted in 
certain Jewish circles as an alternative to expectations of a glorious Davidic messiah. It 

 
1052 PETTERSON, Behold, 206-207, 237-239. The identification of the shepherd in 13,7 with ‘the pierced one’ of 
12,10MT is also suggested by S.L. COOK, “The Metamorphosis of a Shepherd: The Tradition History of Zechariah 
11:17 + 13:7-9”, CBQ 55 (1993), 453-466: 461-462, and by DUGUID, “Messianic”, 276. 
1053 A similar rendering is also found in Tg. Ps.-J. Zech.10,2 whereas in Tg. Ps.-J. Zech. 10,3; 11,3 we find the 

related plurals. In addition, in Tg. Ps.-J. Zech. 11,15.16.17, the singular רעה is rendered as פרנסא, ‘community 

leader’, and in Tg. Ps.-J. Zech. 11,8, we encounter the related plural. Likewise, Zech.10,4 is read messianically in 
the Targum characterizing Judah’s restoration as the coming of a king and a messiah. 
1054 Similar views of a messiah who will die are found in 4 Ezra 7,28-29 and Dan. 9,26. 
1055 Cf. Isa. 53,4.5.8.10. Another similarity is the mention of the scattered sheep in 53,6. Cf. also PETTERSON, 
Behold, 240-242. 
1056 In the Greek of the LXX, Zech. 12,10 exhibits several remarkable differences when compared to the Hebrew 

of the MT. The part relevant to our discussion reads: καὶ ἐπιβλέψονται πρός με ἀνθ᾽ ὧν κατωρχήσαντο, “They will 
look onto me because they have danced.” The deviation from the Hebrew is best explained by assuming that 

the LXX translator has read דקרו, ‘they pierced’ as דקדו, ‘they danced’. That this change of meaning has been 

noticed and was corrected is attested by several textual witnesses including Aquila, Symmachus and 

Theodotion, all of whom render the Hebrew verbal form by the Greek ἐξκέντησαν. See for an extensive 
discussion of the textual forms of this verse MENKEN, “Zechariah 12:10”, 168-178. 
1057 This may explain the characterization of the shepherd in 13,7 as גבר עמיתי, ‘my associate’. 
1058 As MYERS & MYERS, Zechariah 9-14, 386, 404-405, point out, the imagery used by Zechariah, particularly that 
of the pierced one mourned by the people, may draw on historical events from the sixth century (possibly the 
death of king Josiah) leading to the cessation of the Davidic rule of Judah. The imagery is reapplied to sketch 
future expectations. 
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features a messiah whose death is part of the divine plan which ultimately leads to the 
establishment of God’s eschatological reign1059. 

In the Damascus Document, Zechariah 13,7 is quoted and interpreted in an eschatological 
context in which a glorious messiah appears on the scene: 

But (over) all those who despise the precepts and the ordinances, may be emptied 

over them the punishment of the wicked when God visits the earth, when there comes  

the word which is written by the hand of the prophet Zechariah: Wake up, sword, against 

my shepherd, and against the male who is my companion – oracle of God – strike the 

shepherd, and the flock may scatter, and I shall turn my hand against the little ones 

[Zech. 13,7]. Those who revere him are the poor ones of the flock [Zech. 11,11]. 

These shall escape in the age of the visitation; but those that remain shall be delivered 

up to the sword when there comes the messiah of Aaron and Israel (CD-B 19,5b-11a)1060. 

For our purposes, two observations are of importance. First, God is said to visit the earth and 
punish the wicked which is understood to occur when the messiah of Aaron and Israel 
comes. God’s visitation portrayed as the coming of the messiah is understood as the 
fulfilment of the prophecy of Zechariah. The sword commanded by God to strike the 
shepherd will be handled by the messiah.  
Second, in this passage, the emphasis is not on the shepherd but on the flock. The ‘poor 
ones of the flock’, probably a designation for the members of the Qumran community, will 
escape the fate that will befall the ‘little ones’ by which those are meant who despise the 
precepts and ordinances. By the latter, either those members of the Qumran community 
may be referred to who turned out to be disloyal, or those from whom the Qumranites have 
separated themselves. These ‘little ones’ share the fate of the shepherd who is not 
identified1061. 
The use of language speaking of God’s action which in fact is carried out by human 
characters reminds of that used in the Markan passion predictions and especially in the 
quotation from the same verse, Zechariah 13,7, in Mark 14,27. The emphasis placed on the 
flock in the Damascus Document also parallels the use of Zechariah 13,7 in Mark, but an 

1059 This messiah is identified in some of these traditions as Messiah ben Joseph also designated as Messiah ben 
Ephraim. Traditions possibly going back to the first or second century CE are attested in Tg. Ps.-J. Zech. 12,10 in 
codex Reuchlinianus and in a tannaitic baraita in b. Sukkah 52a; cf. D.C. MITCHELL, The Message of the Psalter. 
An Eschatological Programme in the Book of Psalms (JSOTSup 252; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 
205-206. In later (early medieval) apocalyptic midrashim (e.g., Otot-ha-Mashiah 7,16-19 and Nistarot Rav
Shimon ben Yohai 25-26), the death of Messiah ben Joseph/Ephraim is followed by the appearance of a
victorious Messiah ben David (cf. MITCHELL, Message, 304-350, appendix 1).
1060 Translation taken from GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ AND TIGCHELAAR, Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition.
1061 M.A. KNIBB, The Qumran Community (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 59, proposes that the
shepherd may represent the leaders of non-Essene Judaism. The ‘little ones’ and the ‘poor of the flock’ are
synonymous according to Knibb and refer to the members of the movement who are protected by God (which
would be the meaning of ‘I shall turn my hand against’). In this view, the flock must refer to Israel. In similar
vein, F.F. BRUCE, “The Book of Zechariah and the Passion Narrative”, BJRL 43 (1961), 336-353: 343, thinks that
the shepherd refers to a wicked ruler. A.S. VAN DER WOUDE, Die messianischen Vorstellungen der Gemeinde von
Qumrȃn (SSN 3; Assen: van Gorcum, 1957), 63-65, believes that the flock represents the community which
retreated to Qumran and that the shepherd must refer to the Teacher of Righteousness. Likewise, C.A. HAM,
The Coming King and the Rejected Shepherd. Matthew’s Reading of Zechariah’s Messianic Hope (NT
Monographs 4; Sheffield: Phoenix Press, 2005), 75 and MITCHELL, Message, 229, who suggests that the Teacher
of Righteousness may have been expected to reappear as a messianic figure at the end of the age (230).
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important difference between the two is that in the former, part of the flock is delivered up 
to the sword whereas in Mark the entire flock will be scattered but not be killed. Contrary to 
the Damascus Document in which the ‘little ones’ are, at least in part, interpreted 

negatively1062, the Markan author uses the designation οἱ μικρόι positively of those who 
believe (in Jesus), the disciples in the first place (9,42)1063. 
An important difference between Petterson’s reading of Zechariah 9-14 and that of 
Zechariah 13,7 at Qumran is that in the former the shepherd is identified as a Davidic 
messiah-king who must die at the hands of his own people to inaugurate God’s 
eschatological reign. In the Damascus Document, the shepherd remains unidentified but is 
probably not understood as a messianic figure. In a scenario of positive identification, the 
shepherd may designate the Teacher of Righteousness, yet this Teacher is not characterized 
as a messianic figure in the Dead Sea Scrolls1064. The striking of the shepherd has – as in 
Mark – severe consequences for the flock some of which die by the sword, i.e., according to 
God’s plan. In the passage from the Damascus Document, the striking is actually carried out 
by the eschatological messiah of Aaron and Israel. 
 
So, from the contemporary Jewish interpretations of Zechariah 13,7 discussed in this section, 

it appears that the notion of a messianic figure who must be slain in order for God’s 

eschatological reign to be established, similar to what we encounter in Mark (in which Jesus 

is depicted as the shepherd struck by God himself), was probably known in certain Jewish 

circles at the beginning of the era. This view of a suffering messiah existed alongside and in 

some cases in connection with the more widely held expectations of the coming of a glorious 

messiah (and sometimes even more than one as the Dead Sea Scrolls attest)1065. However, 

whether or not the shepherd is identified as a messianic figure in these receptions of 

Zechariah 13,7, his death is always believed to occur according to divine will. 

6.5 The textual form of the quotation from Zechariah 13,7 in Mark 14,27 as an instance of 
context-based modification 
In 6.3.3, I have shown that in the Markan gospel narrative, and especially in its second half, 
God is consistently pictured as involved in Jesus’ suffering, death, and resurrection. This 
involvement is described along two lines each emphasizing a different mode of divine action. 

 
1062 I do not follow KNIBB, Qumran Community, 59, who takes “I shall turn my hand against the little ones” to 
mean that they are protected by God but assume a negative meaning. 
1063 The reading ἐπὶ τοὺς ποιμένας printed in both Rahlfs’ and the Göttinger edition of the LXX of Zechariah 13,7 

is attested only in codex W, whereas the reading ἐπὶ τοὺς μικρούς, attested by B S* Syhtxt agrees with the 
Hebrew of the MT. 
1064 So e.g., VAN DER WOUDE, Messianischen, 83-85, who believes that the Teacher of Righteousness is identified 
as the prophet of 1QS IX,11 who is said to come as are the messiahs of Aaron and Israel. CD XIX,5b-11a, 
believed by van der Woude to postdate 1QS further clarifies the relation between the shepherd and these 
messiahs in that the former’s death initiates a period of tribulation that culminates in the coming of the 
messiah(s) of Aaron and Israel. 
1065 The Markan author seems to apply the idea of the slain messiah-king, based on Zechariah 9-14, to Jesus. 
Yet, in the Markan Gospel, the title ‘Son of David’ (the Messiah ben David?) is applied to Jesus, be it in a 
modified way which seems to merge notions linked (in contemporary traditions) to both the Messiah ben 
Joseph (cf. note 1059) and the Messiah ben David. In the Markan Gospel, Jesus, as ‘Son of David’, is depicted as 
having to die according to God’s will in order to usher in God’s eschatological reign. At the same time, the 
vindicated Jesus will take on the identity of the glorious Messiah ben David and even surpassing him in 
importance as Mark 12,35-37 suggests. An identification of Jesus with the Messiah ben Joseph of certain 
contemporary Jewish traditions, however, seems absent in the Gospel or at least remains implicit. 
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The ‘invasive’ mode focuses on God as the one who commissioned Jesus to proclaim the 
inbreaking of his eschatological reign. Equipped with divine power and authority, Jesus 
‘invades’ the world and challenges Satan’s dominion. His actions and his determination to 
remain loyal to his vocation elicit a response of increasing resistance and hostility by a 
threatened establishment which eventually decides to eliminate him. In this mode, God acts 
through Jesus.  
Alongside and intertwined with this ‘invasive’ mode is the ‘transcendent’ mode of divine 
action which emphasizes God as the one whose will is revealed in the course of history. The 
latter has been anticipated by Scripture which is seen as expressing the divine will. 
Consequently, the Markan author presents Jesus as viewing his suffering, death, and 
resurrection as necessary events in the divine plan and hence as fulfilling the Scriptures. The 
quotation from Zechariah 13,7 in Mark 14,27 thus belongs to the ‘transcendent’ view of 
God’s involvement in Jesus’ passion and in the desertion of Jesus by his disciples in 
particular. According to this view, God can be said to approve of Jesus’ suffering and death 
as necessary stages on the way leading to his resurrection. Moreover, God may, in this view, 
be identified as the prime actor in the handing over of Jesus, in making him suffer, and in 
having him killed even if the actions involved are reported to be carried out by human 
actors. Progressing through the Markan passion narrative, the audience learns that God’s 
‘transcendent’ action essentially involves his not intervening and remaining silent as the 
events of Jesus’ passion take place. Jesus’ passion goes hand in hand with God’s passivity. 
The two modes of divine action are interwoven to such a degree that they cannot be 
separated. This means that whereas divine action towards Jesus is understood as carried out 
directly by God himself, it is at the same time presented as brought about by human 
characters. The only clear exception to this dual involvement of God and humans in what 
happens to Jesus is the resurrection. Never is human involvement in Jesus’ resurrection 
suggested indicating that this specific action is attributed solely to God.  

