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A commentary devoted to the exposition
of a single chapter of the New Testament
is an unusual phenomenon. But Mark
13 isan unusual chapter. It has proved to
be the most controverted passage In the
Gospels. Owing to the complexity of
its problems, critical works and com-
mentaries on the Synoptic Gospels are
unable to do more than provide a
cursory treatment of them,

The present work has been undertaken
at the repeated suggestion of readers
of Dr., Beasley-Murray’s compendious
work, Jesus and the Future, on the
history of criticism of Mark 13 and its
theology. [t was felt desirable to have
a full-scale commentary on the chapter
in the light of the many-sided con-
tributions to its understanding made
during the last century.

In order to orientate the reader to the
problems involved, an introduction is
supplied, giving a brief conspectus of
attitudes adopted to the Discourse and
the author’s conclusions concerning
them. A detailed exposition of the
Greek text of Mark I3 follows. An
endeavour Is made to state fairly the
problems of the text as they arise and
to enable the reader to reach just
conclusions In respect to them.

While the exposition is written with
the historical situation in mind, the
abiding significance of the Discourse for
the Church of all ages becomes apparent.
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PREFACE

this commentary. Having issued a work devoted to the criticism

and theology of Mark 13,! I felt that I had adequately expressed
myself concerning that section of the Gospels. Several senior
colleagues, however, intimated to me their desire to see an exposi-
tion of the Eschatological Discourse based on the research em-
bodied in my larger book. That the work was undertaken at all,
and that it has seen the light of day, is due entirely to the per-
suasive encouragement of the Rev. Professor G. D. Kilpatrick of
Oxford. He has been kind enough to read the MS. and to make
numerous suggestions, especially in regard to the text of the
Discourse, but also on matters of interpretation. Under no cir-
cumstances should he be identified with the viewpoint maintained
in the following pages, nor be blamed for the demerits they may
reveal; his help has been an act of disinterested Christian charity.
I have to thank also the Rev. Professor C. F. D. Moule of Cam-
bridge for his kindness in reading the MS. and for helpful obser-
vations made in regard to it. My colleague Dr. Claus Meister of
Rischlikon, Ziirich, was good enough to read the proofs for me
and thereby to spare the reader needless pain by eliminating errors
that had eluded me in the Greek text. The Rev. J. J. Brown, B.D.,
of Erith, Kent, has again placed me in his debt by giving of his time
to prepare indices to the book. To these friends I express my
gratitude.

I was at first inclined to issue the commentary without an
introduction, since there appeared to be no need to rewrite my
earlier book. On consideration of the fact that I had provided in
that work no summary of the critical issues raised by the Discourse,
it seemed worth while to supply a brief statement of them here and
to indicate the positions I had reached in respect to them. For
detailed discussion on such matters, reference should be made to

“that volume. In this way it is hoped that the two works will serve
to supplement one another, although this book is an independent
work.

I'r was with no little hesitation that I undertook the writing of

1 Yesus and the Future, an Examination of the Criticism of the Eschatological
Discourse, Mark 13, with Special Reference to the Litile Apocalypse Theory,
Macmillan & Co., Ltd., London 1954.
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CHAPTER 1

THE AUTHENTICITY OF
MARK THIRTEEN

turn to which was provided by Timothy Colani. He gathered

up earlier discussions and laid down lines for subsequent
criticism for generations to come.! It will be most convenient to
consider first his treatment of the Discourse, then the evidence
adduced by later writers in support of his contentions, and lastly
considerations which appear to justify a more positive approach to
the chapter.

Colani believed the bulk of Ch. 13 to be unauthentic on the
following grounds.

(i) The Discourse does not answer the question of the disciples
as to the time of the ruin of the temple (v. 4). A comparison of the
three Synoptic Gospels shows that the limits of parallelism extend
to v. 32. This saying supplies an excellent answer to the question
addressed to Jesus. The intervening passage (5—-31) accordingly is
an interpolation.

(ii) The interpolated Discourse presents the classic threefold
division of Jewish apocalyptic and has even preserved the very
terms, at ddives v. 8, 1) OAdus vv. 19, 24, 76 Tédos vv. 7, 13. “We have
here a very complete summary of the apocalyptic views spread
among the Jewish Christians of the first century, such as we know
them by John’s book.’2
- (iii) The clause in v. 14, ‘Let the reader reflect,” refers to the
contents of the Discourse, not to the book of Daniel, of which no
mention has been made. The Discourse therefore was never
spoken. It was written from the first.

(iv) The predictions in vv. 613 reflect actual historical events,
while that which is prophesied concerning the ‘abomination of
desolation’, with its accompanying terrors, never took place. It
would seem that we have a vaticinium ex eventu as far as v. 13 and
genuine prophecy from v. 14 onwards. The further suggestion lies
to hand that the Discourse emanated from a time when the fall of

THE criticism of Mark 13 has had a long history, the decisive

1 Fésus Christ et les croyances messianigues de son Temps, 1864.
2 Op. cit., p. 204.
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2 A COMMENTARY ON MARK THIRTEEN

Jerusalem appeared imminent, perhaps immediately prior to the
siege of the city.

(v) Most fundamental of all, the outlook of the Discourse
reflects that of the Jewish Christian Church, not that of the
historical Jesus. “T'o demonstrate the unauthenticity of this frag-
ment, it could suffice to establish that it contains the eschatology
of the Jewish Christians, since in any case . . . Jesus could not have
shared their opinions.” In Colani’s estimate Jesus rejected the
eschatological view of his Jewish contemporaries and replaced it
by one of organic development of the Kingdom. The notion of a
parousia with power both contradicts this new note in his teaching
and is incompatible with his true humanity.? Moreover the dis-
course attributes to Jesus a near-expectation of the End, an intoler-
able idea to the Christian Church. This whole complex of thought
has nothing in common with the historical Jesus. The document
embodying it is a late compilation and is probably to be identified
with the oracle, mentioned by Eusebius, bidding the Jerusalem
Christians to flee from the doomed city.

Carl Weizsicker immediately adopted Colani’s hypothesis and
developed it in a significant manner.® Colani had been content to
divide the Discourse into three scenes, 5-8 ai ddives, g-13 17
OAdfs, 1431 76 Tédos. Weizsicker recognised that the presence of
authentic elements in the chapter (notably the parable of the fig
tree, 28 f.) raised the problem of the limits of the apocalyptic
source used by the compiler; he solved it by stressing the threefold
division mentioned by his predecessor: the three scenes originally
consisted of 7-8, 14~20, 24-27; to these were added an introduc-
tion concerning false prophets (6), repeated between the second
and third groups (21-23), a parabolic epilogue (33—37) and
warnings concerning persecution which lasts till the Gospel is
taken to the nations (9-13). The further suggestion that this
‘Little Apocalypse’ was found in the Book of Enoch (on the ground
that v. 20 and Ep. Barnabas 4.3 use the same source) need not
detain us, since it was manifestly an erroneous speculation.

Of considerations not touched on by Colani, the following are
paramount.

(vi) The Little Apocalypse was seen by Wendt to be concerned
with wars and natural calamities; its watchword is flight, its assur-
ance that of divine preservation from the worst (God ‘shortens’

1 Op. cit., p. zos. 2 Op. cit., p. 251.
® Untersuchungen tiber die evangelische Geschichte, 1864, pp. 121 fI.



THE AUTHENTICITY OF MARK THIRTEEN 3

the times); the authentic sayings, believed to be an independent
discourse, deal with trials occasioned by faith in Jesus, their
watchword is endurance, their assurance that of divine aid and
final salvation though death be suffered. Whereas the apocalypse
is tied to the first century and has little value for today, the genuine
discourse is truly religious and has abiding worth.!

(vii) Jesus, in the estimate of some scholars, saw no perlod be-
tween his death and resurrection on the one hand and parousm on
the other; the Discourse accordingly cannot be authentic, since
it is set in the interval between these two moments of redemption.
This is the conviction of Albert Schweitzer and his followers;? it
was tentatively set forth by C. H. Dodd,® and by R. H. Lightfoot,*
but subsequently abandoned by both; it has been more lately
espoused by C. K. Barrett® and by J. Jeremias.®

(viii) The setting of the Discourse is believed to betray its
artificiality. “The fiction of secret information corresponds to the
apocalyptic style,” said Hoélscher.” C. H. Dodd agreed.® K. L.
Schmidt® and Lohmeyer® thought that the representation of
Jesus seated on a mountain is intended as a purely symbolic feature.

(ix) The language of the Discourse is deemed to reflect a de-
pendence on the LXX. This creates a presumption that it was
originally written in Greek (so V. H. Stanton, with hesitation).1?
T. F. Glasson, approving, urged that such a ‘patchwork of Old
Testament testimonies’ as is found in 24—27 can hardly be
attributed to Jesus.1?

Of these nine objections to the Discourse, those listed as (iv)
and (v) have received most attention in recent times. In particular,
the conviction has become widespread that the Abomination
prophecy mirrors either contemporary events or contemporary
fears arising out of concrete happenings. Above all, attention has
centred on the fifth point. Weizsicker had already affirmed that
our Lord’s teaching as to his ignorance of the time and as to the

L Lehré ¥esu, pp. 15—21. ‘

2 Quest of the Historical Jesus, p. 387 n. 1.

3 Parables of the Kingdom, p. 103,

4 Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels, pp. 63 f.

5 Holy Spirit in the Gospel Tradition, pp. 154 ff.
8 Parables of Jesus, pp. 32 L., 44.

? Theologische Bldtter, July 1933, p. 193.

8 Apostolic Preaching and its Developments, p. 61.
® Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, p. 290.

1 Pyangelium d. Markus, p. 268,

Y Gospels as Historical Documents, vol. 11, p. 1z0.
12 Second Advent, p. 187. So also A. M, Hunter, St. Mark, p. 125.



4 A COMMENTARY ON MARK THIRTEEN

suddenness of his coming shows that ‘He gave no apocalypse of
the history of the future.’® In the eyes of a number of exegetes this
has become the decisive issue: Jesus cannot have taught at one and
the same time that the Kingdom comes ‘without observation’
(Lk. 17.21) and that it will be heralded by a succession of signs.
The picture of his eschatological instruction in Q is characterised
by restraint and sobriety, but Mk. 13 illustrates that ‘restless
reckoning of the future seen in contemporary Judaism’.?

On each of these matters there is something to be said from a
different point of view. We will consider them in the order of their
mention.

(i) The solemn asseveration of v. 32 is hardly suitable as a reply
to the question, ‘When will the temple fall?”’ In such a context of
thought, language like this is not characteristic of Jesus and comes
close to transgressing his own injunction, ‘Let your word be
simply “Yes” or “No”’; anything more than this comes from the
evil one’ (Mt. 5 37) The situation is different if the parousia and
Kingdom are in view and our Lord is endeavourlng to deter the
disciples from speculating on the date of his appearing. Moreover
the discourse does answer the disciples’ question: its first word
BAémere is an answer, for they need to be on guard against spurious
announcements of the End; all that follows is an answer, for the
destruction of the temple is viewed as falling within the context of
the judgments of the End. On the interpretation of the B8éAvypa
épnudoews adopted in the commentary, v. 14 constitutes a specific
sign in relation to the ruin of the temple, though not of the End
itself.?

(ii) The threefold division of the chapter into ai wdives, 7 GAdfus,
70 Télos is plausible, but the conclusion to draw from this is not
clear. The young Holtzmann had already suggested that the chap-
ter conveniently divides into &dives §5-13, OAlfis 14-23, Tédos
24-27.% Colani, as we have seen, modified this to read Wdives 5-8,
OAifus 9-13, Tédos 14-27. But this is unsatisfactory, for if it be a
question of terms, 14—20 as surely deal with 6Adjus as g—13, while
24 ff. separates itself from that which precedes it by the remark
that the parousia occurs perd v OAifuw éxeirny. Further, 5-6 relate

L Op, cit., p. 552.
2 Holtzmann, Die Synoptiker, p. 170, echoing Weiffenbach, Wiederkusnfis-
gedankej’e:u, p. 175.
? See the comment on v. 14. For the relation between the Fall of Jerusalem
and the End of the Age, see Jesus and the Future, pp. 199—20
¢ Die syngzmhm Evangelien, ihr Ursprung und ge:chwhtlzcher Charakter, 1863,
PP- 95, 235
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to similar phenomena to 2123 and can hardly be placed in a wholly
different group. Thus, in one respect or another, each of the three
divisions is incongruous with the text.

Weizsicker sought to avoid these difficulties by restricting the
apocalypse to passages which certainly relate to the three themes,
viz. 7-8, 14-20, 24~27. This savours a little of cutting the cloth
according to pattern and then showing surprise that the suit fits
so well. Even so, all is not well. Taking the last first, the term
Té)os does not occur in the section to which it belongs, but is found
in 7. It is also found, however, in 13, which Weizsicker recognised
as an authentic utterance of Jesus; 7édos then is not a specifically
Jewish apocalyptic term. And what does ¢ dmopeivas els 7édos do
but endure fAifus till the parousia brings the 1édos? The dmouévew
here, of course, has reference to enduring suffering for the sake of
the Gospel, but theidea of fA{fis as suchand a 7édos for redemption
is unmistakable. Why it should be thought that either term is
suspicious on the lips of Jesus it is not easy to see, for OAifis =the
very common )% and télos =TYP.. Inasmuch as 1420 is related
to the distress of Jerusalem, and so to the prediction of
v. 2, and the distress must of necessity precede the End of the age,
there is nothing specifically pertaining to Jewish apocalyptic, as
distinct from the authentic eschatology of Jesus, in the mention of
these two subjects and terms here and in their present order.

In regard to 7-8, I forbear to press the consideration that the
expression dpyy wdlvwv may be a gloss, disturbing the poetic
structure of the passage (so Lohmeyer; I think he may well be
right). The items mentioned fall wholly within the prophetic
tradition and could not of themselves give rise to the hypothesis
of an independent apocalypse. In Jewish apocalyptic writings the
ddives are not separated in time from the 6Ad4fus suffered by the
people of God, but both are coincident; here the former are re-
garded as characteristic of the times and are not regarded as an
immediate sign of the End (odmew 76 7éos, v. 7).

"The division of three is itself uncertain, as is manifest as soon as
Weizsicker’s analysis is challenged. Wendling set the fashion for a
number of critics by defining the apocalypse as 7-8, ga, 12,
13b-20a, 24-27, 30; this involves a fourfold division, since ga and
12 do not fit into the category of 7-8 or of 13b fl.! Holscher
adopted a similar analysis (7-8, 12, 1420, 24—27); he abandoned
the division on the basis of apocalyptic terms and propounded

1 Die Entstehung des Marcus-Evangeliums, pp. 155 ff.
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another, employing the categories of immediate past, immediate
present and immediate future, said to be common in current
apocalypses.! Can we be sure, however, that 7 ff. relate to an
immediate past? This assumption depends on equating the apoca-
lypse with those of the contemporary Jewish pattern, which is the
point to be proved. The section entitled ‘immediate present’,
14-20, in reality refers to something expected to materialise in the
immediate future; but this is distinguished from the section
headed ‘immediate future’, 24-27. A nomenclature that distin-
guishes an immediate present=immediate future from an im-
mediate future would never have been proposed were it not dic-
tated by the desire to fit the discourse into the framework of
Jewish apocalyptic. Neither is it certain that the climax of the
document, 2427, is anticipated to occur in the immediate future!

On the whole it would appear that this attempt, begun in a
demonstrably mistaken fashion by Colani and continued by
dubious means since, ought not to be offered as serious proof for
substantiating a serious hypothesis in relation to the Gospel
tradition.

(iif) The clause in 14 6 dvaywworwy voeitw is generally regarded
as a comment from the pen of the evangelist, or of the writer of the
source used by him, drawing attention to the importance of what is
here said and bidding the reader to be clear about its reference.
Loisy objected that this is ‘an artificial and mechanical conjecture’.?
I do not see why he should so regard it. We have adequate pre-
cedent, if such were needed, in Mk. 7.19, where almost every
exegete recognises that the clause xaflapilwv mdvra va Bpdpara is
an insertion of the evangelist; the preceding words of the Lord he
rightly perceived to be of significance to his Gentile readers and
he drew the inference lest the latter should miss it. The clause in
13.14 is less explicit but it is inserted in a similar spirit. Loisy
added the observation, ‘As we have other reasons to admit that this
apocalyptic description is not originally a discourse of Jesus, it is
more natural to attribute it to the first redaction.’ If that is a
reasonable deduction, and I would not contest it, we are equally
entitled to affirm, ‘As we have other reasons to admit that this
apocalyptic description is originally a discourse of Jesus, it is more
natural to attribute it to a later redaction.” That is to say, no in-
ference as to the origin of the discourse can be drawn from this
clause.

1 Op. cit., pp. 196-197. 2 Ies Evangiles Synoptigues, vol. 1, p. 421,
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(iv) The presence of vaticinia ex eventu in the Discourse can be
neither proved nor disproved. Ultimately the question depends
on one’s attitude to the phenomena of prediction generally in the
Biblical revelation and in the teaching of Jesus in particular, but on
a lower level there is no doubt that the difficulty has been exag-
gerated through failure to take into account the influence of the Old
Testament upon the descriptions of Mk. 13. With regard to the
former aspect, B, W. Bacon urged that the abstract possibility of
Jesus foreseeing events of the future should not enter into con-
sideration; the ordinary rules for predictive utterance and trans-
mission should be followed in the Gospels without partiality, as in
other apocalyptic documents.* On such a basis a good deal of the
chapter falls under suspicion. Indeed, that is meiosis, for not much
of it can be shown to be unrelated to first century events. The
prophecy of 1-2 must go; 5-6 must go, 7-8 and g-13. If 14 ff.
relate to the catastrophe of Judaism suffered under the Romans,
most of that section is suspect (note especially the parallel between
the language of 19 and that employed by Josephus concerning the
fall of Jerusalem; see the commentary ad loc.). 21-23, being
parallel to 5-6 and capable of referring to Messianic pretenders
in the broad sense, similarly come under the axe. Only 2427 can
be left, since manifestly the parousia has not yet happened.
Alternatively, the suggestion might be preferred that words of
Jesus have been re-written in the light of events that had lately
occurred; in that case the attempt to recover the authentic originals
becomes a matter of pure speculation, and we are not in a much
better situation.

Over against this conclusion one may ask whether, even on the
basis of scientific criticism, it is necessary to reduce Jesus to the
stature of the average man. Is He to be granted no insight into the
spiritual conditions of his people, and whither they were drifting?
There is excellent reason for accepting the evidence in the Gospels
that Jesus spoke of a judgment to fall on Israel and its city and
temple (see the commentary on v. 2); accordingly, no a priori
objection can be raised against 1-2 and 14 fl. The anticipations
recorded in 7-8 need no contemporary events for their inspiration,
since the occurrence of wars, famines and the like is a standing
part of prophetic and apocalyptic expectation.? The section g-13

! The Gospel of Mark, its Composition and Date, pp. 6o fI.

& This was urged as long ago as Strauss, Life of Jesus, vol. 3, pp. 103 fI,, citing

in agreement Paulus, Fritsche, De Wette. So also Eduard Meyer: ‘The prelxxm-
nary signs and the catastrophe are described entirely with the familiar features of
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similarly requires no further presupposition than a conviction on
the part of Jesus that a period of time would elapse after his depar-
ture from the world and before the End, since evangelistic activity
on the part of disciples could expect no warmer reaction from the
religious and civil authorities than that called forth by the work of
their Master.

Even on this minimum view of Jesus, therefore, the contention
that considerable tracts of Mk. 13 consist of vaticinia ex eventu
is seen to be dubious. If to the considerations already adduced a
respect for the testimony of the Gospels to Jesus be added, its
likelihood shrinks to negligibility.2

(v) The assertion that Mk. 13 represents Jewish-Christian
eschatology and that Jesus could not have assented to it is the fruit
of a radical criticism of the Gospels and no little misunderstanding
of what they actually teach. Colani eradicated all messianism and
futurist eschatology from the authentic teaching of Jesus as alien
to his mind. This position would be admitted by few scholars of
repute today but an adequate discussion of it cannot be undertaken
here.? There can be little doubt that Colani, writing in the mid-
nineteenth century, was too much dominated by the new views
of evolution and progress and still more by the contemporary
struggle with the agnostics, who found potent ammunition in the
eschatology of the Gospels. He stated that the attribution to Jesus
of the parousia belief would make him ‘a humble and sweet
precursor of a violent and terrible Messiah’; it would imply that ‘in
dying he hoped that God would exterminate quickly his enemies
in a supreme combat and that He would establish him as king of a
vast empire of which Jerusalem would be the capital’. “Wiil one
Judaism, drawn from Ezekiel and Daniel and the eschatological insertions in
Isaiah, There is no hint of current events {as the destruction of Jerusalem)
reflected in the Discourse.” Ursprung und Anfinge des Christentums, vol. 1, p. 127.

1 At this point I might well be charged with being ‘unscientific’, and in part
the charge would have to be admitted. I cannot pretend to be writing this book
apart from faith, nor do I expect any to read it but men of faith. It is an instance
where faith has something to say to rational criticism, for the postulate that Jesus
was the Incarnation of God has consequences for His sense of vocation and grasp
of its results in the sphere of history. His conviction of being the Redeemer and
Judge of men was not applied in a vacuum, nor was it thought of solely in terms
of the world beyond time and space. 1t is related to men of this world. One need
not be a Docetist to realise that the fellowship between the Father and the Son
must have had results in the intellectual life of Jesus. Where their limits lay it is
beyond our power to declare. .

2 The volume Yesus and the Future was intended as an aid to the elucidation of
this very problem. For an excellent treatment of the messianic elements in the
Gospels, see William Manson's, Fesus the Messiah. The best critical assessment

of the eschatological teaching of the Gospels, wherein incidentally its substantial
authenticity is maintained, is W. G. Kiimmel's Verheissung und Erfiillung.
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find in the religious teaching of Jesus’, he asked, ‘a single line that
does not contradict explicity or implicitly such a point of view??
- No, one will not. But can one find such a representation of the
parousia in any passage of the Gospels? And is the adjective ‘sweet’
a fit one to describe the Lord of the Gospels, advancing to accom-
plish the redemption of the world? This opposition of the sweet
Jesus over against the violent and terrible Messiah is a rhetorical
exaggeration which does injustice to all strands of the evangelic
tradition. If Colani was right in thinking that the Gospels as we
have them contain a good deal of Jewishk Christian eschatology, then
it must be sharply differentiated from contemporary Fewish
eschatology. But where did this eschatology, so un-Jewish in its
Christocentric emphasis, originate? With the disciples, or with
Jesus? The evidence points in the latter direction. If Jewish-
Christian eschatology be defined as a realistic eschatology that
embraces the parousia of the Son of Man, the future judgment,
Kingdom and resurrection, then every tradition of the teaching of
Jesus reveals the presence of that outlook in His thinking. Such
passages as Mk. 14.62, Lk. 17.23 f. (parousia); Mk. 9.1, 14.25,
Mt. 6.10 (kingdom); Mk. 8.38, Lk. 10.12, 11.31 f. (judgment);
Mk. 12.24 ff.,, Lk. 14.14 (resurrection), presume an eschatology
basically akin to that of Mk. 13. A criticism that would eradicate
all these sayings outstretches the limits of reasonableness.

I am not certain that it is necessary even to go outside Mk. 13
itself to establish the substantial authenticity of its viewpoint (as
distinct from that of its individual utterances). Mk. 13.28-2g, 32
taken together suffice to show that our Lord taught his disciples
to have regard for signs of the End, the date of which is unknow-
able. The significance of these two short passages in conjunction
with each other appears to have been overlooked in recent dis-
cussions. Their genuineness is beyond question,? and their mean-
ing tolerably clear. Admittedly some critics apply the Fig Tree
parable to the contemporary situation, not to one lying in the
future; but the structure of the parable seems to me to demand the
opposite interpretation.® When Menzies affirms that the parable
‘belongs to that strain in Christ’s teaching in which he deprecates
the Jewish eagerness for signs, and maintains that to the discerning,

1 0p, cit., pp. 146-147.

2 'The eschatological content of v. 32 would in no wise be diminished if one
leaned towards the view that its latter phrases had been modified by later

Christological speculations. See the commentary ad loc.
3 See the commentary on vv, 28-29.

B
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and to those who believe in God’s rule, no signs are necessary to
teach them where they stand’,? I stand in perplexity. How could
Jesus, while yet employing sobriety of language, have conveyed to
his disciples the prudence of observing ‘signs of the times’ more
clearly than he has done in this parable? If such be admitted, as it
is by most critics and exegetes, the juxtaposition of the parable with
v. 32 is significant. It shows unmistakably that Jesus, like Paul in
1 Thess. 5 and the Seer of Revelation, conceived of an Advent both
heralded by signs and yet incalculable. This conclusion still stands
even if it be held that the collocation of sayings here is accidental,
due to the evangelist or his source, for their meaning is not
determined by their precise context. Do they reflect different
moods in our Lord’s mind? Then he could stress now one aspect
of the End, now another. Or did they proceed from an established
attitude of our Lord towards the End? I think the latter the more
likely. In any case, the two aspects of the End must be held
together as inseparable elements of Christian expectation of the
future.

(vi) The question whether Jesus uttered the discourse, either
in whole or in part, on this occasion is bound up with the wider
problem of his private instruction to the disciples. In the eyes of
some, any representation of our Lord withdrawing from the crowds
to teach his closest followers is a sign of unauthenticity. Yet it seems
arbitrary to assert that Jesus never gave direction to his disciples
apart from his public teaching or that, if he did, none of it has
survived in the tradition whose formation they did much to
influence. Presumption surely lies in the other direction.

Admittedly the importance of the question can be exaggerated,
for it concerns the framework of the Discourse rather than its
content. We may legitimately be more confident in respect to the
latter than to the former, as is the case with most of the recorded
discourses of Jesus. If the chapter has been made to conform to the
apocalyptic style of secret instruction delivered on a mountain, it
could nevertheless convey a reliable tradition of our Lord’s teach-
ing. The really significant factor in this question of context is that
the chapter presupposes the closing period of the life of Jesus,
when the hostility of the Jewish leaders was so plain that a violent
death at their hands seemed unavoidable and had become basic to
his thought; the consequences of this for his own faithful com-
munity and for his nation demanded attention, and they receive it

1 The Earliest Gospel, pp. 240—241.
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here. One day or another in this period of our Lord’s life would
not make much difference to the total outlook involved, and few of
the sayings in the chapter would be radically affected by a separa-
tion which yet recognised this affinity of context. It so happens
that the rooting of the discourse in the prediction of the temple’s
overthrow (v. 2} is plausible, and the drift of what follows is
consonant with the question of the disciples. We should require
stronger reasons than have been given to accept the suggestion
that resort has been here made to an apocalyptic fiction.

To what extent the discourse is a unity and to what extent
composite is another matter and the problem admits of no final
answer; for a fuller discussion of the questions involved I would
refer the reader to what I have written elsewhere.!

1 Op. cit., pp. 205-212. I would take the opportunity here of disclaiming the
view that Fesus and the Future was written to prove that Mk. 13 was spoken by
Jesus precisely in the form in which it has come down to us. I had no such pur-
pose and do not believe the proposition to be demonstrable. I wrote to show that
the contents of the discourse have high claim to authenticity, which is a different
matter. I pointed out that the discourse must either be an expansion of what

" Jesus spoke in explanation of Mk. 13.2 or was spoken on one occasion and

reproduced in a fragmentary condition through casual quotation (hence its dis-
jointedness). ‘Between these alternatives no final decision seems possible,’ I
stated, but expressed the hope that the latter alternative would not be dismissed
as impossible. It is scarcely to be inferred from this that the book was written to
demonstrate the rightness of the alternative. It is the tradition that is of impor-
tance, not the form of its preservation.

Yet I still consider that the report that Jesus gave instruction of this kind on
the Mount of Olives during his last week in Jerusalem to be worthy of serious
consideration. Professor Moule drew my attention to the article by Johannes
Munck, ‘Discours d’adien dans le Nouveau Testament et dans la littérature
biblique’ (in the Festschrift for Maurice Goguel, Aux Sources de la Tradition
Chrétienne, Paris 1950), which had escaped my notice. Munck was concerned
especially with Paul’s Speech to the Ephesian Elders at Miletus (Acts 20) and
with relevant parts of 1 and 2 Timothy and 2 Peter. The form of these can be
paralleled with O.T. examples of a patriarch or Israelite leader giving his
parting message to his family and people ; compare e.g. the speech of Jacob
in Gen. 47-50 ; of Joshua in Josh, 23—24; of Samuel in 1 Sam. 12; of David in
I Chron. z8-29; and the whole book of Deuteronomy as the last utterances of
Moses. Of the numerous examples in Jewish apocalyptic the Assumption of
Moses, and above all the ‘Testaments of the T'welve Patriarchs, are noteworthy.
Munck draws the conclusion that in late Jewish literature a Farewell Discourse
had established itself as a literary form {op. cit., p. 157). In the Gospels the
records of conversations at the Last Supper in Lk. 22.21—38 and Jn. 13-17 invite
comparison, as also the records of the Commission of the Risen Lord in the
resurrection narratives. Munck abstains from including Mk. 13 in this category,
apart from the closing parable of v. 34. Stauffer would remedy this omission. In
Appendix VI of his N. T. Theology he has independently given a detailed
analysis of this literary genre and has grouped Mk. 13 along with other reviews
of the future, including Jn. 14.29, 16.4, 12 f., Acts 1.3 ff.

On this matter two observations need to be made. First, Munck himself is at
Pains to point out that the establishment of a literary form of this kind need in no
way diminish the historicity of similar scenes described in the N.T. If such a
literary genre had become common, it would be natural to imitate it (presumably,
he would imply, in life as in literature). I should think that this would particularly



12 A COMMENTARY ON MARK THIRTEEN

(vii) The mention of the context of thought of Mark 13 calls to
mind the fundamental presupposition of the chapter, viz. that a
period of historical development lies between the death and resur-
rection of Jesus on the one hand and his parousia on the other.
But did Jesus reckon with such a period in his thinking? The
evidence seems strongly to support the view that he did. (&) What
has already been written concerning the fig tree parable and v. 32
implies an interval between the resurrection of Jesus and the end
of the age: 6rov Bnre Tadra ywipeva, ywdiokere i éyyds éorw émt
fvpars appears to relate to future events, not to happenings in the
present (still less to developments lying in the earlier ministry of
Jesus, finding their fruition in the present); both signs and climax
are distinguished from the moment of speaking. (5) The sayings
concerning ‘this generation’, notably Mk. 13.30, give the impres-
sion that the anticipated event will occur neither in the immediate
future nor at a remote point of time. An interval of restricted
length is to occur. (¢) The contrast between % yevea adry, which is
linked regularly with the denouement, and pera 7peis Hpépas,
associated in Mark just as regularly with the resurrection of Jesus,
suggests that the events so qualified are differentiated from each
other and belong to different periods. (d) Above all the sayings
referring to the fate of Israel and of Jerusalem indicate a lapse of
time between the death of Jesus and the tribulation of the nation.
In Lk. 13.1-5, 6—9 are recounted warnings of a disaster that will
fall if the people do not manifest a change of heart. The possible
has become actual in Lk. 17.31 (=Mk. 13.15-16), where perils
resulting from an invading army are in mind (not a necessity to be
prepared for the coming of the Son of Man, as some maintain).
Of this coming overthrow Mk. 13.2 speaks, with which must be

apply to such a record as that of Paul’s meeting with the Ephesian Elders, which
could not be dismissed on the ground of literary affinity with apocalyptic models.
Secondly, it is significant that the instruction of Jesus on the future of his nation
and disciples has not been set in the Upper Room, nor on an unspecified moun-
tain in the post-Resurrection era, but at a prior point of time, in connection with
the declaration of a judgment upon the temple and when sitting on the Mount of
Olives, opposite the temple, on his way to his place of lodging. The simplest
reason for the discourse being given such a setting is that it happened
so and that the memory of the occasion survived. (I owe this observation
to Professor Moule.) If this is conjoined with what is written in. Fesus and the
Future, pp. 205-212, it will be seen that the case for a discourse of Jesus having
been uttered at this juncture is strong. This does not settle how much of Mk, 13
belongs to the original discourse, but it is of importance to recognise the likeli-
hood that Jesus spoke of the future of Jerusalem and its people just before his
arrest and death. It has significance for the topic immediately to be discussed,
whether Jesus anticipated a period of history after his death and before the con-
summation of the Kingdom of God.
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conjoined 13.14 {the Abomination saying) and 13.17-18. Whatever
may be thought of the precise wording of these sayings, it is un-
justifiable to reject their import; they testify to the conviction of
Jesus that the people, city and temple would suffer outrage
leading to unspeakable ruin. There is no warrant in any of these
utterances for conjecturing that Jesus supposed that this catas-
trophe would occur at the same time as His death or as its im-
mediate sequel. Jesus went to Jerusalem to die for His people, not
to initiate their massacre. The predictions of the doom of the city
and people appear to relate it to both the historical {secular) order
and the eschatological drama of the End. The destruction and
terror will be caused by armed forces, presumably those of Rome,
and their ravages will fall within the judgments of the last times.
It is important to note that in Mt. 23.34—35 the contemporary
generation is to experience the final wrath in virtue of its filling up
the measure of the iniquity of history, and this completion of the
sins of the fathers is to consist in the persecution and murder of
the Messiah’s emissaries, as the fathers murdered the prophets
before them. Strangely, it is not the killing of the Messiah that is
regarded as the last straw, but the persecution and doing to death
of those he sends. The presumption lies to hand that the Messiah

has already gone when their mission is performed and their
rejection endured. Such is the interpretation of Luke (11.49) and
Matthew, whose echo in v. 34 of Mt. 10.23 shows that he sets both
sayings in the same context. (¢) Mk. 9.1, 13.9-13 most naturally
find their significance in a similar setting. C. K. Barrett would
refer them to the crisis which Jesus was to meet (cf. Mk. 8.34 ff.),
the consolation being given that some at least would survive the
persecution and enter the immediately inbreaking Kingdom.* On
the contrary, the tribulation of the disciples in 13.9-13 is related
to the tribulation of the nation (13.12 £, 14 ff.) as in Mt. 23.34 ff;
the emphasis in Mk. 9.1 lies not on the escape from violence but
on the certainty of the Kingdom’s coming within a lifetime. Just
as Mt. 23.34 . speaks of the distress of disciples, followed by the
abandonment of the temple by God (23.37 f.) and the coming of
the Lord to the penitent nation (23.39), so Mk. 13 describes judg-
ment coming upon temple and people, consequent upon persecu-
tion of the disciples, culminating in the appearing of the Son of
Man. If the construction of this scheme is the work of the two

1 Such appears to be the conclusion Mr. Barrett wishes to be drawn, see
Expository Times, LXVII, No. 5, p. 144, 0. 2.
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evangelists, or of their predecessors, at least it seems to inhere in
the material at their disposal, and no other solution does such jus-
tice to it.!

