Mark’s Preservation of the Tradition

Formgeschichte in isolating pre-Markan material had little or no
interest in the Markan residue and set it aside ; Redaktionsgeschichte
has fastened on to this residue and made it the starting-point for our
knowledge of Mark’s literary and theological work. Now that we under-
stand the latter more adequately it is perhaps time to look back at the
material which came to Mark in the tradition and ask what he did to
this material as he used it in his Gospel. We shall not be concerned with
the seams with which he unites incidents or with the order in which he
places them or with the summaries which he writes but with what hap-
pened internally to the various pericopae as he incorporated them
into the larger whole he was creating. We know that when Matthew and
Luke took over the material from Mark they regularly adapted it to
their needs ; Matthew in particular consistently abbreviated it. Can we
in any way trace what Mark did to the tradition which he had received ?
How far did he conserve it unchanged, apart from providing it with a
linking introduction to the rest of his Gospel ? How far did he adapt or
mould it ? What control did he exercise over it ? Obviously it is much
more difficult to answer this question in the case of Mark then it is for
Matthew and Luke, but we must make some attempt. We can only do
this by examining individual passages and as we do so the nature of the
problem will itself become clearer.

Before we take up the material jtself it is necessary to speculate
briefly about the way in which words are used in the handing on of oral
material. Any raconteur can probably observe what happens in his own
retelling of stories. Within any material which is in the course of transmis-
sion there are constants and variables. The material cannot be handed
on without using the constants, e.g. it is impossible to tell the Parable
of .the Sower without referring to seed and, if there is only one word for
this, this is a constant. These constants are of less importance than the
Vvariables when we seek to determine what has happened to material in
t}‘ansrnission. Variables are of many kinds. There are simple variables
like synonyms, e.g. perd and odv. Here a person will normally use his
own favourite word though he may have heard the other when he was
8lven the material. With these simple variables it is only to be expected
that many Markan characteristic words would reappear within pericopae.
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This may not be so in the case of more complex variables, e.g. nvefua
dxdfaprov and Sawudviov. Of particular interest for our purposes is
the use of titles. When in Britain a man becomes ennobled and takes a
title different from his original name (e.g. the British Prime Minister
Disraeli became Lord Beaconsfield) some people may continue to refer
to him by his earlier name and when they retell an anecdote in which
he was referred to by his title they will change to the name. This suggests
that when within a pericope of Mark we find a variable which has not
been brought into line with Mark’s normal usage we may be witnessing
the preservation of pre-Markan tradition. With this in mind we shall
examine some individual Markan passages.

A. INCONSISTENT USE OF TITLES OF JESUS

a) 1.24. Both Matthew and Luke vary the Christological titles of
Mark 1, and a priori this would seem a place where change would take
place easily. In 1.24 the demon addresses Jesus as 6 dyws 7od Oeod.
Commentators have difficulty in explaining the relevance and meaning
of this title 2. Mark’s normal title of confession is 6 dids 708 Oeod 3.
In the summary of 3.11f. where Mark is composing freely and can choose
the title he wishes, he puts this latter title on the lips of the demons.
If there is no clear and satisfactory explanation for the title of 1.24
within its Markan context (and it may have had a clear meaning in an
earlier stage of the tradition) then it is simplest to conclude that Mark
found it in his source and did not alter it to the title which would have
been more appropriate to his theology. In other words it is a variable
which he has preserved. Interestingly Mark never puts the title * Son of

1. E.g. both Matthew and Luke introduce the title xdpios where it does not
appear in Mark (Matthew 8.25; 17.4,15; 20.31-3; Luke 5.12; 18.41; 22.61);
Matthew alters Peter’s confession (16.16). For fuller details see E. BEST, The Tempta-
tion and the Passion: The Markan Soteriology (S.N.T.S. Monograph Series, 2)
Cambridge, 1965, pp. 160f. I would now disagree with my tentative suggestion
there that it is probable that Mark would have altered the titles in the material
as it came to him.

2. E.g. O. ProckscH, T.W.N.T. 1, p. 102 refers it to the Holy Spirit ; T. Ling,
The Significance of Satan (London, 1961), p. 14 takes it as in contrast to dxdfapros ;
V. TavLOR (Mark, ad loc.) traces its use to the O. T. and suggests it has Messianic
significance (it expresses ‘ the sense of the presence of a supernatural person’) ;
Lohmeyer gives it a more cultic connotation ; F. HAHN, The Titles of * Jesus in
Christology (London, 1969) takes it to refer to ‘an eschatological prophet’
(pp. 231ff.) ; E. SCHWEIZER (Markus ad loc.) connects it with Nazareth or Nazarene
through Judges 13.7; 16.17 (LXX).