The view of God’s active involvement in history which at the same time is effected through 
human action, is a common one in the OT and the Markan author can simply draw on such 
traditions in composing his story about Jesus. As we have seen in section 6.4, the idea of a 
messiah who has to die in order to pave the way for God’s eschatological reign to be 
established is already present in a rudimentary form in the prophecies of Zechariah 9-14 and 
some of its interpretations which were probably current at the turn of the era. The Markan 
author may have known some of these or similar interpretations and applied them to the 
one who in his view was the Messiah. The death of the Messiah would then be part of the 
divine script for Jesus’ passion. 
Finally, throughout the Gospel, Jesus is depicted as focused on complying with God’s will 
even if it means accepting a fate which in human terms should be avoided or even rejected. 
The Markan Jesus thus regards this fate as willed by God. That accepting this fate is not self-
evident and only achieved after serious personal struggle, is shown by the episodes which 
picture a fully human Jesus in agony and despair, requesting God to change his fate, and in 
which he expresses his feeling of being forsaken by God1066. 

1066 Cf. VAN OYEN, “Meaning”, 66: “Jesus himself struggles with the idea that self-denial would be in accordance 
with the will of God”. Perhaps the Markan author included these episodes to make his audience feel what Jesus 
experienced when words fail to do so. In similar vein, VAN OYEN, “Meaning”, 66, states: “There is for the reader 
only one possibility to really understand what the death of Jesus is about, i.e., the experience of being as 
remote from God as Jesus is at the moment of his death”. 
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In my opinion, the Markan description of the dual mode of divine action as discussed above 
provides us with a plausible explanation for the modification of the first part of the 
quotation from Zechariah 13,7 as we encounter it in Mark 14,27. The most remarkable 

aspect of this quotation, the 1st pers. sg. πατάξω, “I will strike”, instead of the LXX’s 

imperative sg. πατάξον, “strike” (or of the also attested plural πατάξετε) fits in well with this 
description. By means of this modification, the Markan author presents Jesus’ suffering and 
death as the result of God’s ‘transcendent’ action, i.e., as brought about directly through his 
initiative1067. Within this ‘transcendent’ view, Jesus’ passion accords with God’s will and has 
been revealed in Scripture. Therefore, the Markan author can invoke the Scriptures in 
general or quote specific passages to support the notion that what happens to Jesus agrees 

with the divine will. The replacement of the LXX’s imperative πατάξον1068 by the future 

indicative πατάξω strengthens the Markan author’s portrayal of God as the prime actor 
behind Jesus’ death even if it is brought about by human characters. By means of the 
modification, the fact that God allows Jesus to be killed is emphasized possibly to underline 
that whatever befalls Jesus, he is never at risk of being beyond God’s influence and of not 
ultimately preserving his life (8,34) 1069. One may perhaps say that the modification also 
implies God’s responsibility for Jesus’ death, but only if one takes into account that this 
responsibility is an indirect one extending to include also Jesus’ resurrection. Because the 
‘transcendent’ mode of divine action is part of the Markan author’s consistent description of 
God’s involvement in Jesus’ passion (also in the part of the Gospel preceding the passion 
narrative), and the change of the quotation from Zechariah 13,7 makes it better support that 
aspect of the description, I propose that here we have another example of context-based 
modification of an OT quotation in the Markan Gospel1070. As I have argued in chapter 1 (cf. 
quotation no. 23), the fact that some manuscripts witnesses of Zechariah 13,7LXX present 

the reading πατάξω as in Mark 14,27, is best explained as due to influence from this verse 
and its parallel in Matthew 26,31 and not as a variant reading which circulated at the time of 
composition of the Markan Gospel. 

One may object to my conclusion by pointing out that this modification of the textual form 
of Zechariah 13,7 does not essentially lead to a change of semantic content of the quoted 
part of the verse. Although in Zechariah, the command to strike the shepherd is given by 
God to a sword, he is nevertheless the actor bringing about the shepherd’s death. The 
Markan author may be said only to make this notion more explicit by his modification of the 
quotation. As I have argued, the Markan author deliberately shifts the emphasis from the 
sword, i.e., human military action in Zechariah, to God as the one who acts by striking Jesus, 
the shepherd. The modification transforms the quotation from one that would support a 
more ‘invasive’ view of divine action into one that supports a more ‘transcendent’ one. In his 
narration of the story about Jesus, the Markan author time and again indicates that Jesus’ 
way is ‘the way of the Lord’, i.e., the way God wants him to go, and that Jesus intends to go 
that way to the end, even if it means that he must drink the cup of suffering and death. That 

1067 So also BLUMENTHAL, Gott, 118, 123. 
1068 In my opinion, this is the most likely reading although πατάξατε is also attested; cf. chapter 1, quotation no. 
23). The imperative, however, addresses the sword which is a singular. 
1069 So also VAN OYEN, “Meaning”, 62, who states with respect to the importance of the passion predictions: 
“The concern of the narrator is […] that the reader should understand that the protagonist in everything that 
would happen to him was supported by the divine Father”. 
1070 A similar conclusion is drawn by e.g., HARTMAN, Mark, 586; MOLONEY, Mark, 288; DRIGGERS, Following, 78, 
and BLUMENTHAL, Gott, 118, 123. 
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Jesus, God’s Son and Messiah, eventually suffered, died on the cross, and was resurrected 
can in the view of the Markan author only have come about because it fulfilled a divine 
script which was under God’s control at all times1071. 
To emphasize this view, he modified the quotation of Zechariah 13,7 in the way he did. As 
such, one may say that although the semantic content of the quoted part of Zechariah 13,7 
is not changed essentially, the shift of emphasis – from human to divine action – is of vital 
importance to the Markan author’s understanding of Jesus’ passion. For the Markan author, 
God’s involvement in Jesus’ passion ultimately takes precedence over that of any human 
character. 
That God’s involvement or role in what happens to Jesus is given its full weight by the 
Markan author is also evident from the continuation of Jesus’ words in 14,28. In this second 
part of Jesus’ prediction, a future reversal of fate is foresaid. The disciples who will first fail in 
following Jesus, will eventually follow him again in Galilee. Likewise, Jesus’ fate of being 
struck by God will be reversed by his being raised by the very same God. So, in verses 14,27-
28, both Jesus’ imminent suffering and death, and the disciples’ abandonment of him as well 
as his future resurrection and the disciples’ reinstatement as his followers are ascribed to 
God. Taken together, the verses form a balanced whole. Whereas one scale of the balance is 
tilted towards death and failure in verse 27, it is counterbalanced by the other that is tilted 
toward resurrection and reunion in verse 28. And both movements are brought about by 
divine action1072. 
Finally, Jesus applies the quotation from Zechariah to the disciples’ falling away. This means 
that the emphasis lies on the second part of the quotation1073. The disciples will be made to 

stumble. The passive voice used here, διασκορπισθήσονται, carries an ambivalence similar to 
that which I have discussed for those occurring in the passion predictions (except for the 
divine passive describing Jesus’ resurrection). On the one hand, actions against Jesus by his 
adversaries will cause his disciples to become afraid of losing their lives and to abandon him. 
On the other, the passive is a passivum divinum and underlines that the disciples’ falling 
away is a necessary event in the divine plan1074. The modified quotation in 14,27 indicates 
that it is God’s striking of Jesus that brings about the disciples’ failure to continue their way 
of following him. Understood as such, the quotation identifies God as the major cause of the 
disciples’ falling away1075. The textual form suggests that it occurs as a consequence of God’s 
striking of Jesus and that the latter does not take place with the purpose of making the 
disciples stumble. 
 
 

  

 
1071 This view was developed after the traumatic events of Jesus’ passion had taken place as well as the 
experience of his resurrection, when the need was felt to make sense of all that had happened. In the search 
for meaning, Scripture was searched for prophecies that would support the notion that what had befallen Jesus 
was part of a preordained, divine plan. 
1072 Cf. BLUMENTHAL, Gott, 124. 
1073 Correctly observed by GUTTENBERGER, Gottesvorstellung, 102, who, however, avers that the Markan author 
has not employed the first part of the quotation in support of his theological view. As I have tried to show, it is 
precisely by modifying the first part of the quotation that the Markan author has made it suitable in support of 
his view, expressed throughout the Gospel, that God is the major force behind Jesus’ passion. 
1074 So also GUTTENBERGER, Gottesvorstellung, 208: “In ihrem Versagen vollzieht sich der Wille Gottes”. 
1075 Likewise, DRIGGERS, Following, 78. 



281 

7. Conclusions

The aim of this study was to address several issues concerning the use of Scripture in the 

Gospel of Mark which, I my opinion, had not yet been given (sufficient) attention. As 

indicated at the outset of this study, these issues concern (i) the (final) identification of the 

source text from which the Markan author drew his OT quotations, (ii) the evaluation of the 

extent and character of the variation observed in the textual form of the OT quotations as 

we have it in the Markan Gospel compared to that of their alleged source texts, and 

providing an explanation for the variation observed, and (iii) the influence exerted by the 

Markan narrative context on the textual form and function of the OT quotations embedded 

in the Second Gospel. 

In this chapter, I present the major conclusions of this study as far as they relate to the three 

issues just mentioned. Throughout this presentation of conclusions, special attention will be 

paid to the role of memory in the Markan author’s use of Scripture and to the conscious 

modification of OT quotations under the influence of arguments, views, and concepts 

occurring and being developed in the direct and broader narrative context of the Gospel.  

In the course of presenting my major conclusions, some trajectories for further research will 

be pointed out. 