(viii) Wendt’s contrast between the two supposed discourses of
Mk. 13 has long since been abandoned, chiefly on account of the
improbability that two discourses are here to be traced. That our
Lord should inculcate different attitudes in respect to the Jewish
state and his own community is to be expected. There was no
necessity for the disciples to perish through misguided attachment
to the doomed city (still less through a confidence in its in-
violability); martyrdom for the Gospel’s sake was another matter.
Since the original question concerned the fall of the temple,
guidance concerning their attitude to the Jewish polity was needful,
for the disciples lived in it and had no thought of separating from
it. On the other hand, their duty to witness to Jewry and to the
Gentiles was also in our Lord’s mind; his declarations on this
theme were equally to be expected and apposite.

As to the relative worth of the two strands of instruction, it is
always a difficult undertaking to separate out what is deemed of
secondary importance in the Gospels. Sometimes the most
locally conditioned saying can be of significance for the teaching of
Jesus (e.g. Mk. 7.15), and even those of lesser importance are
needful if we would gain a balanced understanding of his total
view. In reality, the most contested section of Mk. 13, its central
passage beginning with v. 14, is far from insignificant. The
B8édvyua saying reflects the attitude of Jesus both to the nation
that suffers this fate (God will not intervene to save it) and to the
instrument which carries out the judgment (in this respect it is of
the order of Antichrist). The pity of Jesus for helpless women is
revealed in v. 17, a solicitude extended to his community and even
to his people as a whole, v. 18; the finality of Israel’s judgment is
implied in v. 19, and the consciousness that God is the Lord of this
particular history, as of all history, in v. 20. These items require
to be taken into account in any assessment of our Lord’s message.
It is one thing to single out key utterances of Jesus as providing the
clue to his life and teaching; it is another to discard others as of
doubtful value. It becomes us rather to listen to what Jesus says
from within his historically conditioned environment and seek to
grasp the implications of it all.

1 See further the excellent discussion of this problem in W. G. Kiimmel’s
Verhetssung und Erfiillung, pp. 15 1., 41 ff.
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(ix) I have already given a discussion on the linguistic problems
of Mk. 13.! It was there maintained that the evidence does not
support the view that the language of the chapter has been de-
termined by use of the LXX. What I have written in this com-
mentary on the origin and meaning of the phrase 76 B3¢\ wyua s
épnudboews will require the recognition that this term comes from
the LXX if it is authentic in its entirety here; since however the
meaning of the phrase is wholly determined by the Hebrew original
On?% TIPY the ‘horrifying abomination’, and this significance does
not attach to the Greek translation, it is likely that the saying in
which it is found was first given in a Semitic tongue.

(x) The foregoing observations have been concerned with
objections to the authenticity of Mk. 13; their ventilation suggests
that they are less cogent than appear at first sight. We must now
consider two further criticisms of the criticism, one negative and
the other positive,

The former relates to the difficulty of determining the precise
limits of the source thought to lie at the basis of the Discourse.
Moffatt declared that the contours of the earlier apocalypse are
unmistakable, that it parts as a whole from the context and forms
an intelligible unity.? So far from this being so, a review of the
efforts of critics to reconstruct the apocalypse reveals that every
verse of the chapter has been included in it and every verse has
been omitted from it. To Weizsicker’s analysis of 7-8, 14-20,
24—27 Weiffenbach added 30—31.2 Wellhausen regarded these two
verses as late Christian additions and included instead v. 12.%
Montefiore increased it to 7-8, 14-20, 24—31.> Moffatt himself,
with hesitation, thought it might have included 5-8, 14—27.°
N. Schmidt lengthened it to 5—32, regarding it as taken from the
book entitled in Lk. 11.49 as “The Wisdom of God’.” ]J. A.
MacCullough brought in the last part of the chapter by setting it
forth as 7-8, 24, 26-27, 3237, though he regarded it as a coloured
reproduction of an authentic original.® With this should be com-
pared A. T. Cadoux’s analysis of the chapter into two sources, a
Gentile, 57, g—13, 28-31, and a Palestinian, 8, 1427, 3237, the

1 Op. cit., pp. 246-250.

2 Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, pp. 207 fI.
3 Wiederkunftsgedanke Fesu, pp. 152 f.

4 Fv. Marci, pp. 100 f.

5 The Synoptic Gospels, p. 299.

8 Op. cit., pp. 207 ff.

7 The Prophet of Nazareth, pp. 8s f.
8 Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, vol. 3, p. 383.
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latter being a doublet of Mk. 8.38-9.1.! Bacon showed some
independence by including the introduction in the original
apocalypse, 3-8, 14ab, 18272 but E. W. Barnes declared the
entire chapter to be a Jewish tract in which no word of Jesus was
preserved.? Against these tendencies to expand the Little Apoca-
lypse, some have inclined to make it shrink. Both H. D. A. Major*
and E. J. Goodspeed® have reduced its compass to 14—20; David
Smith restricted it to 14-1g,* Otto Holtzmann to 14-18, v. 10 also
coming from another hand.” Since, however, it is now generally
allowed that 15-16 are authentic words of the Lord, being
reproduced in Lk. 17.31, the description ‘little’ is certainly appro-
priate to such an apocalypse. Indeed, the term apocalypse cannot
be retained for such a scrap of tradition.

But can the term be employed on any reconstruction of the
source? Has it even a show of completeness on any of the popular
analyses (excluding those which make it embrace the entire chap-
ter)? Loisy found himself involved in this problem. He defined the
apocalypse as 6-8, 12, 13b-14, 17-19, 2223, 24b—27. The very
fragmentariness of this document made him realise that it is no
‘intelligible unity’, as Moffatt thought. For example, it was clear
to him that no independent writing could begin by the bald
announcement of v. 6; he suggested therefore, “T'hat which
prepared for this announcement in the source was probably not a
suitable item to reproduce in the Gospel.’® Similarly v. 14 in his
analysis stands alone; the evangelist must have shortened his
source at this point also. This is a virtual admission that the thread
of consistency is lacking from this document. When the apocalypse
is removed from its present context we are left with a collection of
isolated fragments; since they cannot have been so composed, we
must postulate another discourse, like Mk. 13, from which they
were taken.® The theory on such a basis is reduced to a reductio ad

1 The Sources of the Second Gospel, pp. 224 ff.

2 The Gospel of Mark, its Composition and Date, pp. 121 fI.

8 The Rise of Christianity, pp. 136 f.

4 The Mission and Message of Fesus, pp. 158 fl.

5 A Life of Fesus, pp. 186 .

8 The Days of His Flesh, 8th ed., p. xxxi.

? The Life of Fesus, pp. 456 f.

® Les Evangiles Synoptiques, p. 421.

8 It is doubtful that C. C. Torrey took note of Loisy’s dilemma, but precisely
the same conclusion as that drawn above is set forth by him in his discussion of
the Discourse. “This most impressive body of early Christian prediction is “‘an
intelligible unity” only when it stands in the place which it now occupies, as an
integral part of the great discourse. Without such a framework as this it 1s per-
fectly incomprehensible. It would be necessary to suppose another chapter,



THE AUTHENTICITY OF MARK THIRTEEN 17

absurdum. More cautiously W. G. Kiimmel adduces a like con-
clusion: “No possibility exists of demonstrating an original literary
connection between the supposed ingredients of this apocalypse,’
he writes, ‘so that the hypothesis of a2 connected apocalyptic basis
of the chapter is hardly satisfactorily founded.’* A document whose
beginning, middle and end cannot be defined, which is without
connection except in the setting of the coherent discourse from
which it is abstracted, has a tenuous existence. It would seem more
in accord with the facts to recognise frankly that it never was.

Positively it should be observed that the Discourse has two
features which distinguish it from the common Jewish apocalypses,
viz. its lack of specifically apocalyptic traits and its warning in-
sistence on spiritual alertness. )

Colani described vv. 5~31 as ‘a true apocalypse where nothing
essential to this kind of composition is lacking’ and aligned it with
the Book of Revelation.? On the contrary, a comparison of the
Discourse with the Revelation reveals that, while their ideas are
similar, their mode of expression greatly differs. In the writing of
John we meet with a lavish use of symbolic figures, visions and
auditions, angels and demons in vast profusion (two hundred
million demons in Rev. 13.14 and angels by the billion in Rev.
5.11!), dragons and stars that are alive, cosmic warfare in which
heaven and hell are locked in mortal combat—a canvas as wide as
the universe, overwhelming in its magnificence and calculated to
befog every unitiated reader. No such phenomena are presented
in Mk. 13. For this reason, as is well known, Torrey consistently
refused the name Apocalypse to it: ‘In the thirteenth chapter
of Mark there is no indication of any special revelation, no mystery
in the language (except in v. 14), none of the characteristic
apparatus of the vision, nothing even to suggest knowledge re-
ceived from heaven for the purpose in hand. Whatever may be

exactly like ch. 13, from which this great section was transferred’ (Documents of
the Primitive Church, p. 16).

1 Verheissung und Erfiillung, 2nd ed., p. 91. It should be noted, in passing, that
recent independent analyses of Mk, 13 have ignored the Little Apocalypse theory,
or drastically modified it. T. W. Manson e.g. apportioned the chapter to three
sources, 2 Jerusalem prediction (1-4, 14-20), one portraying persecution for the
disciples (5—8, 9—13) and a prediction of the End (24-27, 28—31); on this scheme
each of the three sections of the Little Apocalypse has been assigned to a different
source. Mission and Message of Fesus, pp. 615 f. See also the further reconstruc-
tion offer by V. Taylor, Mark, pp. 636 fl.

2 Op. cit., p. zo2. With this equating of Mk, 13 with Revelation, contrast the
view of Volkmar, who endeavoured to demonstrate that the Marcan Discourse
was gn&ten as a polemic against the Book of Revelation. Fesus Nazarenus,
pp. 280 f.
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thought of the material of the chapter, or conjectured as to its
composition, there is nothing in any part of it that can justify the
use of the term “‘apocalyptic”.”

Along with this absence of apocalyptic imagery should be re-
marked the reserve in respect of apocalyptic elements of expecta-
tion. No mention is made e.g. of the great apostasy, the triumph
and subsequent destruction of Antichrist and his hosts, the felicity
of the elect in the age of bliss, neither is any hint provided concern-
ing the rebuilding of the temple and city of Jerusalem in the new
age. As Johannes Weiss said, ‘Utmost concentration on the chief
matters—that is the signature of this apocalypse.’2

Utmost concentration—and utmost earnestness. The hortatory
nature of the Discourse has been noticed by many critics. In
particular the frequent employment of imperatives in an unbroken
chain through the Discourse is striking. There is no other apoca-
lyptic writing known to me which contains so high a proportion of
admonitions and in which instruction and exhortation are so com-
pletely interwoven. E. C. Selwyn thought it likely that the original
words of Jesus possessed this feature even more than the reduced
report of them which Mark gives: ‘A strong, robust moral and
practical bent was the main feature of the original discourse.’
Wellhausen also recognised that this was not Jewish.* Professor
Dodd accordingly prefers to term the Discourse a Mahnrede in
apocalyptic terms rather than an apocalypse proper.®

If to these positive characteristics of the Discourse we add, as I
have endeavoured to show that we may, its congruity with the
eschatological teaching contained in the other evangelic sources;
and if, as E. F. K. Miiller urged, the total design of the Discourse
shows specifically Christian points that cannot be explained by an
external editing of a Jewish basis; then the question must be faced
whether this is not ‘a new building on an original foundation which
must be attributed to Jesus himself’.®

The commentary that follows, while taking into account other
views, is written in the conviction that that conclusion is right and
that the lessons to be learned from this tradition of the Words of the
Lord are of abiding worth.”

1 Op. cit., pp. 14-15. 2 Das Alteste Evangelium, p. 281.

3 The Oracles in the New Testament, p. 327. * Evangelium Marci, p. 160,

8 See Fesus and the Future, p. 100, and for a longer treatment of this question,
pp. 212—~216.

8 Realencyclopddief. protestantische Theologieund Kirche, 3rd. ed.,vol. 21, p. 264.

7 For6a consideration of the theology of Mk. 13, see Jesus and the Future, pp.
172-226.



CHAPTER 2

A COMMENTARY ON ST. MARK’S
GOSPEL, CHAPTER THIRTEEN
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On departing from the temple, an unnamed disciple draws the
attention of Jesus to the immensity of the stones of which the
building was composed and to the structures themselves (Mt. and
Lk. have generalised: in Mt. the disciples as a group show Jesus the
buildings; according to Lk. ‘some were conversing’). The mention
of the circumstance is not irrelevant, for since Jesus was at this
moment on his way out of the temple he could give no more than
a terse reply to the disciple; it was a hint of the burden on his mind,
but this was not the occasion for discussing it.

This apparently innocent introduction, bound up as it is with v. 2,
provides us with peculiar difficulties. The exclamation of the disciple,
‘What huge stones! And what huge buildings!” if interpreted as due
to admiration of them, is regarded by some as suspect, since the dis-
ciples must have seen the temple on many occasions, notably at the
feasts. Accordingly Easton, Bultmann, Lohmeyer and others consider
the verse to have been composed in order to supply a setting for the
prediction that follows in v. 2. The issue is not one of the first magni-
tude, but this scepticism is scarcely justified. The disciples were, after
all, Galileans, not Judeans, and were visitors to the city, not inhabi-
tants. They would never quite lose their sense of wonder when in the
massive precincts of the temple. It is noticeable how Josephus, in his
descriptions of the temple, reiterates the astonishment produced by
the contemplation of its magnificence (see especially Ant. XV, xi.3 ff),
and he draws particular attention to the walls and to the stones of
which they were constructed. The mention of their size is incidental
(25 cubits long, 8 high and 12 broad) but he is loud in his adulation of
their appearance (‘that front was all of polished stone, insomuch that
its fineness, to such as had not seen it, was incredible, and to such as
had seen it, was greatly amazing’). That this is no exaggeration is
attested by Rabbinical tradition; Herod, after plating the temple
proper with gold, wished to cover the whole building with it, but the
Rabbis were so struck by the appearance of the yellow, blue and white

19
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marble that they said, ‘Let it alone, for it is more beautiful as it is, since
it has the appearance of the waves of the sea’ (Sukka 51b, 3). In that
same context the dictum of a Rabbi is recorded, ‘He who has not seen
the Temple in its full construction has never seen a glorious building
in his life’. It is rarely understood that both in size and splendour the
temple at Jerusalem was probably the most imposing edifice of con-
temporary civilisation. Dalman compares it with other famous Greek
buildings: ‘It measured approximately 480 by 300 metres, whereas
the famous Altis of Olympia was only about 210 by 170 metres large,
and the Acropolis of Athens 240 metres long and only in the middle
as wide as 120 metres. The sanctuary of the Jews was twice as large’
(Sacred Sites and Ways, p. 286). This takes no account of the
heightened impression of immensity conveyed by the huge pile of
stone blocks on which it was built. The hill on which the temple stood
declined by degrees towards the east side of the city, but the other side
was precipitous. Herod started at the bottom of the hill and laid
rocks together, binding them with lead ‘till it proceeded to a great
height, and till both the largeness of the square edifice and its altitude
were immense’. The foundations of the temple and this solid mass
of rock thus apparently formed one continuous structure, so that to
view the temple from beneath was to receive an impression of
staggering proportions. We do not wonder that Josephus declared that
the temple wall was ‘the most prodigious work that was ever heard of
by man’. Nor is it surprising that the average Jew conceived the
temple to be impregnable and that it would last into the messianic
era as a perpetual dwelling for the eternal God.

In view of this I do not think it unnatural that a Galilean pilgrim,
still a comparatively young man, should have spoken to Jesus in a
tone of awe concerning the temple structure, even though he had
visited it from time to time in his life. I was born in London and am
familiar with its sights. Nevertheless a matter of months before writing
these lines I commented to a fellow-Londoner on the splendid ap-
pearance of Bush House as we were approaching it from Kingsway,;
we pass it many times in a year, yet the response from my companion
was equally warm. How much more comprehensible is the situation of
the disciples in the shadow of the temple at Jerusalem!

It should be mentioned, however, that an ingenious solution of the
problem here discussed has from time to time been put forward and
could well be true. The immediately preceding context in Mt. is the
Lamentation over Jerusalem, with its cry, ‘Your house is abandoned
(to you)’' (Mt. 23.37 £.). The ‘house’ may be either the city (cf. Jer.
22.5) or the temple (cf. Jer. 26.6), but in either case the temple is
involved, and the occasion must be the eschatological woes that
threaten to engulf Israel (Mt. 24.35 £. implies that the judgment that
is to fall on Israel within the contemporary generation will sum up in
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its severity the requital of all the wrong of history from the dawn of
time—‘from the blood of Abel’). Matthew intends us to understand
that these words were spoken at the same time as the incident we are
considering. He has omitted Mark’s account of the Widow’s Mite in
order to make the connection of thought clearer. The disciple’s words
may then be understood as a protest to Jesus or an expression of
incredulity: ‘How could such an impregnable and glorious building
as this be abandoned to the heathen and suffer ruin at their hands!
So interpret H. A. W. Meyer, Swete, Zahn, Schlatter; Bultmann,
though rejecting the historicity of v. 1, inclines also to see the context
of thought of v. 2 in Mt. 23.35 f., 37 f. (Geschichte d. syn. Trad. p.
36). This would undoubtedly give point to the disciple’s observation,
and the reply of the Lord would then be a sharp affirmation of his
previous utterances. The difficulty of this interpretation lies in the
uncertainty that Mt. 23.35 f., 37 f. were uttered on the day in ques-
tion. Luke places the Lament over Jerusalem at a considerably earlier
date (Lk. 13.34 f.); yet it is hard to deny that Mt.’s position is more
plausible, for the solemn declaration of Mt. 23.39 (=Lk. 13.35) suits
the expectation of the parousia far better than a visit to the city at the
Feast of Tabernacles. More formidable is the consideration that,
while the interpretation is likely in Mt., it could not be extracted from
Mk., on whom Mt. presumably depends; here again, it is open to
submit that Mt. has followed an independent tradition. In face of the
uncertainty of the issue, I decline to adopt this view and leave the
issue open. In any case the utterance of the unknown disciple is quite
comprehensible; it is arbitrary lightly to set aside Mk.’s tradition as
fictitious.
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2. Kai 6 'Inoots elrev adrd, BAémes Tadras
Tas peyddas oixodouds; od pn dpeldj bde
Alfos émi Aiflov 8s od py xaraivhy.

Blémeis may introduce either a question, ‘Are you looking at
these buildings?’ or a statement, ‘You are looking at these build-
ings. Nevertheless, I tell you. ...’ In either case the fascination of
mere size, the external glory of Judaism, is corrected. Mt. has
increased, rather than diminished this impression by his brief
PAérere Tadra mdvra; {the od is perhaps a late insertion; it is omitted
by D, L, X, 33, 700 al, OL, OS, Memph, Arm, Iren. lat., Orig. lat.,
Jerome). The prophecy, ‘Not a stone will be left on a stone here,
all will be thrown down,” makes explicit the previous intimations
of impending judgment on Israel. The abandonment of the
temple, spoken of in Mt. 23.38, almost certainly implies its
subsequent ruin; here, no doubt as to the Lord’s meaning remains.

The context, both in the mind of our Lord and in the chapter, is
eschatological. While the expectation of a new temple in the age
to come was common, .to the popular messianic belief it would
have taken the form of a glorifying of the present temple, similar
to the anticipated beautifying of Jerusalem. The prophecy of doom
in Mic. 3.12 had either been forgotten or regarded as fulfilled. To
the average Jew of the time of Jesus, the presence of God was too
much bound up with the temple to think of that event happening
again, while the judgment on the Gentiles overshadowed all
thoughts of judgment on Israel {attacks on Jerusalem by aliens in
the End time come in a different category). Jesus stood in the
traditional prophetic attitude to Israel in declaring the impending
overthrow of the temple. It will not have been political sagacity
that led him to this overwhelming conviction so much as insight
into Israel’s position before God; and if he envisaged Roman
legions as perpetrating the deed, it would have been as agents of
the judgment of God on an impenitent nation rather than as ruth-
less overlords crushing foolish rebels. “The announcement of the
destruction of the temple is not that of a disaster but a chastise-
ment’ declared Goguel (Life of Jesus, p. 403). Jerusalem’s over-
throw takes its place as one of the judgments of the End.

Another viewpoint is hinted at in the larger saying of Mk. 14.58:
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the old system is finished and is to be replaced by another of a
higher order; in the new age of the Spirit there is no room for the
old covenant with its sacrifices and cultus, hence the old temple
must pass away. This is complementary to the eschatological
aspect and is in no contradiction to it.

The last sentence would not be admitted by some exegetes. Loisy
described v. 2 as a ‘lifeless’ version of the more ‘brilliant’ oracle of
Mk. 14.58 that was never fulfilled (so also Colani, Wellhausen, Dodd,
S. G. Brandon). The Church is believed to have been embarrassed by
the latter saying, which represents Jesus as threatening to destroy the
temple; subsequent tradition reduced the original logion to the form
preserved in our text. More radically still, Mk. 14.58 itself has been
dismissed as unauthentic, on the ground that the hostility to the
temple implied in it cannot be reconciled with the concern for the
temple manifest in our Lord’s cleansing of it from the traders’ defile-
ments. This latter contention is scarcely tenable. On the one hand, the
prediction of the temple’s overthrow is directed primarily against
the nation, for whose sin the judgment is to fall, rather than against
the temple itself, which symbolised the presence of God among His
people (so Klostermann). On the other hand the temple cleansing was
more than a reformer’s act, based on zeal for the purity of the Lord’s
house; it was an exercise of messianic authority, implying among other
things the necessity for a drastic revision of the worship of God’s
people (the beasts were driven out as well as the traders); this was the
view of the Fourth Evangelist, who saw the inner relation of the word
about the new temple with the cleansing and so placed them together
as a sign of the nature of the redemption of Christ (Jn. 2.13 ff.,, see
Hoskyns ad loc. and E. F. Scott, “The Crisis in the Life of Jesus’).

C. H. Turner moved in an opposite direction in proposing that v. 2
be considered as the original of Mk. 14.58. He thought it likely that
after the challenge to the religious authorities presented in the temple
cleansing Jesus would have been shadowed by spies and eaves-
droppers, who heard him utter this saying as he was leaving the
temple. On this basis Turner at first was even prepared to accept as
original the addition to Mk. 13.2 in D xal 8ud 7p1@v fpepdr dAdos
dvagTigerdr dvev yepdv, but he subsequently retracted this opinion
(J.T.S. XXIX, p. 9).

It seems best, nevertheless, to regard our saying and Mk, 14.58
as independent. To postulate a confusion between the two is to
involve also a confusion of traditions regarding the resurrection and
parousia of Jesus, which, on other grounds, I do not believe the
documents generally permit; the ‘three days’ belong consistently to
the former, while the latter and its preceding judgments (among
which the ruin of the temple is to be numbered) belong, with equal
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comsistency, to a more distant date within ‘this generation’. Qur
logion is linked with other predictions of judgment on the city and
nation (e.g. Mt. 23.35 f., 37 ff,, Lk. 13.1 ff,, 19.41 ff., 23.28 ff,, to say
nothing of the parabolic material), and is limited to the fate of the
temple by the occasion of its utterance. The positive element in
Mk. 14.58, corresponding to the expectation that the Messiah would
build a new temple, may be assumed in this passage (Schniewind), but
with a different outcome: the former is related to it much as the
present Kingdom is related to the consummated Kingdom; the
Church of the Risen Redeemer has replaced the shrine of the old
covenant, and the glorified Church of the End will fulfil the ancient
hope of a new temple wherein God will manifest Himself to His
people (Rev. 21.g-22.5).

The attempt made in D to express the neglected positive element in
this saying has been mentioned above. If dAlos of the addition is
provided with an antecedent in this sentence, instead of being related
to the vads of Mk. 14.58, it would have to refer to Aifos; this recalls
Dan. 2.34, the smiting stone which becomes a great mountain (the
Kingdom of God). The sense thereby yielded is remarkably pertinent,
but the known character of D hardly allows us to regard the addition
as authentic; it must be regarded as due to the influence of Mk. 14.58
and Jn. 2.19.

Lohmeyer presses xaradvffj to signify the destruction of every
individual stone; this is needless, ‘thrown down, democlished’ ade-
quately translates the term. But was the temple, in fact, so destroyed?
The assertion, first made as far as I can see by Weiffenbach for
apologetic reasons (to demonstrate that the logion is not a vaticinium
ex eventu) and repeated through the years (e.g. by Hoitzmann, Loisy,
Goguel, V. Taylor), viz. that the prediction was not literally fulfilled,
since the temple was not demolished but burned down, cannot be sub-
stantiated. Josephus certainly relates how the Roman soldiers set fire
to the temple, despite the efforts of Titus to prevent them (Wars,
VI, iv.5—7), but in his description of the desolating of the city he
makes explicit mention of the temple: ‘As soon as the army had no
more people to slay or plunder, because there remained none to be
the objects of their fury . .. Caesar gave orders that they should now
demolish the entire city and temple, but should leave as many of the
towers standing as were of the greatest eminence’, this latter point
being made in order to ‘demonstrate to posterity what kind of a city it
was, and how well fortified, which the Roman valour had subdued’
(VILi.1). Thus the temple was both burned and demolished so as to
become an utter ruin. Without doubt a writer composing the pro-
phecy after the event would have made mention of the fire also. It
would seem that on no grounds can exception be taken to the
language of this saying, which was fulfilled with fearful exactness.
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K A e r Y ~ 2 ) A ] » ~ k) -~
3. Kai xafpuévov adrod els 16 Spos Tdv dardv
katévavty Tod iepod, émmpuira adrov Ilérpos
L]
kal TdkwBos kal *Iwdvwgs xai *AvBpéas.

The prophecy of v. 2 had been spoken to a single disciple
(BAémers), but it is reasonable to infer that the whole group of
disciples was present and heard it. The unambiguity, even
vehemence, of the declaration must have shocked them. They did
not venture to question the Lord at once. Apart from other
considerations, it would have been indiscreet for Jesus and his
followers to discuss in the open the anticipated ruin of the
temple, involving as it did that of the city and nation also. After
the breach with the authorities, made irreparable by recent events,
a report of such a conversation could have supplied excellent
evidence with which to charge Jesus as an agitator.

At this point we must presume a period of silence, at least as
between Jesus and the T'welve, for it was a considerable walk from
the temple to the Mount of Olives. Possibly Jesus himself provided
the opportunity that the disciples were seeking; their anxiety to
speak with him must have been patent, and he also had more to
communicate to them in view of their own implication in the
coming catastrophe, and in the circumstances to which it would
form the climax. Halting at the ascent of the mount he sat down,
the prospect of the temple before him. The view must have
quickened the impulse of the four disciples and provided an
obvious opening for their request for further enlightenment.

Just as v. 1 has been regarded as a secondary setting for v. 2, so this
statement, along with the next verse, has often been interpreted as
fictitious, created to provide an introduction to the following dis-
course. Lohmeyer saw a revelatory significance in the situation, since
decisive acts of God and premonitory revelations take place on
mountains (Mk. 3.13 f., 9.2 ff., Mt. 5.1 ff., 28.16 fL.), and according to
Zech. 14 the Mount of Olives is to be the scene of the apocalyptic
judgment. K. L. Schmidt also compares the early Christian represen-
tations of jesus sitting with his disciples on a mountain height; he
would regard xafguévov abrof as meaning ‘as he sat enthroned’.
These, and related contentions are discussed in ‘Jesus and the Future’,
pp- 205-210, Here it is sufficient to note that the setting is entirely
natural, both in respect of the desire of the disciples to learn mere of

c
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the mind of their Master on this matter, and the topographical situation,
for Jesus had to traverse the Mount of Olives in order to reach
Bethany, where he was staying (Mk. 11.11 fI.). Moreover, the fact
that Andrew was included with the three intimate friends of the
Lord is surely historical reminiscence {note how he is yet separated
from his brother, owing to the close association of the others). It is
true that Lk., by his omission of the record of the departure from the
temple and the approach of the four disciples, gives the impression
that the scene is still laid within the temple, but this is surely due to
editorial revision for the sake of brevity rather than a challenge to
Mk.’s representation; the contents of the discourse will have prompted
the evangelist, or his source, to take its privacy for granted (so C. C,
Torrey, Our Translated Gospels, p. 133).

Whether or not the four disciples acted as a deputation for the rest
of their fellows, as Swete suggested, it is impossible to say, but the
circumstance that these four went is fortunate, since they of all the
group were most fitted to grasp the instruction now given and, when
the time came for it to be passed on to the later community, were best
in a position to declare it.
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4. "Ewvwov quiv, wore ratra éorai,
A 4 A} -~ L4 rd -~ - !
kal 7i 76 onueiov Srav péAy Tadra guvredeiolai mwdvra;

The question is set in parallelism; its twofold nature therefore
is in form, not in content. The second clause brings out what is
latent in the first, but with an added sense of climax throughout:

moTe—T1i TO ampuelov
Tadra—radra wdvra

» 2 ~
orai—uédy cvvredeiolar.

From this we see that the eschatological nature of the prediction is
grasped by the disciples at once; it is not confined to the second
clause. The plural radra, though having immediate reference to
the ruin of the temple, implies that it will be no isolated event but
one of a series of extraordinary happenings; nor is that surprising,
for ‘such a catastrophe could not be supposed to come by itself”
(V. H. Stanton). Similarly wdre, unless it envisages an actual date
or period of years, necessitates an answer in terms of events that
must come to pass, i.e. onuete (so Klostermann: ‘One cannot give
an answer to the mére without mentioning signs’). Yet onueiov is in
the singular. If this implies the desire to know a single portent
that should enable the disciples to recognise indubitably the near-
ness of the end, the Abomination prophecy of v. 14 would seem
particularly to answer the question. Loisy, however, interprets
onueiov as signifying ‘the whole facts which must serve as the
immediate introduction to the great Advent’ (Ev. Syn., p. 397); in
that case the entire discourse that follows comprises the answer,
and certain key features may be held to have crucial relevance.

On this interpretation the wording of the question is strictly en
rapport with the prophecy of v. 2. But is it ethically so? That is,
ought the disciples to have asked this question, or are they here
departing from the trust that leaves the future with God and
giving way to merely natural curiosity? That the latter element was
not absent from their minds is not to be denied, yet the situation
demands sympathy on our part. These men were Jews. The temple
symbolised their own religious life, although they were disciples of
Jesus. Jerusalem was the city of their dreams, as of all their nation.
They were part of the people to be engulfed in the calamity. The
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vast structure, to them so obviously indestructible except by
supernatural intervention, lay before their eyes. An overthrow
accomplished by God could occur only in connection with the
owrélea, when the Messiah, whose apostles they were, would
enter on his reign. And all this was to happen in their time! From
every point of view therefore, these men were implicated in the
prophecy, both in the events presumed to accompany the catas-
trophe and in those that were to follow. It is not to be wondered
at that they wanted to know more of these things. However much
we wish that the disciples had better understood their Lord in his
latter days, we must not rob them of their right to behave as men
of flesh and blood, possessed of a normal emotional life.

Whereas it is generally agreed that mére rafira éorac must relate to
the temple prediction, there are not a few exegetes who believe
the second clause to be framed in view of the supposedly unauthentic
discourse that follows (e.g. Klostermann, Rawlinson, V. Taylor). On
this basis Menzies maintained that the question must be interpreted in
the light of the answer which is returned to it, hence that it is nothing
less than a request for a complete unveiling of the future. Against this,
the nature of the parallelism of the two clauses, to which attention
was drawn above, seems adequately to account for the language, and
there is no need to resort to this exaggerated estimate of the question
(so H. A, W. Meyer, Holtzmann, Zahn, Creed, Strack-Billerbeck,
etc.). The status of wdvra is uncertain, It is omitted by Lk. and Mt.,
and from Mk. in W 4 @ 209. 13. 229. 255. 435. 565. 579. 184 (k),
Syr. sin. It could be due to a later scribe, motived by the contents of
the discourse; but its omission is perhaps better accounted for by its
awkward position, which later led to its transposition before rafire in
many MSS. (DEFSUVXY @ 2 etc.) and before owreAeiofar
in others (AGHKMY I'IT (&) Syr. pesh. hl. Cop. Aeth. Arm.
etc.). If it be retained, its omission by Lk. may be due to his simpli-
fying the question; and Mt.’s rewriting of the second clause is at least
consonant with the presence of wdrra in his text of Mk., if not de-
manded by it.