3. 1.11; 3.11f. ; 5.7; 9.7 ; 15.39. Jesus is confessed in this way by God in 1.11;
9.7 ; by the demons in 3.11f.; 5.7; and by the Gentile centurion in 15.39.
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God ’ on the lips of Jesus ¢; although it is the title of his preference it is
always a confessional title ; the 7cit]_e Jesus uses of himself in Mark is
‘ Son of Man * % ; this itself is pr(;bably another instance of the preserva-
tion of tradition. -

8) In 10.47,48 blind Bartimaeus addresses Jesus as vi¢ davi® and~in
10.5T he calls him gafBovvi. Commentators again vary in their explépa-
tions of the significance of the first of these two titles in their Markan
context 8. © Son of God > would have been the natural title for Mark to use.
The story is found at one of the major turning points in the gospel, at the
conclusion of the central section 8.27-10.45 in which the way of the cross
and the training of the disciples are expounded. It balances the story of
the blind man (8.22-26) who receives his sight in two stages ; Bartimaeus
truly sees and at once follows Jesus. We would therefore expect him to
confess Jesus as ‘ Son of God’, the true title used by God (1.11; 9.7)
of Jesus, or, possibly, ‘ Son of Man’ which has been consistently used
of the suffering of Jesus in this central section, though always by Jesus
and not on the lips of others. If it is argued that the Davidic title is
appropriate because of the immediately succeeding entry into Jerusalem
this must be allowed, yet in view of the position of the pericope in the
total structure of the gospel it is difficult to see, if another title had been
originally present and a change had been made by Mark, how that
change would have been made to ‘ Son of David * rather than Son of
God’. If changes were being made why was pgaffovvi permitted to
remain ? The Davidic title with its strong Jewish and even war-like over-
tones would hardly have been suitable in a Gentile Roman Church,
particularly in or after a time of persecution. Moreover, the title * Christ ?
(8.29) which is closely related has already been seen to be a misleading
title for in 8.3I it had to be re-interpreted and ‘ Son of Man * is used in
the re-interpretation 7; in 12.35-37 the theology underlying its use is

4. Although the absolute ‘son’ appears in 12.6 and 13.32.

5. Cf. J. BARR, Christ in Gospel and Creed, S.J.Th. 8 (1955) 225-237 (at p. 229).

6. It would be more true to say that the commentators say very little about
the meaning of the title for Mark at this point ; they devote their attention to its
significance for the primitive church. Their failure to relate it to Mark’s view of
Jesus, other than to say that Mark accepts the Davidic sonship of Jesus, is an
indication of its unimportance for him. In 7.28 the Syro-Phoenician woman appeals
to Jesus as xdpie ; in the storm at sea the disciples use 8i8daxale ; but normally
Jesus takes the initiative in healing and there is no address. It is also possible that
the use of the title in a * public >’ scene conflicts with Mark’s conception of the
Messianic Secret (cf. T. A. BURKILL, Mysterious Revelation, Ithaca, New York,
1963, pp. 188f.).

7. Cf. the similar alterations in 14.62 from 14.61 and in 13.26 from 13.21. On
the inadequacy of ‘ Christ  as a title for Mark see R. H. LIGHTFOOT, The Gospel
Message of St. Mark, Oxford, 1950, pp. 35f. Even if Mark uses the  Son of Man’
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shown to be less important than the rvpios theology. Mark therefore
preserves the title “Son of David’ from his material 8. The Semitic
form of gafBovwi almost certainly implies it belongs to the tradition;
it can hardly have seemed to Mark’s readers and hearers the most appro-
priate term with which to address Jesus when seeking the miraculous
restoration of sight. § 8i8doraros is used by the father of the epileptic
boy in approaching Jesus (9.17) and often in Mark it appears to carry a
sense of authority as did the teaching of Jesus (1.22,27). Mark has howe-
ver not changed the traditional term gafSBouvvi to this, though it is a
frequent term in the Gospel and often used editorially °.