1. The LXX as the source of the OT quotations in Mark

The extensive analysis of the textual form of all (alleged) OT quotations in the Gospel of

Mark performed in this study clearly demonstrates that, as a rule, the text of the Markan OT

quotations goes back to the LXX. As such, it confirms and substantiates conclusions of earlier

investigations on a smaller scale which also indicated the LXX as the source of the Markan

quotations. Although one must always reckon with the possibility that in individual cases

another OT version may have served as a source, no indications to suggest such a scenario

were found. The only clear exception to the rule is the Scriptural reference in Mark 15,34

where we encounter words from Psalm 22,2 in an Aramaic rendering to which the Markan

author adds a translation in Greek1076. This is the only instance in the Gospel in which an OT

quotation is not rendered in Greek. The uniqueness of this case may well lie in the fact that

in the Markan author’s view, this may not be regarded as a quotation from Scripture per se

but as a ‘Jesus saying’ (even if his words are a quotation from Scripture). It is conceivable

that special importance was conferred to Jesus’ final words and that these – possibly a

reminiscence of what the historical Jesus actually said – were therefore transmitted in his

native language1077.

The analysis performed reveals that in some cases, a Scriptural passage is quoted according

to a revised version of the LXX, that sometimes the Markan textual form coincides with that

attested by one LXX manuscript witness, and sometimes with that attested by another. Yet,

1076 The wording of this translation may have been influenced by Psalm 22,2 in its LXX version as I have 
described in chapter 1, quotation 27. 
1077 In addition to the importance adduced to Jesus’ final words by rendering them in his mother tongue, the 
use of the Aramaic may also serve a rhetorical purpose (special emphasis, supporting the impression of 
closeness of the audience to the [historical] person of Jesus). 
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a specific version or recension of the LXX as the source of the Markan OT quotations cannot 

be deductively identified from the collected data. Observations concerning the agreement of 

the Markan rendering of OT passages with specific textual witnesses of the LXX likewise do 

not allow for general conclusions. These can only be drawn on a case-to-case basis. 

 

2. The textual form of the OT quotations in Mark exhibits considerable deviation from that of 

its LXX source 

In 70% of the OT quotations in Mark, the textual form deviates from that of the quoted 

passages in the LXX. This percentage fits the picture that emerged from comparable studies 

in Matthew, Paul, and John in which deviation was observed in 60-80% of the quotations. 

This finding does therefore not substantiate the claim that the Markan author quotes the OT 

less accurately than other NT authors. 

The identification of ‘memory variation’ and ‘contextual variation’ as the major types of 

variety in the text of the Markan OT quotations (the two types comprise 90% of the variation 

observed) likewise does not come as a surprise when one realizes that quotation concerns 

the embedding of Scriptural passages in a new literary-narrative context. The integration of 

an ‘alien’ (improprie) text segment in a target text is accompanied by a certain tension 

referred to as ‘interference’ which involves both the level of syntax and grammar (surface 

structure) and that of meaning or interpretation (deep structure). The former type of 

contextual variation is resolved by adaptation of syntax and/or grammar (possibly of both 

quotation and context), the latter by modification of the quotation’s text under the influence 

of the narrative context by which tensions between the quotation’s meaning and views 

developed in the gospel narrative (often expressed by the use of specific vocabulary) are 

removed. The present study has shown that in at least four cases in the Markan Gospel, the 

latter type of variation, resulting from relatively small modifications prompted by the 

narrative context, leads to a considerable change of meaning (or to be more precise, of the 

semantic content) of the quoted passage. In all of these cases, the modifications brought the 

text and meaning of the quotations in concord with viewpoints central to the Markan 

narrative. The specific modifications and views involved in these instances of what I have 

called context-based modification will be summarized below, in section f. 

The other major type of variation, memory variation, points to the central role of the 

memory in the quotation of Scripture. 

 

3. The central role of memory in the storage and retrieval of Scriptural texts 

The occurrence of ‘memory variants’ comprising some 50% of the overall variation observed 

when the textual form of the OT quotations in Mark is compared to that of the quoted 

passages in its source, the LXX, indicates that the Markan author most likely did not copy 

Scriptural quotations from a written exemplar, be it consulted by himself or read out to him 

by someone else, but that he retrieved  them from memory. 

This finding lends support to the suggestion put forward by Richard Horsley that the Markan 

author’s quotations from Scripture “do not appear to have involved consultation of a written 

text”1078. Yet, his assertion that the Markan author’s knowledge of Scripture “does not 

 
1078 HORSLEY, “Interface”, 152. 
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appear close to what we would expect of scribes whose knowledge would presumably have 

been close to one or another of the written textual traditions”1079, is not corroborated by the 

findings of this study. Recent research in the field of education of scribes who were trained 

to participate in the preservation of the cultural heritage contained in key traditional texts 

has highlighted the central role of memorization and retrieval in the engagement with such 

revered texts. During education, these texts were shown to be read by scribes from written 

manuscripts and stored in their memory, to be retrieved from there at specific occasions 

without recourse to the written exemplar. These studies also emphasized the introduction of 

‘memory variants’ as characteristic of the use of memorization and retrieval of cultural texts 

such as Scripture by scribes, e.g. in Qumran and probably also in the Jerusalem temple. In 

storing Scriptural texts in and retrieving them from memory, the Markan author’s 

engagement with Scripture does not essentially differ from that of scribes in Qumran or 

Jerusalem. A possible difference may have been that the Markan author was not in a 

position, as the latter probably were, to access written texts of Scripture on a daily or at least 

on a regular basis (which may result in a higher number of ‘memory variants’ in quoted 

passages from Scripture in the case of the Markan author)1080. Horsley’s claim, however, that 

the textual form of the OT quotations in Mark and the instances of deviation observed when 

compared with that of their referents in the LXX, proves that the Markan quotations derive 

from an entirely oral-popular tradition (without any recourse to written texts) lacks 

substantiating proof. It seems to me that the framework of Horsley’s approach to this issue 

distinguishes too sharply between an elite, scribal, written text-based tradition and a 

tradition which has its basis in a popular movement and fosters entirely oral texts that 

contest the scribal elite’s authority. Although certain aspects of this framework may 

contribute to a reconstruction of the communicative environment in which the Markan 

author was active (as far as such an enterprise is possible), my impression is that it colours 

Horsley’s evaluation of the data too much in black and white. Three examples may illustrate 

this. 

First, he avers that composite quotations (1,2-3; 11,17) must go back to oral-memorial 

transmission of traditions without any involvement of written texts, yet he does not offer 

any proof for this claim1081. 

Second, he points to the quotation in Mark 7,6-7 which he designates as “anonymous” and 

the text of which he deems “not very close to written texts of Isaiah 29:13; similarly Isaiah 

6:9-10 in Mark 4:12”1082. Horsley’s characterization of the quotation as ‘anonymous’ appears 

strange as it is explicitly introduced as ‘written’ and as a prophecy by Isaiah. Moreover, the 

textual form of the quotation is quite close to that of the LXX with the majority of small 

textual differences easily explained as ‘memory variants’ (see section 2.7). The only major 

difference presents an instance of context-based modification and therefore of a conscious 

change of the quoted text by the Markan author. 

1079 HORSLEY, “Interface”, 152. 
1080 In addition, the range of Scriptural books to which the Markan author occasionally had access to may have 
been more limited than that of the scribes in Qumran and Jerusalem. 
1081 It has been proposed that in these cases, scribes used notebooks in which they collected Scriptural 
passages which they later on used in the composition of their texts, e.g., STANLEY, Language of Scripture, 351. 
1082 HORSLEY, “Interface”, 152. 
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Third, Horsley contends that the quotation from Zechariah 13,7 in Mark 14,27 “looks like a 

proverb that may have been well-known, even before Zechariah”1083. Again, he provides no 

support for his assertion which he considers to be another indication that the Markan 

author’s use of Scripture must be located in a popular, anti-scribal movement which 

transmitted its traditions in exclusively oral-memorial form. 

The results from the present study do not call for nor corroborate such a far-reaching 

conclusion. 

4. Specifics of the use of Scripture in the Gospel of Mark

Notwithstanding my criticism on specific points of Horsley’s argument, I think that he does

raise some interesting questions which deserve attention.

First, he rightly indicates that many OT quotations in Mark were probably well-known

(“common knowledge”1084) among people who in general did not have direct access to

written texts of Scripture. If we add to this observation the fact that almost all quotations

are embedded in the Markan gospel narrative1085, and that the extent of the quoted

passages is fairly limited in general, this prompts the question if the Markan author’s

knowledge of Scripture is limited to those passages embedded in his gospel narrative or that

in addition to these, he was also acquainted with a broader range of Scriptural texts

(probably also stored in his memory). Although this is a vital question, any effort to finding

an answer is hampered by the fact that the ‘Markan corpus’ is limited to the one text we

possess and that we have no other means to assess the Markan author’s scribal skills.

In this regard, we must note that the ‘embeddedness’ of the Markan Scriptural quotations is

tightly linked to the observation that the Gospel in the form known to us exhibits many

characteristics which suggest its use in oral performance1086. In other words, the contents of

the Markan Gospel were probably activated orally by tradents and received aurally by an

audience. In order to gear the gospel narrative towards optimal reception by an audience

entirely dependent on its oral activation, the Markan author may have felt urged to make

specific use of Scriptural quotations limiting the extent of quoted passages and embedding

them in his narrative which serves as the prime context for their function and

interpretation1087. In addition, in view of his audience, the Markan author may have selected

OT passages which he knew were generally known.

If indeed the Gospel’s interlinked form and function imposed on the Markan author the

selection, size, and use of Scriptural passages quoted, conclusions about his general

knowledge (and use) of Scripture cannot be solely based on the analysis of the OT

quotations in the Second Gospel.

1083 HORSLEY, “Interface”, 152. 
1084 HORSLEY, “Interface”, 153. 
1085 With most OT quotations on the lips of Jesus or communicated by the narrator. In the latter case, the 
quotations are also embedded in the narrative, even in 1,2-3. 
1086 So, e.g., J. DEWEY, “The Survival of Mark’s Gospel: A Good Story?”, JBL 123 (2004), 495-507: 499, with 
references mentioned. 
1087 Likewise WILK, “ ֦Die Schriften ֞ ”, 190, who also remarks that a comparison of the use of Scripture by Mark 
and Paul is complicated by the fact that the former’s Gospel belongs to a fundamentally different genre than 
the latter’s argumentative rhetorical letters.  
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In this respect, it would be interesting to compare the Markan use of OT quotations with 

that of Matthew and Luke and in particular, to verify if their use of OT quotations points to 

different communicative environments. These may have permitted these other two  

Synoptics to quote longer and possibly less familiar passages of Scripture as well as to locate 

them outside of episodes (not embedded in the flow of the narrative) functioning in more 

evaluative or reflective parts of their Gospels. A starting point in approaching this issue 

might be an assessment of the way in which Matthew and/or Luke treat the OT quotations 

which they encountered in their Markan source text in comparison with those which they 

presumably introduced themselves. 