On the interpretation above offered, Mt.’s paraphrase of Mk. is
not so misleading as is often maintained. The single article covering
mapovolas kai owvTedelas Tob al@res shows that he also preserves a
single question in parallelism, not one in triplicate; and since Mk.’s
ovrreAeioBas is a technical term for the events of the consummation,
Mt.’s substitution of the noun ovrrédeia is not erroneous. Schlatter
adduces many parallels from Josephus for the use of mapoveia in
respect of God’s coming to the aid of His people on various occasions;
he concludes that it arises from the frequent use of mapeivar and
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aupmapeiva: for the saving presence of God; however that may be, it is
likely that for Mt. it bears its quasi-technical sense of the Advent of

Christ, and here is interpretative of Mk.’s language (as Mt. 16.28 in
similar fashion interprets Mk. 9.1).
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5. ‘O 8¢ ’I'r]o'ot'ig ﬁpfa-ro Adyew adrois,
Blénere pip s Suds mAarjoy.

The unexpected BAémere has evoked comment from earliest
times, *AAMo Tolvwv fpddTyoar, kai Ao droxpiverar, noted Victor,
“They asked one question and he answers another.” The observa-
tion is nevertheless misleading. The conviction that God would
fight for the Jews and deliver them from all enemies expressed
itself, among other ways, by a tenacious belief in the inviolability
of the sanctuary. This attitude, fundamental to Jewish nationalist
eschatology, directly led to the calamity which Jesus had pro-
phesied. The disciples were no less open to eschatological sugges-
tion than their fellow Jews (cf. Mk. g.11); an undisciplined desire
on their part for signs of the End could lead them to give ear to
false representations as to the temple, and the Messiah, and the
End. Accordingly, ‘Beware’ is the first, and most needed, word
spoken to them. It is also the last (v. 37), and it is dominant through
all that lies between (vv. 7, 9, 11, 23, 33, 35, 37). The ethical
purpose of the revelation is made clear at its commencement.

This aspect of the chapter has been admitted by critics of every
school: cf. Volkmar, “The whole discourse cries out, Take care!’
(Fesus Nazarenus, p. 280). Busch points out that the command is not
peculiar to eschatological thinking; the exclusiveness of the first com-
mandment makes seduction (mAavdr) and wandering astray appear as
the comprehensive expression of sin amongst the elect people
(Verstindnis, p. 80).

For the moral purpose of this discourse, cf. Fesus and the Future,
pp. 212—216, and note the sober comment of Bengel: ‘We ought to
inquire concerning future events, especially those of the last days, not
for the sake of gratifying our curiosity but from a desire to fortify
ourselves. All things in this discourse must be referred to firmness in
acknowledging and confessing Jesus Christ, for the drift and object of
the prophecy is to enforce this duty. . .. The beginning is prudence;
the end, patience.’
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6. IloAdol éAevoovrar émi 7o Svépari pou
Aéyovres émi "Eydd e,
b A Id
kal moAdods mAavrioovaiy.

‘Many will come claiming my name, saying, I am’; i.e. they will
arrogate to themselves both the powers and position which belong
by right to Jesus alone; in declaring that they are what Ae is, they
assume messianic functions. Although the words are capable of a
narrower meaning, it is better, in view of the nationalistic spirit of
the contemporaries of Jesus, to interpret them on broader lines
and to think of messianic pretenders in the widest sense. Whereas
the popular messianism hardly ever produced a claimant to the
messianic office in the strictest sense, it both fostered and was
nourished by mien who asserted the possession of messianic
authority or who regarded themselves as forerunners of the
Kingdom. For such there was always a welcome among the
populace. The more intense the religious feeling of the people, the
more liable they were to be led astray by impostors. This proved
eminently true of the period immediately following the death of
Jesus, but it applied to his life-time also. He will not have forgotten
the revolt led by Judas of Galilee in the name of God; moreover
the turbulent sons of this man were his own contemporaries and
probably were known among the people even at this time (two of
them were crucified ¢. A.D. 4648, a third was a leader of the
‘Sicarii’ shortly before the Jewish war). It was men of this kind
who rent the nation asunder and led it to its final ruin, as Josephus
recognised (Ant. 18.1.i.6: he traces a direct line from Judas to the
ruin of the temple and speaks of the nation ‘growing mad with this
distemper’). The disciples are warned not to associate with these
or kindred movements (w3 mopevfijre dniow adrdv, Lk. 21.8);
they know the true Messiah and the inescapability of the approach-
ing judgment.

émi 7¢ Jvépari pov has sometimes been rendered by ‘on my
authority’, thereby rendering the sentence contradictory. ‘He who
legitimises himself through the dvopa of Jesus cannot at the same time
claim the same évoua, the messianic dignity’ (Weiffenbach, Wieder-
kunftsgedanke, p. 16g). Klostermann concurs with this position, but
while he would strike out émi 7é dvopari wov as a Christian insertion,
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Weiffenbach wanted to omit instead Aéyorres 6ri *Eve el on the
same ground. Nevertheless the translation appears to be mistaken.
Heitmiiller adduces abundant citations from the Hebrew O.T. and
LXX to show that év and éni 75 dvdpari Twos both represent Q%3
“T'he two prepositions, according to their use in this connection in the
LXX, do not betray a noteworthy distinction ... é and émi 76
dvopar{ Twos means, under, with the naming or invocation or
proclamation of the name. éx{ is therefore not to be translated
‘on the ground or authority of’. “The correctness of our explana-
tion of éri 7& dvéuar’, continues Heitmiiller, ‘is confirmed by
the text itself, viz. through the words Aéyovres 6m *Eydd el
Thus: “with the naming, requisition of my name”. A short trans-
lation would be our “with my name” (unter meinem Namen), not, as
is usually translated, ‘“‘on the ground of my name” * (Im Namen Fesu,
Pp- 44, 63)-

Klostermann urges that if this interpretation be correct, Jesus
could simply have said Aéyovres 6 "Eydd efui, without using the
offending phrase. Yet this weakens the sense, in that all reference to
the ‘name’ is then omitted. It is not impossible that there lurks in this
saying the contemporary belief in the power of a name, especially if
we remember the exaggerated reverence for the name of God and the
Messiah. Bousset points out that the avoidance of the name M
had the opposite effect to that intended; it became a magic name with
powerful properties (according to Artabanus, when Moses whispered
the secret name of God to Pharaoh, the latter fell speechless to the
earth). Similarly the name of Messiah had a pre-existence attributed
to it (En. 48.3), and to know that name was a privilege reserved for
the elect (“There was great joy amongst them, and they blessed and
glorified and extolled, because the name of that Son of Man had been
revealed unto them’, En. 69.26). The Gnostics later speculated much
about the name of the divine Redeemer (see Die Religion des Fuden-
tums, pp. 263, 309). Jesus may have had in mind the use of his name,
Messiah, or even his personal name, Jesus, by pretenders claiming
great power by virtue of its possession. Something of this background
may be presumed in the description of Simon Magus as “The Power
of God which is called Great’. This interpretation differs from that
adduced by Holtzmann and C. H. Turner, that Aéyovres 57i *Eydh el
represents a claim to be the Risen and Returned Jesus. The case of
the Seven Sons of Sceva illustrates the possibility of using magically
the name of Jesus with no thought of self-identification with him (see
Lake and Cadbury on Acts 19.14 ff.). The divine quality of the name
of the Messiah may be hinted at in the traditional sounding "Eyd elju;
cf. Ex. 3.14, Deut. 3239, Is. 43.10 f., 52.6 f.

Mt.’s addition of ¢ ypiords after *Eyes elu may therefore be re-
garded as a correct interpretation; but that it is interpretative, not
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original, seems demanded by its omission in Mk. and Lk. and by the
Biblical associations of the short phrase.

Lk.s xai 6 kaipds 7jyyixer seems to involve a separate claim from
*Eydh i, and may be made by different people. T. W, Manson may
be right in thinking that it implies the evdompodijrar of Mk. 13.22
(Mission, 617). It is difficult to believe that W. Manson is right in
seeing o xapds fyywcev as the snterpretation of "Eyd elpi, and so
regarding that latter clause as meaning, “The Messiah has arrived’
(Luke, p. 231). Even more remote is the conjecture of Loisy that the
speaker is God, who warns against those who claim to be the Sent
One of God (Mark, 369 £.). '

Whether this statement represents a parallel tradition to vv. 21 f. or
is a doublet of it cannot be determined with certainty; v. 6 is certainly
similar to v. 22, but *Evd) €l has a quite different significance from
the *Ie e, *'Ide éket of v. 21. On the whole it is better to treat the
sayings on their own merits and not attempt to combine them; they
are not the only similar sayings in the discourse (cf. vv. 7-8, 12-13,
24-25). See further on v. 21.
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7. "Orav 8¢ dxolomre moAépovs kal drods moAéuwy,
un Opociate,
Sei yevéobu,
dAXN’ odrw 70 Té)os.

The incidence of wars in the End time is common to al} traditions
of Jewish eschatology, reaching back to the prophetic denuncia-
tions of sinful peoples, including Israel as well as the Gentiles (see
e.g. Is. 19.2, Jer. 4.19 ff., 6.22 f., 49.1 ff., Dan. 7.21 £, Joel 3.9 f.
and cf. 2 Chron. 15.6). The keynote of this utterance, however, is
the umn Opoeiobe, peculiarly appropriate in a context of the 83pvBoc
of war (Opoeiv translates 727 in the LXX, #dpufos mainly 1127,
frequently associated with the tumult of armies). The needlessness
of fear is grounded in the divine purpose, 8¢l yevéofar, working
itself out in and through these troubles, and also in virtue of the
fact that these are preliminary trials, not the End itself.

The latter two considerations materially affect our understanding
of the saying. The wars of the intervening period, though not the
sign of the End, are yet not accidental; nor are they merely pieces
in the apocalyptic kaleidoscope, helping to make up the picture,
nor elements in an arbitrarily determined chain of necessity; they
express the 8¢t of prophetic vision (Dan. 2.28), comparable to the
8¢t of redemption (Mk. 8.31); in them is seen the divine judicial
activity, God in sovereign power executing his purpose, working
his way towards the foreseen 7élos. That the End is ‘not yet’ is
vital to the disciples; events are to occur which affect them more
intensely than national commotions. For us otww 76 7édos provides
a significant illumination as to the nature of the End: it does not
come in a blood bath (‘Christus kommt nicht mit Krieg’, Schlatter).
Contrary to the assurances of the charlatans who come éni 7§
ovduari pov, the Messiah is no warrior, whose advent occurs for
the extermination of Israel’s foes. How he executes judgment is
not described (vv. 24—27 are silent on this aspect of the parousia),
but the notion of a Messiah with sword in hand is excluded (see
further the interesting observations in Schlatter’s Eriduterungen
zum N.T., Matthdus p. 352, Briefe und Offenbarung d. Johannes,
Pp- 313-314).

moAépovs kai drods modéuwy are frequently interpreted as signi-
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fying wars near and far (cf. Dan. 11.44 8, droai . . . Tapdfovow adrdv
éf dvaroddv kal dmo Boppd), or wars present and threatening (cf. Jer.
4.19}, definitions by no means mutually exclusive. Lohmeyer sug-
gested that the phrase is peculiarly suitable to describe wars of other
nations which yet involve the hearers in suffering; this was the un-
happy experience of Israel for centuries through its position as a
buffer state, wherein contending parties fought their battles; the
interpretation is apt but must not be pressed, since the language is
couched in general terms,

H. A. W, Meyer and Lagrange regard the tédos as referring to the
end of Jerusalem, rather than the end of the age, since the former is
the subject of the prophecy and becomes central in the passage
vv. 14 fl. This is grounded on a false estimate of the relationship
between the anticipated fall of the temple and the end of the age; it is
presumed throughout this chapter that both belong to the same epoch.
Télos represents, as in 1 Cor. 15.24, the Heb. Y{2, which signifies the
end of this age and the beginning of the age to come (see Strack-Biller-
beck on Mt, 24.6).
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8. 'Eyeplijoeras yap évos ém’ &bvos
xai Pacikela émi Baoiheiav.
éoovrar ocopol kara Témovs,
éoovrar Awof.

apy”n odlvew Tabra.

This saying expands the previous one in v. 7 and cites further
signs of which it must be said dAX’ ofimw 76 Tédos. The ydp creates
an impression that the saying supplies the basis for v. 7, but at most
we should regard it as providing an illustration of the latter (the
originality of the conjunction is doubtful; it is omitted by W and
some cursives). Some authorities add rapayal after Aol (so
AWXY I'4 @ IT ®° Minusc. rell. ¢ Syr. sin. pesh. hl. Geo.
Orig. Mt.). Of this Westcott and Hort write, ‘(It was) inserted
probably either for the sake of rhythm . .. or from an extraneous
source, written or oral’ (Notes, p. 26). The former alternative is
perhaps the more likely. There is a noticeable affinity between the
group of MSS. reading rapayai and those that replace dpy7 by dpyai
(soAE2FGHMS2VXY I'I? X2 Q fam. 1); it looks as though
Tapayai was due to the presence of apyal in the text and arose
either through confusion with it or through conjecture as to the
missing term on the basis of it. Luke adds Aowuof to Mk.’s Aquot.
Beyond Hippolytus and Epiphanius there is no textual authority
for its inclusion in Mk. Field strongly inclined to accept it as
genuine here and observed, ‘Aol rai Aoipoi have been connected
ever since Hesiod” (Notes on the Translation of the N.T., p. 37).
This latter consideration could, of course, operate the other way:
Luke may have been influenced by this classical association to
insert the term here and so restore the rhythmical balance. Yet
Aowpds in the sense of ‘pestilence’ is a very uncommon term. It
occurs nowhere else in the New Testament (in Acts 24.5 it=2
pestilent fellow) and has no certain employment in the LXX
(737, pestilence, is commonly rendered in the LXX by fdvaros;
the only instances of Aotpds in the LXX are due to confusion with
Awpds). Its unusualness and the ease of mistaking it for Aol could
have facilitated its omission here (there is a curious parallel in
Jer. 38.(45) 2, where Symmachus has rendered 72737 a¥72 by
€ A xai Aowpd; LXX renders simply by év Ayu@ and omits the
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reference to pestilence). Its inclusion in this saying would complete
its rhythmic structure, make it fall in line with O.T. prophecy and
relate it closely with Rev. 6.8 ff. (see R. H. Charles, Revelation,
vol. i, pp. 158f., and fesus and the Future, pp. 238 fL.). In the
absence of clearer evidence, however, no final decision is possible.

Apart from the many parallels that can be adduced from the
prophets for each individual item, we find war, famine and
pestilence enumerated together as divine judgments in 1 Kings
8.37, Jer. 14.12, 21.7, Ezk. 5.12 (Ezk. 14.21 enumerates ‘my four
sore judgments, sword, famine, wild beasts, pestilence’). Earth-
quakes are frequently mentioned in connection with the End, cf.
Is. 13.13, Hag. 2.6, Zech. 14.4. In the nature of the case these
events are not exclusively associated with the currédea, but since
they habitually figure as divine chastisements, it is presumed that
they will be intensified at the end of the age, when the issues of
history become plain. For this cause the disciples must face these
adversities in a spirit of patient endurance and not lose faith
because of them. Busch pointed out that the Rabbis prophesied
the advent of a famine so severe that the T'orah would be forgotten
by its teachers (b. Sanh. g7a). The inveterate tendency of men to
complain against God when they encounter adversity, especially of
the kind envisaged here, illustrates the need for the disciples to be
prepared for it. py fpoeiofe is accordingly to be assumed also in
this verse.

The last clause dpy% Wdivwr Tadra raises problems of its own. It
may be a marginal gloss incorporated within the text, for it stands
outside the poetic framework and adds nothing to the progress of
thought (unlike the opening line of the discourse proper, v. sb). If it
is authentic, we must beware of stressing too much the idea that birth
pangs are followed by a ‘happy event’, that these troubles therefore
have a cheerful aspect since they lead to the new age; the dominant
application of the metaphor in the Old Testament stresses the
elements of suffering and chastisement (see especially Deut. 2.25,
Is. 13.6 fi., Jer. 6.24 ff., Mic. 4.9); only in one case does it clearly
envisage a hopeful future, Is. 66.7-8, with the very uncertain support
of Is. 26.17 1L, Hos. 13.13f. In the position wherein the phrase
occurs in this discourse the prevailing Old Testament signification
appears to be in mind.

Is the phrase intended to recall the Rabbinical ‘birth pangs of the
Messiah’? Frequently it is so affirmed, and Oesterley (Doctrine of the
Last Things, p. 129) traces it back to a mythological origin. Both
contentions are possible, but they can hardly be regarded as compel-
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ling. (i) It is a curious fact that no certain instance of the phrase
‘pangs of the Messiah’ in the plural can be found in Rabbinical
literature (the plural would be *% % *2313, but the invariable form
is WY 51? ﬁ:,l!j, in Aramaic T¥27 :'I"'?Jﬂ) The possibility must
be reckoned with that Jesus drew the idea independently from the
prophets, as did the Rabbis themselves (so Lagrange; Strack-Biller-
beck, I, p. 950). (ii) The mythological origin of the idea has been
suggested by the opening vision of Rev. 12, where a woman {originally
a goddess?) gives birth to a child who finally overcomes the dragon.
The ‘woes of the Messiah’ are said to relate to the period between the
child’s birth and his growth to manhood, when he is strong enough to
deliver creation from its enemy. Thus Gunkel, who first affirmed that
this complex of ideas reflects the history of the Babylonian Marduk
(Schipfung und Chaos, pp. 271, 381-382), but later thought it might
have been derived from Egyptian mythology {Zum religionsgeschicht-
lichen Verstdndnis d.N.T., pp. 54 1.). In his view the period of birth
pangs is the traditional three and a half years of Daniel and Revela-
tion, and the three and a half is derived from the four beasts that rule
this period, so characterising it as the world winter. The growth of
the young god in three and a half or three years for the conquest of the
dragon is the root of the traditional three days required for Christ’s
resurrection. The origin of the whole idea is said to be the mytho-
logical view of winter, during which time the sun god is eclipsed in
power. The highly speculative, not to say fanciful, nature of this
reconstruction contrasts poorly with the abundant references in the
prophetic writings to the figure of a woman’s labour pangs as re-
presentative of suffering. It has already been pointed out that most of
the instances are non-eschatological, suggesting that the eschato-
logical application of the figure arose from the earlier and meore
frequent use of it to denote sufferings of any kind, rather than that
the reverse process took place.

The indubitable background of v. 8 in the Old Testament prophets
similarly renders void the desire to derive the individual items from
Jewish non-canonical apocalypses. Certainly, many parallels can be
found (see Charles, Critical History of the Doctrine of a Future Life,
p- 382), but these, too, are due to the same Old Testament source.
This may be readily seen in 4 Ezra 13.31, the closest parallel in this
literature to our logion: ‘One shall think to war against another, city
against city, place against place, people against people, and kingdom
against kingdom’; the pattern for this statement, as for Mk. 13.8, is
is found in a combination of 2z Chron. 15.6, woleurjoer évos mpos
évos kai méhis émi mhw, with Is. 19.2 émeyepfrioovrar Aiydmriow én’
Alyvnriovs . . . wéhis éml méAw xai vpos émi vépov (27003 NIoNN).,

This same prophetic background of the passage rules out the
‘contemporary-historical’ interpretation, which explains the separate
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items as post-eventum reflections of current events. It is possible to
point to a host of wars suffered within the Roman Empire at this
period, to the famine in the time of Claudius (Acts 11.28) and, the
earthquakes at Colosse, Laodicea, Smyrna, etc., but the method is
fundamentally false.
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9. BMémere 8¢ duels éavrovs.
mapabdoovaw Uuds els owwédpa
xal els guvaywyds dapigeade,
3 3\ € Z A ’ 4
kal éml Nyepdvor kal Bauo\éwv orabroecbe
&vexer duob, els papripiov adrois.
10. Kai €ls mdvra 7a €y
wp&dTov det knpuxBivar 76 edayyéAwov.

BAémere invites comparison with its occurrence in v. gb: there
the disciples are bidden to watch others, viz. pretenders to mes-
sianic authority who will endeavour to allure them away; here they
are bidden to watch themselves, for attempts will be made to force
them to forsake their allegiance, and they may succumb to the
pressure. On the other hand, to understand the warning as
meaning, “Whatever signs and terrors outside may be, the single
duty is to care for oneself’ {Lohmeyer), is to do injustice to the
context, which also stresses the responsibility of the accused
believer to testify fearlessly to his Lord. If the first thought is,
‘Watch yourself lest you fall,” the second thought follows hard on,
‘Watch yourself lest you fail (your commission).’

The persecution comes from two directions, from Jewish and
from Gentile authorities. The attitude of the Jewish leaders to
Jesus had reached crisis point at the time of speaking. Since his
message had become offensive to them, the disciples could not
expect a more hopeful response, either from them or from their
Gentile overlords. The offence of the cross was to be experienced
in its full bitterness. On all hands persecutions would arise évexev
éuod, i.e. on account of their attachment to Jesus and their pro-
clamation of his evangel (cf. Mk. 8.23, 10.29, illustrating the
inseparability of Jesus and his Gospel). Their trials would prove
els papripiov adrols, i.e. either as providing an evident proof of the
power of the Gospel in the disciples or, more probably, as
occasions for making known the good tidings; whether such
testimony would result in the good of the hearers, or their con-
demnation, would depend on the reception given to the message.?

! The precise significance of the phrase els papripior adrois is in dispute
Strathmann (Theologisches Wérterbuch zum N.T., IV, pp. 477 {L.) considers that
papripioy does not mean active bearing of witness but a piece of evidence; in the
N.T. es papripiov with the dative refers to evidence against the people concerned
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Making due allowance for the possibility that v. 10 may origi-
nally have had a different connection, one cannot fail to be
impressed by the coherence of the association of ideas in its present
setting. The apprehension of the apostles of Christ will turn out
to the furtherance of the Gospel (cf. Phil. 1.12 f.); their trials will
provide opportunity for wider testimony. In such an atmosphere
the Good News is to travel far afield, even to heathen areas, though
ever under the cloud of persecution. 3¢ seems to possess a twofold
significance. On the one hand persecution must not stop the
proclamation of the word. The Gospel is to be preached at all costs,
and judicial courts are to be viewed as providing audiences for the
message. On the other hand, assurance is given that, despite all
opposition, the Gospel must progress to the ends of the earth, for
the divine purpose declared in the scriptures of the prophets will
be fulfilled. Here is both exhortation and encouragement.

A certain ambiguity attaches to mp&rov. Its temporal significance
is denied by some, and it is translated ‘above all’: the chief duty of
the apostles is to proclaim the Good Tidings. In this case there is
no necessary condition to be fulfilled before the coming of the End,
but a task is defined as a prime characteristic of this age (so Merx,
Loisy, Lagrange, Michaelis). Nevertheless, while mp@rov can have
this non-temporal meaning, it is doubtful whether such a sig-
nificance is to be traced in any passage of the Synoptic Gospels,
least of all in Mk. (so emphatically Kiimmel, Verheissung, 77
n. 220); here it most plausibly relates to the odmw 76 7édos of v. 7.
To those who consider that nothing on earth can affect the coming
of the consummated Kingdom, this is a hard saying, but to others
(so Mk. 1.44, 6.11, Jas. 5.3); in this verse, therefore, the phrase refers not to
missionary preaching but to witness for the purpose of demonstrating the guilt
of the judges (p. 507). Yet it is doubtful that one should insist that eis papripiovin
the N.T. must signify witness against those to whom: it is offered; it seems e.g. a
strained interpretation of Mk. 1.44 to make it mean that a priest’s acceptance of a
healing miracle of Jesus will afford evidence against the unbelieving people in
the Last Judgment; a more positive purpose for the papripiov would appear to be
in mind here, Each case accordingly must be taken on its merits. Kilpatrick sug-
gests that had Mk. intended clearly to imply a witness against the hearers in 13.10
he would have written els papripiov mpos adrovs (on the analogy of 12.12
mpds avrods Tiv wapafoliv elmev, see Studses in the Gospels, p. 155). He himself
considers that the sufferings of the disciples are an eschatological sign to the
governors and kings, a testimony that the end is near. The connection of the
saying with v. 11, however, seems to me to strengthen the presumption that it is
the oral testimony of the disciples that is first and foremost in view. For an
intetesting parallel, compare the statement attributed to Paul in a like circum-
stance to these envisaged here, Acts 26.22, &orqxa paprupdpevos upl re xai
peydhp, obdév ékros Adywv dv e of mpodirar édinoar peAAdvrev yivealar xal

Mwveiss, x.7.A. See further C. E, B. Cranfield’s excellent discussion of the matter
in the Scottish Journal of Theology, vol. 6, no. 3, pp. 291 ff.

D
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who believe that the coming of the day of God may be hastened
(2 Pt. 3.12) it provides a spur to Christian service.

The authenticity, provenance and significance of these two verses
are all sharply disputed. For a discussion of the view that v. g reflects
the experiences of the primitive Church and v. 10 the theology of
Paul, see ‘Jesus and the Future’, pp. 192 fI. These sayings are so
closely related with other and well attested teaching of our Lord,
there is no need to attempt to eliminate them. Lohmeyer approached
the matter from another angle and argued that v. ¢ reflects life in
Jewish Ghettos of the Diaspora: antagonistic Jews are thrusting out
their Christian compatriots, judging them in their synagogal courts
or arraigning them before Roman authorities and Oriental petty kings.
Yet the situation suits Palestinian conditions perfectly. Every Jewish
city had its group of men appointed to judge; the synagogues were
used for the administration of justice in minor matters and difficult
cases were referred to the Jerusalem Sanhedrin (Josephus, Ant. IV.
viii.14). While Jyeudves kai Baotheis is a general expression, fyeuwv
is used of the procurator of Judea in Mt. 27.2, Acts 23.24, and Mark
himself described Herod Antipas as Boaoieds (6.14). Schniewind
notes that in Ps. 119.46 God’s testimonies are confessed ‘before
kings’, and that from the time of the Maccabees, legends and tradition
are occupied with conflicts between the authorities of state and the
‘pious’.

The interpretation of the sayings is bound up with the question of
their correct punctuation and wording. Lk.’s dmoffjoerar dulv els
paptdprov (21.13) presumes an original els paprdpiov duiv, instead of
MKk.’s els paprdpiov adrols, It is tempting to adopt Lk.’s basis, but the
issue is complicated by the version in Mt. 10.18, which not only
supports Mk, but in effect runs together the end of Mk.’s v. g into
v, 10: dxbijoeole évexer éuot els papripiov adrols xal Tois éfveow. It
looks as though Mt.’s xal Tois é8vecw may be the original of Mk.’s
kol els wdvra Ta v, It is further well known that an extensive
textual tradition in Mk. appears to support Mt.’s version, continuing
Mk.’s v. g into v, 10 and putting a stop after éfvy, thus: els papripior
adtols kal els mdvra Ta €. mpdTov (8€) Set xmpuyfijvar 76 edayyélov.
(so W. @ 108. 124. .27. 131. 157. c d ff g¥i r vg (1 ms), Syr. sin, Cop.
(Boh) Geo). This tradition was favoured by Burkitt, and his thesis
has been elaborately supported by G. D. Kilpatrick (Studies in the
Gospels, ed. D. E. Nineham, pp. 145 ff.). The matter is of sufficient
importance to warrant careful examination.

Professor Kilpatrick draws attention to three linguistic features:
(i) xnpvooew is regularly used with the dative for persons addressed,
but xnpdooew els in Mk. 1.39, Lk. 4.44="preach i#’; on the usual
punctuation of v, 1o therefore we ought to translate, ‘And the Gospel
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must first be preached among all nations.” (ii) A similar usage in
respect of paprupeiv and paprdpiov can be demonstrated, so that if we
conjoin v. g to v. 10 we must translate the phrase eis papripiov adrois
Kal els wdvra T €@y as ‘for a testimony to them and among all the
nations’. (iif) An examination of the word order in Mk., including that
of ch. 13, shows that the Evangelist preponderately places the verb
first in a sentence. When punctuation is dubious, therefore, that
which gives the verb an initial position is likely to be right. On this
basis vv. g-10 may be arranged as follows:

B\émete 8¢ Juets éavrovs.
mapadiaovow Suds els ovvédpia kai eis owaywyds,
Saprioeabe kai émi fyepdvay kai BaoAéwy,
arabijoeole vexev éuod eis papripiov adrois kal els wdvra 7a €.
3et mpdrov knpuxbBivar 16 edayyéiiov,
xal éTav dywaw dpds . . .

Professor Kilpatrick concludes that the text need imply no more
than a mission in the synagogues at home and abroad, and the idea of
evangelising the Gentiles disappears from the text. If we regard
mpérov of v. 10 as relating to the time prior to the persecutions of
v. 9, the flow of thought is continuous: before this persecution on the
part of the authorities arises the Gospel must be preached, and, when
it does commence, they are not to fear, for the Spirit will give them
aid (v. 11). .

The plausibility of this interpretation is undeniable, in particular
the linguistic data are impressive. T'wo factors provoke caution in
respect of the latter. First, while it is true that the verb is frequently
placed first in a clause in Mk. 13, the exceptions are sufficiently
numerous to make any reconstruction on the basis of word order very
tentative. On the usual reading of v. g we have a verb beginning a
line (rapadcisovow) followed by two lines in which the verb is at the
end. Something very like this is to be seen in v. 6 (roAdoi éledoovrar
... kal wodllods mAawjoovaw). Verse 25 is not dissimilar (éoovrar
winTovres . . . cakevbrgovTar); it 18 a free citation from Is. 34.4, except
that calevbricorrar has replaced an original Taxrjoovrar (due to Hag.
2.67), and either Mk. or his source has removed the verb to the end
of the sentence! Note also the position of the verb in the key sayings
vv.31—32. Secondly, when vv. g—10 are read with the verbs at the
beginning of the clauses, the lines become abnormally long in com-
parison with those that precede and follow. This is not a decisive
objection, since vv. g—10 may not be in their original context, but it
does affect the contention that v. 11 continues the statement begun in
v. 10. It would be helpful if we could determine whether the threefold
mapaddoovaw (V. 9), mapadddvres (v. 11), mapaddoe (v. 12) indicates
an original unity of the paragraph or suggests why the sayings were
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brought together; different critics will have different ideas about that
problem.

It is more important to observe that if Professor Kilpatrick’s
reconstruction be favoured, and it is certainly attractive, his restricted
interpretation of vv. 9—10 by no means follows. He would relate
mpdTov to v. 11, apparently understanding the drift of thought to be,
‘In whatever place you find yourself, first preach the Gospel; then,
after your arrest by the authorities, have no fear, for the Spirit will be
your Inspirer.” We may compare Paul’s experiences in his missionary
witness and perhaps regard this as a positive counterpart to Mt.
10.23. But in that case v. 9 would more fittingly follow after vv.
1o-11; the effect of this would be to throw emphasis on the phrase
els poprdpiov adrois wai €ls mdvra 7d vy and underscore the
mission to the Gentiles. It seems to me that v. 10 comes as a more
fitting climax to v. 9 and that mp&rov has reference to the entire
eschatological process, contrasting with odirw 76 7édos of v. 7 (such is
the interpretation of Mt. 24.14 xal Td7e 5ife. 76 Tédos). In this context
of thought the absolute statement, “The Gospel must first be
preached’, is most naturally given a universal application. Not only is
it unnecessary to restrict €is wdvra Ta vy to a ministry to Diaspora
Jews, it seems to me an unnatural limitation. Paul, it is true, always
began with Jews in Gentile cities, but that was part of his stratagem
as a missionary to the Gentiles: “T'o the Jew first, and also to the
Greek’ (Rom. 1.16). To say the least, Mk.’s words are capable of a
similar interpretation, and they may demand a stronger one.

While certainty is unattainable, it would seem that v. 10, even in its
pruned form, “The Gospel must first be proclaimed’, relates to a
witness before all, albeit in circumstances of suffering, that the Good
News of the Kingdom may penetrate everywhere before it comes in
power among men.

The actual course of events in the Church of Jerusalem should not
be made an objection to this interpretation of v. 10 (as though the
slowness of the primitive community to undertake evangelism abroad
proves that Jesus did not enjoin it). We have no evidence that the
earliest Jewish-Christian believers were averse to Gentiles becoming
Christians; the burning question for them was the #erms on which
Gentiles were to be admitted to the Church and how fellowship
between the two groups could be maintained. This passage and that
controversy have nothing to do with each other. Moreover the un-
willingness of the Judean Church to take the Gospel to non-Jews
should not be exaggerated, for Acts (1-12) records such preaching
before the missions of Paul. Their policy in the matter of evangelism
will have been affected by two considerations: first, a conviction that
their own nation should be won before sending the Gospel to others;
secondly, the belief among Jews generally (which they would probably
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have shared) that the time for the conversion of the nations was the
period immediately prior to the Day of the Lord. In this connection
the observations of W, C. Allen are worth recording: ‘Only the course
of history led the Church to see the full force of these words. The Old
Testament contains a good deal about the conversion of the Gentile
world. But these passages did not prevent the Pharisees from sup-
posing that the Gentiles who wished to participate in Israel’s privileges
must become proselytes and keep the Law. The earliest Jewish Chris-
tians would interpret Christ’s words in the same way. ... Only the
lapse of history could throw a true light upon all nations’ (Mark).

Accordingly on critical, historical and theological grounds, there
appears to be no sufficient reason for refusing the authenticity and
plain meaning of Mk. 13.10.
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11. Kai érav dywow Suds mapadiddvres,
wn) mpopepruvaTe T AadijonTe,
GAX’ 8 éov Bobff Sulv év éxefvn T dipa
Tob7e AaAelTe.
k] ’ b L] -~ ° ~
Od pdp éore ueis of Aadodvres
aMa 76 mvedpa T6 dyov.