¢) Probably the distinction between Jesus and the Son of Man which
is found in 8.38 belongs to this category of the preservation of Christolo-
gical titles. Since Mark himself identifies Jesus and the Son of Man it
would have been much simpler and would have produced a much crisper
and better balanced logion if he had changed * Son of Man ’ to the first
person pronoun. The appearance of the title * Son of Man’ in 2.10,28
falls too early according to the generally accepted view that Mark only
uses this title after Peter’s confession, and probably arises from Mark’s
desire to use at this point an existing collection of controversy stories 19,

suffering-sayings because he-wishes to introduce the concept of suffering the point
remains that on both occasions he has retained the title which existed in the tra-
dition.

8. Probably the retention of the title * King of the Jews ’ throughout the Passion
narrative (15.2, 9, 12, 18, 26) is related to this; here Mark is certainly preserving
tradition, but it would have been very difficult for him to change it since it was so
essential a part of the story (cf. the title on the cross), a constant rather than a
variable ; thus its conservation is less significant.

9. pafBf is used three times by Mark ; at 9.5 in the middle of the Transfiguration
story where another title would seem more appropriate to the action of the story,
unless the ‘ ignorance ’ of Peter is being emphasised ; at 11.21 again by Peter when
he discovers Jesus has performed a miracle ; at 14.45 it is Judas’ salutation at the
betrayal and we would hardly expect Mark to have placed a stronger title on the
lips of Judas. The equivalent Greek title, 8i18doxalos, is used within stories by
disciples at 4.38; 14.14 ; by non-disciples at 5.35; 9.17; 10.20; 12.32; it is used
in the initial address of stories, where it is most probably Markan, by disciples
at 9.38; 13.1; and by non-disciples at 10.17 (10.17 is undoubtedly difficult, as
Matthew’s rewriting of it shows, and may represent the tradition as Mark received
it ; if the address is Markan it is probably derived from v. 20) ; 12.14 (here the title
is appropriate in view of the context) ; 12.19. All this suggests that though Mark
received the title from the tradition he also inserted it at other places; there is
nothing to suggest that he altered other titles to this title. In Mark Jesus occupies
a position of authority as teacher and is often referred to as teaching though in
comparison with the other gospels little of his teaching is given. Ci. E. TrocME,
La Formation de Z‘E‘v(mgiie selon Mavc, Paris, 1963, pp. 113f.; E. SCHWEIZER,
Anmerkungen zur Theologie des Markus, Neotestamentica, (Stuttgart, 1963}, pp. 93ff.

10. Cf. H. W. Kunn, Aliere Sammilungen im Markusevangelium, (Gottingen,
1971), PP- 53-99.
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B. INCONSISTENT OR SUPERFLUOUS INFORMATION

a) 10.28. It is generally agreed that 10.17-3I is a Markan compila-
tion 1. In v. 28 Peter says * We have abandoned everything * and Jesus
replies that those who have left house, family and farm will receive a
hundredfold compensation. But Peter was a fisherman and if Mark had
really wished to accommodate the logion to its present position in the
Gospel he ought to have added among the list of items which men might
forsake some allusion to fishing-boats or fishing nets. He has thus not
adapted the logion to its present context though an easy addition would
have enabled him to do so.

But there is a second matter in relation to this passage. Had Peter in
fact left house and family as this implies and as 1.16-18 probably does
also ? In 1.29 we find that Peter still maintains a home to which he goes
back and 3.9 ; 4.1,36 show that the disciples as a whole still have a boat
at their disposal. Both the absolute nature of 10.28 and its exclusion of any
reference to fishing probably derive from the passage of an original
logion through the tradition which reshaped it in terms of the community
to which at any time it was addressed ; Mark has probably used it in the
form in which it circulated in his community, without modifying it to
suit the context of his Gospel.

b) There is more which merits our attention in 1.16-20. We have an
unusual word for fishing, dugi8dMew, which Mark explains with one of
his typical parentheses (introduced by ydp 1%) foav ydp dheis. dupiBdArew
is a word with many meanings 3 and to an audience not accustomed to
the different methods of fishing would not normally suggest that
Peter and Andrew were fishermen. Hence Mark’s explanatory parenthe-
sis ; but it would have been easier to substitute for dugiBdMer a more
generally accepted word for fishing, e.g. dAedew 4. Mark, in other
words, has not changed the existing word in the tradition but explained
it. We do have another word related to fishing, 8ixrva, in v. 19 but since
it cannot be misunderstood it requires no explanation. There is one
other possible instance of Mark’s respect for the tradition in this passage :

11. Cf. N. WALTER, Zur Analyse von Mc. 10.17-31, ZN.W. 53 (1962), 206-218 ;
S. LEGASSE, Jésus a-t-il annoncé la Conversion finale d'Isvaél ? A propos de Marc
%.23-27, N.T.S. 10 (1964), 480-487; E. BEsT, Uncomfortable Words VII: The
Camel and the Needle's Eye (Mark 10.25), Exp. Times LXXXII (1970 /1) 83-89,
and fuller references therein ; cf. also H. W. KuUHN, op. cit.,, pp. 146ff.