Second, Horsley observes that the Markan author seems to appeal to Scripture as authority, 

the material form of which functioning as a symbol of that authority, but quotes Scripture 

from memory. In this respect, he points to several instances in which the formula “(as) it is 

written” is used without a specific passage quoted or alluded to (9,12-13; 14,21; one may 

add 14,19 where the word ‘scriptures’ is used in a similar way). As Eugene Boring puts it, 

fundamental to Mark is “that the Christian message is in accord with Scripture as a whole 

[…], that is, in accord with the will and plan of God” 1088. As I will point out below (section f), 

presenting the results of the 4 case studies that focussed on context-based modification of 

OT quotations in the Gospel, the Markan author indeed seems to view Scripture in general 

as an expression of God’s will and/or of his divine plan. In Mark, Jesus’ ministry ending in 

suffering, death, and resurrection is understood as an integral part of this plan and Jesus’ 

willingness to accept his fate as complying with God’s will. Therefore, the Markan author 

may invoke Scripture in general to express his conviction that everything that happens to 

Jesus is contained within the divine plan and accords with the will of God who remains in 

control of events at all times. In addition, he may refer to individual Scriptural passages to 

show that specific events in Jesus’ ministry are in compliance with divine prophecy. 

 

5. Influence of the ‘original’ and the new, Markan narrative context on the textual form and 

interpretation of OT quotations 

The cases described in this study as examples of context-based modification of Scriptural 

quotations clearly show the influence of the new narrative context on the meaning and 

function of these quotations (see also next section). This does not necessarily mean that the 

‘original’ context of the quoted passage does not exert any influence. When present, such 

influence usually takes the form of motifs, imagery or genre which the ‘original’ and new 

context share. In few cases, the influence involves the occurrence of words or concepts in 

both contexts which have a similar meaning. An example of the latter type of influence is 

found for the combined quotation in Mark 1,2-3. In chapter 3, I described the possible 

influence of the ‘original’ context of at least two of the quoted passages, Malachi 3,1 and 

Isaiah 40,3 on the meaning of the combined passages in Mark. Indications that the ‘original’ 

context indeed influenced the reading and the application of the passages by the Markan 

author were found in the Markan narrative context into which the quotations were 

introduced in the form of the description of John the Baptist as Elijah and of several lexical 

connections to Isaiah 40,1-11 (see 3.2.3). In the other three cases of ‘context-based 

 
1088 M.E. BORING, Mark. A Commentary (NTL; Louisville – London: Westminster John Knox Press, 2006), 407. 
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modification’, the ‘original’ context seems not to have exerted any influence except perhaps 

for the fact that the quotation from Isaiah 29,13 in Mark 7,6-7 is used to criticise opponents 

who claim to speak and act on God’s behalf but in fact go their own way, a motif also 

present in the context of Isaiah 29,13 (e.g., Isa. 29,15). 

In the other instances in which OT quotations occur in Mark, I have not exhaustively 

analysed the possible influence of the ‘original’ context of the quotations, but the picture 

that emerged throughout my analysis suggests that such influence is limited to a small 

number of cases which generally involve imagery or motifs. In other words, the influence, 

when found, does not involve shared vocabulary (this being restricted to the quotations 

proper). Examples are (i) the small (part of a) tree which becomes a large/the largest one 

(Ezek. 17,22-24) mirrored in the smallest of seeds, the mustard seed, which grows to 

become the largest of the shrubs in Mark 4,32, (ii) the motif of the 

rebellious/foolish/embittering people of Israel who do not hear nor see (Jer. 5,21; Ezek. 

12,2) used to characterize Jesus’ disciples in 8,17-18, (iii) limbs of dead people who 

transgressed against God (Isa 66,24) mirrored in the body parts Jesus advises to cut off so 

that they may not cause one to stumble (9,43-47), and to end up in Gehenna (9,48), (iv) the 

motif of going up to the temple, shared by Psalm 117,26LXX and Mark 11,9, and (v) the 

destruction of the sanctuary at Shiloh, a fate which may also strike the Jerusalem temple 

(Jer. 7,12-15) which is also in the background of Mark 11,1-21 (with Jer. 7,11 alluded to in 

11,17). Finally (vi), Mark 13,24-26 shares an apocalyptic, eschatological context with that of 

the OT passages quoted. Specifically, in both contexts the genre of the theophany occurs, 

and the ‘original’ contexts of the passages quoted in 13,24-26 provide major components of 

the associated imagery. The one exception to the rule concerns the quotations from Psalm 

22 in the Markan passion narrative. Psalm 22,19, mentioning the division of clothes by 

casting lots, seems to have been used by the Markan author to narrate a detail of Jesus’ 

passion. Moreover, in the context of this psalm verse (and that of Ps. 22,2 which is quoted in 

15,34), we find two motifs which also seem to have influenced the Markan story. First, the 

mocking of Jesus by those passing him by and the chief priests both calling him up to save 

himself (Mark 15,29.30) may have been influenced by Psalm 22,9 in which God is identified 

as the one who should save the suffering psalmist1089. Second, those passing Jesus by are 

narrated to shake their heads which seems to have been suggested by Psalm 22,8 (the 

wording of Ps. 22,8, ἐκίνησαν κεφαλήν is similar to that of Mark 15,29: κινοῦντες τὰς 

κεφαλὰς). 

Notwithstanding these examples which indicate that in several cases, the ‘original’ context 

of OT passages quoted in Mark has influenced the Markan understanding and use of these 

passages, it is the new context in which the passages are embedded which contributes most 

significantly to their interpretation. Yet, future research describing more precisely the 

relationship between and the contribution of the ‘original’ and the new context on the 

meaning and function of OT quotations in the NT is certainly recommendable.  

In some cases, the OT quotations appear to function ‘atomistically’, i.e., without detectable 

influence of either their ‘original’ or their new context (so, e.g., Exod. 20,12 // Deut. 5,16 and 

1089 It is probably no coincidence that the Markan author has replaced God as the saving agent by Jesus himself. 
This may be yet another instance in which Jesus is depicted as God’s representative on earth. 
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Exod. 21,17 in Mark 7,10; Gen. 38,8 in 12,19; Exod. 3,6 in 12,26, and Deut. 6,4-5; Lev. 19,18 

in 12,29-33). 

 

6. A text-internal explanation for modifications of OT quotations leading to a shift in 

semantic content 

An important type of ‘contextual variation’ involves those modifications of OT quotations 

which bring their text and meaning in line with views central to the Markan narrative. 

Without these modifications, the quotations stand in tension with these views, e.g., by 

contradicting, weakening or blurring them. The necessary modification of the quotations 

leads to a change of their semantic content as I have shown in four case studies of which I 

will now present the major conclusions. 

 

a. In the combined quotation in Mark 1,2-3, two personal pronouns with possessive meaning 

are introduced (σοῦ in 1,2 en αὐτοῦ in 1,3) allowing the quotation to be applied to Jesus. For 

him a way is prepared by someone who is sent out in front of him. This forerunner is then 

identified as John the Baptist (1,4-8). The modification of the quotation from Isaiah 40,3, 

replacing τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν by αὐτοῦ, enables the identification of Jesus’ way (1,2) and the ὁδὸς 

κυρίου (1,3). This small change, exploiting the ambivalence of the term κύριος as an early 

Christian designation for both God and Jesus, supports the view articulated throughout the 

Second Gospel of Jesus as representing God. 

 

b. The quotation from Isaiah 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12 is applied by the Markan Jesus to οἱ ἔξω, 

i.e., to those who refuse to acknowledge him as endowed with the Holy Spirit by God to act 

as his representative. οἱ ἔξω ascribe Jesus’ power and authority to Satan instead of to the 

Holy Spirit, making them guilty of the gravest form of blasphemy for which according to the 

Markan view forgiveness is impossible (3,29). The Markan author has therefore modified his 

quotation of Isaiah 6,10, replacing the phrase καὶ ἰάσομαι αὐτούς with καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς which 

is possible because he considers healing and forgiveness as closely related aspects of Jesus’s 

ministry. In Mark, Jesus is presented as having come for those who are willing to repent. Like 

a physician he heals people, a process set in motion by forgiveness (2,17). In the Markan 

view, οἱ ἔξω, those who reject Jesus, cannot be healed because their blaspheming of the Holy 

Spirit makes their forgiveness impossible. This view prompted the modification of the 

quotation from Isaiah 6,10 in Mark 4,12 substituting ‘healing’ with ‘forgiveness’. 

 

c. In the quotation from Isaiah 29,13 in Mark 7,6-7, the teachings and the human 

commandments of the final clause are placed in apposition to one another, making them 

coincide. In the extant OT versions, however, the two are paratactically positioned and are 

therefore two related, but different things. The equation of teachings and human 

commandments fits the Markan narrative context quite well, as Jesus applies the quotation 

to the Pharisees and some scribes from Jerusalem whom he accuses of upholding their 

tradition (i.e., their teachings) – identifying these as nothing but human precepts – at the 

cost of God’s commandment (cf. 7,8 .9.13). The rhetorical strategy employed by the Markan 

Jesus is characterized by a generalizing tendency by which groups of people and their 

respective bodies of traditions are presented as diametrically opposed. The modification of 
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the OT quotation fits the picture of Jesus throughout the Markan Gospel as the bearer of the 

highest authority in matters of Scriptural interpretation. It is Jesus who interprets the Torah 

according to the divine principles underlying it. 

d. The quotation from Zechariah 13,7 in Mark 14,27, finally, begins with the words πατάξω

τὸν ποιμένα,’I will strike the shepherd’. None of the extant OT versions for this passage reads

a first person singular of the verb πατάσσειν, ‘to strike’, explicitly identifying God as the

acting subject. In Zechariah 13,7, a sword is ordered to strike a or the shepherd(s), thus

carrying out God’s vengeance or judgement. In the context of the Markan passion narrative,

Jesus is the shepherd who is struck, i.e., who must suffer and die. The modification of the

quotation by which God is identified as the one striking Jesus, fits one of two intertwined

modes of action by which the Markan author characterizes God’s involvement in Jesus’

passion. Whereas on the one hand, Jesus’ ministry, understood as God’s invasion of the

world through Jesus, elicits resistance and hostility by human narrative characters who

actively seek or participate in Jesus’ elimination, Jesus’ fate is also viewed as a necessity

stemming from God’s will and anticipated in Scripture on the other. In the latter mode of

divine involvement, Jesus may be said to suffer, die and to be raised according to a divine

plan by which God acts in a transcendent (indirect) manner allowing him to be viewed as the

one who (ultimately) strikes Jesus. The modification of the OT quotation supports the latter

view and concurs with the Markan view of God as the one who ultimately controls the

course of history, and of Jesus as the one who fully complies with God’s will.

The first three of the cases described, highlight a major theme of the Markan Gospel: Jesus is 

sent by God and endowed with his Holy Spirit (and therefore with his authority) to act as his 

representative on earth thus bringing near God’s reign. The fourth instance of context-based 

modification underlines a related theme, the tight relationship between God and Jesus, his 

son, who is depicted as loyal to his commission by God, even to the point where it becomes 

clear that it will cost him his life. Another possible case of context-based modification which 

concerns the combined quotations in Mark 13,24-26, not analysed in detail in this study, is 

probably linked to this theme in that it depicts Jesus’ return after his death and resurrection 

as a theophany. Such a depiction of Jesus fits that of the Markan Gospel in general in which 

Jesus is continuously presented as occupying God’s place and fulfilling his role. More 

detailed analysis of this combined quotation and the quotation in Mark 10,19 which also 

exhibits context-based modification may further inform the way in which the Markan author 

characterizes Jesus and therefore merits recommendation. 