The disciples have been warned of trials that will demand their
utmost vigilance and strength and of their responsibility for
testifying to the world, a prospect that might well make them quail.
They are now promised supernatural aid with which to meet the
situation. They will not be alone in their ordeal. The Spirit of their
Father (Mt. 10.20) will assist them in their testimony, that the
Gospel proclamation, which is their only defence, may prove
effective amongst their hearers. Consequently they are not to be in
a condition of anxiety as they contemplate each occasion of trial;
- both the content of their dmodoy{a (i) and the manner of its de-
livery (m@s Lk. 12.11) will be subject to the Spirit’s inspiration. In
such circumstances, ‘the preparation of the defence is less the
drafting of an apology than a prayer’ (Lagrange).

Mt.’s 76 mvedua ol marpds dudv is to be preferred to the more
stereotyped phrase in Mk. and Lk. 76 mvefpa 76 dyww, not alone
because of its unusualness but because of its appropriateness to the
situation. ‘They themselves will not give answer to their judges’,
wrote G. C. B. Punjer, ‘but the Holy Spirit:—which remarkably well
agrees with what Jesus says of himself, that he speaks and does
nothing of himself but only what his Father in heaven wishes’
(Zeitschrift f. wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1878, p. 171). Most
authorities in Mt. and Lk. replace Mk.’s #{ by nas % 7i. Streeter
thinks that this agreement is due to textual assimilation, since in Mt.
10.1g wds ) is omitted by a b k Syr. sin. Cyprian, and in Lk. 1z.11
5% 7 is omitted by D 1 157 O. L. Syr. sin and cur. mapadiddvres is
omitted by b, ff.; that may be due to carelessness or good taste, for
only one verb is needed here and it is omitted in Lk. 12.11. Mk.’s
text may have been filled out by assimilation to Mt. (rapad@ew), but
if that be so it is not improbable that Mt. may have preserved the
original, for the idea of mapadiddva: binds together the paragraph
vv.g-13 (9, 11, 12).

It has been strongly argued by C. K. Barrett (The Holy Spirit in
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the Gospel Tradition, pp. 131 ff.) that the form of this saying in Mk.,
Mt., and Lk. 12.11 f. is secondary and that Lk. 21.15 has preserved
the original: not the Holy Spirit but Jesus himself will come to the dis-
ciples’ aid in distress, éye ydp Sciow Tuiv ordpa xai oodlov i od
Surjoovrar dvrioTvar ) dvramely dravtes of dvrixeipevor Spiv. The
chief ground for this preference is that Lk., who normally shows a
greater interest in the work of the Holy Spirit than the other evan-
gelists, would not have omitted a reference to the Spirit in a source he
deemed sound and substituted for it another version (cf. Lk. 11.20,
where his ‘finger of God’ is generally preferred to Mt.’s ‘Spirit of
God’, Mt. 12.28, for the same reascen). In any case the passage speaks
only of an exceptional and occasional spiritual aid in particular cir-
cumstances, which is very far from what the Church believed about
the Spirit in apostolic times. This exposition is part of an argument
designed to show that Jesus did not foretell the gift of the Spirit to
the Church and that for a very compelling reason: Jesus anticipated
the triumph of the Kingdom to follow immediately on his death and
resurrection. ‘He did not prophesy the existence of a Spirit-filled
community, because he did not foresee an interval between the period
of humiliation and that of complete and final glorification. He did not
distinguish between his resurrection and parousia, and accordingly
there was no room for the intermediate event, Pentecost’ (op. cit.,
p. 160).

The present writer has attempted elsewhere to demonstrate that
Jesus anticipated a period between his resurrection and parousia
(see Jesus and the Future, pp. 191 {L., also W. G, Kiimmel, Verkeissung
und Erfillung, pp. 58 ff.). While the question of probability in
deciding between two versions of a saying necessarily involves an
element of doubt, most critical commentators believe that Lk. 21.15
is a paraphrase of the Markan original. Lk. has already utilised the
Q form of Mk. 13.11 (k. 12.11f.) and therefore would not feel a
paraphrase out of place here. Either he or his source here appears to
have had in mind the promise to Moses and Aaron, éya dvoifw 76
oTdua oov kal 70 ordpa avTod, kar ovuPiBdow vuds & moujoere (Ex.
4.15) as well as the related tradition concerning Stephen in Acts 6.10,
otr loxvor arnoriivar T codig kai 7% mveduari § AdAe; it will be
noted that the latter saying combines the motives of both Mk. 13.11
and Lk. 21.15, a significant procedure if Luke himself is responsible
for the wording of the Lk. 21 and Acts 6 passages, for it would
indicate that he was consciously adapting the tradition by the use of
terms that appealed to him. Inasmuch as the operations of the Risen
Lord and the Holy Spirit were often identified in the primitive
Church, such an interchange of terms ought not to be regarded as
surprising.

Barrett is not alone in regarding the logion as referring to excep-
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tional circumstances and therefore to an intermittent ministry of the
Spirit: Vincent Taylor has also urged that the saying has in mind an
occasional endowment by the Spirit for critical times, and Lohmeyer
deduced from it that only the martyr is the bearer of the Spirit. It is
possible to exaggerate the abnormality of the situation in mind. There
is no reason for imagining that Jesus thought of these occasions as
rare; they were to be the rule. This kind of environment for the
proclamation of the Gospel was to continue until the End. Whatever
success might attend the testimony of the disciples, Jesus seemed to
have no illusions as to the constancy of opposition to it. If then the
disciples were to be perpetually in neced of the aid of the Spirit, they
were to rest assured it would be given. Moreover Jesus avowed that
his mighty works were done by the power of the Spirit (for this pur-
pose Mt. 12.28 and Lk. 11.20 are identical in meaning), and we have
no reason to imagine that he believed these visitations of the Spirit
were occasional; as little would he anticipate that the bestowal of the
Spirit on his disciples after his resurrection would be spasmodic.
The gift of the Spirit is here related to the situation Jesus has been
describing; it would be fallacious to argue that consequently he
envisaged the Spirit’s gift being limited to these occasions. In the
Johannine discourses the fourth Paraclete saying speaks of the testi-
mony of the Spirit only to the world (Jn. 16.5-11), the fifth saying tells
of his witness solely among the apostolic group (16.12~15); the third
could be interpreted as including both kinds of testimony (15.26).
We may therefore regard it as an accident, due to the limitation
imposed by the aspect of the future under discussion, that the
ministry of the Spirit to the disciples themselves is omitted here.
Some such view as this seems demanded by the real relation presup-
posed by Jesus between his crucifixion-resurrection and the coming
of the kingdom, and the expectation of the general diffusion of the
Spirit in that kingdom (Joel 2.28 ff., ‘I will pour out my Spirit on
allflesh .. .).
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12. Kai mapaddiaer ddeddos ddeddov els Odvarov
kal maTip Tékvov,
kal émavagrigovrar Tékva ém yovels
kal favaTdoovaw adrovs.

The family is the foundation of society. Widespread division
within this fundamental unit can only mean universal disruption;
consequently the break-up of society is nowhere more vividly
represented in the prophets than by their description of parent and
child, friend and friend, brother and brother in mutual antagonism
(cf. Is. 3.5, Jer. 9.4, Ezk. 38.21, Mic. 7.6). It is “the worst of the
End-time woes’ (Lohmeyer). Jesus saw a fulfilment of this pro-
phetic theme in the closing days of his own ministry. Micah had
expressed the thought in terms of rebellion of children against
parents:

vios arydle matépa,

Bvydp émavacrioerar émi Ty punrépa adris,

éxBpot mdvres dvdpos ol & 7H oikw adrob.

But Jesus set forth the hostility as mutual, in terms yet more
poignant:

égovtar dmd Tofl vilv mévTe év évi olkw Srapeuepiouéror,

Tpels émi Svoiy kal Svo éni Tpwaiy,

duapepiotioovrar, morp €mt vid kai vics émi watpl,

phmp énl Buyarépa kol Ovydtnp émi Ty uyrépa,

ﬂ'E'VBGPa. E‘?Ti T'I‘]V VU‘U.¢’Y‘]V a]}’TﬁS‘ KU.!‘, V'U‘U.¢’Y\] €,‘7Ti T’Y‘]V WGVBEPO’,V.

(Lk. 12.52 f.)
What had already become observable in the days of his ministry
Jesus saw as a phenomenon increasing in intensity and in applica-
tion in the period between his resurrection and parousia. The
disciples would be dencunced by their own relatives. Schlatter
points out that the passionate despisal with which Jews scorned
traducers shows that the division here pictured has gone to the
limit and is totally irreconcilable: hence favardoovow adrods (cf.
Ezk. 38.21b, pdyawpo dvfpdimov émi Tov adeddov adroid €orar).
Whereas the prophets had seen this simply as a sign of anarchy,
Jesus reveals its root in the rejection of himself as God’s Messiah.
Earlier he had affirmed, od« §Afov Badelv elpiymy dANE pdyaipar
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(Mt. 10.34); more simply it is now said that the division will be
8ua 16 Svoud pov (v. 13). Herein is seen a grim reversal of the
hyperbolic saying of Jesus as to the necessity of ‘hating’ one’s
nearest kin, and even one’s own life, in order to be a disciple; what
Jesus had spoken of in a relative sense the believer will experience
with deadliest venom.

The saying is commonly regarded as a piece of purely Jewish
apocalyptic, taken over here in view of the experience of these
sufferings within the primitive Christian community (Wellhausen,
Loisy, Lohmeyer?). Yet it is eminently suitable on the lips of Jesus.
On the one hand he himself had already known the bitterness of
estrangermnent in his own family (Mk. 3.2z, 31-35, In. 7.5); in face of
the developments since those days, and standing in the shadow of the
cross, he could well have universalised his experience. On the other
hand, there was growing in Judaism at the very time of speaking a
temper akin to this described here. Josephus characterises the
adherents of the ‘fourth philosophy’, the Zealots, as men without
regard for the lives of their closest associates: “They do not value dying
any kinds of death, nor indeed do they heed the deaths of their rela-
tions and friends, nor can any such fear make them call any man
Lord’ (Ant. XVIII, i, 6). Israel was to drink to the full the appalling
effects of that creed. Modern missions among the heathen can quote
abundant instances of infliction of death for discipleship unto Christ,
and among no peoples is ostracism for Christ’s sake more acute than
in Mohammedan and orthodox Jewish circles.

Menzies notes that, contrary to this unhappy picture, the dawn of
the age to come will witness a restoration of the family bond and of
natural relations among men (Mal. 3.1, 4.5-6, Mt. 17.11 ff., cf.
Lk, 1.17).
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¥
13. Kai éoecle peoodpevor dmo wdvrwy
3w 6 dvopd pov.
13 A € I > /
¢ 8¢ dmopeivas eis Tédos
ofros cwhicerar.

The opposition of unbelieving kinsmen to followers of Jesus is
shared by the unbelieving world. The conflict against the repre-
sentatives of the Christ becomes general. Why should this be so?
Certainly not in virtue of a doctrinaire apocalypticism (woes must
precede the end, therefore Christians must expect them). In the
N.T. suffering and the kingdom of God are inextricably bound
together, so that he who would be heir of the latter must be pre-
pared to embrace the former (cf. Sia moAAGY OAlfewr Bei Wuds
eloeMetv els v Baoidelay Tob Beod, Acts 24.22—note the §ei /). The
nexus between suffering and participation in the community of
the Son of Man is not accidental but rooted in the very being of
that community. It came into existence through obedience to the
call of the rejected Messiah and by virtue of his sacrificial death.
The rebellion of the world against God expressed itself in the
murder of the Son of God; the community that stands by him
must needs be the object of the same hostility. Yet the Son did not
flee from it, but in love for the world suffered at its hands; if his
own would share his spirit they must also share his passion. The
key to the passage is 8ia 76 dvoud pou, for the Name of Jesus is the
shame and the glory of Christians. T'o avoid the shame is to lose
the glory. ‘As the Christ became the Creator of the Church only
through suffering and the death of the cross, so the Church also
can remain the community of the Christ only if it accepts its own
suffering’, wrote Gloege. ‘No stone of the ‘‘house” can know
another destiny than that meted out to the Christ as the corner-
and foundation-stone. The sufferings of the “Head” necessarily
draw the sufferings of the “Body” and its members after it. What
the Christ as the primary element of the Church suffers, the Church
nowhere and never can be spared’ (Reich Gottes und Kirche,
PP 338-340).

If however the unity of Christ and his followers entails a unity
with him in his destiny, suffering is but preliminary to glory:
6 8¢ dmopelvas . . . ofTos a’w@ﬁae'ral.. This salvation is not alone a
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negative deliverance from evils experienced but a participation in
the Kingdom; it is ‘life, divine sovereignty, resurrection’ (Schnie-
wind). Hence the ‘endurance’ cannot signify mere continuance to
the end of the age, as though that would automatically secure
entrance into the next; it is endurance in the confession of the
Name (H. A. W. Meyer), the opposite of Mt.’s woMoi
oxavdaAwbnoovrar (Mt. 24.10). The paraphrase in Lk. 21.19 is
therefore not misleading:

év 7j] Smouovf Tudv kmjoeole Tas Yuyas Sudv.

The Lucan insertion xal pif éx r7js redalfs Spudv o pr dméAnrar
(Lk. 21.18) is difficult, coming after the assertion, xai favardigovow é§
tudv (v. 16). Expositors have chiefly taken one of two alternatives,
either that v. 16 relates to a few martyr-apostles and v. 18 the church
as a whole (a view adopted by scholars as different as Godet, J. Weiss
and Loisy) or that v. 18 assures the disciples that they will not suffer
spiritual loss (Zahn, Lagrange, Creed, the former two adding the
suggestion that the bodily resurrection may also be in mind). While
the latter view would harmonize well with the evangelist’s intention,
one ought not to overlook that the language is elsewhere uniformly
used of literal bodily preservation (as in Acts 27.34 and the O.T.
passages I Sam. I4.45, 2 Sam. 14.11, 1 Kings 1.52, from which it is
plain that we are here dealing with Semitic proverbial speech). If we
feel that both the foregoing interpretations are unsatisfactory, we must
conclude either that the saying is secondary (always the easiest way out
of a difficulty!) or that it has lost its original connection. The use of the
Q saying, Sudv 8¢ kai af Tplxes THs kepadfs mGaar Ppfunudvar eloly
(Mt. 10.30, Lk. 12.7) is instructive from this point of view, for in its
context it must have the force, ‘Not one hair of your head shall fall to
the ground without your Father’ (so T. W. Manson). Despite the
opposition of Klostermann, therefore, it would seem that, in this
setting, Bengel’s comment on od w7 dnéAyrar in Lk. 21.18 is justified:
‘shall not perish, namely, without the special providence of God,—
without its reward, before its time’.

The nature of the Télos has also been disputed by commentators.
Lagrange maintains that it has nothing to do with the end of Jerusa-
lem and the world, and that it must mean the end of the believer’s
life; so Klostermann, who translates eis rédos ‘right up to the last
offering’. Dalman on the other hand holds that the phrase =the Heb.
T2 0¥ I¥, which in Dan. 12.13 LXX is translated by els ovvrédeiar
fuepdv, and the Aram. 80 T¥, which in Dan. 7.26 LXX becomes
éws Tédovs (Words of Fesus, p. 155). So also Schniewind regards
7élos as ‘a coined expression for the last day’. If the view of the
perspective of the chapter maintained in this commentary is right,



A COMMENTARY ON MARK THIRTEEN 53

there is little need to differentiate between the two meanings; they
have a similar force, since the end is looked for ‘scon’. With this
accords Lohmeyer: “The conception of the end comprises here both
the end of men and nations at the day of God’s wrath, and the end of

the pious who seals his steadfastness right up to the death of the
martyr.’
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14. "OTtav 3¢ Byre 76 BoeAvypa tis ppudoews
égmyrdTa dmou ob Bel
—6 GraywwoKwy voelTw-—
4 ¢ 3 ~ ¥ s I3 * \ ¥
Td7e oi év 11} "Tovdaiq devyérwoar eis Ta Spy.

Accepting the text as it stands, the problem arises as to the iden-
tity of the B8éAvyua T7s épnudioews, a phrase which has perplexed
commentators in a similar fashion as the enigmatic 666 of Rev.
13.18.

Undoubtedly the Christian understanding of the phrase has
been misled by the natural meaning of épfjuwots and by the con-
nection of this verse with the prophecy of doom in v. 2. The
expression translates the Heb. 82% 3%, which occurs with
variations in Dan. 9.27, 11.31, 12.11, but which should probably
be identical in each case. B%% is used of the desolation of lands
{e.g. Is. 49.8) and of being awestruck (Jer. 2.12). Most exegetes
agree that the latter meaning is here in mind and that we should
translate the Hebrew phrase, ‘The Appalling Abomination’, or
‘The Abomination that causes horror’. Charles speaks of the LXX
translation, reproduced in our text, as ‘an impossible rendering’,
and Wellhausen asserts that it is ‘completely misleading and
conveys neither the sense of Daniel nor that of the Gospel’ (Ev.
Marci). This is perhapstoo strong. The misunderstanding has been
largely due to the citation of the phrase out of its context, for the
LXX rendering of the parallel expression in Dan, 8.13 DRY 3¥Bf,
‘The Appalling Sin’, by % duapria éppucicews shows that the
translators knew fairly well what was in mind: they took 82% in the
sense of desolating the temple so as to be bereft of its worshippers
(an interpretation of the phrase which G. Kittel has himself
adopted, Theol. Warterbuch 2. N.T., vol. 2, p. 657: ‘The pious
visitors must avoid it on account of the Abomination, hence it has
lost its meaning’). It would seem, however, that the PP¥ causes,
not desolation, but horror.

The origin of the phrase is indubitable since Nestle’s article in
ZATW, 1883. It is a contemptuous equivalent of 82% “¥3, pro-
nounced according to the transliterations of Philo of Byblus as
Baal Shamem, The Lord of Heaven, and was identified with the
Greek Zeus (the Syriac of 2 Macc. 6.z actually translates Zevs
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*OMpmios by TRT 293). ‘Baal’ was replaced by Y%V, ‘abomina-
tion’, just as in earlier times the same name had been replaced by
nY3, ‘shame’ (cf. the replacement of Meribaal by Mephibosheth
in 2 Sam.; in Jer. 11.3 the doublet M3 ||?¥2 is reproduced in the
LXX by Baal alone). But what has Zeus Olympius to do with
Daniel? In 1 Macc. 1.54 fl. it is recorded that the agents of
Antiochus Epiphanes ¢xodounoay Bdédvypa épnudioews éml 1o
BuoiaoTipiov. kal év méheow *lovda kikAy Grodduncav Bwpovs, kal
éml rév Ouplawv Tdv olkidv kal év Tais mAarelus éfvpiwv. Here
Bdédvypa éppudioews is plainly equated with a Bwuds, and many
commentators have insisted on limiting its use in Daniel to this
profaning altar. On the other hand the most common use of YP¥
in the O.T. is for an idol; Rabbinic tradition regarded the Danielic
YIP% as an idol; and C. C. Torrey cites Josippon’s ‘History of the
Jews’ as declaring it to be a matter of common knowledge that
Antiochus set up images of himself in many places as objects of
worship (Documents of the Primitive Church, p. 26). Since in any
case altars and idols in heathenism went together, it is likely that
Antiochus had both an image of Zeus Olympius and a heathen
altar erected on the great altar of the Jewish temple. This would
best account for the occurrence of T"P¥ here, and the wave of
horror that must have come over the people (82%); Cheyne further
pointed out that this interpretation accords well with the didactic
narrative of Nebuchadnezzar’s image in Dan. 3 (En. Bib. vol. i,
21 fL.).

In view of this meaning in Dan. 9.27, etc., it is clear that the
expression has by itself no thought of the temple’s destruction but
purely of its desecration. The Abomination horrifies. The term
implies ‘the transformation by Antiochus Epiphanes of the sacred
temple at Jerusalem into a heathen one’ (Ginzberg, Fewish Encyclo-
pedia, vol. i, pp. 80-81). But it still stands as a building. What,
then, did Jesus intend by the phrase? The common extension of
meaning given to O.T. passages in the N.T. forbids an insistence
that our Lord’s use of the expression must be identical with that
in the Danielic passages; and in any case by this time it may well
have become proverbial (Johannes Weiss suggested that the
additional clause ‘Let the reader understand’ has the effect of
setting the phrase in inverted commas). On the other hand there is
no reason to imagine that Jesus was involved in the ambiguities of
the Septuagintal rendering; Y'P% would have conveyed to him
primarily the notion of desecration, if not also of idolatry. While it
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is unnecessary to make v. 14 contradict v. 2, it is equally unneces-
sary to insist that the two statements are identical. Probably we
should see in the appearance of the Abomination the major sign
that leads to the subsequent destruction of the temple: an appalling
desecration of the temple takes place which leads to its ultimate
ruin (so Hauck, ‘It brings desecration, not destruction, hence
opens the beginning of the fAds’).

If we further ask what kind of a desecration could have been
envisaged as having such results, the variety of replies, of which
some account is given below in the detached note, may well lead
to sympathy with Schlatter’s conclusion: ‘We dare not in an
arbitrary fashion define more closely such a word of prophecy. Any
prophecy has its limits and cannot say everything; we must not
broaden it ourselves. It was sufficient for Jesus to say to the dis-
ciples that the sanctuary that is now the pride of the whole nation
will be fearfully desecrated and given up to desolation. How it will
happen, they will see when it happens’ (Erlduterungen zum N.T.,
Matthius). But of all the hypotheses put forward, the one actually
favoured by him seems to meet the complex evidence best of all:
‘A Roman army with its heathen insignia and worship and its
mania for destruction would suit these words’ (ibid.). The images
of the emperor on the eagle standards made them an object of
abhorrence to the Jews, since they were objects of worship. From
the account recorded by Josephus (Ant. XVIII., v.3) of the Jews
meeting the legate Vitellius with the request that he would not
march his army through their land because of the images on the
ensigns, and his compliance with that request, it is plain that the
idea that these ensigns were a common sight in Palestine is mis-
taken; unless the images were removed, their association with the
Emperor cult made their presence in the Holy Land intolerable.
Josephus records an even more significant event (Ant. X VIII. iii.1):
Pilate, ten years prior to the utterance of our saying, set Jerusalem
in an uproar by introducing into the city ensigns with the offending
images. Eisler, following the narrative in the Halosis of Josephus,
notes that only one image was said to have been taken into the army
quarters; it is to be inferred that the cohort stationed in the castle of
Antonia brought with it one of the standards, which the bearer
would have struck into the ground (The Messiah Jesus and John the
Baptist, pp. 312 fl.). The castle was situated on the temple mount
and was therefore regarded as falling within the temple precincts.
This action would have been viewed by the Jews as a profanation
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of the temple. When it became known to the people they flocked
in multitudes to Pilate at Caesarea to ask him to remove the
offence. The governor attempted to deny their request, but in the
end he had to choose between initiating a massacre, with un-
predictable consequences, and removing the standards; he chose
the latter course. If one standard could create such an intensity of
feeling, it is clear that the prospect of the Roman power at some
future date forcibly occupying Jerusalem, and setting up its
idolatrous insignia in or about the temple, could only be the pre-
lude to war to the death; and the end of such a war could not be
other than extremity of desolation for the Jews. That Jesus
anticipated such a disaster for his nation is clear from other
passages, earlier referred to (e.g. Mt. 23.35ff,, Lk. 13.1ff,
19.41 ff., 23.28 f.). It was an anticipation springing fundamentally
from his spiritual insight. Its expression in the manner here
inferred is not unworthy of him and is harmonious with his other
teaching.

6 dvaywdokwy voeitw has caused an astonishing amount of
discussion. More than any other single factor it has given rise to
the view that this chapter is unauthentic: it is urged that the
unknown apocalyptic writer has here nodded, forgetting that
such an exhortation is inappropriate in the mouth of Jesus
speaking (so Colani and a multitude of followers). Weizsicker,
followed by Wellhausen and Bruce, interpreted the note as advice
to the reader of the community (¢ dvaywwoxwy) to explain the
meaning of the 88éAvypa to the hearers (Apost. Zeitalter, p. 362).
The Catholic expositor J. Schmid regarded it as a word from the
Lord himself to read the book of Daniel with care. More probably
it is a parenthesis of the evangelist, either drawing attention to the
fresh and significant application of the Danielic phrase (McNeile,
Busch, etc.) or appealing to the reader to look beneath the surface,
since what is said is less than what is meant, just as in Rev. 13.18
attention is called to the secret of the number of the Beast, &8¢ 5
codia éoriv. & Exwy voiv Ymdiodrw rov dptbuov Tod Byplov. apfuds
yap avlpcimou éoTiv.

The concluding exhortation 7é7¢ oi &v 4 *lovdaig pevyérwoay els
7d &py is thought by some to recall that Mattathias and his sons
fled to the mountains at the time of the profanation instigated by
Antiochus (1 Macc, 2.28). Schniewind preferred to view it as an
application of the flight motif, common in prophetic anticipations
of the Day of the Lord since Amos 5.19 f., and noticeably affected
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by Gen. 19.26 (cf. Is. 15.5, Jer. 49.8, especially Jer. 4.29, Ezk.
7.16). Others who think of this as a late document incline to see in
it a reminiscence of the prophetic oracle which led the Jerusalem
church to flee from the doomed city across the mountains to Pella
(see Eusebius, H.E. 1II, ch. 5). Perhaps it is simplest to recall
Neh. 8.14 f., “They found written in the law . . . that they should
publish and proclaim in all their towns and in Jerusalem, “Go forth
to the hills and bring branches . ..” ' (LXX é£éMere els 16 Spos).
From the occurrence of % dpewr for ‘hill country’ in Lk. 1.39 and
the Protevangelium of James, Dalman concluded that the district
about Jerusalem was called 7 dpewr] (Sacred Sites and Ways, pp.
52 f., where Pliny is cited to the same effect, Hist. Nat., v. 14, 70).
On this view the call is for the inhabitants of Jerusalem and its
neighbouring towns to escape by hiding in the hill country.
Refuge is not to be taken within the Holy City. They that are
without should not enter it, and they that are within should flee
from it. The temple, contrary to popular sentiment, is not inviolate,
but is about to be given over to heathen outrage.



NOTE ON THE HISTORY OF
INTERPRETATION OF THE
BAEAYTMA EPHMWZEWZ

T is striking to observe how the interpretations of the §8éAvyua
Iprevailing at the present time were all suggested in the earliest
stages of the critical discussion. '

1. Caution in identification

Weiffenbach urged that too much stress should not be laid on
the Daniel passages, since in the period of the composition of our
Gospels Bdédvyua épnudicews would be a mysterious and incom-
prehensible phrase, the subject of as varied and divergent inter-
pretations as it is nowadays (Wiederkunftsgedanke Jesu, p. 126). In
this he was followed by Johannes Weiss, who believed it funda-
mentally false to ask what Paul had in mind in 2 Thess. 2 and how
Mark interpreted the 86éAvypa: ‘He does not interpret it. He only
says that a horrible desecration of the temple must have taken
place before the end can come. The interpretation is pure apoca-
lyptic theory; he simply imparts here a still unfulfilled prophecy
of Jesus’ (Das Alteste Evangelium, p. 78). While that may be true of
Mark it can hardly be allowed that to Jesus this was a matter of
mere apocalyptic theory; he himself must have had something
more definite in mind and stronger reasons for setting it forth than
its inclusion among the tenets of an apocalyptic tradition.

2. A Desecration

Colani himself appears to have been responsible for setting
modern critics on the track of interpreting the f8é\vypa as a pro-
fanation, but he did so in terms of impassioned disgust. ‘Let me
put this question’, he urged. “This Jesus, who believed himself
greater than the temple, Jesus, whom the idolatry of the Jews for
their sanctuary filled with indignation, Jesus who had just said
with a kind of joy little disguised that there would not remain of it
a stone on a stone, Jesus who one day cried, “I will destroy it”—
could ke have attached such importance to the profanation of these

59
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stones and of this timber?’ ( ¥ésus Christ, p. 206). Polemics apart,
Colani had clearly distinguished between the profanation spoken of
in v. 14 and the destruction declared in v. 2. Weizsiicker followed
up the hint with more restraint; he considered that the Abomina-
tion passage, which presupposed the continuance of the temple,
lay incongruously alongside the prediction that the temple must
fall, and included this with other indications that the Discourse
comes from a Jewish source (Untersuchungen iiber die evangelische
Geschichte, 1864, p. 125). Keim, in evident dependence on his
predecessors, became more explicit: ‘In accordance with the
prediction of Daniel, he (the author of the apocalyptic discourse)
feared only a heathen desecration of the temple in the manner of
Antiochus or Caligula, and counselled jews and Christians, in
face of this horror, to migrate from Jerusalem and Judea, and to
await upon the hills the speedy redemption of the immediately
returning Messiah’ (Geschichte Jesu von Nazara, iii, p. 238). A
basically similar interpretation was advocated by Zahn and by
Schlatter (in Der Evangelist Maithdus). Wellhausen, however,
pursued a slightly different path; if the Messiah’s coming is
awaited in this period of profanation, it must be for the deliverance
of his sanctuary: ‘It does not end in annihilation, despite all. After
the grievous tribulation and desecration, Jerusalem and the temple
will finally be rescued and the Diaspora led back thither’ (Ev.
Marci, p. 103). Later he suggested that the meaning of the passage
is identical with that of ‘the remarkable fragment of the Apocalypse
of John (11.1-2), that the temple, perhaps with the exception of the
outer forecourt, will not fall in the power of the heathen’ (Ein-
leitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, p. g7). Bousset went a stage
further in this direction and adduced our passage with Rev. 11.1{.
as together providing instances of the preservation of prophecies
in the New Testament concerning the indestructibility of the temple
(Religion d. Judentums, p. 113, n. 1). It is not natural to draw such
an inference from the saying in question, neither is it necessary to
presume an irreconcilable opposition between it and the prophecy
of v. 2. It is preferable to adopt the interpretation given above, that
the desecration leads finally to the destruction of the temple: in
Bengel’s words, “The abomination of profanation was followed by
the abomination of desolation’, a right sentiment, despite its im-
possible linguistic basis! Calvin had anticipated this view, in
regarding the abomination as a profanation leading to the ruin of
Israel’s temple and government (Harmony of the Evangelists, ad
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loc.). His language concerning the f3é vypa is obscure, but the note
on it in his commentary on Daniel makes clear his belief that the
profanation consists in the continuance of the temple cultus after
the abolition of sacrifices by the death of Christ; that may be good
theology but it can hardly claim to be good exegesis. Lohmeyer
more truly caught the authentic spirit of the saying in a note added
for the second edition of his commentary on Mark: “This event
changes the sanctuary, which hitherto was the sole and true place
of God and his worship, into the place of devilish triumph and of
the final destruction.” On such a basis we may admit with Austin
Farrer that here, if anywhere, in the discourse, an answer to the
disciples’ question in v. 4 is provided, but not, as he urged, that the
saying conveys the simple idea of the temple’s destruction (see
A Study in St. Mark, pp. 362 fL.). The prediction explicitly con-
cerns a desecration. The further note of destruction is implied in
the nature of the desecration and the context in which it is set.

3. The Zealots

To the question, “‘What desecration had such consequences?’ a
popular answer in the nineteenth century was, “The abominable
deeds of the Zealots during the siege of Jerusalem’. This view was
persuasively expounded by Pfleiderer in his article, Uber die
Composition der eschatologischen Rede, Mt. 24.4 ff., Jahrbiicher f.
deutsche Theologie, vol. XII1. He brought together three citations
from Josephus’ War of the Jews indicating a contemporary belief
that the Zealots incurred the divine wrath on the sanctuary by their
pollutions and thereby fulfilled prophecy. In IV.iii.12 the inter-
necine strife of the Jews within the besieged city is described and
it is said, ‘As for the dead bodies of the people, their relations
carried them out to their own houses; but when any of the Zealots
were wounded, he went up into the temple and defiled that sacred
floor with his blood, insomuch that one may say that it was their
blood alone that polluted our sanctuary’. In IV.vi.3, after por-
traying the evil deeds of these men, Josephus commented, “There
was a certain ancient oracle of those men, that the city should then
be taken and the sanctuary burnt, by right of war, when a sedition
should invade the Jews, and their own hands should pollute the
temple of God. Now, while these Zealots did not [quite] disbelieve
these predictions, they made themselves the instruments of their
accomplishment’. A further reference to this oracle and to the
prophetic scriptures is made by Josephus in a speech to the
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beleaguered Jews: ‘They foretold that this city should be then
taken when somebody shall begin the slaughter of his own country-
men. And are not both the city and the entire temple now full of
the dead bodies of your countrymen? It is God therefore, it is God
himself who is bringing on this fire, to purge that city and temple
by means of the Romans, and is going to pluck up this city, which
is full of your pollutions’ (V1.ii.1). Pfleiderer did not imagine that
these events fulfilled the prediction of Mk. 13.14, but considered
that the latter was written at this time and reflected contemporary
convictions. In this he was followed by Weiffenbach, Keim and
Piinjer (see particularly the last named writer’s article in Zestschrift
fiir wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1878, p. 166). In Britain the view
was espoused by W. L. Bevan (Smith’s Dictionary, art. ‘Abomina-
tion’) and Alford, but the prediction was regarded as dominical. It
was adopted by H. W. Fulford in Hasting’s Dictionary of Christ
and the Gospels (art. ‘Abomination’) and is represented today by
the Roman Catholic scholar J. Schmid (Das Ev. nack Markus). The
chief support of this contention as put forth by the British writers
is the belief that YP¥ is used not of idolatry in the abstract but of
false worship adopted by Jews (e.g. 1 Kings 11.5, 2 Kings 23.13,
Ezk. 5.11); the argument is scarcely justifiable, for it ignores the
derivation of B2 Y3pY from 92% Y¥3 with its indubitable allusion
to the altar and image of Antiochus. This view should now be
abandoned as incompatible with the evidence.