12. Cf. 2.15; 6.14; 7.3f.; 11.13; cf. C. H. TURNER, J.T.S., 26 (1925) 145-56.

13. See LIDDELL AND ScorT, A Greek-Emglish Lexicon (ed. H.S. Jones and
R. McKenzE), Oxford, 1951, s.v.

14. Cf. Lucian, Piscator, pp. 471
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his reference to James and John leaving their father with the pofwral.
Commentators again offer many interpretations. The wobwral may be
mentioned to show the love of James and John for their father in that
they did not leave him alone (Schlatter, Grundmann), or to show how
much James and John were giving up in leaving a family wealthy enough
to employ others (Wohlenberg, Loisy), © or does it add to the pathos — he
(their father) is now left entirely at the mercy of ““ hirelings ” ? ... can
it be that the contrast is here between the apostles, who answer Jesus’
call, and the “ hirelings ”’, who are held back by mercenary considera-
tions ? * (Nineham). The difficulty of commentators in finding an accep-
table explanation of the significance of the word for Mark may suggest
that it had none ; Mark used it because it was already present in the
tradition.

¢) 10.35 contains the superfluous detail that James and John are the
sons of Zebedee ; this has already been given in 1.19 and 3.17. What has
happened here is that Mark has taken up a new incident, which when it
was an isolated pericope required this information so that the scene
might be adequately set, and he has failed to omit the detail when be
incorporated it into the larger whole of the Gospel where it is unnecessary.

d) 11.16, kai odk tdiev lva Tis Sevéyky oxebos Si& 7ob i{epod. This
clause disappears in Matthew and Luke. It fits into a Jewish situation
and therefore is probably pre-Markan 8. It does not fit into the emphasis
Mark himself lays on the cleaning of the Temple, i.e. judgement on
Judaism and the admission of the Gentiles . It is another case of the
preservation of unnecessary detail.

C. UNMODIFIED TRADITION

a) 8.31; 9.31; 10.33f!7. The kernel of these three predictions
appears to be a piece of unmodified tradition. There is the use of dmo-
reivew rather than of oravpodv ; we should expect the latter: (1) be-
cause Mark uses it throughout the Passion narrative (15.13, 14, 15 etc.) ;
(2) because oravpody would give a more correct prophecy of what was to
happen ; (3) because 8.34 with its reference to * taking up the cross and

15. ‘ The prohibition implies a respect for the holiness of the Temple, and is
thoroughly Jewish in spirit * (V. TAYLOR, ad loc.).

16. Cf. E. Best, The Temptation and the Passion, pp. 83f.

17. Mark may not have received all three of these passages from the tradition
but may have created two more of them out of the one which did come to him ;
if so his respect for the tradition is more obvious. I cannot accept the argument
of N. PERRIN, The Christology of Mark : A Study in Methodology, Journal of Religion,
51 (1971) 173-87, that he created all three.
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following Jesus ’ in Mark’s mind certainly links the fate of the disciple
to the fate of Jesus. More important than this is the retention by Mark of
perd peis fHuépas ; it may be that according to Semitic time-reckoning
where a portion of a day is counted as a whole day this would be in no
way different from = 7piry fuépe ; but normally in Greek our phrase
would not have the same precision as the other or necessarily imply
resurrection on Sunday morning after a death on Friday afternoon.
Matthew and Luke have both altered Mark’s phrase to =fj 7piry 7uépe
(Matthew 16.21 ; 17.23 ; 20.19 ; Luke 9.22 ; 18.33). This latter is found
more widely in the N.T. 8 and became the standard Christian phrase ;
we find it indeed appearing in written form in 1 Corinthians 15.4 earlier
than Mark’s phrase ; and 1 Corinthians 15.4 is itself older than Paul’s
letter. Thus Mark retains an old formula although it would not be as
immediately apparent in meaning as the formula which eventually
became standard '°.