What these examples of context-based modification also show is that the Second Evangelist 

did not hesitate to modify OT quotations to make them fit support his views of Jesus. In all of 

these cases in which the deviation leads to a change of semantic content, an inner-textual 

analysis of the Markan gospel narrative provides the explanation for the variation observed 

in the textual form of the OT quotations in Mark when compared to that of their source text, 

the LXX.  
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7. A narrative-literary approach to the OT quotations in Mark supplemented by comparative-

historical analysis proves valuable

In this study, I have tried to apply an approach similar to the one described by Thomas

Hatina in his monograph In Search of a Context. Although I did not apply his approach in

exactly the same way, this study has demonstrated the importance and usefulness of its two

basic elements. First and foremost, this study has shown that it is the Markan narrative

which deserves pride of place in the study of the OT quotations in the Gospel as it provides

the most important context for determining their meaning and function. Whereas the so-

called ‘original’ context of an OT quotation may influence its meaning and use in the Markan

context, it is always in a secondary, additional manner with respect to the latter.

Second, the analysis of the meaning and function of OT passages quoted in Mark in other,

contemporary early Jewish or Christian texts often sheds additional light on their use in the

Markan gospel narrative. Such comparative-historical analysis may deepen our

understanding of the function of the OT quotations in Mark by confirming and/or refining

the findings from the narrative-literary analysis. As with the contribution of the ‘original’

context of an OT quotation to our study of its use in the Markan Gospel, insights from

comparative-historical analysis are used in support of the narrative-literary approach.

The approach applied in this study may be further refined in subsequent studies on the use

of Scripture in the NT.
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ABBREVIATIONS 

Abbreviations generally follow B.J. COLLINS, B. FULLER AND J.F. KUTSKO (EDS), The SBL Handbook 

of Style (Atlanta, GA: SBL Press, 22014). In addition, the following abbreviations have been 

used: 

BDR  F. BLASS, DEBRUNNER, A. AND F. REHKOPF, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch

(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 182001).

GESENIUS W. GESENIUS, Hebräisches uns Aramäisches Wörterbuch über das Alte Testament

(Leipzig: Vogel, 171921).

Ges-K. E. KAUTZSCH (ED.), Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar (trans. A.E. Cowley; Oxford: Clarendon,
21910).

TWNT G. KITTEL AND G. FRIEDRICH (EDS), Theologisches Wörterbuch zum Neuen Testament (10

vols; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1933-1979).
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Summary 

 

At the centre of this study stand the Old Testament (OT) quotations which occur in the 

Gospel of Mark. As scholars generally agree that Mark was the first of the canonical gospels 

to be composed, it may be considered as a unique work by which early Christians expressed 

their views of and belief in Jesus. As such it functioned as a template for those who created 

their gospels at some later stage of the early Christian tradition. With regard to its use of OT 

quotations, the Markan Gospel not only served as a model for subsequent works, but may 

also – and perhaps even more importantly – be regarded as a witness to the way in which 

Scripture was explicitly invoked in early Christian circles to support and communicate the 

kerygma, the proclamation about Jesus’ ministry, death and resurrection. Yet, the study of 

the use and function of OT quotations in the canonical gospels has focused especially on the 

Gospels of Matthew and Luke and, to a somewhat lesser extent, on John. One reason for this 

state of affairs is undoubtedly the fact that the analysis of OT quotations in Matthew and 

Luke allows for comparison to Mark in those cases where parallel passages are in view. The 

textual form and use of the OT quotations in such passages in Mark provides a starting point 

from which one may investigate the other Synoptics with regard to (i) possible use of other 

OT versions, (ii) introduction of specific changes in the quoted texts, and (iii) adoption of the 

quotations to support different views from those of the Markan author. 

As a result, an extensive analysis of the textual form comprising all OT quotations appearing 

in the Markan Gospel had not been carried out when I started the research described in this 

thesis. Studies of single or of a limited number of OT quotations had been carried out, and 

on the basis of these, it was assumed that the Markan author drew his quotations from the 

Septuagint, the Greek version of the OT. Yet, an all-inclusive study confirming this hypothesis 

was still awaited. 

 

Accordingly, I started by carrying out this complete analysis of the textual form of the OT 

quotations as we encounter them in Mark and its results allowed me to identify the LXX as 

the Markan author’s OT source text. In the course of this analysis, I was struck by the fact 

that the degree of variation between the textual form of the quotations in Mark and in this 

source was considerable. As a consequence, I decided to evaluate the variation observed 

and to attempt to distinguish between different types. Subsequently, I tried to provide 

explanations for the generation of the different types of variation and to assess how their 

occurrence in the OT quotations in Mark could deepen our understanding of the way in 

which the Markan author both quoted and used OT passages. To my mind, those cases in 

which the variation of the textual form of an OT quotation in Mark indicated the possibility 

of an intentional modification by the Markan author himself deserved special attention as 

these might shed some light on specific aspects of his view of Jesus. I therefore selected four 

cases in which the adaptation of the text of an OT quotation seemed to have been prompted 

by the Gospel’s narrative context. By means of a narrative-literary approach supported by 

historical-comparative analysis, I have tried to show that in these cases, the text of an OT 

quotation was modified in such a way that it came to correspond with and to support views 

and argument(s) developed in the immediate and larger narrative context of the passage in 
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which the text appears. For this type of alteration of an OT quotation I propose the term 

context-based modification. 

In what follows, I shall present a detailed description of the content of this study. 

In the introductory chapter, I describe the theoretical framework of this study. First, the 

issue of definition of a quotation and its relationship to other means of Scriptural reference, 

notably the allusion, is addressed. Although a sharp distinction between quotation and 

allusion is not possible, I present a working definition of a quotation which is sufficiently 

distinctive to clearly identify both quotations and allusions among the passages considered 

to be OT quotations in the text edition of Nestle-Aland. Secondly, I pay attention to the 

interaction of a quoted passage with both its ‘original’ context (i.e. the context in the work 

from which the quotation is drawn) and its new, narrative context (i.e. the context in which 

it is inserted). Of special interest is the issue of (possible) influence of both of these contexts 

on the way in which the quoted text is understood in its new environment and how such 

influence can be established with reasonable credibility. Subsequently, I discuss recent work 

by Thomas Hatina and other scholars on the use of OT quotations in Mark with special 

attention to the way in which they address the issue of influence of both ‘original’ and ‘new’ 

context on the meaning of the quotations in the gospel narrative. Finally, I describe how the 

emphasis Hatina places on the priority of the new narrative context in determining how the 

Markan author has understood and used an OT quotation has informed the methodological 

approach adopted in this study and present this approach in broad outlines. 

The remainder of this study encompasses the application of the approach described in the 

Introduction to the OT quotations in Mark, and is divided into two major parts.  

Part I of the study, comprising chapters 1 and 2, describes the analysis of the textual form of 

the OT quotations in Mark and offers a framework for the evaluation of the variation 

observed in the text of the quotations when compared with the text of the OT passages 

allegedly quoted. 

Chapter 1 offers a comparison of the text of 27 potential OT quotations in the Markan 

Gospel with all extant versions of the OT which could have served as their source. The most 

important conclusion of this analysis is that the Septuagint (LXX) appears to have been the 

source text from which the Markan author usually drew his quotations. In addition, I observe 

that in 70% of the quotations, its text deviates from that of the quoted passages in the LXX. 

Although the Markan Gospel is not exceptional in this regard, the considerable degree of 

variation deserves attention and requires an explanation. 

In chapter 2, I set out to provide such an explanation. First, I present a description of the 

communicative environment at the turn of the era with special attention paid to the role of 

scribes as tradents of cultural traditions such as Scripture. Second, I present work by David 

M. Carr in which he distinguishes between different types of variation introduced in the

transmission of cultural texts and addresses the scribal activities during which these types of

variation are generated. Third, I apply Carr’s distinction of different types of variation to the

text of the Markan OT quotations which allows for two important conclusions:
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1) The occurrence of so-called ‘memory variants’ as the major type of variation in the

Markan quotations of OT passages strongly suggests a central role of memory in the Markan

author’s way of quoting Scripture. It appears that in general the Markan author quoted

Scripture, in the LXX version, from memory and not from written exemplars.

2) In a number of cases, it appears that the Markan author has deliberately modified the text

of an OT quotation probably to bring its meaning in line with arguments and views he

develops in the immediate and broader context of the gospel narrative.

Part II of this study comprises chapters 4-6 and is devoted to four cases in which the Markan 

author appears to have modified the text of an OT quotation, thereby changing its semantic 

content, to make it better fit its new narrative context. In these case studies I attempt to 

show that the incentive for altering an OT quotation’s text can be found in the narrative 

context of the passage in which the quotation occurs. Through a narrative-literary analysis, 

supported by historical-comparative study where appropriate, I set out to identify the 

Markan view or notion behind an OT quotation’s modification. 

In chapter 3, I discuss two modifications of the combined quotation of Exodus 23,20, Malachi 

3,1, and Isaiah 40,3 in Mark 1,2-3 which essentially alter its meaning and allow it to be used 

to introduce and support the Markan view on the relationship between Jesus and John, and 

of Jesus and God, respectively. The first modification predates the Markan Gospel and 

concerns the replacement of Malachi 3,1’s “way before me” by “your way”. By means of this 

modification, John the Baptist is introduced as God’s messenger who is sent to prepare 

Jesus’ way. In Mark, John is shown to fulfil this role in two ways, (i) by summoning others to 

prepare themselves for Jesus’ coming, and (ii) by preceding Jesus on the way of suffering and 

death. 

The second modification concerns the change of Isaiah 40,3’s “make straight the paths of 

our God” to “make straight his paths”. By removing the specific identifier ‘our God’ and 

replacing it by ‘his’, the Markan author has made the ‘Lord’ (kyrios) of the preceding, parallel 

clause the referent of ‘his paths’. As I demonstrate in this chapter, the Markan author uses 

the word kyrios in an ambiguous way throughout his Gospel to refer to both God and Jesus. 

Moreover, I show that in the Markan Gospel, Jesus is time and again presented as occupying 

God’s position, i.e. he is depicted as God’s representative on earth. This view, which 

permeates the entire Gospel, is already expressed in the prologue by means of the modified 

combined quotation in Mark 1,2-3 where Jesus’ way is tightly linked to and identified as 

God’s way. A similar linkage is found in the Markan prologue for the phrase ‘good tidings’ 

(euangelion) which is said to be both about/of Jesus (1,1) and of God (1,14). 