4. An Idel

(@) The Statue erected by Hadrian. The tradition that the
P3éAvyua was an idol strongly entrenched itself in the early cen-
turies of Christian thought and was the common view of the Jews.
The Mishnah contains the following statement: ‘Five misfortunes
befell our fathers on the 17th day of Tammuz and five on the gth
of Ab. On the 17th day of Tammuz the tables (of the Law) were
shattered, the daily offering was discontinued, a breach was made
in the city and apostomos burned the scroll of the Law and placed
an idol in the temple. . . .” The Rabbinical comment on this runs,
* “Apostomos burned the scroll of the Law.” This is a tradition,
“And placed an idol in the temple.” Whence do we know this? It
is written, And from the time that the continued burnt-offering
shall be taken away and the detestable thing that causeth appalment
set up . .." (Taanith 4.28b). The language is obscure, and to judge
from further remarks of the Rabbinical commentator the actual
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course of events was imperfectly remembered, yet it is clear that
The Danielic Y%Y in the Jewish view was an idol. But when was
this idol set up? The answer depends on the identity of ‘apostomos’.
Schlatter thought it a corruption for apostatis, the apostate being
R. Elisha b. Abuja (c. 120 A.D.); the idol in the temple will then be
either the statue of the Capitoline Jupiter erected by Hadrian on
the site of the demolished temple or the founding of the temple of
Zeus on the same spot. This interpretation was known to Jerome
(Comm. in Ev. Matt.) and was championed by Baur, who dated
the passage from that time (and the Gospels from a later! see
Kritische Untersuchungen ti.d. kanonischen Evangelien, p. 606, and
for Schlatter’s view, Strack-Billerbeck I, p. 196). It is questionable
however, whether the emendation should be adopted. Ginzberg,
after a full discussion on the matter, concluded that Apostomos
was a nickname for Antiochus Epiphanes and therefore that the
Mishnaic passage related to the deeds of Antiochus himself, not to
those of a later date (Jewish Encycl. I, p. 21).

(6) An Image introduced by Titus. In Patristic times it was com-
monly thought that the B3éAvyua related to a statue introduced
by Titus into the temple enclosure; e.g. Theophylact, In Ev.
Mareci, defines the B8. ép. as 6 avdpias ToT Ty méAw éAdvros. BSAvyua
ydp mdv elBwlov Adyerar. These words are repeated in the Scholia
Vetera in ev. sec. Matt., and substantially in Euthymius Zigabena,
Comm. in Matt. The tradition probably arose from a recollection of
Titus planting standards bearing Caesar’s images in the Temple
area.

(c) The attempted profanation of Caligula. The foregoing inter-
pretation may have provided the needful impulse to Pfleiderer
for propounding a further solution of the problem which was to
become widely influential. Realising that the Danielic passages
involved the introduction of an idol into the temple, and not being
able to find trace of a comparable desecration under T'itus, he aban-
doned his former view and suggested that the sole event that could
have inspired such language was Caligula’s attempted introduction
of his statue into the temple at Jerusalem. There was no question
of the saying being produced in the fateful year 39—40 A.D., but
rather the events of that time produced the fear that another Caesar
would achieve what Caligula had failed to do. “The Jewish country
folk in the villages . . .in vv. 14 ff. are commanded to fly to the
mountains, with allusion to the terrifying spectre that at that time
was perpetually agitating Jewish fantasy, the prospect of a fresh
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desecration of the temple after the fashion of the earlier occurrences
and intentions of Antiochus Epiphanes and of Gaius Caesar’
(Das Urchristenthum, p. 404). Pfleiderer dated the appearance
of the apocalypse, of which this forms the crucial part, in the
seventh decade of the first century. His view of the 88évyua was
adopted by Holtzmann (Die Synoptiker), Schmiedel (En. Bib.
11, 1857), Menzies ( The Earliest Gospel) and J. Weiss (Das Alteste
Evan., p. 78).

Since apocalypses are usually dated as emanating from the crises
they reflect, it was inevitable that someone at length should suggest
that the 88éAvyuo prediction arose during the anxious days pre-
cipitated by Caligula’s threat. The suitability of the occasion for
such an oracle cannot be contested. The crisis was brought about
by an unfortunate series of events. When Agrippa visited Alex-
andria in A.D. 38 the mob demanded that a statue of Caesar be
placed in the synagogue; on permission being given by Flaccus,
riots ensued and deputations went to Rome, headed by Philo for
the Jews and Apion for the Alexandrians. While they were there
an altar of Caesar was destroyed by Jews in Jamnia. Caligula was
furious and ordered his statue to be placed in the temple at
Jerusalem. Petronius marched to Judea with three legions, but was
prevailed on by the Jews to write to Caligula and ask for a reversion
of the order. Agrippa happened to be in Rome at the time and
asked Caligula for his friendship’s sake to comply with the petition.
The Emperor did so, then repented of his weakness. He sent an
order to Petronius to kill himself and had a statue prepared in
Rome which he intended to take to Jerusalem. Before he could
execute his plans he was murdered. The suspense in Palestine
during this time can easily be imagined (see Josephus, Wars,
IT.x.1 f1.). Piganiol maintained that the past tenses of Mk. 13.19-20
show that a breathing space had been granted at the time of writing:
the Lord has shortened the days! This suits exactly the situation
wherein Petronius had given way to the entreaty of the Jews and
written to Caligula, asking for a revocation of the demand. The
apocalyptic writer held his pen in his hand at this momentous hour.
‘The Jews did not remember having traversed days of such mortal
anguish. It seemed the winter would not pass before the temple had
been profaned (‘‘Pray that these things may not happen in the
winter,” v. 18).” Piganiol further suggested that the apocalyptic
passage in 2 Thess. 2 was written at the same juncture, when Paul
was among Jewish Christians (Revue d’Histoire et de Philosophie
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religieuses, 1924, pp. 247 £.). In this conclusion he was followed by
Holscher (Theologische Blitter, July 1933, pp. 193 f.).

A variation of this view was maintained by C. C. Torrey in several
works and was most fully expounded in his Documents of the
Primitive Church, pp. 13 fI. He held that the variant of our passage
in Lk. 21.20 was original, since it accorded with the scheme of the
End in the O.T. prophets. The modification of the Lucan saying
in Mk. and Mt. was produced by the Caligula episode, as an
evident fulfilment of Daniel’s prophecy; the clause, ‘Let the reader
understand,’ is a hint from the evangelist that the original predic-
tion is being edited. The discourse was transcribed and the Gospel
of Mark compiled at once in order to prepare people for the
impending End.

In his dating of the Gospel of Mk. Torrey is followed by no one,
but his belief that Mk. 13.14 is a modification of the Lucan
original has been widely adopted. Levertoff and Goudge described
the Marcan saying as a Christian Targum, which substituted for
what Jesus really said (Lk. 21.20) what his followers understood
him to have meant, the language being dictated by the Caligula
affair (A New Commentary on Holy Scripture, 111, p. 192). T. W.
Manson (Mission and Message of Fesus, pp. 621 £.) and C. J. Cadoux
(Historic Mission of Jesus, 2775, n. 3) also consider Luke’s saying to
have been modified by Mk. in the light of this crisis. B. W. Bacon
made Torrey’s starting point the basis for a complete genealogy of
the Abomination sayings. Working from the assumption, ‘Anti-
christ was born under Caligula,” he regarded 2 Thess. 2.1-4 as a
Pauline refinement of Jewish expectations inspired by the excite-
ment of this time. T'wo facts occasioned Paul’s own interpretation,
(@) his idea of a spiritual conflict in the heavenlies, hence he looked
for a manifestation of Beliar instead of 2 material Shiqqutz, with a
diabolical imitation of redemption instead of a profanation of the
earthly temple, and (b) the End did not arrive with the Caligula
crisis. Mk.’s version was due to a second like disappointment, viz.
the non-appearance of the parousia after the fall of the temple; his
Shigqutz is the personal Antichrist yet to come (N.B. the masc.
éornrdra). Mt. speaks of the profanation occurring in a holy place:
he has in mind the desecration of the synagogue in Caesarea which
precipitated the rebellion of A.D. 70. Lk. reflects his tendency to
introduce predictions of the fall of Jerusalem consequent upon its
disregard of the Lord’s warning to repent (see The Gospel of Mark,
its Composition and Date). It is a very ingenious, very intricate and
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very improbable hypothesis. It is the culmination of the method,
manifest in Pfleiderer, which pins down a prediction to a likely
event and then insists that on this account the saying must be ex
eventu. Baur’s reference of the B8éAvyua to Hadrian’s statue has
seemed to most an impossible suggestion, but the difference
between him and his successors is purely that of a date, the method
is the same as that of Pfleiderer. The study of the Gespels, in-
cluding Mk. 13, should show us that Jesus was no ordinary
apocalyptist, whose utterances are to be judged as on a par with the
multitudinous pseudonymous tracts of this time. While our passage
can be violated to look like pedestrian eschatological dogma, it is
susceptible of a more natural and worthy explanation.

5. Antichrist

From earliest times the B3édvyua has been identified with
Antichrist, owing in large part to the influence of 2 Thess. 2.1—4.
Hippolytus sets the two passages side by side as obviously parallel,
while Irenaeus virtually puts Paul’s language into the mouth of
Jesus (Adv. Haer. XXV). Jerome mentions Antichrist as possibly
in mind in this passage yet adds, ‘Abominatio . . . idolum nun-
cupatur . . . Desolationis, quod in desolato templo atque destructo
idolum positum sit.” Victorinus, in his commentary on Revelation,
develops this hint of Jerome’s by conjoining Mk. 13.14 with Rev.
13.14 ff.: ‘He shall cause also that a golden image of Antichrist
shall be placed in the temple at Jerusalem and that the apostate
angel should enter and thence utter voices and oracles. . . . It will
be found in subsequent literature that expositors in fact hover
between interpreting the B3éAvypa of the person of Antichrist and
of an image representing him. Cheyne thought it plain that in both
Mk. 13.14 and 2 Thess. 2 a statue is meant. ‘It was believed that by
spells a portion of the divine life could be communicated to idols,
so that the idol of the false god was the false god himself.” He also
linked the two passages with the fzpia of Rev. 13, all three being
derived from the apocalyptic dragon, which in turn is but the
Hebraised version of the mythical dragon Tiamat (En. Bib., 21 fI.).
This of course echoes the contentions of Gunkel and Bousset.
Following on the researches of Gunkel in his Seadpfung und Chaos,
Bousset urged with regard to Mk. 13.14, ‘The first thing to be done
" is to get rid of all interpretations based on current events.” The
idea of Antichrist sitting in the temple of God cannot be due to the
Caligula scare; it goes back to the old creation myth. The monster
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of the sea had in primeval times warred unsuccessfully against the
God of heaven, but in the last days it was to rise again and contend
in a heaven-storming battle with God. The language of Mk. 13.14,
2 Thess. 2.1 ff,, Rev. 13.1 ff., presupposes a variant of the myth in
which the dragon storms the heavenly abode of God (‘blasphemes’)
and successfully ejects Him from his earthly sanctuary, seating
himself in the temple at Jerusalem (see The Antichrist Legend,
pp. 164 ff., where the variant is further traced in Asc. Is. 4.11,
‘His image shall he set up before his face in all the cities’). Gunkel
himself elaborated these ideas further in his Zum religionsgeschicht-
lichen Verstindnis d.N.T. He identified the three and a half times
of Daniel and Revelation with the time of the f3éAvyua. Indeed, he
urged, once it is recognised that the chaos monster lies at the back
of the opponents of God in Daniel and Revelation it should readily
be seen that S8éAvypa épnudigews is simply a mysterious name for
the monster and as such can hardly be improved on (Op. cit. p. 81,
n. 2). Here we must pause. Admittedly the term Boéwypa
épnudsoews would be a fitting name for the chaos monster, but it has
already been demonstrated that its origin is rooted firmly in the
history of Antiochus Epiphanes and has no connection with these
mythological speculations (it will be granted that the origin of the
Redeemer myth which Antiochus applied to himself is at this
point irrelevant). Like much else of religionsgeschichtliche recon-
struction, the idea is good but it happens not to be true. Similarly
Bousset’s elaborations of this theme hang by gossamer threads. It
cannot be overlooked that all his proof texts for Mk. 13.14 ff. as
representing ‘the rule and reign of Antichrist’, conceived on a
mythological basis, come from later Christian writings. Moreover,
he himself reversed his earlier judgment concerning the illegitimate
use of contemporary events in eschatological interpretation and
urged that the idea of Antichrist enthroned in the temple of God
was due to Caligula’s threat to the Jerusalem temple (Religion d.
Fudentums, 3rd ed., p. 256). That international mythology has
played a large part in the fitting out of Antichrist with his equip-
ment can hardly be doubted, but the relevance of these researches
to the interpretation of Mk. 13.14 has yet to be demonstrated; we
are dealing with firmer ground here than the watery wastes of
Tiamat.

In the present century a majority of exegetes and critics have
assented to the belief that the S8éAvyua represents the Antichrist,
and among Continental scholars this view is almost universally
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adopted. It has become a tradition to be accepted and no longer a
matter for discussion. Yet the supports with which the interpreta-
tion is buttressed are uncommonly weak. Busch supposes that
omov ov 8¢t of v. 14 is essentially the same as the éyd el of v. 6; it
represents ‘the stepping into the place of God, the satanic imitation
of the revelatory ways of God’ (Zum Verstindnis d. syn. Eschato-
logie, p. 93). The comment is interesting but it rests on an identifi-
cation of MKk. 13.14 with 2 Thess. 2.4 and does not arise out of the
Marcan context. Lohmeyer considered that the revelation of
Antichrist in the temple must be thought of as a great illuminating
beacon, since how else should men know of his presence and the
necessity to flee? The difficulty is a real one but the solution is
hardly natural. In the context of this chapter—and our saying must
not be removed from it—it is doubtful that the traditional doctrine
of Antichrist is intended to be understood at all. Despite the
centuries old equation of Mk. 13.14 with 2 Thess. 2.3—4, the
identification exaggerates the facts. In 2 Thess. 2.4 the adversary
(i) opposes and lifts up himself against every one called God or an
object of worship, (ii} so that he sits in the sanctuary of God,
(iti) proclaiming that he is God. The first point clearly adapts what
is said of Antiochus Epiphanes in Dan. 11.36ff.; the second
denotes either the tendency or the actual achievement of Antichrist;
if the third clause is explanatory of the second, the meaning is that
Antichrist’s tendency is towards self-deification, and the sitting in
the temple is purely figurative language; if it advances on the
second clause, then the temple of God must be regarded as the
heavenly temple from which Antichrist rules—possible if the
dvopos be a demon but difficult if, as seems likely, he is viewed as a
man. The former view suits better the human aspect of the
dvfpwmos Tis dvoulas. There seems no reason to introduce into
Paul’s language any reference to the temple at Jerusalem. The most
that can be said, then, is that this passage extends the idea of Mk.
13.14 and fills it out from Dan. r1. More probably it should be
viewed as a parallel conception, with the kind of contact inevitable
in view of Paul’s almost certain knowledge of the eschatological
discourse. This means that 2 Thess. 2.4 should not be used for the
elucidation of Mk. 13.14.

On the other hand, it would be possible to align the BééAvyua
with the Antichrist doctrine if, with Althaus, it be recognised that
in the N.T. this doctrine is fluid, possessing a variety of forms and
above all has what he terms ‘immediate actuality’ (Die Letzten
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Dinge, p. 283). That is, the concept of a power at work against God
is applied to forces operative in the contemporary situation; the
idea illuminates the present, it does not impose on it a programme.
From this point of view Lagrange is ready to admit the Antichrist
doctrine here, recalling that in Jewish apocalypses Antichrist is
often conceived as a conqueror, and in particular that Pompey,
after his profanation of the temple, is actually named the dragon in
Psalms of Sol. 2.29. Vincent Taylor similarly grants that this
passage is not incompatible with the idea of Antichrist’s coming,
‘provided that his parousia is manifest in history’. He compares
the term Bdedvypa épqudoews with the use of ‘Babylon’ for Rome in
1 Pt. 5.13, Rev. 18.2, the implication lying to hand that the Roman
might is the embodiment of Satanic power, i.e. Antichrist (Comm.
on Mk. and Exposttory Times, vol. LX, no. 4, art. The Apocalyptic
Discourse of ME. 13).

6. The Roman Army

It will be at once obvious that the historic tradition of the
Béédvypaas related to the Roman power about to destroy Jerusalem
by no means excludes the previous interpretations. The earliest
witness for this identification is Luke himself, in his version of
Mk. 13.14: orav 8¢ (dnre kvichovpérmy 76 orpaTomrédwy "Iepovoariu,
TéTeYvdTe ST FyYiner 7 prjuwons adris. Whetheror not thisversion
is due to Lk. himself, and whether, in the words of Swete, he has
been ‘taught by the event’, it is hard to resist the conclusion that it
is explanatory of Mk., and not vice versa. While it is true that M&.
might have substituted an obscure apocalyptic phrase for a plain
statement, lest open reference to Rome be construed as treasonable
(Vincent Taylor), that consideration can hardly have applied to
Jesus. On the principal of difficilior lectio potior, and in view of
Lk.’s avoidance of terms unintelligible to Gentile readers, itis
reasonable to accept the priority of Mk. over Lk. and regard the
latter as providing his readers with an interpretation of the
Béévypa. -

Once more we find this view represented in the Fathers.
Chrysostom writes of the 88é\vyua: pot Sorcetl Ta orparémeda Aéyew,
similarly Pseudo-Chrys. and Augustine. Volkmar ingeniously
supported this interpretation by reading éoryxdra as a neuter
plural, ‘the fulfilment of which is to be understood in a plurality of
desolating things, i.e. of desolating armies’ (Jesus Nazarenus,
p- 285). That will not do, however, for the participle is most natur-
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ally to be taken as a masc. singular (for a similar instance of Mk.’s
ungrammatical change of genders, cf. 6.29, of pafiyral adrod Aoy
kai Npav 6 mTdua adrtod kal éfnxav adrov év wmpelw. so RW.T.;
most MSS. correct to adr4). The usual form in which this view has
been presented is that of Swete’s, who writes: “The defining gen.
épmudaews limits us to an outrage which was the prelude of national
ruin, a crisis corresponding in effect if not in circumstances with
the invasion of Antiochus’ (so also Edersheim, A. B. Bruce,
A. Farrer, etc.). Against this it has been shown that the S8é\vyua
epnpdioews must be regarded primarily as a desecration of the
temple. For which cause the modification of this view such as is
presented by Bengel seems to be nearer the mark: the f8évyua is
‘the Roman army . . . the standards of which they (the Jews) held
in abomination as idols, since the Romans attributed divinity to
them’. So also Salmond, J. S. Russel, Schlatter, and above all
Merx.

In Fesus and the Future I sought to justify this view, as set forth
in the main exposition above, by closely following and developing
Merx’s reconstruction of the text in his commentary, Das Ev.
Matthdus nach d. syrischen im Sinaikloster gefundenen Palimpsest-
handschrift. Briefly the points are as follows: (i) regarding Mt.'s
version of the B3éAvyua logion as original, Merx and Streeter
accepted the omission of éords év Témw dyiw in Syr. sin, 1424 as
original. (ii) The Syriac tradition generally presupposes 76 onuciov
105 BSeAdyuaros; forré f8édvyua THis éppuiroews.(iii) Ind, i, Syr. sin,
Pesh., the plural 7¢ pn is read as singular, montem, {3a4. (iv) ¢
dvaywdokwy voeirw is admittedly an addition by the evangelist.
(v) ot ev 77’ lovBaiq dpevyérwoar may well have replaced an original-
ly direct exhortation, ¢evyere (so Hauck, Lohmeyer). On this basis
the original saying of Jesus will have run:

Srav 8¢ dnre 70 ompeiov Tod BdeXvyuaTos pedyere els T6 Gpos.

On such a reconstruction it is natural to interpret the B3élvyua as
standing in close relation to the Roman army approaching
Jerusalem, especially since omueior="3, ‘ensign’, and is frequent
in Josephus for the Roman standards to which the images of the
emperor were affixed. .

1 still consider this restoration of the text to be plausible, for if a
statement of this kind concerning the B8é\vyua ever circulated
alone, without the additional épnudioews, it would be a temptation
hard to resist to conform it to the well-known Danielic phrase.
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On the other hand, it is admittedly hazardous to set the Syriac
tradition over against the mass of textual evidence, and it always
remains possible, as Dr. Heinrich Greeven suggested to me, that
we are here dealing with an Erleichterung of the original text on the
part of Tatian. This reconstruction must therefore be regarded as
tentative. The essential interpretation, nevertheless, stands, even if
the received text be allowed to remain. Lagrange affirmed that
even though we do not accept the Syriac reading it points to the
correct understanding of the passage.

Since Pilate’s attempt to maintain standards within Jerusalem,
or more particularly one standard in the temple precincts, forms an
illuminating background for this interpretation of the saying, it
should be noted that the memory of his blunder seems to have
lingered on, not merely for decades but even for centuries. Jerome
included among possible interpretations of the B8éAvyua this
desecration of the temple by Pilate: ‘Potest autem simpliciter aut
de Antichristo accipi, aut de tmagine Caesaris, quam Pilatus posuit
in templo . . .” (Comm. on Mt.; the words are repeated verbatim
by Bede in his exposition of Mark). It is likely that Jerome learned
of this event from his Jewish teachers while in Palestine. Still more
remarkable is a statement of Theophylact in his commentary on
Mk. After identifying the 88éAvypuo with the statue brought into
the city by its conquercr, he remarked, d\a kai 6 ITiddros, Tds Toi
Kaloapos eixdvas vixTwp els 76 fepdv dyaydw, moAted BopvBov 7&
mAfer éyévero altios. €xTore Npfaro Kai 6 TéAepos kal 1} épfiuwais
7ijs *Iepovoadiju. Theophylact must have had reason for this extra-
ordinary linking of Pilate’s action with the Jewish war and fall of
Jerusalem. It was surely no unfounded speculation, yet the narra-
tive of Josephus by itself would not have suggested the idea. On the
lowest estimate it points to the continued memory of the Jewish
indignation on that occasion, with perhaps the existence of
elements of tradition that have since escaped us.

In conclusion it may not be amiss to draw attention to the
embarrassment caused to later Christians by the cult of the idola-
trous ensigns. Ethelbert Stauffer narrates that during the Diocletian
persecution a veteran’s son, Maximilian, was ordered to join the
army. He refused, saying, ‘I am a Christian, and I cannot do any-
thing blasphemous.” The governor asked him, ‘What blasphemies
have soldiers to perform? The young man merely replied, ‘You
know yourself what they have to do.” For his obstinacy he was put
to death. Stauffer commented, ‘No doubt Maximilian was thinking
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of the camp cult of the imperial standards, which was part of the
soldier’s military duties.” From the same source comes the story
of a Christian soldier Dasius who refused to participate in the
Saturnalia. When commanded to fall down before the sacred
images he declined and was sentenced to death. ‘Before him walked
a ministrant with a vessel of incense, part of the camp cult. Well-
meaning comrades tried to persuade him, at the eleventh hour, to
offer incense for the emperors. Then “the blessed Dasius seized
the vessel and scattered the incense to the winds, trampled on the
shameful and sacrilegious images of the blasphemous emperors,
and made the battle sign of the adorable cross of Christ on his
brow, through whose power he stood firm against the tyrants”’
(Christ and the Caesars, pp. 258-260). One can perceive in this
narrative the burning indignation of the Church in regard to this
cult and the loathing aroused by the emperor’s images. If Christian
converts from heathendom could feel so strongly against these
idolatrous emblems, it is certain that Jews, with their ancestral
horror of idolatry, would view them with no less detestation and
would perish rather than acknowledge them.

It would seem a just conclusion that the traditional language of
the book of Daniel, the Jewish abhorrance of the idolatrous Roman
ensigns, attested in the reaction to Pilate’s desecration, and Jesus’
insight into the situation resulting from his people’s rejection of his
message, supply a sufficient background for this saying, and that
from this point of view it is congruous with the other teaching of
our Lord.
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The urgency of flight is illustrated by a two-fold prohibition
against entering one’s house under any circumstances. A man on
the roof-top, whether resting (1 Sam. g9.25) or working (Josh. 2.6),
praying (Acts 10.9) or on the look-out (Is. 22.1), must not descend
by the inner staircase into the courtyard to bring out valuables from
his house; nor should anyone occupied outside return home, even
for his cloak. At the appearance of the 88éAvypa not a moment must

be lost if life is to be preserved. The peril is imminent. Destruction
is at hand.

This saying is found in Lk. 17.31, in a context describing conditions
at the parousia; some suppose it to be the true reference of the logion.
Loisy, interpreting v. 14 solely of a profanation, cannot see the
necessity for such haste as this, nor, since no man has wings, how one
can escape from the roof without first descending;! all is explained if
an instantaneous parousia is being awaited. McNeile expresses
similar ideas in more sober vein: ‘Neither the leisured man on the
roof nor the field labourer must attempt to save their property; they
must be ready to meet the Son of Man bereft of everything.” This
interpretation is less natural than that which relates the saying to

flight from an army threatening to destroy the capital city. Although
Jesus constantly exhorts to preparedness for the Advent, he never
appeals to his followers to stand still and wait for it; the returning
Lord should find his servants busy in their vocations. Since v. 17
follows well on v. 14 it is possible that the original source did not
contain vv. 15-16 and that the saying was originally independent of
context. Its position in Lk. 17.31 is due to its apparent reminiscence
of the escape of Lot from Sodom (Gen. 19.17), hence its appropriate-
ness to the exhortation uvyuovedere Tis pwwainds Adr (Lk. 17.32),
following hard on a comparison of the day of the Son of Man with the
day of Lot (Lk. 17.28 ff.). Mk. has certainly placed the logion in a
right kind of context, even if not the original one.

! This is of course a misunderstanding. The man is not to descend into the
courtyard 7¢ dpat éx 77s olicfas, but is to flee by the outer staircase into the open.

P



74 A COMMENTARY ON MARK THIRTEEN

Loisy was not the first to perceive the difficulty of a man on the
roof-top apparently bidden not to come down from it; later scribes
have affected the textual tradition in their efforts to make the text
read more smoothly. After karafdrw is added es (émi) olxlay (adrod)
by A D W 8 etc. fam 1, fam 13, fam & cursives al. pler., OL, vg, Syr.
sin, Syr. hl, Aeth, Arm, Aug. Its inclusion removes the ambiguity of
the saying and possibly improves its flow, but it is difficult to see why
it was omitted by the Alexandrian authorities (X B L & etc.). More-
over undé elseddrw is omitted by two of the cursives which have the
addition (245, 435) and by ¢ k Aug semel, evidently for the same
reason which led to the insertion of the earlier phrase, viz. to secure a
smoother reading. If the usual text be retained it is perhaps best with
Lagrange to regard un8¢ as equivalent to xal consecutive.

Wellhausen remarked that we have here to do with a whole nation,
and indeed with Jews in the country, not with a few Christians in
Jerusalem and with their flight to Pella. The contention is uncertain.
If the saying was earlier independent it could have been addressed to
the people generally; in the contexts in which it is set by Mk. and Lk.
disciples are primarily in mind. Perhaps we need not press the dis-
tinction, for the counsel applies to all that will take heed. As far as the
disciples are concerned, it should be noted that the exhortation to
flight in no way conflicts with the call for sacrifice to the death such as
is issued in Mk. 8.34 f. Jesus demanded the utmost renunciation for
His Name and Gospel, but not for identification with the nation in its
hour of doom. Faithfulness to Israel has a limit: there is no need to
perish with them. When the wrath comes on them to the uttermost,
the disciples should flee. This is consonant with the attitude of our
Lord revealed in the mission charge (Mt. ro.14-15).

From the point of view of exact exegesis, it should be observed that
the man on the roof need not be resting, nor ¢ eis 7ov dypdv working.
A roof-top was used for storing dried fruits and vegetables and for
studying the Law (see Strack-Billerbeck I, p. g952). Dalman (Fesus-
Jeschua, p. 101) noted that in Mk. 15.21 Simon of Cyrene came d=’
dypo? before ¢ a.m., when no one goes home from work in the field.
‘What it really means is that he came from outside the city.” In Heb.
J® means ‘the free country, the heath’ (cf. Gen. 24.63, 27.3, Is.
40.6, 55.12); the Targum renders it X3, ‘outside’, in Gen. 3.1, 6.14-
In this saying, accordingly, Dalman would have us render 6 els 7ov
dypdr as ‘he that is outside’, whether working in the fields or pursuing
some other object. It is perhaps simpler to translate dypds as ‘country-
side’, a meaning which would suit Mk. 15.21, and which would
accord with Dalman’s prime contention. Luke’s phrase é rais ydpais
probably has this intention (=‘in the country’). As in the case of the
Bdédvyua saying, Lk. (or his source) has interpreted the original
logion by expansion; his second clause, xal oi & péow adris
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éxywpeirwooy seems intended to apply the preceding clause in the
first place to Jerusalem (the contrast with the third clause becomes
meaningless if adrfs is made to relate to *Jovdaia): those in the city
should hasten from it and those in the country should not enter it (for
refuge).
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These sayings are bound together by the thought of compassion
for those fleeing from threatened destruction. In a season of panic,
none are more distressed than pregnant and nursing mothers; for
neither group is haste possible. Winter creates further anxiety,
since torrents become barriers and lack of shelter at nights an
added misery. If Mt.’s text be original, as it may well be (see Fesus
and the Future, p. 229), the occurrence of the event on a sabbath
would be most serious of all, for the question whether to break the
Law and escape, or keep the Law and die, would offer a tormenting
dilemma, especially for heads of families. In the atmosphere of war
for the faith, the choice of the Maccabaean martyrs, who perished
rather than fight on the Sabbath (r Macc. 2.32 f.) would be that of
many, for the Scribal tradition had both hardened and extended its
influence since that day (see Strack-Billerbeck I, p. 953, for an
example of a Rabbi who in A.D. 110 dared not counsel flight on the
Sabbath). To spare his followers perplexity in a time when hesita-
tion might prove fatal, and out of pity for the common people of
his nation, Jesus bids the disciples to pray that it might not happen
on a Sabbath. Schlatter rightly remarks, ‘He does not lament over
the temple, but he is concerned over the distress of men’ (Matthdus,
ad. loc.).

The insertion in v. 18 of 7 ¢uvyn dudv as subject of yévmras, sup-
ported chiefly by the Koine text, and of undé cafBdrew after yeipudvos
in a few minuscules, is clearly due to assimilation to Mt. 4 dvy)
Sucdv may or may not be authentic reminiscence in Mt., but since the
event and the flight would coincide, there is little need to discuss
whether 4 fAdfus is better than % duy). It is impossible to settle finally
whether un8¢ caffdrw Is original or due to Mt.’s Judaising influence,
The former view is generally viewed as the more likely (so Haupt,
Holtzmann, J. Weiss, Merx, Loisy, Klostermann; Lagrange and
Swete with hesitation). Lk.’s addition, which has taken the place of
v. 18 (éorai yap dvdyin peyddn énmi Tis yis kal Spyy 7@ Aad Todrew, Lk.
21.23) reminds us that Jesus is speaking of something that concerns
his own natjon alone, not the universal Church of the Resurrection.
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While he opposed the extreme Sabbatarianism of the Scribes, he
respected the Sabbath as an institution and did not direct its abroga-
tion; he could well have sympathised with sincere adherents to the
Scribal view in their distress, despite his rejection of its basis.

The Jewish apocalyptic notion that the last days will see women
producing monsters, and abortions of three months that will dance
(2 Esd. 5.8, 6.21) should be adduced here only in order to contrast
such an outlook with the sobriety and compassion of Jesus (contra
Rawlinson and Blunt). A. B. Bruce spoke of v. 17 as ‘a touch worthy of
Jesus, sign mark of genuineness’. A peculiar Rabbinical parallel, to
the sentiment here expressed is afforded in Tanch. 55a. A celebrated
teacher suffered toothache for thirteen years, during which time no
woman died in giving birth to child and no pregnant woman had an
abortion; i.e. his bearing of pain was vicarious. By the agency of
R. Chijja, the prophet Elijah laid his hand on the teacher’s mouth and
cured the toothache; whereupon R. Chijja lamented, “Woe to you
women that give birth in Israel, woe to you that are pregnant in
Israel? (Strack-Billerbeck I, p. 952). The reason for adducing this
curious fancy is the light it throws on the Jewish attitude to ex-
pectant mothers; if a great Rabbi’s suffering helps anyone, it relieves
mothers about to give birth, for they need relief most. So with Jesus;
when he thinks of the last agonies of his nation, his sympathy is
directed to the most helpless of women.