Chapter 4 focuses on the quotation of Isaiah 6,9-10 in Mark 4,12 and especially on the 

modification of its final clause. Of those to whom Jesus applies this quotation, it is not said 

that God will not heal them as in the LXX, but that “it will not be forgiven them”. Through a 

narrative-literary survey I show that the ‘it’ which is not forgiven turns out to be the 

rejection of and even hostility towards Jesus and that the addressees (‘those outside’; 4,11) 

are Jesus’ opponents both at the level of the primary narrative and at that of the implied 

author and audience, i.e. the opponents of Jesus’ followers. In the Markan Gospel, an 
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important purpose of Jesus’ ministry is his calling of sinners to repent and to follow him on 

‘the way’. The healing of the sinners’ blindness and deafness (both expressed in the part of 

Isa. 6,9 quoted in Mark 4,12), in response to their repentance, in fact takes the form of 

divine forgiveness granted by Jesus who is authorized to do so on earth by God. The only sin 

for which forgiveness is impossible is blasphemy of the Holy Spirit, i.e. denying that Jesus’ 

ministry is driven by the Holy Spirit. In 4,11-12, the Markan Jesus addresses precisely those 

who ascribe his powerful words and actions to his being possessed by Satan and not by the 

Holy Spirit. This view probably led the Markan author to modify the final clause of the 

quotation as he did, replacing the words about the addressees not being healed by God by 

stating that they will not be forgiven (with God no longer as the acting character).  

In an appendix to this chapter, I discuss the Scriptural reference in Mark 8,18 which strongly 

resembles and invokes that of Isaiah 6,9-10 in 4,12. Although it may on the basis of its 

textual form be identified as a quotation from Jeremiah 5,21, Ezekiel 12,2 or even 

Deuteronomy 29,3, I argue that the words in 8,18 are probably best understood as an inner-

gospel allusion to the quotation in 4,12. In this view, the Markan author uses the quotation 

from Isaiah 6,9-10 in 4,12 and its application to ‘those outside’ to warn ‘insiders’, i.e. 

followers of Jesus, that their position as ‘insiders’ is not a secured one. Jesus’ disciples serve 

as a model for these ‘insiders’ as they are shown not to understand nor to fathom who Jesus 

is and to lack the faith that should spring from a correct view of him. The disciples’ danger of 

becoming ‘outsiders’ themselves is expressed by the Markan author by using a number of 

keywords or phrases some of which – about not seeing nor hearing – pointedly addressed to 

them by Jesus in 8,18, clearly invoke the quotation in 4,12. In addition, in 8,18, the phrase 

‘having a hardened heart’ is used which likewise recalls earlier uses of the expression the 

first of which involved its application to ‘outsiders’ in 3,5 who decided to have Jesus killed. 

The fact that in the case of the disciples the allusion to Mark 4,12 is embedded in a series of 

questions by Jesus beginning and ending with “do you not yet understand?”, suggests that 

contrary to ‘those outside’, the disciples may still “repent and be forgiven” (4,12). 

Another quotation from Isaiah – Isaiah 29,13 in Mark 7,6-7 – is the subject of chapter 5. 

Again, the modification with the major impact on the semantic content of the quotation is 

found in the final clause. The Markan Jesus applies the quotation to the Pharisees and some 

scribes from Jerusalem whom he – by quoting Isaiah – criticizes for their hypocrisy, 

honouring God with their lips but keeping their heart far from him. Their honour is in vain 

because they “teach teachings which are (but) human commandments”. Comparison with 

the text of Isaiah 29,13 in the LXX, the OT version from which the Markan author commonly 

draws his quotations, reveals that the Markan rendering of the final clause differs most 

importantly from that of the LXX in that in the latter the teachings of those who teach are 

distinguished from the human commandments (“human commandments and teachings”) 

whereas in the former, they are presented in apposition to these human commandments 

making them coincide. By means of a narrative-literary analysis, I demonstrate that this state 

of affairs first of all fits the rhetorical strategy adopted by the Markan Jesus in this episode, 

in which he represents his position and that of his opponents in debate as two mutually 

exclusive options (a dilemma), thereby generalizing these positions by connecting them to 

bodies of tradition held by different groups. Secondly, I show that the modified quotation 
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better supports the view of Jesus throughout the Markan Gospel as the authoritative 

defender and interpreter of the ‘commandment of God’, his authority going directly back to 

God. In the Markan view, then, Jesus’ interpretation of ‘God’s commandment’ is divinely 

inspired whereas that of his contesters is presented as of (partly) human inspiration. 

Through a comparison with contemporary Jewish texts, I show that the Markan Jesus’ 

criticism of his Pharisaic interlocutors is not unique and that it mirrors that of other Jewish 

groups of the time, notably Sadducees and Qumranites. These criticised the Pharisaic 

ancestral tradition for not being part of the Torah of Moses and for being a body of cunning 

regulations passed off as divine laws with the intention of replacing or subverting the Mosaic 

Torah. 

 

As a fourth and final example of context-based modification of an OT quotation in Mark, I 

discuss in chapter 6, that of Zechariah 13,7 in Mark 14,27. Whereas in the LXX version of this 

verse, God orders a sword to strike the shepherd(s), in the Markan rendering, it is God 

himself who declares that he will strike the shepherd. In the Markan context, the shepherd is 

Jesus and the striking refers to his imminent suffering and death. By means of a narrative-

literary analysis, I describe how the Markan author raises the issue of Jesus’ passion 

throughout his Gospel and how God’s involvement in it is portrayed. Using Ira Brent 

Driggers’ notion of a dual mode of divine action, I characterize God’s role in the Markan 

Gospel as remote on the one hand, viewing God as ‘invading the world’ through Jesus’ 

ministry which is propelled by divine inspiration and considered by Jesus as in compliance 

with God’s will. This ministry evokes resistance, rejection and hostility which ultimately 

result in Jesus’ death for which human actors are held directly responsible. On the other 

hand, God’s role can be characterized as directing the course of history. In this capacity, God 

acts according to a ‘transcendent’ mode in which Jesus’ passion is seen as a necessary part 

of the divine plan which is anticipated in Scripture. In his ‘transcendent’ role, God may be 

said to allow human characters to make Jesus suffer and to succeed in eliminating him by 

which his foreordained plan is realized. In this role, it is God who ultimately pulls the strings 

and may be presented as the prime actor behind Jesus’ passion. Both modes of divine action 

which are inseparably linked are invoked by the Markan author in describing God’s 

involvement in Jesus’ passion. It is from the point of view of God’s ‘transcendent’ mode of 

action that the Evangelist portrays God as the one who acts directly by ‘striking’ Jesus, but 

also as the one who raises Jesus after his death. The modification of the quotation from 

Zechariah 13,7 in Mark 14,27 is therefore best seen as inspired by the Markan author’s view 

of God’s ‘transcendent’ mode of action as it is expressed in the narrative context. 

 

In chapter 7, finally, I present the major conclusions of this inquiry. 

 

Based on this study, it is recommended that attempts to explain the deviation of the text of 

the OT quotations in the Gospel of Mark when compared with that of its source, the LXX, 

should not be restricted to a search for variant versions of the OT text. I submit that in the 

majority of cases, the variation observed can be explained either as stemming from the 

Markan author’s use of memory in quoting Scripture or from context-based modification, 

the intentional alteration of the quoted text to bring it into register with views expressed in 
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its new, Markan context. In my opinion, the application of the approach adopted in this 

study to other books of the New Testament in which OT passages are quoted may prove 

most rewarding. 
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Samenvatting 

In dit onderzoek staan de Oude Testament (OT) citaten die voorkomen in het evangelie van 

Marcus centraal. Omdat de meeste geleerden het erover eens zijn dat Marcus het eerste van 

de canonieke evangeliën is dat tot stand kwam, kan het worden beschouwd als een uniek 

werk waardoor vroege christenen uitdrukking gaven aan hun visies op en hun geloof in 

Jezus. Als zodanig fungeerde het als een sjabloon voor degenen die in een later stadium van 

het vroege Christendom hun evangeliën produceerden. Wat betreft haar gebruik van OT 

citaten, diende het Marcusevangelie niet alleen als een model voor latere werken, maar – 

misschien wel belangrijker – kan het ook beschouwd worden als een getuige van de wijze 

waarop in vroegchristelijke kringen een beroep werd gedaan op de Schrift om het kerugma, 

de verkondiging van Jezus’ optreden, dood en verrijzenis, te onderbouwen en over te 

brengen. Het onderzoek naar het gebruik en de functie van OT citaten in de canonieke 

evangeliën heeft zich echter vooral geconcentreerd op de evangeliën van Mattheüs en Lucas 

en, in iets mindere mate, op dat van Johannes. Een reden hiervoor is ongetwijfeld het feit 

dat bij de analyse van OT citaten in Mattheüs en Lucas een vergelijking met Marcus mogelijk 

is in die gevallen waarin er sprake is van parallelle passages. De tekstuele vorm en het 

gebruik van de OT citaten in Marcus bieden een beginpunt van waaruit men (i) het mogelijke 

gebruik van andere OT versies, (ii) het invoeren van specifieke veranderingen in de 

geciteerde teksten, en (iii) het aanwenden van de citaten om andere visies te onderbouwen 

dan die van de Markaanse auteur, door de andere synoptici kan bestuderen. Als gevolg 

hiervan was een uitgebreide analyse van de tekstuele vorm die alle OT citaten in het 

Marcusevangelie omvat nog niet uitgevoerd op het moment waarop ik het met het 

onderzoek dat in dit proefschrift beschreven wordt, van start ging. Studies met een enkel OT 

citaat of een beperkt aantal OT citaten waren wel uitgevoerd en op basis daarvan werd 

aangenomen dat de Markaanse auteur zijn citaten ontleende aan de Septuaginta (LXX), de 

Griekse versie van het Oude Testament. Het wachten was echter op een alomvattende 

studie die deze aanname kon bevestigen. 

Daarom begon ik met de uitvoering van zo’n omvattende analyse van de tekstuele vorm van 

de OT citaten zoals we die tegenkomen in Marcus en de resultaten daarvan stellen me in 

staat om de LXX te identificeren als de bron waarop de citaten teruggaan. Gaandeweg deze 

analyse werd ik getroffen door het feit dat de mate van variatie tussen de tekstuele vorm 

van de citaten in Marcus en in deze bron aanzienlijk was. Daarom besloot ik om de 

waargenomen variatie te evalueren en te pogen om onderscheid te maken tussen 

verschillende typen van variatie. Vervolgens probeerde ik verklaringen te leveren voor het 

ontstaan van de verschillende typen van variatie en vast te stellen hoe hun aanwezigheid in 

de OT citaten in Marcus ons inzicht in de wijze waarop de Markaanse auteur OT passages 

citeerde en gebruikte kon verdiepen. Naar mijn gevoel verdienden die gevallen waarin de 

variatie van de tekstuele vorm van een OT citaat wees op de mogelijkheid van bewuste 

modificatie door de Markaanse auteur zelf, speciale aandacht, omdat ze enig licht zouden 

kunnen werpen op specifieke aspecten van zijn visie op Jezus. Daarom selecteerde ik vier 

gevallen waarin de aanpassing van de tekst van een OT citaat ingegeven leek te zijn door de 

narratieve context van het evangelie. Door middel van een narratief-literaire benadering, 
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ondersteund door historisch-vergelijkende analyse, heb ik getracht aan te tonen dat in deze 

gevallen de tekst van een OT citaat zodanig was aangepast dat deze overeen ging stemmen 

met en onderbouwing ging verlenen aan inzichten en argumenten die ontwikkeld worden in 

de directe en bredere narratieve context van de passage waarin het voorkomt. Voor dit type 

van verandering van een OT citaat stel ik de aanduiding context-based modification voor. In 

wat volgt, zal ik een gedetailleerde beschrijving geven van de verschillende onderdelen van 

dit onderzoek zoals ze aan de orde komen in elk van de hoofdstukken. 