The severity of flight in winter is reflected in another Rabbinic
passage, Tanch. 156b. (In his contemplation of the departure from
Jerusalem at its overthrow) ‘God said, “If they go out in the cold
they will die.” What did he do? He waited and caused them to go into
exile in the summer’ (Strack-Billerbeck, I, p. 952). In our passage,
however, the thought of a decree of God is absent; the disciples are to
pray that God will prevent the distress from occurring in the stormy
season. This reveals an attitude, as Haupt and Lohmeyer recognised,
quite different from apocalyptic determinism,
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The distress is described in language drawn from Daniel’s
portrayal of the last tribulation, Dan. 12.1 (Theodotion is nearer
Mk. than is the LXX: éorar katpos OAifews, QAdfis ola 00 yéyover ad’
s yeyémrar éfvos év Th) yij €ws Tod kawpol éxeivov). This in turn
echoes repeated assertions as to the severity of the Egyptian
plagues in the book of Exodus (Ex. 9.18, 24; 10.6, 14; see especially
11.6, éoTar xpavyn peyddy . . . fres TotalTn ol yéyover kal TotadTy
odxéT mpooredroeras). The connection is not unsuitable in view of
the frequent representation of the End as a second Exodus (e.g.
Is. 51.9 ff., Jer. 23.7 ., Ezk. 20.34 ff., Mic. 7.15 ff.); the trials prior
to the End are compared with those preceding the deliverance
from Egypt (cf. Rev. chs. 8, 16). The association must not, how-
ever, be pressed for the language seems to have become proverbial.
Josephus employed it on at least three occasions to emphasise the
terrible nature of the sufferings of the Jews in their war with the
Romans (“The misfortunes of zll men, from the beginning of the
world, are not so considerable as they were,” Wars, Proem. 4;
‘Neither did any other city ever suffer such miseries . . . from the
beginning of the world,’ Op. cit. V.x.5; “The multitude of those that
therein perished exceeded all the destructions that either men or God
ever brought upon the world,” Op. cit. VL.ix.4). This may be felt to
justify not only the words of Jesus here, but his solicitude for the
disciples and the urgency of his commands. Plato also has a similar
expression in The Republic, ofire yap yiyverar, olire yéyovev, otir” ol
py yévmrar (6, p. 492 E). In view of these citations, it does not seem
permissible to press the language here to make it yield a reference
to the subduing of primeval chaos at creation (Schniewind) or to
an extended period of history after Jerusalem’s fall (Levertoff and
Goudge); by the use of traditional language Jesus describes an
unprecedented time of suffering, to be followed in due time by the
‘rest’ of the Kingdom.

Lagrange thought that the employment of Dan. 12.1 here
justified separating vv. 1920 from 14~18, on the ground that the
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latter refer strictly to the fate of Jerusalem, the former to the End of
the age. Vincent Taylor also sees that this verse goes beyond a merely
historical event and that it points to the final End; he therefore regards
19—20 as a homiletical expansion of the preceding paragraph. If the
interpretation be adopted that the discourse sets forth the doom of
Jerusalem as part of the final distress, the language of the saying, and
its use of Dan. 12.1, is explained, since no change of viewpoint is
involved.

The peculiarity of the language has caused various modifications in
the textual tradition. I"and some OL MSS. substitute év Tais Huépais
(e’xefvms) for ai fme’pm éxeivar. 579 reads Tazf'r'q for Totazf'm), 11 and
892 omit it {the curious position of 7o:adry after yéyover, instead of
TowatTy ola oV yéyovev, is probably due to Mk.’s use of Dan. 12.1, the
original word order being preserved as far as possible). The tautolo-
gous 1y écrioev ¢ Beds is omitted by a formidable list of authorities
(D. ©. 27.565 A.C. f. 1.k.n.r’. Arm). The clauses certainly balance
each other better without it, and for the sake of the poetic structure of
the passage Lohmeyer was inclined to agree with the omission. On the
other hand the next clause contains a similar instance of tautology
(foﬁs' édextots ofs e’fef\e'fa'ro), it is in keeping with Mk.’s Style (cf.
47.13, 12.23), and is more likely to have been omitted by some copyists
than inserted by an inventive scribe. Tentatively therefore the words
should be retained.
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It has been said that the Jews had appointed ‘a rendezvous for
extermination’ (Levertoff) in the events of A.p. 70. Such a prospect
is seriously reckoned with by our Lord. The severity of the
coming tribulation suggests the possibility, not only that the Jewish
race may be in danger of extermination, but still more unthinkable,
that the community of believers may be tempted to turn aside from
constancy of faith. Jesus declares that, by the merciful intervention
of God, the final distress will not outlast the powers of his people’s
endurance.

The shortening of the days has been explained in a variety of ways.
Lagrange derived the thought from Dan. g.24 8, é38ouvirovra
éB8ouddes owerujfnoar (so Lohmeyer). Others, including Well-
hausen and Charles, have seen in it a favoured reduction of the
traditional three and a half years (Dan. 12.7). Bousset has persuaded
many that it is a common apocalyptic trait, and Klostermann urges
that for this reason we should not rationalise it by referring to the
three and a half years. While this may be true, it yet remains strangely
difficult to adduce any unambiguous parallel of undoubtedly Jewish
origin. Klostermann cites En. 80.2, ‘In the days of the sinners the
years will be shortened’, but this idea represents the opposite of our
text; the Enoch passage describes the perversion of the natural order
by the sins of men, so that sinners will die sooner, while in our saying
saints are preserved for salvation that they might live. Apoc. Abraham
29 (‘He is testing those who have worshipped him of thy seed...
with a view to shortening the age of ungodliness’) is admittedly
similar, but this passage comes from a section thought to be a
Christian interpolation into the book (so Box). So also the parallels
adduced by Bousset (Antickrist Legend, pp. 218 £.) all come from post-
Christian works: e.g. the striking saying, “Three years shall be those
times, and the three years shall I make as three months, and the three
months as three weeks, and the three weeks as three days, and the
three days as three hours, and the three hours as three moments’,
comes from the very late Pseudo-Johannine Apocalypse, and seems
to be a typical apocalyptic exaggeration of the idea of our text

A derivation of the saying from the O.T. is equally difficult. Bacon
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sought it in Is. 10.22 f., 28.22 and quoted Rom. ¢.28 as a similar
application of those passages, but the contention is very doubtful (cf.
Sanday and Headlam ad loc.). The most plausible precedent of the
words is that cited by Busch, viz. the prophetic conviction that the
distress of God’s people lasts but a short time in view of the mercies
that follow; e.g. ‘For a small moment have I forsaken thee, but with
great merdes will I gather thee’ (Is. 54.7). But is it necessary to trace
a genealogy for every eschatological utterance of Jesus? An expecta-
tion of fearful disaster and a compassionate heart are sufficient pre-
suppositions for this saying. If our Lord thought in concrete terms of
an overthrow of Jerusalem by Roman might he would know that the
struggle would not be ended in a night. Part of the anguish of the
tribulation would be precisely its cumulation of blow on blow and the
deprivation of hope when divine deliverance was withheld. The
shortening of times could be simply in respect of the expectation of
the sufferers who saw no end to their agonies. It is typical of our
Lord’s eschatological teaching that he is sure that God has his plan
for a consummation, but equally sure that there is no unalterably
fixed time-table of events: God will be moved by the necessities of his
people to bring the climax more quickly than natural developments
alone could do.

The question has been raised whether v. 20 fits the previous con-
text. Lagrange stresses the significance of ndoa odpf as ‘all men in the
world’ (="%222); he contends that neither Jerusalem, nor the
temple, nor Judea figure in this scene, and the faithful have fled to the
mountains. On the contrary, nothing in the text suggests a change of
reference or indicates that any place other than Palestine is in view.
For a similar use of the terms in a sense comparable to that of this
verse, cf. Jer. 12.12: “T'he sword of the Lord devoureth from the one
end of the land even to the other end of the land; no flesk hath peace’.
Moreover, the terms of the saying imply that although the ‘elect’ have
fled to the mountain retreats they are not wholly removed from
~ suffering; this too is compatible with the presuppositions of this
chapter. Since Israel’s sufferings are part of the woes of the End, the
owlijvar here spoken of cannot be limited to mere physical survival
through the trials but rather to a survival of faith which, whether it
meets death or not, is worthy to share in the deliverance of the
Redeemer. The period of wrath is shortened lest faith be crushed and
hope die and confession be turned to denial. The standpoint is the
same as that in v. 13: 6 8¢ dmouelvas eis Tédos odros cwbrioerar.

The version of this saying in Mt., el u7 érodofdibnaar . . . 8iud Tods
éxdexcrovs kodoPwlroovrar is preferred by Merx and Dalman., The
latter inclines to it because he thinksZthat Jesus did not apply to
God any Aramaic name equivalent to Kdpios. Merx does so because
Syr. sin in Mk. reads as in Mt., and the position of Kipios varies,



82 A COMMENTARY ON MARK THIRTEEN

suggesting that the noun is a Wanderwort. This is inconclusive
evidence. If it be admitted, one of the Aramaisms of the saying
disappears; but on any account its Semitic colouring remains.

It should be observed that Lk. 21.23a—24, whoever penned it,
reads remarkably like a paraphrase of Mk. 13.19-20, in similar vein
to the explanatory rewriting of Mk. 13.14 in Lk. 21.20. If Lk. has
replaced Mk.’s shortening of the days by his xatpoi éfviv, the latter
phrase should not be violated to mean the times of the Gentiles’
opportunity to enter the Kingdom (a fancy that perpetually reappears
in the commentaries) but be kept within the same sphere of thought
as the Marcan saying. It relates to the period of tyrannous Gentile
domination over Israel and has more in common with the Danielic
three and a half times than Rom, 11.25.
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During the circumstances of the last distress (747¢), rumours
will be spread abroad, alleging the advent of the Christ. Since the
Jews generally looked for a merely human Messiah (dvfpwnos &£
dvbpdimwy yemjoerar, Trypho in Justin’s Dialogue, 49), it was
commonly believed that his advent would be in secret (see below).
The language of v. 21 is consistent with the claim that the Messiah
is about to be revealed in a specified locality, or that he has already
appeared and awaits his people to gather to him. In the one case
false prophets demonstrate by their powers that the long expected
deliverance is to be effected by the impending advent of the
Messiah; in the other their powers are intended to accredit the
messianic status of actual personages for whom claims are made.
The latter interpretation would conform with 2 Thess. 2.9 and
still more closely with Rev. 13.11~17, where the False Prophet by
his ‘miracles’ causes the world to worship the Beast.

If in v. 22 evd4yproroc be omitted with D 124 ik, the function of
the evdompodfirar will have primary reference to the cries, ‘See,
the Messiah is here’, ‘See, he is there’, of v. 21. If the common
reading be accepted, as it is by most, it is best to regard the
Jevdixpioror as practically a synonym for revdompodiirar (so
Klostermann). The distresses of the End give rise to a multiplicity
of would-be-deliverers and charlatan prophets, whose activity but
increases the miseries of the people. However compelling the
proffered ‘signs and portents’, however persuasive the prophecies,
the elect are exhorted to exercise discernment and encouraged to
look for grace to resist. Despite the danger of deception, it is
unthinkable that the chosen of God should be led astray; « Svvardy
signifies confidence in the solicitude of God for them that love him
(not an irresistible decree).

The language and thought of the passage reflects Deut. 13.1 ff,,

dev 3¢ dvaarj} év ool mpognirys 7 drumvialdpevos 16 évimmor kal 8
Aot podriTns 7 " al 34 oot
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onueiov 7 Tépas.... Just as Deut. 18.18 was interpreted of the
future Messiah (or Messianic Prophet), so Deut. 13.1 was transferred
to the future and the False Prophet anticipated in the End time
(Schlatter). Even the doubling of #evdompodiirar with fevddypioror
may have been influenced by this application of the Deuteronomic
passage (note that in Deut. 13.1 the mpogyrns is doubled by
éwmnaldpevos T6 évimiov).

The apparent repetition of the thought of v.6 in vv. 21 {. has evoked
comment. Loisy felt that this ‘clumsiness’ on Mk/’s part can be
explained only by his possession of the saying in two traditions. It is
not clear, however, that v. 21 does repeat v. 6. In the latter the claims
to messianic status are made by the pretenders themselves, in v. 21
they are made by others, and it is not certain that we are to suppose
that the Messiah has come on the scene at all. The two sayings may be
regarded as different representations from different angles of a similar
danger in the End time.

More clearly a close relationship is to be discerned between v. 21 and
the Q saying Mt, 24.26 =Lk, 17.23.

Mt. 24.26 Lk. 17.23

éov odv elmwaow Tuiv, xai épodow duiv,

[80d &v Tf épriuc éoriy, IS0t éet, 7 "I60v dde.
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If the three sayings are compared, it will be seen that Lk. is closer to
Mk., but Mt. has preserved the parallelism better and his language
reflects Jewish terminology and ideas better than the others. The
difficulty lies in knowing how far to take it literally. Jewish tradition
certainly associated the advent of the Messiah with the wilderness.
Cf. Midrash Ruth 2.14 (132b): ‘As the first redeemer { =Moses) acted,
so will the last redeemer (=Messiah) act. As the first redeemer
manifested himself and then hid himself again from them . . . so will
the last redeemer manifest himself to them and again hide himself
from them. . .. Whither will he lead them? Out of the land unto the
wilderness of Juda, Hos. 2.16, “See, I will allure them and will lead
them into the wilderness™ ’ (Strack-Biilerbeck I, pp. 86-87). The idea
that the Messiah hides himself before manifestation possibly lies
behind the question of the Baptist to Jesus, ‘Art thou he that should
come, or are we to look for another?” John was impatient at the delay
in the emergence of Jesus from his ‘concealment’ (so Lohmeyer). But
the contact with the idea that the Messiah will appear in the desert
may be purely accidental. A. Meyer pointed out that Mt.’s & 73
épipew . . . évTois Tapeiows represents the Heb. antithesis TN DYYTOR
found for example in Deut. 32.25, where the LXX translates
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o702 by éx T@v Taueiwyv. The phrase means no more than ‘within
and without’. Moreover G"™)70% is poetic for N}3%; and the phrase
PINHI D3R is very common in this sense (see B.D.B. lexicon). Meyer
also mentions that Onkelos has 8)32 for 79/, In Mk. 4.10 Peshitta
translates éfw ‘those that are without’ by 873%. 71 of course, like
N3 can mean also a field, but such a phrase as YII N7 is apphcd
to covering vessels ‘within and without’ (LXX éowfev «ai éfwler)
with gold etc., where the literal meaning has no place (see e.g.
Ex. 25.11). It would seem that here our Lord used the more poetic
form, preserved literally in the Greck translation of the Aramaic
tradition, and that there is no further contact with Jewish apocalyptic
traditions than the idea of the hiddenness of the Messiah, which he
repudiates, If this be so, Bousset’s elaborate (and circuitous) argu-
ments concerning this passage fall to the ground (see The Antichrist
Legend, pp. 219 f., where the tradition of the Messiah’s deliverance
in the wilderness is excessively elaborated).
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As in all the Scriptures, the assurance of God’s care for his elect
(implied in el 8uvardy, v. 22) is not regarded as ground for presum-
tion. ‘Do you on your part take care. If the temptations of false
prophets are strong enough to endanger the chosen of God, you
will not be exempt. I have told you all these things in order that
you may be fully prepared. Remain on the alert.’

The hortatory purpose of the discourse is apparent in this state-
ment. Wellhausen thought it a Christian interpolation, but the
utterance seems to contain no thought of assertion of authority or of
the truth of what is revealed. The emphasis fails wholly on the re-
sponsibility now placed on the disciples: ‘I have given you adequate
warning of the trials ahead. There will be no excuse for failure on
your part. Therefore maintain a watchful attitude continually.’
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In language wholly drawn from the prophets, Jesus portrays the
familiar accompaniments of the Day of the Lord. The four mem-
bers of the sentence are in parallelism and express the effects of the
Day on the ‘powers of the heavens’, i.e. on the sun, moon and stars.
It would seem that this awe-inspiring confusion in the heavens
signifies less the transformation of the universe than a preparation
for the coming of the Son of Man. Before his appearing the
heavenly bodies lose their brilliance and become dark, so that the
revelation of the glory of the Son fills the cosmos. It is the sole
object of vision in heaven and on earth. When God steps forth for
salvation the universe pales before him .

Of the many G.T, passages which could be cited here, Is. 13.10,
34.4 call for particular attention: :

£ Ay > ’ ~ > ~ A) - ¥ ’
of ydp dorépes Toi odpavod. . . . T6 $Os od Sdcovaw,
kai oxoTwefioerar Tod YAiov dvaréAlovros,
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Kal % geAyn ol Sdael 70 Gds avris.

Is. 13.10.
xal raxrjoovral mdgar al Swwdpes Tév odpavdv,
e 4 A I’ 13 ¥ 7’
kal é\yroerar ws BufAlov 6 odpavds,
b /! AN -~ € 4 3 3 ’
kal mdvra T doTpa weoetTar Ws $vAda é§ aumédov,
kal s wimTer $vAla dmd cukfs.
Is. 34.4.

The latter passage is of particular importance, since both ndoa: ai
Suvduers and-wdvra & dorpo translate the Heb. [DM%0] X23-52. Itis
therefore unlikely that the duwvdpes [al] év Tols odpavois (af om. in
W. 22. 253. K. 3) of our passage means anything other than heavenly
bodies, rather than the firmament, or spiritual forces of the universe
or the like. The phrase sums up the previous three clauses, exactly as
in Deut. 4.19, where B%] 833 3 includes the previous mention of
sun, moon and stars.

The saying is commonly interpreted as implying the complete
break-up of the universe (so Bousset, Loisy, Allen, Lohmeyer,
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Schlatter, Schniewind, etc.). This is doubtful. If the O.T. passages
here drawn on be consulted, it will be seen that no such view is present
in any of them. Though apocalyptists admittedly often treat the
poetic representations of the prophets with literalness, Jesus was not
an apocalyptist of that kind. Even on the basis that he did share
such a view, which is highly improbable, Titius rightly pointed out
that the idea of falling stars in first century descriptions is not to be
taken as meaning the destruction of the world, as Rev. 8.12, 12.4
make clear (Jesu Lehre, p. 143). Loisy’s view, that the saying implies
the gathering of the elect from the swirling chaos (v. 27) is grotesque
and out of harmony with the passage. On the other hand, to interpret
the language as purely figurative, symbolic of changes in Church and
State (Salmond, Swete) does not do justice to its grandeur. Poetic
expression is not to be confused with allegorism. The interpretation
given above, that here is depicted the introduction of the glory and
salvation of the Son of Man, before whom the shaking heavens veil
their shining, is substantially that of Titius (Ibid.), Zahn (Mt.),
Wohlenberg (IMk.), Briggs (Messiah of the Gospels, p. 153).

The note of time év éxelvais Tais Huépais perd Ty QA4 éxelryy is
regarded by Lohmeyer as secondary, since it falls out of the poetic
structure. He may be right; note Mt.’s edféws which the Marcan
& éxelvaus Tals Nuépass has replaced (but certainly before it came to the
evangelist). If the line is retained, the suggestion of Volkmar is
attractive, that Jesus prefixed this indication of time before his
citation of the Scriptures, which are to be read as in inverted commas:
‘After the tribulation of those days, the Scriptures will be fulfilled
which speak in this manner; then the Advent will take place’ (Fesus
Nazarenus, p. 185). The implication as to the time is not to be
watered down, as by Swete (“The destruction of the Jewish polity is
regarded as the starting point of the era which will be ended by the
parousia’); the tribulation is ended by the Advent.

Once again the Lucan version, 21.25—26, has the appearance of a
re-writing of the Marcan, with additional elements which might well
be genuine. His #yods fladdoomns «ai oddov is thought to be an echo of
the chaos myth, implying the reversion of the world to primeval chaos
(Dodd, Bible and the Greeks, pp. 105 f.). Though the language may
ultimately be due to that source, Is. 17.12 lies nearer to hand, ‘Ah,
the uproar of many peoples, which roar like the roaring of the seas;
and the rushing of nations, that rush like the rushing of mighty
waters!” (the LXX is different, but it renders the last clause, xai
va@ros vy modddv ws Udwp fxijoe, see further C. C. Torrey, Our
Translated Gospels, pp. 35 ff.).
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26. Kai 1d1e Sifovrar Tov viov Tol dvlpwrmou
épxdpevor év vepédais perd Svvduews moAAfs kal 8dfns.,
27. Kol 1dre dmogre)et Tods dyyélovs
ral émovvdfer Tods exdexTovs (adrod) éx TAV Teoodpwy
Gvéucwy,
dn’ drpov yis €ws drpov ovpavod.

Against the background of a darkened heaven, the Son of Man
is revealed in the Shekinah glory of God: he comes év vegpédais.
Clouds are not a characteristic feature of the Palestinian sky, a
matter easily overlooked by Westerners. In the O.T. they are
associated with the interventions of God and with his presence
among men (W. K. Lowther Clarke linked the former aspect with
the storm clouds, with which the name and character of Yahweh
are connected, and the latter with the summer mists on the hill
tops which dissolve in the rays of the sun, Theology, XXXI,
pp- 63 £.). Most commonly the clouds are regarded as a vehicle on
which God swiftly rides, for the execution of judgment (Is. 19.1) or
for redemption (Ps. 18.12), but they also manifest his glory (Ex.
34.5) and yet veil it (Hab. 3.4, Ps. 18.11). The clouds with which
the ‘one like unto a son of man’ comes to the Ancient of days
(Dan. 7.13) serve as a vehicle, although they also hint of his
heavenly origin (as against the origin of the bestial kingdoms from
the abyss, Dan. 7.3). Although a heavenly figure, the son of man is
wholly dependent on the gift of God’s redemption; the evil powers
are subdued and judged by God, after which the son of man,
representing ‘the saints of the Most High’, receives the kingdom.
The deepening of the Son of Man concept in the teaching of Jesus
and his place in the Kingdom of God correspondingly demand that
the wider associations of the O.T. theophanies be included in this
passage. The clouds of his parousia unveil his hitherto hidden
glory, which is the glory of God, the Shekinah; he is seen to be the
eternal Son of God, sharing in the majesty and power of God. But
he also comes in the clouds to effect the divine work of judgment
and redemption. As in his ministry he exercised the powers of the
Kingdom, banishing demonic agencies (Lk. 11.20) and bringing
the grace of the divine sovereignty among men (Mt. 11.5), so his
parousia witnesses the consummation of these activities: the Son

G
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of Man calls the dead to judgment, confessing his acceptance of
those faithful to him and banishing the faithless (Mt. 25.31 ff.,
Mk. 8.38, Mt. 10.32 f.), his Kingdom triumphs over all and is
revealed in power (Mk. 9.1), and the vision of Satan’s fall is brought
to completion (Lk. 10.18). As in the case of his resurrection, the
significance of the parousia lies in the sovereign operation of the
Christ.

It is remarkable, however, that our passage is silent on all these
issues and simply speaks of the gathering of the new Israel to the
Son of Man. Yet this event is no isolated one but presumes the
others, notably the resurrection and the conquest of evil. The
selection of this feature is perhaps due to the subject in mind.
The discourse took its rise from a prediction of the destruction of
the temple. That event of necessity forms the crowning point of
the judgment of the old Israel. The explication of the prophecy,
accordingly, reaches its climax in a description of the Son of Man
gathering the members of his new community into the consum-
mated Kingdom. Jesus employs the language of the old dispensa-
tion, for his action fulfils the age-long dream of prophets. They had
included in their portrayals of the future both the reunion of the
scattered T'welve Tribes (e.g. Is. 60.4 ff.) and the assembling of the
obedient nations to Yahweh in the glorified Jerusalem (e.g. Mic.
4.1 f.). The union of the two groups into one, however, was never
envisaged. The prophetic vision is taken up and fulfilled in this
anticipation of a community drawn from the ends of the universe.
The assembling of the new Israel and uniting them with himself is
the supreme task of the Redeemer-Messiah; through it he becomes
‘the Christ in his perfected absoluteness’ (Gloege, Reich Gottes und
Kirche, p. 191). That the discourse should find its zenith at this
point is a mark of its genuineness. However much we would like to
know what happens to the destroyers of Jerusalem, and to the Jews
themselves, it lies outside the parenetic purpose of Jesus to dwell
on such matters. The goal of history is the union of God’s people
with his Son in the eternal Kingdom: that is all disciples need to
know—in the first and in any other century.

From time to time, since criticism perceived the implications of the
eschatology of Jesus, attempts have been made to set aside the
traditional interpretation of this passage and its parallel in Mk. 14.62.
On the ground that Dan. 7.13 describes not a descent of the son of
man to earth but his ascent to God in heaven, Colani suggested that
this is also the natural interpretation of Mk. 14.62; since Mk. 13.26 is



A COMMENTARY ON MARK THIRTEEN 91

not susceptible of such a meaning it is plainly secondary (Fésus Christ
et les croyances messianiques de son temps, p. zo). This understanding
of Dan. 7.13 and Mk. 14.62 was adopted by Holsten (Zeitschrift f.
wiss. Theologie, 18g1, p. 62), Appel (Die Selbstbezeichnung Fesu,
pp. 4o fl.), Wellhausen, who said that he received the idea from
Smend (Einleitung in d. drei Evangelien, p. 86), Lagrange, Glasson
(The Second Advent, pp. 64 1L.), Duncan (¥esus, Son of Man, pp.
176 ff.). Haupt agreed that Daniel had in mind an ascension but
thought that Jesus meant by the symbolism his parousia (Dfe Eschato-
logischen Aussagen Fesu, p. 115), an interpretation adopted also by
N. B. Stonehouse (Witness of Mt. and Mk. to Christ, pp. 252 f.).
W. K. Lowther Clarke believed that if the Church had not received
the traditional view of the Second Coming, the usual interpretation
of Mk. 14.62 could not have gained currency, and applied the ascen-
sion idea also to our passage (Theology, XXXI, pp. 130 ff.). Dom
Gregory Dix was persuaded by Clarke and expressed his view in the
striking words, ‘There is but one “coming”, in the incarnation, in
the Spirit, in the eucharist and in the judgment. And that is the
“coming” of “One like unto the Son of Man” . . . to the Father. This
is the end and meaning of human history, the bringing of man, the
creature of time, to the Ancient of Days, in eternity’ (The Shape of
the Liturgy, pp. 262 f.). Most recently A. H. Curtis has seen in Mk.
13.26-27 a close equivalence to the vision of Dan. 7.13 ff.: ‘Jesus and
his own were the true fulfilment of the Daniel vision; as such he and
they through Him shall come in the clouds of God-given glory before
the Ancient of Days’ (The Vision and Mission of Yesus, p. 184).
Despite the fact that this view is becoming almost a new orthodoxy in
Britain, I am convinced that it cannot stand, for: (i) no change of
scene from earth to heaven is suggested in Dan. 7.9, the earthly sphere
of imperial rule is in view all the time; (ii) the divine chariot is that
described by Ezekiel, which served for the appearance of God on
earth; (iii) no hint is given in Dan. 7 that the ‘saints’ are translated to
heaven, there to rule over the earth; (iv) it is distinctly stated in Dan.
7.22 that the Ancient of Days came, i.e. to earth, for the purpose of
judgment and deliverance (so Dalman, Words of Fesus, p. 241, n. 2,
Rowley, Relevance of Apocalyptic, 2nd ed. p. 30, n. 1). Neither in
Daniel nor in the teaching of Jesus is there any ground for thinking
that our passage and Mk. 14.62 relate to anything other than a
parousia to humanity on earth (for Mk. 14.62 see further J. E. Fison,
The Christian Hope, p. 192).

The phrase év vedéAars has caused some debate. Dalman, perceiving
the implications of divine majesty in a coming upon (én() clouds,
thought that the O¥ (=év) of Dan 7.13 had been altered by a scrupu-
lous scribe from an original Sy (LXX translates éni), for only God
travels upon the clouds; Mk.’s & =8¥ (Words of Fesus, p. 241). In this
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he is followed by Oesterley, who believed that Jesus deliberately
refrained from employing the term ém{="2¥ for the same reason (The
Last Things, p. 148). The distinction cannot be maintained. In the
Pentateuch it is frequently said that God descends év vegédp (=1¥3,
see e.g. Ex. 34.5). Travelling with, or upon, or in clouds is not a
normal human mode of locomotion (!}; whatever the preposition, the
idea would necessarily connote divinity, or at least a close relation
with the Deity (so Lagrange).

perd Svvdpews moAfs kal 3dfns could be translated ‘with a great
host and with glory’ (in Ezk. 38.15 the host of Gog is described as
ovvaywy peydin kai 8dvapis moAA7); but the associated idea in Mk.g.1,
where the end is described as a coming of the Kingdom év Suwwdpuer,
probably indicates that we should interpret this as a ‘most powerful
and glorious revelation’ (so Kiimmel, Verkheissung und Erfiillung
P- 14).

The phrase an’ dxpov yijs éws drpov odpavedis difficult. It is hardly
natural to interpret it, with Lagrange and Lohmeyer, of the highest
point of earth (i.e. Jerusalem), from which the elect are taken to the
highest point of heaven; it is equally dubious to think of it as the
meeting place of the vault of heaven and the extremities of earth
(McNeile). We appear to have here a combination of two formulae
that express universality: d=r’ dxpou Tod 0dpavod &ws drpov Tod odpaved
(Deut. 30.4); dn’ drpov Tiis yfis €ws dxpov s yfs (Deut. 13.7). The
synthesis of the two expressions is intended to make the widest pos-
sible application of the thought (Swete, Turner). While the language
does not demand it, it is consistent with the idea that the living and
the dead are united at the parousia: ‘Heaven and earth are viewed as a
unity; the entire xdopos must give them up’ (Wohlenberg).

With the mission of angels among the elect, Jeremias aptly com-
pares Mt. 25.31 f. (Jesus als Weltvollender, pp. 70 ff.}, a reminder
that in both passages we are dealing with matters which appeal to
imaginative rather than rational processes.

Mt.’s citation of Zech. 12.10 f. kal Té7e woovrat méoar ai gvlal Tis
yfs differs both from the Heb. and LXX but agrees with Rev. 1.7; it is
possible that it has been imported into Mt. 24.30 from the passage in
Revelation (so Bousset; Merx points out that the Greek text of Syr.
sin did not know it, nor Origen). The reference to the ‘sign of the
Son of Man’ has puzzled, and intrigued, the ages. Charles conjec-
jured that it arose through a confusion of PR with DX (Critical
History, p. 383, n. 4), and suggested that the original reading was
:BTRT73 DR AR More probably the reference is to the ‘standard’
or ensign set up by Yahweh for the rallying of his dispersed people;
cf. Is. 11.12, xal dpei onueiov els Ta vy kai ovvdfe: Tods drolopévovs
"Tapanh, ai Tods Sieamapuévovs “fovda. This thought is continued in
the mention of the trumpet in Mt. 24.31 (cf. Is. 27.13). If the
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BBéAvypa of v. 14 has particular reference to the idolatrous ensigns of
the Roman army, the mention of the ensign of the Son of Man here is
exceedingly appropriate. In response to the question of the dis-
ciples (v. 4) Jesus gives two signs: the ensign of the hostile army will
signalise the destruction of the city, the ensign of the Son of Man will
herald the redemption of his people. The onueior of the Son of Man
most probably signifies the Shekinah glory with which he comes, a
fitting counterpart to the impious Y% of the Romans. By this
interpretation the frequently-held view that the onuefor is light
{Meyer, Holtzmann) or the Messiah himself (Bengel, who compares
Lk. 2.12, Schniewind, who compares Lk. 11.30, Bruce, Allen, Busch,
Rengstorf) are subsumed in a larger conception. (For a review of
earlier interpretations of the owmueiov see Bousset, The Antichrist
Legend, pp. 232 f.).

The further addition in Mt. 24.31 of perd odAmiyyos peydins very
clearly links the saying with the day of resurrection, see 1 Thess.
4.16, 1 Cor. 15.52. It is possible that Paul knew this form of the
logion; note that in 2 Thess. 2.1 he uses the noun émouvvaywy for the
verb émowdyew, and with the same intention, viz. of representing a
resurrection of the righteous dead and glorification of the living saints
into a united fellowship with the manifested Lord.
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29. odTws kai Vuels, 6Tav idyTe Tadra ywipeva,
ywworere 5Ti Eyyis éoTw émi Gopars.

This ‘beautiful and remarkably apposite Easter parable’ (Keim),
in contrast to the repeated warnings that have preceded, is essen-~
tially an antidote to despair. The emphasis in our Lord’s instruc-
tion has fallen on warnings in face of national advetsities and trials
for faith, together with the necessity to maintain a witness amidst
enmities and a watchfulness against deceivers. The issue of history
in the parousia, with its prospect of unalloyed joy for the saints, is
itself an encouragement to endurance. At this point the disciples
are bidden to see in the very trials they experience the pledge of
that desired consummation. The parable seems to speak of more
than mere proximity, though that is writ large in its structure, as
well as in its application. It conveys also the message of assurance,
of confidence and of certainty. The fig tree is one of the few de-
ciduous trees of Palestine, so that its budding is the more notice-
able. Unlike the almond tree, which blossoms earlier but which
may be overtaken by the returning cold, it gives an unerring sign
of the arrival of spring. So surely as the disciples recognise in the
fresh foliage of the fig tree the end of winter and approach of sum-
mer, so they are to view their own sufferings and the calamities of
their nation as the sure sign of the approach of the new age,
heralding the incursion of resurrection life into the wintry life of
man.

The comparison of winter and summer, latent in the parable,
tempts one to allegorise, but restraint must be exercised. Lohmeyer
draws the lesson, ‘The end time is the summer of the world time, the
world time of the preceding stormy and fearful winter.” If any such
thought be present in the parable, it should not go unobserved that
the period of distresses in 13.6—23 signifies not winter but spring. As
the sap quickens the withered branches of the fig tree, manifesting in
advance the powers of summer, so the ‘signs’ of 13.6 ff. reveal the
activity of the divine sovereignty, accomplishing its beneficent pur~
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pose through the evil machinations of man (so Otto, Kingdom of God
and Son of Man, p. 148, and Rengstorf, who writes on Lk. 21.30 f.:
‘In the struggle for the Gospel. .. the outbreak of judgment upon
Jerusalem and Judaism, the opening of heaven and the manifestation
of the Son of Man Jesus—in all that he is coming in power and
certainty’).

Encouraged by the ease with which the parable separates from the
context (N.B. Lk.’s transition clause, xal elmev mapaflodny adrols
21.2g), a group of scholars refer this parable to the crisis of our
Lord’s ministry and to the presence of the kingdom in his works (so
C. H. Dodd, Parables of the Kingdom, p. 137, Bultmann, Jesus and the
Word, p. 30, Dibelius, Jesus, p. 72, Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus,
p- 96). Jeremias considers the parable unsuitable for relation to the
adversities and woes of the End. “The simile was intended by Jesus
to direct the minds of his disciples not towards the horrors of the end
of the age, but towards the signs of the time of salvation.’ In this he
was anticipated sixty years ago by E. Haupt (Die Eschatologischen
Aussagen Fesu, pp. 27 fL.), who thought that the softening of the fig
tree’s branches indicated the kindly power of summer; a better parallel
to the distresses that herald the kingdom would be the storms of
spring. He paraphrased the parable, ‘When you see the counterpart
of this natural phenomenon happening in the realm of history, that
is, the summer-like powers of the kingdom taking effect among men,
then the temple and the covenant it symbolises are éyyds ddaropod.’
These summer-like powers are the effects of the ministry of Jesus and
the founding of the Christian Church. Jeremias has a more realistic
view of eschatology than Haupt and believes that the Lord had in
mind a crisis for the Kingdom that would find its consummation
immediately after his death, and accordingly relates the parable to the
ministry of our Lord. ‘Consider the signs,’ he interprets Jesus as
saying, ‘the dead fig tree is clothed with green, the young shoots
sprout, winter is over at last, summer is at the threshold, those
destined for salvation awake to new life (Mt. 11.5), the hour is come,
the final fulfilment has begun.’ T'wo obstacles lie in the way of accep-
ting this interpretation. First, the language, both of the parable and
of its application, has the future in mind: éyyds 70 Bépos éariv (v. 28),
Srav WByre Tabra . . . éyyds dorw émi Bdpuis (29). Both the signs that
herald the anticipated climax and the climax itself are yet in prospect.
Secondly, it is by no means necessary for a parable to have an inner
affinity with the situation illustrated, as the parables of the Unjust
Judge and the Unrighteous Steward undeniably show. The illustration
of a point at issue can be taken from a wholly different realm and still
be valid. So here, the point of comparison does not lie in the equality
of the powers on the one hand which bring forth summer and those
which on the other introduce the Kingdom; nor even in simple
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proximity, the nearness of the Kingdom being discerned in tribula-
tions just as that of summer is from the budding of the fig tree.
Schwartzkopf’s contention, urged against Haupt’s view, seems to
me to be still valid, viz. that the chief point of the parable is ‘fhe
absolute certainty with which the disciples are to see the nearness of
summer from the sprouting of the tree, and from the tribulations the
nearness of the final kingdom for which they long’ (Die Weissagungen
Jesu Christi, p. 170).

Note further that even if it be conceded that this parable was
originally independent of its present context, the most natural inter-
pretation of ratre (29) is of preliminary signs, while the subject of
éyyts éorer must in some way be related to the consummation of the
Kingdom. With this conclusion W. G. Kiimmel is in agreement
(Verheissung u. Erfillung, 2nd. ed., p. 15), but he appears to have
overlooked the highly significant implication of this admission, viz.
that from this saying it is demonstrable that Jesus anticipated a future
consummation preceded by signs which intimate its certain approach.
Kiimmel himself has polemised against this view in his book and finds
in it the chief stumbling-block to the authenticity of Mk. 13; in my
view the parable demands the opposite conclusion, for it implies that
on the occasion of its utterance Jesus had spoken of signs that should
intimate the approach of the End. The parable authenticates the
fundamental viewpoint presumed in the Discourse.

Lohmeyer regarded the introductory words of both 28 and 29 as
explanatory additions (amd 8¢ 7fis ouvxfis pdfere T wapafokiy . .
odrws kai Uueis) and suggested that the introduction could have run
duoia €orly 1 Puaidela Tod Beod Sévdpey. . . . It is quite true that the
phrase ofrws Kxai dpeis creates the impression that the disciples are
being compared with some other group; I cannot find another in-
stance in the N.T. of ofrws xai being used in this manner. Ifin v. 28
the reading ywaoxerar instead of yuwdboxere be adopted (with B?
DLW 46 13348 28 66 201 479 480 692) the difficulty would
disappear; the clauses would balance each other well and Lk. 17.10
would provide a perfect parallel. Turner and Klostermann adopt this
reading, but it must be admitted with Swete that pwdioxeroar may be
due to itacism (this variant is adopted in v. 29 by A D L 28, where it
is impossible) and in any case Lk.'s BAémovres d¢p’ éavrdv ywdonere
shows that he must have read ywdarere. While Lohmeyer’s sugges-
tion leaves the content of the parable and its application intact, in
such loose Greek as appears in this chapter we ought perhaps not to
press a redundant employment of «ai. It is not impossible that oFrews
xai=the common J3), in which case xai will go with the whole sen-
tence and not simply with Juets.

éxdpiy can be either present active transitive, as it is usually inter-
preted, or it can be a second aorist passive éxdvfj, with $Ada as sub-
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ject, ‘leaves are put.forth’. 0.S. and many O.L. MSS. interpret in the
latter fashion; it has the advantage of balancing the previous clause
and keeps the same tense as yévmrac, for which cause it is adopted by
Moulton (Gramumar, vol. 2, p. 264), McNeile, Lagrange.

Tadre in v. 29 has caused needless discussion through the difficulty
of relating it to the immediately preceding context (i.e. vv. 24-27,
describing the parousia). Apart from the assumption that this shows
that the parable is misplaced, Zahn insisted on finding its application
in vv. 7f., where he placed the fall of Jerusalem; Lagrange also
related it to vv. 7—14. It is more natural to assume that, in this context
at least, radra refers to the signs of the End described in the entire
section preceding vv. 24-27, with particular reference to vv. 14 ff.
This involves the recognition that the Speaker has doubled back on
his tracks, but such a procedure is not uncommon in this kind of
instruction and quite natural in view of the fact that vv. 24—27 form
the climax of the foregoing prophecy.

éyyvs éorw €nl Bpass may be impersonal, or some subject such as
6 Kauipds, T TéMos, 7 cvvrédeia could be assumed. Lk. is not mistaken
in interpreting it as éyyvs éorw 9 Baoilele Tof feol. Nevertheless,
€orw émi Gdpais accords better with a personal subject, cf. Jas. 5.8,
which may be an echo of this saying. Perhaps the saying originally
contained a reference to the Son of Man. {Hoskyns and Davey adopt
this interpretation and compare Lk.’s interpretation here with his
rendering of MKk.’s évexev éuo? xal Toi edayyedlov (Mk. 10.29) by
elvexer This PBaoidelas ToB Beod (Lk. 10.29); they add, ‘Lk., ike Mt.,
thought of the gospel more naturally as a whole set of ideas connected
with the kingdom of God, whereas Mk. seems to have been occupied
with the personal activity and authority of Jesus, and with the king-
dom only because the rule of God was revealed in his concrete
actions’ (Riddle of the N.T., p. 115).

A word should perhaps be added concerning Schwartz’s essay on
this parable, Der verfluchte Feigenbaum (Zeitschrift fiir d. N.T.
Wissenschaft, 19o4), since it is often cited by commentators. Well-
hausen had asked, Why the fig tree? Why not the trees generally? The
answer was, ‘The fig tree, whose parable should be understood, must
be a definite one, which all know, even that one which the Lord had
cursed’ (see Mk. 11.13 fI.). In developing this suggestion, Schwartz
drew attention to the paraphrase in Syr. sin of éyyvs dorwv émi

Blpass, 13.29: 1&?[\5 Aoioy avy ie. 81 éyyids el i BUpe. From
this he concluded that the curse in 11.14 originally ran Mnwére &
aov undels xapmov ¢dyor (or pdyerar) éws épyopar. Clearly, on this
basis, 11.13 ff. is an aetiological narrative, which Schwartz explains
as follows: Bethany was a very old, if not the oldest gathering point
of such as ‘waited for the Kingdom of God’. When they in the
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morning went to the holy city and in the evening returned, they went
past the withered fig tree. “What had caused it to wither?’ they asked.
‘When the Lord walked on the first occasion from Bethany to Jeru-
salem’, it was replied, ‘he was hungry and went to the tree to refresh
himself with some fruit. The tree gave none and the Lord pronounced
the curse, ““No man shall eat any fruit from thee tili I come.” When
on the day after the Lord passed along that way again, the tree was
withered to the roots; the Lord however, said to the disciples, “When
the tree blossoms again, the harvest (8épos) is before the door.”’
‘And the believers’, added Schwartz, ‘looked each time they passed
by to see whether any knosps showed!” Wellhausen was very pleased
with Schwartz’s development of his earlier conjecture. He made a
minor modification in Schwartz’s view: the local tradition of the
reviving of the withered fig tree will have connected itself with the
hope of Israel’s national revival. Jesus will have said that the tree will
never revive again but will always remain dry; i.e. contrary to Jewish
belief, the hope of the reconstruction of Zion in its ancient brilliance
will never be fulfilled. In Mk. 11.18 Jesus thus rejects the Jewish
hope, but in 13.28 he is made to adopt it (Ev. Marcz, p. 106).

I have reproduced these ideas of Schwartz and Wellhausen in the
hope that no one will trouble to do so again. How Goguel couild have
been persuaded by them (Life of Fesus, p. 427) 1 cannot imagine; the
mere statement of them appears to me to be their sufficient refutation,
for they represent Gospel exegesis at its most degraded level. If this
method of exposition were applied to the evangelic narratives generally,
chaos would ensue. The reason that the fig tree was adduced, and not
all the trees (despite Luke!), has already been made clear: it is the first
reliable harbinger of summer among the deciduous trees, and the
comparison requires no further elucidation. The parable is clear and
apposite, both in its present context and in the wider setting of our
Loord’s teaching. Whatever be the solution of the problems presented
by the narrative of Mk. 11.13 ff., this passage must be judged on its
own merits.
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30. 'Apay Adyw Suiv
S7e o p7y mapédby 7 yeved adimy
wéxpis ob Tabra wavra yémrar.

This statement of our Lord’s nceds little explanation for its
understanding. It simply requires grace to be received. The
difficulty lies, as Titius said of Mk. 9.1, not in the realm of exegesis
but in that of dogmatics (Jesu Lehre v. Reiche Gottes, p. 145). The
saying provides a frame within which Jesus’ teaching on the future
of the Kingdom, and in particular his instruction in this chapter,
can be set. “The entire proclamation of Jesus is burdened with the
“now” of the near divine sovereignty’, wrote Schniewind. In this
respect our Lord was followed by the Church that knew him best,
for it consistently hoped for an early parousia and a concomitant
triumph of the Kingdom. The logion here, accordingly, should not
be limited in its scope to a portion of the discourse but to all that
has preceded it.

The discussion of this saying revolves about the interpretation of
7 yeved adrn and the reference of radra wdvra.

yeved, which is formed from yiyvopa:, primarily denotes those des-
cended fromasingle ancestor, atribe, a race; then it comes tosignify those
born within the same period, a generation of contemporary men; finally
aperiod of time occupied by a particular generation (see Bauer, Wrter-
buch z. N.T.). It is noteworthy that the Heb. (and Aramaic) term 717,
which yeved chiefly renders in the LXX, has developed in the re-
verse way: its primary meaning is generation considered as a period
of time; then men living in a particular generation; hence a posterity;
finally a class of men (wicked, righteous and so forth; see the lexicon
of Brown, Driver and Briggs). It was natural that when an endeavour
was made to remove the embarrassment of this saying, resort should
have been had to the primary meaning of the Greek term yeved;
Jerome interpreted it of the human race as a whole or the Jews in
particular, while Origen and Chrysostom (appealing to Ps. 24.6)
believed that it referred to the Church. Jerome’s second alternative
has gained a large number of votes in modern times, but it is doubtful
whether yeved occurs in this sense in any passage in the N.'T, The sole
instance cited by Bauer for this meaning is Lk. 16.8, of viol 705 aidves
TovTOV ppovipdiTepor Dmép Tovs viods Tol dwrds €ls TV pevedv TiY
éavrdv elow, but this is aquestionable interpretation of the passage. He
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himself classes our saying, and all others that speak of % yeved admy,
under the temporal heading. One wonders whether the tendency to
interpret yeved of nation is not due to a confusion of the employment
of this term with yéves, which quite frequently bears this meaning in
the N.T. The other interpretation, popular among German schelars,
regards yeved as possessing the sense of ‘kind’. This, too, is a natural
inference for Germans, since their word Geschlecht can bear such a
meaning, but it is not natural for the Greek term (Liddell and Scott
do not mention it}, and it is not clear that any passage in the N.T'. can
be adduced for such a meaning (Biichsel offers as a solitary example
the same verse quoted above, Lk. 16.8, Theologisches Wirterbuch
z.N.T., p. 661). It is, however, not good enough simply to discuss the
meaning of yeved, for this saying asserts something of 7 veved adry,
which is much more specific. In the passages in the N.T. in which
the phrase occurs it seems indubitably to signify the contemporaries
of Jesus (see Mt. 11.16, 12.39, 41, 42, 45, 23.36, Mk. 8.38, Lk.
11.50 f., 17.25). The same temporal sense applies to the O.T.
examples of the phrase M 7173 (Gen. 7.1, Ex. 1.6, Deut. 1.35, Jud.
2.10; the one exception occurs in a different kind of context, Ps. 12.7,
0719 W 9970-1 WILD, which, significantly, LXX renders by
Swarnpiioes fuds dwo Tis yeveds TavTys kal els Tov aldva, from which it
is clear that the translators understood yeved in the sense of con-
temporary generation of men). It is true that the Gospel references
cited above speak disparagingly of + yeved adiry. Biichsel is therefore
justified in asserting, ‘ “This generation” is to be understood first of
all in a2 temporal sense, but it always contains a secondary condem-
natory significance’ (Ibid.); it is nevertheless quite another thing to
exalt the secondary implication to the primary meaning and to deny
the obvious temporal sense (as in effect, Busch, Schniewind, Reng-
storf, Michaelis; the last named, however, tells me in a private
communication that he now inclines to the interpretation here
maintained). Despite all attempts to establish the contrary, there
seems to be no escape from the admission that % yeved afim here
is to be taken in its natural sense of the generation contemporary
with Jesus.

The force of these contentions has convinced most scholars. But
many who so agree insist that radre wdvra here must be limited to the
events leading up to and including the fall of Jerusalem. It is urged in
support of this view that refra mdvra must have the same reference
as Tafra in v. 29, which relates to signs of the End, not to the End
itself (e.g. J. Schmid: ‘If vv. 28 f. do not relate to vv. 24-27, then
neither does v. 30. . .. The saying rather harks back to the question
of the disciples as to the point of time of the destruction of the temple,
v. 4, which forms the point of departure of the entire discourse.”)
Against this it must be said: (i) the addition of wdvra to rafra makes it
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impossible to limit the reference of the phrase to a part of the dis-
course only; it naturally includes vv. 24-27 as well as that which
precedes - them (so W. C. Allen, Lohmeyer). Lk. had already seen
this, for he omits radra altogether (21.32), making wdvra to embrace
the entire discourse. (i) Even if one were to concede that rafra mdvra
here =the rafira of v. 29 it would not help, for the fig tree parable
teaches that the occurrence of the signs shows that the End is near; if
the signs are to happen within the generation, the End is also expected
to fall within the same period. (iii) The preceding exposition (see
especially on vv. 2, 14 ff.) has shown that our Lord regarded the fall
of Jerusalem, and its accompanying events, as part of the judgments
of the End, therefore the time that witnessed the final distress would
also see the final deliverance.

This is not the place to discuss at length the theological implications
of this statement. In Fesus and the Future I instanced as factors which
possibly helped to create this conviction within the mind of our Lord:
(i) his knowledge that he was about to fulfil his vocation to redeem the
world and that that redemption would initiate the kingdom to be
consummated by his own return; (ii) the clarity with which he per-
ceived the issues of history; (iii) his certainty of their accomplishment
as narrated in this discourse; (iv) his confidence in the power of the
Spirit in the Church and in his people’s faithfulness to their com-
mission in the world; (v) his pastoral care for his own (pp. 186 f.).
Of these factors the first seems to me to be the most important, for it
brings with it the corollary that, since the Kingdom has been
initiated through the cross and resurrection and moves on to its con-
summation, the ‘last times’ have arrived and the judgment is already
being enacted according to our attitude adopted to the King-Messiah
(see Kiimmel, Verheissung u. Erfiillung, pp. 144 £.). To this must be
added the knowledge of Jesus that Israel was hastening to its doom.
It is clear that Israel’s unbelief was a burden to him and that his re-
jection and impending death through their instigation, together with
the fearful issues of their conduct, must have filled his mind at this
time (see Lk. 19.41 ff., Mt. 23.37f., Lk. 23.28 f.). The linking of
Israel’s doom with the Day of the Lord was already given in the
scriptures of the prophets. It is possible that the unassailable convic-
tion Jesus liad, that Israel was marching to a catastrophe that would
engulf its religious and political life within a measurable time, gave
precision to his prophetic intuitions of the End. To this extent
the view that v. 30 relates to the fall of Jerusalem is true; its
inadequacy is due to the failure to recognise the eschatological
nature of the judgment on Israel. While allowance has to be made
for the indeterminate factor presumed in Mt. 23.39, viz. the
time in which Israel would find grace to repent, all the utterances
of Jesus on this matter preclude the notion that he envisaged this ag
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requiring an age. The teaching is closely paralleled by Paul in Rom.
11.25 ff.

For the relation between this verse and v. 32, with the consequent
qualification that the latter statement makes on this, see the notes
thereto.
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31. ‘0 odpavos kai 7 y# wapeAevoovras,
ol 8¢ Adyor uov od mapeAedoovrat.

The ‘unheard-of earnestness’ of our Lord’s eschatological
teaching (Althaus, Die Letzten Dinge, p. 271) calls forth an equally
unheard-of declaration as to its authority: when heaven and earth
are rolled up like a scroll, his words will abide with perpetual
validity. A more impressive way of stating the imperishable value
of his message could hardly be framed. While the statement is
capable of application to the Gospel of Jesus generally, it both
illumines and is illumined by the immediate context. The truth of
the eschatological instruction just delivered (not the date! v. 30) is
affirmed with utmost vigour: Jesus will come and complete his
redemption. The Speaker is the Redeemer himself: he directs the
eschatological process and will bring in the new creation; words
uttered by him in this age will retain their validity in the next, for
his word will introduce it and kis word will determine who will
enter it. ‘In what he speaks everything is comprehended because ke
speaks it; he is the consummator because he is the teacher of these
imperishable words, he is the teacher because he is the consum-
mator’ (Lohmeyer; see further Mt. 7.24, 25.31 ff., Mk. 8.38).

It is inevitable that Mt. 5.18 should be compared with this saying:
apny Aéyw dpiv, Ews dv mapéMy o odpavos kai 1 v, idTa &v 4} pla kepaia
ob wi wapéhdy dwd 7od wipov. ... The emphasis in the Matthaean
logion is positive; the law has validity while heaven and earth remain.

- What happens when heaven and earth do pass away? On this issue
Jewish thought was uncertain. Since the Prophets and the Writings
were thought to have been added on account of sin, their need would
disappear in the age to come, for sin would not have place then. This
conviction has repercussions on the Torah itself, for much of it
contains regulations for dealing with sins; hence (according to the
Tannaite R. Menachem) in the future all offerings will cease, except
the offering of thanks (Strack-Billerbeck, vol. 1, pp. 245 fI.). In view
of our Lord’s treatment of the Law, especially his vocation to ‘fulfil’
it, it is not doubtful that he would have carried this thinking to its
completion and asserted its abolition in the consummated Kingdom,
as Mt. 5.18 implies. Over against that, his own words partake of
divine permanence, for they are God’s words accomplishing God’s
will (on the permanence of the words of God, cf. the Rabbinical
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comment on the title of the Book of Jeremiah: ‘If you be worthy, “the
word of God”, but if not, “the words of Jeremiah”. And what is
Jeremiah? He passes away and his words pass away. What is God?
The living and abiding, and his words are living and abiding’, Pesikta
Kah. 13.116a, cited by Schlatter, Der FEvangelist Matthdus ad loc.).

It is often asserted that the saying is unauthentic. Weiffenbach
believed it to be a formal conclusion of the Little Apocalypse,
certifying the truth of its teaching (Wiederkunftsgedanke Fesu, pp.
150 ff.), and in this he was followed by Holtzmann and Loisy.
Schwartzkopft regarded it as a gloss, modelled on Mt. 5.18, to
encourage the Church to persist in its belief that the Lord would
return in that generation, though the time was passing; (‘Had he staked
heavenand earthuponthe certaintythat his return, oreven the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, would take place in that generation, it would have
displayed an undue self-confidence in his knowledge which could not
but have tarnished his moral purity’, Weissagungen, pp. 168, 183). A
similar view is advocated by Vernon Bartlet, Bultmann, Geschichte
d.syn. Trad,, p. 130, Vincent Taylor, without the same stress on v. 30.
Against such views it should be said that the saying is at one with our
Lord’s representations that his decision reveals the will of God (cf.
the implications of Mt. 5.21 ff.). It falls in with his commission to
‘fulfil’ the Law and Prophets in a revelation beyond both. Apart from
Mt. 5.17, the tenor of the Sermon on the Mount and the authority
presumed in Mk. 8.38 (even on the short reading of W) demand a
relation of Jesus to the divine revelation closer than anything known
in the old dispensation; if he had not been conscious of it, he could not
have carried through his redemptive acts as he did. Whether Jesus
uttered v. 31 immediately after v. 30 is more than we can say; it is
possible that its immediate proximity to v. 30 is due to the common
employment in the two sayings of the term mapépyeofas (so Kloster-
mann, Schniewind, Kiimmel; cf. Mk. 9.49, 50 for a juxtaposition of
sayings through the use of a common catch-word).

Kiimmel (Verheissung, p. 53) rightly adduces this saying as an
instance of the way in which Jesus subordinated apocalyptic categories
to the central elements of his message; the new creation was a concep-
tion integrated within his eschatological message, but as a matter for
speculation he does not appear to have further concerned himself
with it.
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098¢ of dyyelot év olpav®, ovdé 8 vids,
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The nature of the whole discourse is reflected in this saying: it
was given for a parenetic purpose but contains theological pre-
suppositions of far-reaching significance. The theological problem
should not be allowed to cbscure the purpose of the Lord in its
utterance. The disciples’ request for ‘signs’ of the End had been
given in order that they might not be stumbled by the perils of the
way nor surprised by the final revelation; through endurance they
wouldattainto the glory of the coming age (5—27). The fig tree parable
afforded the encouragement that their adversities would declare
both the nearness and the certainty of the consummated Kingdom
(28 {.). An assurance was added that theirs would be the time of the
End (30) and that the promise of the Kingdom was surer than the
continuance of the universe (31). They are now warned that know-
ledge of the time itself is hidden from the universe and belongs
alone to the Father: 098¢is oldev . . . el un 6 marijp. The two certain
features of the parousia are that it comes, and that man cannot
know when it comes. From this results an imperative duty to
watch at all times. The saying thus forms a transition from the
description of the End to the concluding exhortations to watchful-
ness (33 ff.).

The authenticity of the saying, in whole or in part, has been widely
contested. A, T. Cadoux objected that 6 vids used absolutely does not
belong to the universe of discourse that has ¢ viés Tod dvfpdimov as its
centre, and that the declaration od3eis oidev, 098¢ oi dyyedot makes it
‘ridiculously unnecessary’ for the next verse to say, ‘for you know not
when the time is’; he thought that the saying was originally a comment
on this lagt phrase and was subsequently incorporated in the text
(Sources of the Second Gospel, p. 226). In this, whether unconsciously
or no, Cadoux followed E. Wendling, who suggested that the oddels
oldev anticipates the odx oidare of vv. 33, 35, and that the logion was
produced in imitation of Mt. 11.27, from which came the unusual
6 vids...é marip (Die Entstehung d. Marcus-Evangeliums, pp.
164-165). Volkmar saw in it a polemic against the claim of John the
Seer to know everything from the Son of God (Rev. 1.1, 11-19, 2.18)
and from angels (Rev. 1.1-3, 17.7 ., 22.6, especially 9.15, where

H



106 A COMMENTARY ON MARK THIRTEEN

certain angels are said to be prepared for ‘the hour and day and
month and year’), which pretensions are all ‘boasting calculations of
the great End, even though they be given in the name of Jesus Christ
and of the angel’ (Fesus Nazarenus, pp. 287—288). Wellhausen and
J. Weiss regarded it as a product of ‘Gemeindetheologie’. Bultmann
saw in it a Jewish saying with a Christian addition, possibly forming
originally the conclusion of the Little Apocalypse (Geschichte d. syn.
Trad., p. 130). Loisy followed in Bousset’s steps in proposing that the
saying was contrived as a piece of apologetic for the non-occurrence
of the parousia: 'It seems that one wishes to justify Christ for having
announced as imminent a coming which is seen to be delaying and of
having marked the date. This date the angels do not know; Christ
could have been ignorant of it also’ (Ev. Marc.). Dalman more
cautiously admitted the authenticity of the saying, but thought it
probable that the ending 0d8¢ 6 vids, el uv) 6 mamijp should be regarded
as an accretion, since it looks like a ready-made formula; it indicates
the influence of Church vocabulary on the text (Words of Fesus, p

194). This revulsion against the text is not modern; Ambrose
attributed to the Arians the reference to the Son (de Fide, 5.8), a
speculation which was adopted by Réville (¥ésus de Nazareth, p. 312)
though Merx thought the Monarchians more llkely authors (perhaps
‘Theodotus the Tanner?).

In the eyes of most exegetes the very dlﬁiculty of the saying con-
stitutes a decisive objection to regarding it as a Christian formation
or adaptation from earlier sources. As Kiimmel expressed it, ‘It was
not necessary to create a yet greater difficulty, by ascribing to Jesus
ignorance of the final End, in order to remove the difficulty of the
delaying parousia’ (Verkeissung, 2nd ed., p. 36). It is admittedly
doubtful procedure to support one contested statement by another
more contested, but Mt. 11.27 ought not to be ruled out of court in
the discussion of this saying. As Denney pointed out, we have a
reference in each of our most primitive evangelic traditions (Mk. and
Q.) tothe absolute useof the Son and the Father,and ‘if wedonotknow
the language of Jesus and that of the primitive evangelic tradition
through Mk. and the other document . . . we do not know anything
about it’ (Fesus and the Gospel, pp. 354 £.). It nevertheless is 2 dubious
line of apologetic, with Lohmeyer, to justify the language by re-
garding the term ¢ vids as grounded in the idea 6 vios Toii dvfpdimov
because of the apocalyptic context here. Such evidence as the Gospels
afford of the consciousness of Jesus seems to indicate that his filial
consciousness was primary, and from that stemmed his conscious-
ness of messianic vocation. The slender MS. evidence for ¢ viés 7o
dvBpdymou here, instead of & vids {four Latin Vulgate MSS., according
to Legg) is small encouragement for the opposite view, while to speak
of ‘angels, Son of Man, the Father’ as a kind of apocalyptic trinity is
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grotesque {despite the adoption of this view of Lohmeyer by R. H.
Fuller, Mission and Achievement of Fesus, p. 83). Without very strong
evidence to the contrary, ¢ vids over against ¢ warjp means Jesus in
filial relation to God. It is altogether characteristic of him to refer to
his unique communion with the Father in terms involving humilia-
tion, and it is of a piece with his conception that the glory of the Son
of Man is qualified, and attained through the acceptance of the shame
of the Suffering Servant (see further Hoskyns and Davey, Riddle of
the N.T., p. 134).

The relation of this verse with v. 30 is even more keenly debated.
How, it is asked, can Jesus on the one hand assert that the contem-
porary generation will see the fulfilment of his words, and on the
other that no man can know the time of the fulfilment? Most com-
monly it is answered that the two sayings refer to different events;
v. 30 concerns the fall of Jerusalem and v. 32 the parousia (so Haupt,
Beyschlag, Lagrange, etc.). I have already given reasons for denying
that v. 30 can be restricted to the fall of Jerusalem, which in any case
takes its place among the precursors of the End, so that, in my view
at least, this resort can no longer be considered adequate. A number
of scholars hold that the two sayings stand in irreconcilable opposi-
tion; the authenticity of one or other is then usually denied, but
Kiimmel considers both to be genuine, although in apparent con-
tradiction. He cites Oepke’s conviction, that the combination of
tension and extension of hope in regard to the end is typical of all
Biblical eschatology and has a pastoral end in view. He then adds,
‘It must frankly be admitted that we cannot know how to reconcile
these two types of prophecy; but that simply means that in one
definite point of the conceptual forms of Jesus’ eschatological pro-
clamation no clear insight can be gained’ (Verheissung, 2nd ed.,
p. 143). This is an honest position to adopt, yet I am still unable to
persuade myself that it is necessary. Had Jesus stated, ‘Of that Day
no one knows,’ or even, ‘Of that hour no one knows,’ it might be
contended with reason that the term ‘Day’ (or even ‘Hour’) signified
simply the Day of the Lord, as is common in the O.T. and N.T. In
that case an unqualified statement would have been made which could
be interpreted of a complete denial of knowledge of the time of the
End (though this could not be insisted upon,; strictly speaking such
an assertion ought to mean that Jesus knew nothing of the Day itself
i.e. of its nature, an impossible view in face of the rest of his teaching).
That, however, Jesus did not say. ‘That day or hour’ carries the
implication of a narrower limitation of time over against a broader
period; indeed, it is hard to explain its use on any other basis,* If at
1'This interpretation would be not lessened but rather perhaps fortified if

instead of % the reading xal{ were to be adopted, as in RD FS W & fam. 1,
fam, 13, 28 565 700 al. plur., a g% i k q rl® aur. vg. Syr. sin & pesh Cop. sah &
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the present time one were asked, ‘Have you any idea when war will
next break out in Europe?’ and the reply were given, ‘I do not know
the day or hour’, the presumption would be that one had an
idea as to when it was likely without being able to define the time
closely; or, even more naturally, that it would happen fairly soon but
one could not say at what juncture. In fact, ‘day or hour’ does not
suit a period felt to be remote; the terms are used within the context
of a limited time. Schwartzkopff pointed out that any man who said,
‘I cannot tell the day or hour in which France will perish’ ‘or ‘in
which the earth will become a mass of ice’, would make himself
appear ridiculous, for he would be grossly misapplying language that
properly implies a precise expectation (Weissagungen, p. 178).
Accordingly, despite the violent opposition expressed by some
exegetes to the view that v. 32 defines an ignorance within the
limitation mentioned in v. 30 (Beyschlag characterises it as ‘insipid’
and ‘inconceivable in the mind of Jesus’, N.T. Theology, vol. 1,
p- 197; to Denney it is ‘trivial, not to say grotesque’, Fesus and the
Gospel, p. 355, to Hugh Martin ‘unlikely to the point of absurdity’,
Necessity of the Second Coming, p. 36), it would seem to be a natural
interpretation of the evidence, and, in opposition to Kiimmel, I cannot
see that it attempts to know more than we can know (Ibid.). It seems
to me that v. 30, Mk, 9.1, Mt. 10.23 and the persistent exhortations
to be prepared for the coming of the End reveal an impressive
consistency in the mind of our Lord; they are independent of
changing moods and circumstances and, as Michaelis has urged,
they ‘must have proceeded from a quite clear fundamental attitude’
(Der Herr verzieht nicht die Verheissung, p. 43). If, then, Jesus
unwaveringly adopted a near expectation of the End, this logion
cannot signify an unconditional ignorance as to its time, for that
would postulate an intolerable inconcinnity in his mind; it must
denote a limitation in his otherwise assumed knowledge. His prophetic
intuition, fortified beyond that of any prophet, led him to the convic-
tion of an early consummation, but beyond setting it within the
bounds of the generation then living, he could not define the xapds
more closely. With this conclusion the language employed in Mt,
25.13, particularly in the context of the parable, is in full agreement:
Tpnyopeire odw, 611 0dx olBare Ty Guépav 03dé T dpav.

Another saying, commonly adduced alongside this, may throw yet
more light on v. 32: Acts 1.7 implies that the Father’s solitary know-
ledge of the time of the End is due to its determination by him; the

boh Geo. Aeth, Arm. Iren. Epiph. Bas. Aug, Hil.). On the other hand it would
seem that the distinction ought not to be pressed. Professor Kilpatrick pointed
out to me that Mk. often uses «ai where we might have expected 7, but when he
does so xal =vel rather than aut; this has brought some confusion into the MS.
tradition—see e.g. 4.17, 10.38, 10.40, 11.28, where 7 is in each case read by most
authorities but where, as in this verse, xaf may well be original.
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xpévor and the katpol are in his hands. There is some justification
therefore for the view that v. 32 implies a conscious submission on the
part of our Lord to the Father’s will in respect of his teaching on the
nearness of the End. This is strongly urged by Michaelis in the work
above referred to. It is also hinted at in Schlatter’s exposition of this
passage. He saw in Jesus two complementary attitudes; one derived
from his consciousness of willing to do his Father’s will and which
would see no obstacle compelling a postponement of the End to
distant times; the other bore the stamp of his filial obedience and
readily subordinated itself to the sovereign will of the Father, leaving
to him the decision of times (Der Evangelist Matthéus, p. 714). From
this angle, Schlatter enunciated the dictum, ‘God’s providential rule
is the sole true exposition for every prophecy, even for those of Jesus’
(Erlauterungen zum N.T., Matthdus, p. 363). If Jesus recognised this,
then even the most unambiguous of his utterances concerning the
time of the End, including v. 30, Mk. 9.1, Mt. 10.23, must be regarded
as standing under the implicit proviso Deo wolente. The intense faith
in God which fostered the expectation of a speedy consummation
would as readily leave the final issue to God’s good-pleasure.