In de inleiding beschrijf ik het theoretische kader van dit onderzoek. Ten eerste stel ik de 

kwestie aan de orde van de definitie van een citaat en de relatie van een citaat met andere 

middelen van verwijzing naar de Schrift, met name de allusie. Hoewel een scherp 

onderscheid tussen citaat en allusie niet mogelijk is, stel ik een werkdefinitie van een citaat 

voor die voldoende onderscheidend is om citaten en allusies helder te identificeren te 

midden van de passages die verondersteld worden OT citaten te zijn in de tekstuitgave van 

Nestle-Aland. Ten tweede besteed ik aandacht aan de interactie van een geciteerde tekst 

met zowel zijn ‘originele’ context (d.w.z. de context in het werk waaraan het citaat is 

ontnomen) als met zijn nieuwe narratieve context (d.w.z. de context waarin het citaat wordt 

ingevoegd). Van bijzonder belang is de kwestie van de (mogelijke) invloed van deze beide 

contexten op de manier waarop de geciteerde tekst wordt begrepen in zijn nieuwe 

omgeving en hoe een dergelijke invloed met redelijke zekerheid kan worden vastgesteld. 

Vervolgens bespreek ik recent werk van Thomas Hatina en andere geleerden over het 

gebruik van OT citaten in Marcus met speciale aandacht voor de manier waarop zij de 

kwestie van invloed van zowel de ‘originele’ als de ‘nieuwe’ context op de betekenis van de 

citaten in het evangelieverhaal aan de orde stellen. Tenslotte beschrijf ik de hoe de nadruk 

die Hatina legt op de prioriteit van de nieuwe narratieve context bij het vaststellen hoe de 

Markaanse auteur een OT citaat heeft verstaan en gebruikt, van invloed is geweest op de 

methodische benadering die in dit onderzoek is toegepast, en geef ik die benadering op 

hoofdlijnen weer. De rest van dit onderzoek omvat de toepassing van de benadering die 

beschreven is in de inleiding, op de OT citaten in Marcus en valt uiteen in twee grote delen. 

Deel I van het onderzoek omvat de hoofdstukken 1 en 2 en beschrijft de analyse van de 

tekstuele vorm van alle OT citaten in Marcus en biedt een kader voor de evaluatie van de 

variatie die waargenomen wordt in de tekst van de citaten wanneer die wordt vergeleken 

met de tekst van de passages in de gebruikte brontekst, de Septuaginta. 

Hoofdstuk 1 omvat een vergelijking van alle 27 potentiële OT citaten in het Marcusevangelie 

met alle (nog) bestaande versies van het OT die als hun bron kunnen hebben gefungeerd. De 

belangrijkste conclusie van deze analyse is dat de Septuaginta de bron blijkt te zijn waaraan 

de Markaanse auteur doorgaans zijn citaten ontleende. Bovendien neem ik waar dat in 70% 

van de citaten de tekst afwijkt van die van de geciteerde passages in de LXX. Hoewel het 

Marcusevangelie in dit opzicht geen uitzondering vormt, verdient de bijzondere mate van 

variatie aandacht en vereist deze een verklaring. 
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In hoofdstuk 2 ga ik op zoek naar zo’n verklaring. Eerst geef ik een beschrijving van het 

communicatieve milieu aan het begin van onze jaartelling waarbij speciale aandacht wordt 

geschonken aan de rol van schrijvers als tradenten van culturele tradities zoals de Schrift. 

Vervolgens presenteer ik werk van David M. Carr waarin hij verschillende typen van variatie 

onderscheidt binnen het proces van overlevering van culturele teksten en waarin hij de 

activiteiten van schrijvers bespreekt waarbij deze typen van variatie ontstaan. Daarna pas ik 

Carrs onderscheiding van de verschillende typen van variatie toe op de tekst van de OT 

citaten in Marcus wat tot de volgende twee belangrijke conclusies aanleiding geeft: 

1) Het voorkomen van zogenaamde ‘memory variants’ als het belangrijkste type variatie in

de OT citaten in Marcus veronderstelt nadrukkelijk een centrale rol van het geheugen in de

wijze waarop de Markaanse auteur de Schrift citeert. Het lijkt erop dat de Markaanse auteur

in het algemeen de Schrift, in de versie van de LXX, uit zijn hoofd citeerde en niet kopieerde

uit een geschreven exemplaar.

2) In een aantal gevallen lijkt het erop dat de Markaanse auteur bewust de tekst van een OT

citaat heeft aangepast om de betekenis ervan in overeenstemming te brengen met

opvattingen die hij ontwikkelt in de directe en bredere context van het evangelieverhaal.

Deel II van dit onderzoek beslaat de hoofdstukken 3 tot en met 6 en is gewijd aan vier 

gevallen waarin de Markaanse auteur verondersteld wordt de tekst van een OT citaat te 

hebben aangepast en daarbij de semantische inhoud (de betekenis ervan die wordt bepaald 

door relaties met andere elementen in de tekst en door het gebruik in een bepaalde traditie) 

ervan te hebben veranderd zodat het citaat beter paste in de nieuwe narratieve context. In 

deze case studies probeer ik aan te tonen dat het motief achter de verandering van de tekst 

van een OT citaat te vinden is in de narratieve context van de passage waarin het citaat 

voorkomt. Door middel van een narratief-literaire analyse, ondersteund door historisch-

vergelijkende studie waar dat zinvol is, probeer ik de Markaanse opvatting of gedachte 

achter de aanpassing van een OT citaat vast te stellen. 

In hoofdstuk 3 bespreek ik twee aanpassingen van het gecombineerde citaat van Exodus 

23,20, Maleachi 3,1 en Jesaja 40,3 in Marcus 1,2-3 die de betekenis ervan wezenlijk 

veranderen en het mogelijk maken het te gebruiken om de Markaanse opvatting over de 

relatie tussen Jezus en Johannes en die tussen Jezus en God te introduceren en te 

onderbouwen. De eerste aanpassing dateert van voor het ontstaan van het Marcusevangelie 

en betreft de vervanging van “de weg voor mij” in Maleachi 3,1 door “jouw weg”. Door deze 

modificatie wordt Johannes de Doper geïntroduceerd als Gods boodschapper die gezonden 

is om Jezus’ weg te bereiden. In Marcus wordt Johannes getoond als degene die deze rol op 

twee manieren vervult: (i) door anderen op te roepen om zichzelf voor te bereiden op Jezus’ 

komst en (ii) door Jezus voor te gaan op de weg van lijden en dood. 

De tweede aanpassing betreft de verandering van “maakt recht de paden van onze God” in 

Jesaja 40,3 in “maakt zijn paden recht”. Door de specifieke aanduiding ‘onze God’ te 

verwijderen en deze te vervangen door ‘zijn’, heeft de Markaanse auteur ‘de Heer’ (kurios) 

in het voorafgaande, parallelle zinsdeel tot referent gemaakt van ‘zijn paden’. Zoals ik in dit 

hoofdstuk laat zien, gebruikt de Markaanse auteur het woord kurios op een meerduidige 

manier in zijn evangelie door er zowel God als Jezus mee aan te duiden. Bovendien toon ik 
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aan dat Jezus in het Marcusevangelie keer op keer wordt afgeschilderd als degene die Gods 

plaats inneemt, d.w.z. hij wordt gepresenteerd als Gods afgevaardigde op aarde. Deze visie 

die het hele evangelie doordringt wordt al in de proloog tot uitdrukking gebracht door 

middel van het aangepaste gecombineerde citaat in Marcus 1,2-3 waarin de weg van Jezus 

nauw verbonden wordt met en geïdentificeerd als Gods weg. Eenzelfde verbinding treffen 

we in de Markaanse proloog aan voor de term ‘goede boodschap’ (euangelion) waarvan 

wordt gezegd dat deze over/van Jezus is (1,1) en van God (1,14). 

 

Hoofdstuk 4 richt zich op het citaat van Jesaja 6,9-10 in Marcus 4,12 en in het bijzonder op 

de aanpassing van haar laatste zinsdeel. Over degenen op wie Jezus het citaat toepast wordt 

niet gezegd dat God hen niet zal genezen zoals in de LXX, maar dat “het hen niet zal worden 

vergeven”. Via een narratief-literaire verkenning laat ik zien dat het ‘het’ dat niet wordt 

vergeven de afwijzing van en zelfs vijandigheid tegenover Jezus blijkt te zijn en dat de 

adressanten (‘zij daarbuiten’; 4,11) Jezus’ tegenstanders zijn zowel op het niveau van het 

primaire verhaal als op dat van de geïmpliceerde auteur en het geïmpliceerde publiek (waar 

ze de tegenstanders van Jezus’ volgelingen zijn). Een belangrijk doel van Jezus’ optreden in 

het Marcusevangelie is zijn oproep aan zondaars om zich te bekeren en hem te volgen op ‘de 

weg’. De genezing van de zondaars van blindheid en doofheid (beide benoemd in het deel 

van Jes. 6,9 dat in Marcus 4,12 wordt geciteerd) in reactie op hun berouw, neemt precies de 

vorm aan van goddelijke vergeving geschonken door Jezus die door God is gemachtigd om 

dat op aarde te doen. De enige zonde die niet vergeven kan worden, is lastering van de 

heilige Geest, d.w.z., ontkennen dat Jezus’ optreden gedreven wordt door de heilige Geest. 

In 4,11-12 richt Jezus zich precies tot degenen die zijn krachtdadige woorden en handelingen 

toeschrijven aan zijn bezeten zijn door Satan en niet door de heilige Geest. Deze opvatting 

bracht de Markaanse auteur er waarschijnlijk toe het laatste zinsdeel van het citaat aan te 

passen zoals hij deed, door de zinsnede over het niet genezen worden van de adressanten 

door God te vervangen door die waarin gezegd wordt dat ze niet vergeven zullen worden 

(waarbij God niet meer vermeld wordt als het handelende personage). 