As to the celebrated od8¢ 6 vids, most patristic commentators could
not bring themselves to accept it at its face value and did their best to
demonstrate that Jesus did, in fact, know the time of the End. (It is
noteworthy that in cod. W, at the end of v. 33 after odx olSare yap
méTe & wawpds éorw, we find the addition e p1) ¢ mamp xai 6 vids.)
Jerome, discomforted by the triumphant assertion of the Arians, ‘He
who knows and he who is ignorant cannot be both equal,’ replied,
‘Seeing that Jesus, that is, the Word of God, made all times (for “By
him all things were made, and without him was not anything made that
was made”), and that the day of judgment must be in all time, by
what reasoning can he who knows the whole be shown to be ignorant
of a part?’” He cites Acts 1.7 and deduces therefrom, ‘He shows that he
knows, but that it was not expedient for the apostles to know, that,
being in uncertainty of the coming of their judge, they should live
every day as though they were to be judged that day’ (Comm. in
Matt.). This solution, more briefly stated by Augustine, “The Son is
said not to know because he does not make men to know’ (Lib. 83,
Quaest. q. 6o, cited in the commentary of Aquinas on Matt.} became
classic. Sometimes it was fortified by drawing a distinction between
the human and divine elements in the consciousness of Jesus.
Athanasius e.g. predicated the ignorance of his human nature (in
natura quidem humanitatis novit diem et horma, non ex natura
humanitatis novit, Gregor. epist, 8.42), while Calovius said that xatd
wrfjow Jesus was omniscient, but katd ypfiow he did not have every-
thing open to him (‘in promptu’, H. A. W. Meyer). In more modern
times stress has been laid on the limitation of the messianic mission of
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Jesus: ‘He knows not because he had it not among his instructions to
declare that day’ (Bengel). That could be acceptable to us only if we
added (what Bengel was unwilling to admit), ‘And as true man he did
not have it in his mind.’ If, to use Lord Charnwood’s picturesque
terms, it did not come within the scope of our Lord’s commission to
‘lift the veil of futurity’, this was in part because the veil existed also
for him (see According to St. John, p. 223). It was part of his task to
reveal the whither of humanity, for as the divinely instituted Mediator
he was destined to bring men to the goal of their creation. For the
final accomplishment of this work he awaited the word of the Father.
That word was not spoken in his earthly life. It is significant that he
declined to reveal it in his resurrection glory (Acts 1.7).
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33. BMNémere, dypvmveire.
obk oldate yap moTe S katpds oTiv.

The exhortation latent in v. 32 is brought to overt expression in
this saying: “‘Watch!” The assurance that the End is not set in the
far distance, coupled with complete uncertainty as to the time of its
arrival, combine to throw a greater stress on the necessity for
alertness than if one only of these two factors had been mentioned.
dypumveire includes two ideas: the disciples should ever bear in
mind that the day is coming and be awake to every intimation of
its approach; they must further maintain spiritual alertness against
all forms of temptation, lest they be unprepared to meet the Lord
at his parousia. The contrary notion is expressed in v. 36, s éAdav
éaidvms elpy dpds xabevdovras, where the moral element is plainly
inmind.

Neither Mt. nor Lk. records this saying, although Lk.’s mpooéyere
8¢ éavrols = BAémere, and his v. 36 begins with dypumveire. From this
point the three reports of the discourse diverge, although in each case
the conclusion exhorts to watchfulness; Mt. adds a long series of
parables on this theme. It looks as though the original discourse ended
with v, 32 and each evangelist rounded it off with appropriate
material. The question arises whether Mk.’s conclusion originally
related to watchfulness in view of the parousia, or whether some other
crisis was in view. The similarity of v. 33 to Mk. 14.38, spoken in
Gethsemane, is so clear that an early copyist inserted after dypvnveire
the words xai mpooedyecfe (of the Uncials only B.D. have escaped
revision). It has been suggested that the crisis demanding alertness
was not the relatively far off Advent, but the immediately impending
attack on Jesus and his followers, which would provide a sore
temptation to fail in faith (so. C. H. Dodd, Parables of the Kingdom,
pp- 164 fI.). The same significance would then attach to the parable
that follows,.unless it was originally addressed to the public, when it
would exhort simply to preparedness for any development in the
critical situation occasioned by the ministry of Jesus (Dodd, Ibid.).

This interpretation is possible only if it be conceded that the
parables of the Virgins (Mt. 25.1 ff.), Talents (Mt. 25.14 ff.) and
Watching Servants (Lk. 12.36 ff.) all refer to the same critical junc-
ture, viz. the ministry of Jesus, for this parable is closely bound up
with them. This procedure is dubious. Morecver the affinity of v. 33
to v. 32, which is almost universally conceded to have an eschato-
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logical reference, is of no small consequence: BAémere is contained in
the idea of v. 32; odk oldare answers to oddeis olfer k.7.A.; mdTe °
Kkapds to mepl Ths Huépas éxelvns 7 Ths dpas. It seems more plausible to
relate a saying to its context, when it fits so well, than to adduce 2
hypothetical one, the application of which is doubtful. It is clear that
Jesus did address his disciples near the close of his ministry con-
cerning the period to follow upon his death and concerning the End
of the age; during this interval the disciples were to experience a
time of severe testing wherein they must maintain faith and loyalty to
their tasks. This saying and the parable that follows are well suited to
such instruction. If they were not spoken at this time, we should
presume another occasion on which Jesus gave teaching as to his
parousia. Since the gospels contain such material elsewhere, that is
not improbable.

The composition of the parable in vv. 34—36 is more difficult. It
seems to combine motives from the three parables above mentioned,
the Talents, Watching Servants and Virgins, and its language can be
paralleled in every respect (with 34ab cf. Mt. 25.14-15; with 34c—35a
cf. Lk, 12.36-37; with 35b cf. Lk. 12.38; with 36 cf. Mt. 25.5). The
suggestion lies to hand that the parable has been constructed from
reminiscences of these parables. If that has happened, it must have
occurred in the oral period; it is hard to imagine that any scribe would
have constructed a piece like this from extant literary models
(Schniewind regards the correspondences as characteristic of what
may elsewhere be observed of the contacts between Mk. and Q.,
Ev. nach Markus, p. 176). The parable may then be regarded as a
condensation of the three better-known stories. Jeremias suggests, as
an alternative to this view, that we have a unitary parable which has
been amplified in the course of transmission: if &s dvfpwmos drdénuos
of 34a and 8ods 7ois Sovidots adred Ty efovaiay, éxdoTw 0 Epyov adTod
of 34b be removed, as introducing alien features into the story, we
are left with a core which consists of the parable of the Doorkeeper,
who had received the command to keep watch (34b) and to open
immediately as soon as his master, on his return from the banquet,
should knock (Lk. 12.36); it would be well for him if his master should
find him watching at whatever watch of the night he might return
(35 f., cf. Lk. 12.37a). Professor Jeremias suggests that if this was
spoken to the disciples, the parallel in Mk. 14.38 indicates that they
were being warned of the final meypaouds that was to begin with the
passion of the Lord; if it was spoken to the crowds it would relate, like
the parable of the Flood, to impending calamity; if spoken to the
scribes, which is most likely of all, the lesson would be, Take heed
that you be not found sleeping when the moment of crisis arrives!
(Parables of Yesus, pp. 43 f.). This reconstruction and interpretation
are illuminating, and the former, in particular, may be right; it is
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hard to believe that the interpretation is correct, for it depends on the
view that Jesus believed that the consummation would follow without
delay upon his death, a reading of the evidence which seems to me to
be unsatisfactory (see Fesus and the Future, pp. 191 fI.). However we
account for the formulation of these sayings, it seems undeniable
that the crisis in view is that of the parousia.

A final decision on the origin of vv. 33 ff. is not attainable. Their
formulation could certainly be due to their combination from
different contexts, as suggested above. It is also not beyond possibility
that Jesus himself employed the motives in this fresh setting, as he
was accustomed doubtless to do in other respects in his public
ministry. "The question must remain open.
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34. ‘¢ dvfpwmos dmddnuos
deels Ty olxlay avrod
A Al ~ r 3 ~ b kd /
xal Sovs Tols Sovdais adrod ™ éfovaiav,
éxdoTe T0 Epyov adTod,
\ - -~ 3 ’ o ~
kai 7é Bupwps évereidato va ypryopi.

The situation concerning the disciples and their absent Lord is
as if (dbs) a traveller, on going abroad, summoned his servants and
assigned to each one appropriate authority (77v ééoveiar) for a
specified task (éxdarew 76 épyov adrod), and in particular he com-
missioned the porter to maintain a watch. Two separate ideas
appear to be combined here: the traveller grants to each servant a
privilege, by according him a share of authority within the house-
hold (77w ééovaiaw signifies either the extent of authority within the
entire household as befitting each person, or, as Lagrange prefers,
the -autonomy granted to each, so that every man in a sense
becomes his own master); corresponding to that privilege (éxdore
76 Epyov adTo is appositional), responsibility is laid on each for the
discharge of a certain duty (¢pyov). Herein the parable reflects the
state of affairs portrayed in the parable of the Talents (Mt.
25.14 ff.) and Pounds (Lk. 19.12 ff.). The inference is suggested
that each Christian participates in such privilege and shares
responsibility in the Church of God, but the thought is not
developed. Attention instead is concentrated on one person who
has a special task, the porter; his function is to watch both for the
possible approach of marauders and for the return of the master,
that he may be received with alacrity. Since this aspect alone is
expanded in the application, we must presume that it is the
burden of the parable. The function of the porter is shared by
every disciple.

xal T Bupwpd is emphatic, ‘and to the porter particularly he com-
manded . .. (cf. kai 7@ ITérpes Mk. 16.7). The special mention of this
servant caused Turner to suggest that Peter was here referred to
primarily, and through him the rest of the apostles. The occurrence
of the term fupwpds in Jn. 10.3 in a pastoral context has led others to
consider that the porter represents the apostles, and the servants the
generality of Christians. There is, however, no warrant to think that
the 8odidoi do not also represent the disciples. The idea of a pastoral
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function is absent from this passage; the disciples are addressed gua
disciples, not as apostles set within a larger group.

s is a Semitism, like damep in Mt. 25.14 (domep is actually read
here by WOZ' fam. 1 fam. 13 543 28 91 299 472 474 565). dvlpwmos
dnodnpos should be compared with similar phrases like dvfpwmos
éumopos (Mt. 13.45), dvfpwmos oikodeamérns (Mt. 13.52) dvfipwmos
Bagideds (Mt. 22.2); it should be translated by the simple term
‘traveller’.

It has been observed that the construction of the sentence is
imperfect. Either xal should be omitted before 7¢ fvpwpd or évereidaro
should be replaced by the participle évreidduevos. The roughness of
style, however, is typical of Mk. (so Swete).

The foregoing exposition endeavours to explain the verse as Mk.
wrote it and understood it. It will be recalled (as mentioned in the
note on v. 33) that J. Jeremias wishes to maintain a strict consistency
in the parable and accordingly excises dvfpwmos dmddnpos; the order
to the doorkeeper to keep watch during the night is suitable if the
master is attending a banquet (Lk. 12.36), but not if he absents him-
self on a long journey, for Orientals avoided night travel when
possible; on similar grounds xai Sovs Tois SovAas adrod Tijv éfovaiay
k.7.A. is regarded as intrusive, for a householder who has merely gone
off to attend a banquet has no need to assign special powers to his ser-
vants (Parables, pp. 43 fI.). There is force in this criticism, and if it
were right the parable would run smoothly without any inconsis-
tencies. On the other hand one cannot insist on this interpretation,
for the command ve ypyyopsi does not necessarily imply the night
watches only. A porter was employed where there was a communal
courtyard and commonly had a dwelling built specially for him; his
functions applied to the day as well as the night (as Jn. 10.3 indicates,
cf. also Josephus, Antiguities, XVII. v. 2). But generally the porter
was a slave, and slaves were notoriously sleepy. Strack-Billerbeck cite
at this passage Oid. 49b, 35, “T'en measures of sleep came down into
the world; the slaves took nine and all the rest of the world had one’.
Evidently there was good cause for the traveller to charge the door-
keeper to remain awake! The anticipated return of the houscholder
during one of the watches of the night (v. 35) may itself be a secondary
feature or afterthought, and not the main element of the parable as
Jeremias holds. This is strengthened by the consideration that the
whole of v. 35 after ypnyopeire odv is parenthesis; the controlling
thought leaps from the imperative to the warning of v. 36. Jeremias’ .
view remains an interesting possibility, but I have felt justified in
keeping to the Marcan framework of the parable.
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35. I'ypyyopeite odv ol oiBare yap
wéTe & Kipros Tijs olxlas Epyerar,
1) oe % pecovikTiov
1) dAexTopodwrias 4 mpewi,

36. 7 éAfav éfaldvns

4 L 4 - 4
etipy duds xaledbovras.

The application of the parable is given in the main sentence,
ypnyopeite . . . uy éMav éfaidvms elpy Jpds xablevdovras. The
parenthesis od« oidare yap wdre 6 wdpios Ts olxilas épyerar, w.T.A.,
supplies a subsidiary reason for alertness: the «dpios s olkias
(formerly dvBpwmos dwddnpos) will return at an unspecified hour of
the night. Evidently an arrival in the day time is not envisaged. It is
uncertain to what extent this element is controlled by the parable
it explains. On the one hand it has affinity with those accounts in
which the parousia is said to take place during the night {cf. Lk.
12.39f,, 17.34f). To Paul that suggested the notion that the
interval before the End is morally dark, in comparison with which
the New Age will be light (Rom. 13.11 ff,, % v0¢ mpoéxoifer, 7 8¢
nuépa fyywer). On the other hand it may be an extension of the
parabolic form and, somewhat as v. 32, relate to a comparatively
near or distant return after the master’s period of absence (‘com-
paratively’, for a long night of history is out of harmony with the
context, as is also the curious notion of Theophylact and others
that the four ages of human life are here in view). If the parable
borrows this motif from the narrative of the Watching Servants (Lk.
12.35 f£.), the mention of night will have no significance beyond
the convenient divisions of time which it affords and the increased
vividness gained thereby for the duty ypnyopeire (indeed, the latter
term may have suggested the borrowing of this feature here).

Lohmeyer thought that 6 tjpios T olkias represented the one Lord
of the Church, for which the term ‘house’ is a periphrasis, derived
from the ‘house of Israel’ and common in the N.T. {e.g. Heb. 3.5).
This is hardly to be received, for it over-allegorises the picture and
depends on the identification of the dofidor with the apostles, a view
we have seen fit to reject. In any case it is better to regard the employ-
ment of the term xipios 775 oixias as due to the parable mixing itself
in the application, rather than vice versa (so B. Weiss),
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In Lk. 12.38 three watches only of the night are mentioned, in
accordance with the ancient Hebrew division of night (Ex. 14.24,
Jud. 7.19, 1 Sam. 11.11, Lam. 2.19). Mk.’s four reflect the Roman
division as popularly named (¢ =69 p.m., pesovikriov =g-12 p.m.,
dAexropodwvias = 123 a.M., mpw{=3-6 a.m.). Israel Abrahams cites
this passage, along with Berakhoth 3b, to illustrate that Roman usage
had penetrated into Jewish customs (Hasting’s Dictionary of the Bible,
iv, p. 767). peoovdkriov is an adverbial accusative, dAexropodwrias an
ordinary genitive of time. The latter term is a dmaf Aeyduevov, but the
point of time was important to the Jews. There is still a morning
benediction in the Jewish liturgy to be recited at Cock-crow.

For éfaigvms (ABX Y IT X & ¥ etc.) it is possible to read éfédvns
(RCDKLWTIA4 0 etc.). Nestle prefers the former, Westcott and
Hort the latter. The element of unexpectedness implied in the term is,
of course, spoken from the point of view of the servants in their
pursuit or otherwise of duty; for the alert doorkeeper there is no
threat, only pleasure at the intimation of his master’s arrival. But
unlike a homecoming in the day, a return at night allows of no
warning. The element of surprise is ineradicable from the parousia
expectation. Signs, like the fig tree, are an indication of promise, nota
clock. Of that hour od8els oidev (v. 32). And more, 7} dpg ot Soxeire 6
vids 10D avlpdmov pyerar (Lk. 12. 40). Hence the insistence on
ypryopeire, here and in the final exhortation (v. 37).
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37. 0 8¢ Suly Ayw, mdow Myw,
Ypiyyopetre.

The discourse is addressed to a select group of disciples. Its
burden is revealed in its first word. It sounds as a refrain in all its
parts. It is now repeated as the last word.

But the command is not for apostles only. Through all that has
been said there appears a concern of the Lord, not alone for his
immediate disciples, but for the community which is to rise
through their testimony. For this cause the Gospel is to go into all
the world; on account of /s name family division will become
widespread; his followers are warned of Jerusalem’s catastrophe,
that they be not embroiled in the ruin of the Jewish polity; the
elect must be preserved from deceivers; at the parousia they will
be gathered into one from the end of earth and heaven. The whole
address is directed to the needs of his people. Even in the con-
cluding parable, the master’s coming is related solely to them; not
a hint is given concerning those without the Community. Confor-
mable with this, the last word of the discourse is directed to the
flock for which he is about to die. ‘Because he will gather to himself
God’s entire community,” wrote Schlatter, ‘his command to wait
for him with watchful and prepared heart is not only given to his
special messengers, but describes the Christian duty obligatory
for all’ (Erlduterungen, Matthdus, p. 362).

Accordingly, a trumpet call sounds out to all that love the
Redeemer: ypipyopeire. It appeals for hearts to be set wholly on him;
for conduct befitting men who expect to be like him; for service with
an eye on the gate; for endurance, whatever befall.

When the lines fall in pleasant places, ypyyopeire.

If earth be engulfed in darkness, ypryopetre.

Since the hour is unknown, ypyyopeire.

But as the day is sure, ypnyopetre.

This word the first community took seriously. When their hour
came, they were ready. In crises since that day it has shone like a
lamp in the gloom. When darkness threatens again to overwhelm
the world, let the Church heed the admonition of its Lord:

O AE YMIN AETQ

ITAYIN AETQ2
I'PHI'OPEITE.



INDICES
(a) AUTHORS

Abrahams, 1., 117

Alford, H., 62

Allen, W. C,, 43, 87, 93, 101
Althaus, P., 68 f, 103
Ambrose, 106

Augustine, 69, 109

Appel, 91

Aquinas, 109

Artabanus, 32

Athanasius, 109

Bacon,B.W.,7,16,65,80f

Barnes, E. W., 16

Barrett, C. K., 3, 13,13 0,46 {

Bartlet, V., 104

Baur, F.C,, 63, 99

Bauer, W., 66 f

Bede, 71

Bengel, J. A,, 30, 52, 60,70, 93, 110

Bevan, W. L., 62

Beyschlag, W., 107, 108

Blunt, A. W.F,, 77 ,

Bousset, W., 32, 60, 66, 67, 80, 85, 87,
92, 93, 106

Box, G. H., 8o

Brandon, 5. G,, 23

Briggs, C. A., 88

Bruce, A. B,, 57, 70,77, 93

Biichsel, F., 100

Bultmann, R., 19, 21, 95, 104, 106

Burkitt, F. C., 42"

Busch, F., 30, 37, 57, 68, 81, 93, 100

Cadbury, H.J., 32

Cadoux, A.T., 15, 65, 105

Calevius, 109

Calvin, J.,60f |

Charles, R. H., 37, 18, 54, 80, 92

Charnwoaed, Lotd, 110

Cheyne, T. K., 55, 66

Chrysostorm, 69, 99

Clarke, W. K. L., 89, 91

Colani, T., 1 f, 6, 8 f, 17, 23, 57, 59 1,
gof

Cranfield, C.E.B., 41 n

Creed, J. M., 28, 52

Curtis, A. H.)'g1

Dalman, G., zo, 52, 58, 74, 81, 91, 106
Davey, N., 97, 107

Denney, J., 106, 108

De Wette, 7 n

Dix, Dom G., g1

Dibelius, M., g5

Dodd, C. H., 3, 18,23, 95

Duncan, G. S, 91

Easton, B. 5., 19
Edersheim, A, 70
Eisler, R., 56
Epiphanius, 36
Eusebius, 2, 58

Farrer, A., 61, 70
Field, F., 36

Fison, J.E,, 91
Fritsche, C.F.A.,7n
Fulford, H. W., 62
Fuller, R. H., 107

Ginzberg, 55, 63

Glasson, T. F., 3

Gloege, G., 51, 90

Godet, F., 52

Goguel, M., 11 n, 22, 24, 98
Goodspeed, E. ]., 16
Goudge, H. H., 65, 78
Greeven, H., 71

Gunkel, K., 38,66 f

Hauck, F., 56, 70

Haupt, E., 76, 77, 91, 95 f, 107

Headlam, A. C., 81

Heitmiiller, W., 32

Hippolytus, 36, 66

Hoélscher, G., 3, 5,65

Holsten, g1

Holtzmann, H. S., 4, 4 n, 24, 28, 32,
64, 76, 93, 104

Holtzmann, O., 16

Hort, F.J. A, 36, 117

Hoskyns, E. C., 23, 97, 107

Hunter, A.M.,3n

Irenaeus, 66

119



120

Jeremias, I., 3, 92, 95, 112, 113

Jerome, 63, 66, 71, 99, 109

Josephus, 7, 19, 20, 24, 28, 31, 42, 50,
56, 61 £, 64,70, 78, 115

Josippon, 55

Justin, 83

Keim, J., 60, 62, 94

Kilpatrick, G. D., 41 n, 42 ff, 108 n

Kittel, G, 54

Klostermann, E., 23, 27, 28, 31, 32,
52, 76, 8o, 83, 96, 104

Kimmel, W. G,, 8n, 14 n, 17, 41, 47,
92, 96, 101, 104, 106, 107, 108

Lagrange, M. J., 35, 38, 41, 46, 52, 69,
71, 74, 76, 781, 8o, 81, 92, 97,
107, 114

Lake, K., 32

Legg, S.C.E,, 106

Levertoff, P, P., 65,78, 8o

Lightfoot, R. H., 3

Lohmeyer, E., 3, 5, 19, 24, 25, 35, 40,
42, 48, 49, 50, 53, 61, 68, 70, 77,
79, 80, 84, 87, 88, 92, 94, 96, 101,
103, 106, 107, 116

Loisy, A., 6, 16, 16 n, 23, 24, 27, 33,
41, 50, 52, 73, 74, 76, 84, 87, 88,
104, 106

MacCullough, J. A., 15

Major, H. D, A, 16

Manson, T. W., 171, 33, 52, 65

Manson, W., 8 n, 33

Martin, H., 108

McNeile, A. H., 57, 73, 92, 97

Menachem, 103

Menzies, A., g, 28, 50, 64

Merx, A., 41, 70, 76, 81, 92, 106

Meyer, A., 84

Meyer, E.,7n

Meyer, H. A. W., 21, 28, 35, 52, 93,
109

Michaelis, W., 41, 100, 108, 109

Moffatt, J., 15, 16

Montefiore, C. G., 15

Moule, C.F.D., 11n, 12n

Moulton, J. H., 97

Miiiler, E. F. K., 18

Munck, J., 11 n-

Nestle, E., 54, 117
Nineham, D. E., 42

INDICES

Oepke, A., 107

Oesterley, W. A.E., 37,92
Origen, 99

Otto, R., 95

Paulus, 7 n

Pfleiderer, J., 61 £, 63 f, 66
Philo, 54

Piganiol, A., 64

Plato, 78

Pliny, 58

Punjer, G. C. B,, 46, 62

Rawlinson, A. E. J., 28,77
Rengstorf, K. H., 93, 95, 100
Réville, A., 106

Rowley, H. H., 91

Russell, J. 8., 70

Salmond, S. D. F,, 70, 88

Sanday, W., 81

Schlatter, A., 21, 28, 34, 49, 56, 60, 63,
40, 76, 84, 88, 104, 109, 118

Schmid, J., 57, 62, 100

Schmidt, K. L., 3, 25

Schmidt, N., 15

Schmiedel, P. W., 64

Schniewind, J., 24, 42, 52, 57, 78, 88,
93, 99, 100, 104, 112

Schwartz, E., 97 f

Schwartzkopff, P., 96, 104, 108

Schweitzer, A., 3

Scott, E. F,, 23

Selwyn, E.C., 18

Smend, R., 91

Smith, D., 16

Stanton, V. H., 3,27

Stauffer, E., 111,71 f

Stonehouse, N. B., g1

Strack, H. L., 28, 38, 63, 74, 76, 77,
103, II§

Strathmann, H., 4on

Strauss, F.,7n

Streeter, B. H., 46, 70

Swete, H. B., 21, 26, 69, 70, 76, 88, 92,

115

Symmachus, 36

Tatian, 71

Taylor, V., 171, 24, 28, 48, 69, 79,
104

Theodotian, 78

Theophylact, 63, 71, 116
Titius, A., 88, 99



INDICES

Torrey, C. C., 16 n, 17, 26, 55, 65, 88
Turner, C. H., 23, 32, 92, 96, 114

Victor, 30
Victorinus, 66
Volkmar, G., 17 n, 30, 69, 88, 105

Weiffenbach, W, 4 n, 15, 24, 31 f, 59,
62, 104
Weiss, B., 116

121

Weiss, ]., 18, 52, 55, 59, 64, 76, 106

Weizsicker, C., 2, 3, 5, 15, §7, 60

Wellhausen, J., 15, 23, 50, 54, 57, 60,
74, 80, 86, 91, 97, 98, 106

Wendling, E., 5, 103

Wendt, H. H,, 2, 14

Westcott, B.F. W., 36, 117

Wohlenberg, G., 88, 92

Zahn, T, 21, 28, 52, 60, 88, 97
Zigabena, E., 63



122

INDICES

()} SCRIPTURE REFERENCES

OLp TESTAMENT

Genesis

3.1 74
6.14 74
7.1 100
19.17 73
19.26 58
24.63 74
27.3 74
47-50 1Irn
Exodus

1.6 100
3.14 32
4.15 47
9.18 78
9.24 78
10.6 %8
10.14 78
11.6 78
14.24 117
25.11 85
34.5 89, 92
Deuteronomy

1.35 100
2.25 37
4.19 87
13.1 fF 83f
13.7 92
18.18 84
304 92
32.25 84
32.39 32
Foshua

2.6 73
23—24 Iin
Fudges

2.10 - 100
7.19 117
Ruth

2.14 84
1 Samuel

9.25 73
IL.II 117
12 iIn
14.45 52
2 Samuel

14.11 52

1 Kings
1.52
8.37
11.5

2 Kings
23.13

1 Chronicles
28-2¢9

2 Chronicles
15.6

Nehemiah
8.14 f

Psalms
12.7
18.11
18.12
24.6
119.46

Isaiah
3.5
10.22 f
11,12
13.6 fT
13.10
13.13
15.5
17.12
19.1
19.2
22.1
26.17 ff
27.13
28.22
344
40.6
43.10f
49.8
5191
52.6 £
547
55.12
60.4 ff
66.7-8

Feremiah
2.12
4.19
4.19 1T
429

34,

34,

52
37
62

62
I1
38

58

Jeremiah (continued)

6.22 ff
6.24 ff
9.4
11.3
12.12
14.12
21.7
22.5
23.7f
26.6
34.4
38.2
49.1 1
49.8

Lamentations
2.19

Ezekiel
5.11
5.12
7.16
14.21
20.34 ff
38.21
38.2r b

38.15

Daniel
2,28
2.34

NG

7.26

37
49

81

37
37
20

20

43
36

58
117

6z
37
58
37
78
49
49
92

34
24
55
89

91
89,90 f
91
34
91
52
54
8o

54, 55

68

35
781

8o
54

84
37



Foel
2.28 ff

39f
Amos
5.19f

Micah
3.12
4.1 ff

Matthew
s.a ff
5.17
5.18
5.21 ff
5.37
6.10
7-24
10.14 f
10.18
10.19
10.20
10.23
10.30
10.32 f
10.34
11.5
11.16
11.27
12.28
12.39
12.41
12.42
12.45
13.45
13.52
16.28
17.11 ff
22.2
23.34 1
23.35 ff
23.36
23.37
23.38
23.39
24.4 fF
24.6
24.10
24.14
24.26
24.30
24.31
24.35 f
25.1 ff
25.5
25.13
25.14
25.14 fT
25.31 ff

48
34

57

22
90

25

104

103, 104
104

4

9

103

74

42

46

46

13, 44, 108, 109
52

90

50

89, 95

100

105, 106
47, 48

100

100

100

100

115

115

29

50

115

13

21, 24, 57
100

13, 20, 21, 101
22

13, 21, 10X
61

s

52

44

84

92

92,93

20

I11

I12

108

115
111,112,114
90, 92, 103

INDICES

Micak (continued)
4.9 37
7.6 49
7.15 ff 78
Habakkuk
34 89
Haggai
2.6 37, 34
NEw TESTAMENT
Matthew (continued)
27.2 42
28.16 ff 25
Mark
1.39 42
1.44 41n
3.13 f 25
3.21 50
3.31 ff 50
4.10 85
4.17 108 n
6.11 41 n
6.14 42
6.29 70
7-13 79
7.15 14
7.19 6
8.23 40
8.3x 34
8.34 ff 13, 74
8.38 9, 90, 100,
103, 104
8.38-9.1 16
9.1 9, 29, 13,
90, 92, 99,
108, 109
9.2 ff 25
9.11 30
9.49 f 104
10.29 40, 97
10.38 108 n
10.40 108 n
. ff 26
11.13 ff 97, 98
11.14 ff 97
11.18 98
11.28 108 n
12.12 41n
12.23 79
12.24 9
13.2 5, I1, 12,
2224, 27,
54, 56, 6o
13.3 25f
13.4 25 ff, 100
13.5 30
13.5b 37, 40
13.5f 47

123
Zechariah
12.10 f 92
14 25
14.4 37
Malachi
3.1 50
4.5 f 50
Mark (continued)
13.5 ff I, 17
13.6 16, 31, 43, 68, 84
13.6 ff 1, 94
137 341, 36
13.7 £ 5,7, 97
13.7 6
13.8 36 ff
13.9 40 ff
13.9 fT 71, 13
13.10 16, 40 ff
13.11 46 ff
13.12 49
13.13 s, 51fE
13.14 1, 4,6,13,16,
27, 54 ft, 62,
65, 66, 67, 68,
69, 73, 93
13.14 ff 4, 14, 63, 67
13.15 f 16, 73 ff
13.17 f 13,76 £
13.19 7,14, 78 £
13.19 f 64,78 f
13.20 2, 8o ff
13.21 f 83
13.23 86
13.24 f 87 f
13.24 fT 97
13.25 43
13.26 f 89 ff
13.28 f 9, 94 ff, 100
13.29 100
13.30 12, 99, 107,
108, 109
13.31 103 f
13.32 4, 9f, 1051,
11z
13.33 109, 111 ff
13.34 114 f
13.34 f 112
13.35 fT 115, 116 f
13.37 118
14.25 9
14.38 111, 112
14.58 22 ff
14.62 9
14.62 f 9o
15.21 74
16.7 114



124

Luke

1.17 50
1.39 58
2.12 93
444 42
10.12 9
10.18 90
10.29 97
11.20 47, 48, 89
11.30 93
131 f 9
I1.49 13, 15
1r.5o f 100
12.7 52
12.11 46
12.11 f 47
12,35 ff 116
12.36, 112, 115§
12.36 ff III, 112
12.37a 112
12.38 112, 117
12.30 f 116
12.40 117
12.52 49
13.1 ff 12, 24, 57
13.34 21
14.14 9
16.8 99, 100
17.10 96
I7.21 4
17.23 84
17.23 f 9
17.25 100
17.28 ff 73
17.31 12,16,73
17.32 73
17.34 f 116
19.12 ff 114
19.41 ff 24, 57, 101
21.8 31
21.13 42
21.15 47
21.16 52
21.18 52
21.19 52
21.20 65, 82
21.23 f 76, 82
21.25 f 88
21.29 95
z2r.30 f 95

2 Esdras (4 Ezra)

5.8 77
6.21 77
13.31 38
Enoch

2
48.3 32
69.26 32
80.2 8o

INDICES
Luke (continued)
21.32 101
22,21 ff 1in
23.28 ff 24, 57, 101
Fohn
2.13 ff 23
2.19 24
7.5 50
10.3 114, 115
rr.x f 60
13~17 Iin
14.29 IIn
15.26 48
16.4 iIn
16.5 ff 48
16.12 ff I1 1, 48
Aets
-12 44
1.13 ff 11n
1.7 108, 109, 110
6.10 47
10.9 73
11.28 39
19.14 ff 32
20 IIn
23.24 42
24.5 36
24.22 51
26.22 410
Romans
1.16 44
9.28 81
11.25 82
11.25 102
13.11 ff 116
1 Corinthians
15.24 35
15.52 39
Philippians
r.azft 41
1 Thessalonians
4.16 93
5 10
Non-CaNonicaL WRITINGS
Psalms of Solonon
2.29 69
1 Maccabees
1.54 ff 55
2.28 59
2.32 ff 76
2 Maccabees
6.2 541

2 Thessalontans

2 59, 64
2.1 93
2.1 ff 65, 66, 67
2.3f 68
2.4 68
2.9 83
1 and 2 Timothy

In
Hebrews
3.5 116
Fames
5.3 41n
5.8 97
1 Peter
5.13 69
2 Peter

irn
3.12 42
Revelation
1.1 105
.1 ff 105
1.7 92
1.1 ff 105
2.18 105
5.11 17
6.8 ff 37
8 78
8.12 88
9.15 105
1.1 f 60
12 38
12.4 88
13 66
13.1 ff 67
3.1 ff 83
13.14 17
13.14 ff 66
13.18 54, 57
16 78
177 ff 105
18.2 69
21.9—22.5 24
22.6 105
Testaments of XIT

Patriarchs

1IN
Assumption of Moses

Iin
Epistle of Barnabas
43 2
Protevangelium of }amess

S

PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN BY ROBERT MACLEHOSE AND CO. LTD
THE UNIVERSITY PRESS, GLASGOW