 

In een appendix aan dit hoofdstuk bespreek ik de Schriftverwijzing in Marcus 8,18 die sterke 

gelijkenis vertoont met die van Jesaja 6,9-10 in 4,12 en deze tevens oproept. Hoewel ze op 

basis van haar tekstuele vorm beschouwd kan worden als citaat van Jeremia 5,21, Ezechiël 

12,2 of zelfs van Deuteronomium 29,3, stel ik dat de woorden in 8,18 waarschijnlijk het best 

kunnen worden begrepen als allusie op het citaat in 4,12. Vanuit dit oogpunt gebruikt de 

Markaanse auteur het citaat van Jesaja 6,9-10 in 4,12 en haar toepassing op ‘zij daarbuiten’ 

om ‘insiders’, d.w.z. volgelingen van Jezus, te waarschuwen dat hun positie als ‘insiders’ niet 

gegarandeerd is. Jezus’ leerlingen dienen als model voor deze ‘insiders’ doordat ze 

afgeschilderd worden als onbegrijpend, niet in staat te bevatten wie Jezus is en het geloof 

ontberend dat zou moeten ontspringen aan een juiste kijk op hem. Het gevaar dat de 

leerlingen lopen om zelf ‘outsiders’ te worden wordt door de Markaanse auteur uitgedrukt 

met behulp van een aantal kernwoorden en uitdrukkingen waarvan sommige – over niet 

zien noch horen – op indringende wijze tot hen gericht door Jezus in 8,18 – duidelijk het 

citaat in 4,12 in herinnering roepen. Bovendien wordt in 8,18 de uitdrukking ‘een verhard 

hart hebben’ gebruikt die op eenzelfde manier aan eerdere passages waarin deze 
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uitdrukking gebruikt werd, herinnert en waarvan de eerste haar toepassing op ‘outsiders’ in 

3,5 betrof die besloten om Jezus om het leven te brengen. Het feit dat in het geval van de 

leerlingen de allusie op Marcus 4,12 ingebed is in een serie vragen door Jezus die beginnen 

en eindigen met “begrijpen jullie het nog niet?”, veronderstelt dat in tegenstelling tot ‘zij 

daarbuiten’ de leerlingen zich nog altijd kunnen “bekeren en vergeven worden”(4,12). 

Een ander citaat van Jesaja, dat van Jesaja 29,13 in Marcus 7,6-7, is het onderwerp van 

hoofdstuk 5. Opnieuw wordt de aanpassing met de grootste impact op de semantische 

inhoud van het citaat aangetroffen in het laatste zinsdeel. De Markaanse Jezus past het 

citaat toe op de Farizeeën en enkele schriftgeleerden uit Jeruzalem die hij – Jesaja citerend – 

bekritiseert om hun hypocrisie God te eren met hun lippen, maar hun hart ver van hem 

verwijderd te houden. Hun verering is vergeefs omdat zij “leringen leren die (niets anders 

dan) mensengeboden zijn”. Vergelijking met de tekst van Jesaja 29,13 in de LXX, de OT versie 

waaraan de Markaanse auteur doorgaans zijn citaten ontleent, laat zien dat de Markaanse 

weergave van het laatste zinsdeel het meest ingrijpend verschilt van die van de LXX doordat 

in laatstgenoemde de leringen van hen die leren worden onderscheiden van de 

mensengeboden (“mensengeboden en leringen”) terwijl ze in eerstgenoemde als bijstelling 

bij deze mensengeboden worden weergegeven waardoor ze met ermee samenvallen. Aan 

de hand van een narratief-literaire analyse toon ik aan dat deze gang van zaken op de eerste 

plaats past in de retorische strategie die de Markaanse Jezus in deze episode volgt waarin hij 

zijn positie en die van zijn opponenten-in-debat weergeeft als twee elkaar uitsluitende 

opties (een dilemma) en waarbij hij deze posities generaliseert door ze te verbinden met 

verzamelingen van tradities die door verschillende groepen worden onderhouden. Ten 

tweede laat ik zien dat het aangepaste citaat de visie op Jezus die we in het hele evangelie 

tegenkomen als gezaghebbende verdediger en uitlegger van ‘het gebod van God’, waarbij 

dat gezag direct teruggaat op God, beter ondersteunt. Jezus’ interpretatie van ‘het gebod 

van God’ is daarom in de Markaanse visie goddelijk geïnspireerd terwijl die van degenen die 

met hem twisten wordt gepresenteerd als (deels) geïnspireerd door menselijke ingevingen. 

Middels een vergelijking met contemporaine joodse teksten, laat ik zien dat de kritiek van de 

Markaanse Jezus op zijn Farizese ondervragers niet uniek is en de kritiek van andere joodse 

groepen van die tijd, met name van Sadduceeën en leden van de gemeenschap van Qumran, 

weerspiegelt. Die bekritiseerden de Farizese voorvaderlijke traditie vanwege het feit dat ze 

geen deel uitmaakte van de Tora van Mozes en als een verzameling uitgekookte 

voorschriften die men liet doorgaan voor goddelijke wetten met de bedoeling dat ze de Tora 

van Mozes zouden vervangen of ondergraven. 

Een vierde en laatste voorbeeld van context-based modification van een OT citaat in Marcus, 

dat van Zacharia 13,7 in Marcus 14,27, wordt besproken in hoofdstuk 6. Terwijl God in de 

LXX versie van dit vers een zwaard de opdracht geeft de herder(s) te slaan, is het in de 

weergave in Marcus God zelf die aankondigt dat hij de herder zal slaan. In de context van 

Marcus is Jezus de herder en heeft het slaan betrekking op zijn aanstaande lijden en sterven. 

Aan de hand van een narratief-literaire analyse beschrijf ik hoe de Markaanse auteur de 

kwestie van Jezus’ passie aan de orde stelt doorheen zijn evangelie en hoe Gods 

betrokkenheid daarbij wordt voorgesteld. Gebruikmakend van Ira Brent Driggers’ concept 
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van een dubbele modus van goddelijk handelen, karakteriseer ik Gods rol in het 

Marcusevangelie enerzijds als ‘op afstand’, waarbij God wordt gezien als ‘de wereld 

binnendringend’ door Jezus’ optreden dat wordt voortgestuwd door goddelijke inspiratie en 

dat door Jezus wordt beschouwd als in overeenstemming met Gods wil. Dit optreden roept 

weerstand, afwijzing en vijandigheid op wat uiteindelijk zal resulteren in Jezus’ dood 

waarvoor menselijke acteurs direct verantwoordelijk worden gehouden. Anderzijds kan 

Gods rol worden gekarakteriseerd als het aan/besturen van de loop van de geschiedenis. In 

deze hoedanigheid handelt God volgens een ‘transcendente’ modus waarin Jezus’ passie 

beschouwd wordt als een noodzakelijk deel van het goddelijke plan waar de Schrift op 

vooruit loopt. In zijn ‘transcendente’ rol, kan van God gezegd worden dat hij menselijke 

personages toestaat Jezus te laten lijden en erin te slagen om hem uit de weg te ruimen 

waardoor zijn voorbeschikte plan wordt gerealiseerd. In deze rol is het God die uiteindelijk 

de touwtjes in handen heeft en voorgesteld kan worden als het belangrijkste handelende 

personage achter Jezus’ passie. Op beide goddelijke handelswijzen die onlosmakelijk met 

elkaar verweven zijn, wordt door de Markaanse auteur een beroep gedaan om Gods 

betrokkenheid bij Jezus’ passie te beschrijven. Het is vanuit het standpunt van Gods 

‘transcendente’ wijze van handelen dat de evangelist God portretteert als degene die direct 

handelt door Jezus te ‘slaan’, maar ook als degene die Jezus opwekt na zijn dood. De 

aanpassing van het citaat van Zacharia 13,7 in Marcus 14,27 kan daarom het best 

beschouwd worden als ingegeven door de opvatting van de Markaanse auteur over Gods 

‘transcendente’ handelwijze zoals die in de narratieve context wordt weergegeven. 

In hoofdstuk 7, tenslotte, presenteer ik de belangrijkste conclusies van dit onderzoek. 

Op basis van dit onderzoek is het aan te bevelen om pogingen om afwijking van de tekst de 

van OT citaten in het Marcusevangelie in vergelijking met die van haar bron, de LXX, te 

verklaren, niet te beperken tot het zoeken naar variante versies van de OT tekst. Ik geef in 

overweging dat in de meerderheid van zulke gevallen de waargenomen variatie verklaard 

kan worden als voortkomend uit ofwel het gebruik van het geheugen bij het citeren van de 

Schrift door de Markaanse auteur dan wel uit context-based modification, het bewust 

veranderen van de geciteerde tekst om deze in overeenstemming te brengen met 

overtuigingen die worden weergegeven in zijn nieuwe, Markaanse context. Naar mijn 

mening zou de toepassing van de in dit onderzoek gehanteerde benadering bij de 

bestudering van andere boeken van het Nieuwe Testament waarin OT passages worden 

geciteerd zeer de moeite waard kunnen zijn. 
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In the study presented in this thesis, Hans 
Lammers sets out to answer the question 
which Old Testament (OT) version was 
used by the Markan Evangelist as the 
source of his scriptural quotations. 
 
Next, he observes that in most cases, the 
text of the quotations in Mark deviates 
from that in the OT source used. Whereas 
scholars usually ascribe the observed 
variation to the use of variant versions of 
the OT text that are no longer extant, 
Lammers offers a different explanation. 
He argues that the Markan author quoted 
the OT from memory, a process in the 
course of which a considerable portion of 
the observed variation was generated. 
This explanation requires us to modify 
current views of evangelists sifting 
through biblical books from which they 
copy certain passages.  
 
Lammers suggests that another part of the 
observed variation may be the result of 
conscious adaptation of OT quotations 
making them better serve the purpose of 
supporting the Gospel’s message. By 
means of four case studies, he tries to 
demonstrate how views of Jesus 
developed in the Markan Gospel may have 
prompted the Evangelist to alter OT 
quotations, a practice for which he 
proposes the designation context-based 
modification. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In het onderzoek dat beschreven wordt in 
dit proefschrift gaat Hans Lammers op 
zoek naar het antwoord op de vraag welke 
versie van het Oude Testament door de 
evangelist Marcus werd gebruikt als bron 
voor de Schriftcitaten in zijn evangelie.  
 
Vervolgens stelt hij vast dat de tekst van 
de citaten in Marcus in de meeste gevallen 
afwijkt van die van de geciteerde teksten 
in de gebruikte versie van het Oude 
Testament. Waar onderzoekers deze 
variatie gewoonlijk toeschrijven aan het 
gebruik van variante versies van de tekst 
van het Oude Testament die verloren zijn 
gegaan, stelt Lammers een andere 
verklaring voor: Marcus heeft het Oude 
Testament uit zijn hoofd geciteerd en 
daarbij is een aanzienlijk deel van de 
variatie ontstaan. Deze verklaring vereist 
een aanpassing van het traditionele beeld 
waarbij evangelisten worden afgebeeld te 
midden van bijbelboeken waaruit zij 
passages overschrijven.  
 
Een ander deel van de waargenomen 
variatie zou volgens Lammers het gevolg 
kunnen zijn van bewuste aanpassing van 
Oude Testament citaten zodat ze de 
boodschap die het evangelie wil 
overbrengen beter ondersteunen.  
In een viertal case studies probeert hij aan 
te tonen hoe visies op Jezus die in het 
Marcusevangelie worden ontwikkeld 
aanleiding kunnen zijn geweest voor 
Marcus om Oude Testament citaten aan te 
passen, een gebruik waarvoor hij de 
benaming context-based modification 
voorstelt. 
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