b) 9.35. 9.33-37 bears clear evidence of Mark’s redaction. Probably
most if not all of vv. 33,34 come from his hand 2 ; 9.30-32 gives the
second prediction of the passion ; vv. 33-34 are a connecting link ; vv. 35-
37 are probably largely traditional material. In v. 31 the passion pre-
diction is made to the disciples ; v. 33 implies that it is the disciples who
go with Jesus to Capernaum and enter a house and who are asked about
the subject of their conversation on the way ; v. 35 then says that Jesus
sat down and summoned the Twelve. Unless we assume that Mark is
here deliberately distinguishing between other disciples and the Twelve,

18. Cf. Lk. 13.32; 24.7, 21, 46 ; Acts 10.40; I Cor. 15.4; the ¢ three days ' tra-
dition appears also to be found in the logia of Mt. 12.40; 27.63. On the origin and
meaning of the two traditions see G. voN Rap and G. DeELniNg, T.W.N.T. 1I,
Pp. 951-3 ; F. NOTSCHER, Zur Auferstehung nach drei Tagen, Bib. 35 (1954) 313-9;
J. B. BAUER, Drei Tage, Bib. 39 (1958) 354-8; J. Dupont, Ressuscité « Le Troisiéme
Jour », Bib. 40 (1959) 742-61 ; G. M. LaNDEs, The * Three Days and Three Nights '
Motif in Jonah 2.1, J.B.L. 86 (1957) 446-50 ; N. WALKER, After Three Days, N.T. 4
(1960) 261-2 ; H. K. MCARTHUR, On the Third Day, N.T.S. 18 (1971 [2) 81-86.

19. There is some evidence in Josephus for the equivalence of ¢ after three days’
and ‘ on the third day ’ {e.g. 4#nt. 7.280f.) but the LXX of Hos. 6.2 shows that they
would normally be distinguished. J. SCHREIBER, Theologie des Vertrauens, pp. 103fL.
contests the view that uerd peis fjuépas is pre-Markan.

20. In v. 33 év 77 oixig and év 7 65§ are obviously Markan ; references to Caper-
naum appear in Mark only in material introducing pericopae (Luke omits it here
and Matthew transfers it earlier to 17.24) ; #Aov is probably also part of the machi-
nery Mark uses to show Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem as a journey to the cross ;
the question of v. 33 disappears in both Mt. and Lk. ; v. 34 can hardly stand by
itself without v. 33 and if a reference to the dispute about * greatness ' which it
contains was in the tradition then Mark has rewritten it extensively ; more probably
Mark created this verse. Cf. K. G. REpLoH, Markus — Lehrer der Gemeinde, PP. 140ff.;
D. E. NIiNEHAM, ad loc. ; S. LEcassE, Jésus et L'Enfant, pp. 23ff.



28 E. BEST

and in the present context this is most improbable, we must conclude
that in bringing in at this point a brief pericope from the tradition Mark
has carried over with it its introduction for the disciples are already
present 2, Reploh however suggests that all the references to the Twelve
in Mark are editorial 22, If this is so in the present instance it would
have been much easier for Mark to introduce the reference to the Twelve
at either v. 31a, where he refers to the disciples, or at v. 33 where there is
a neutral third person plural (both v. 31a and v. 33 come from Mark).
In v. 35a wvéw is 2 non-Markan word (he uses mpoorxadéw) and he prefers
kai Eeyev adrois to xal Aéyei23; “sitting” (cabisas) to teach is not
otherwise emphasised by Mark ; only in 4.1 and 13.3 does a reference
to sitting go with authoritative teaching and in each case xdfnguar and
not xafilw is used ; but regularly Mark depicts Jesus as teaching without
any allusion to his being seated 24. We assume so often that he rewrote
the introductions to the pericopae which he used that it may be sur-
prising to find him retain one where it could easily have been modified.

D. UNNECESSARY OR IRRELEVANT LOGIA

There are a number of logia sequences whose connection at their com-
mencement is clear and relevant but within which the final logia are both
difficult in themselves and difficult to relate to their Markan context.

a) 9.35-30 %, It is easy to trace the verbal connections which hold
this sequence together : dvopa (vv. 37, 38, 39, 4I); mudlwv-pikpdv
(Vvv. 37, 42); oxavdadilew (VV. 42-47); mdp (VV. 43, 48, 49); dAas
(vv. 49, 50). These verbal connections suggest oral transmission and there-
fore almost certainly imply pre-Markan tradition 6. Vv. 49, 50 have

21. Cf. V. TAYLOR, D. E. NinetaM, E. SCHWEIZER ; W. L. Knox, The Sources
of the Symoptic Gospels, I, Cambridge, 1953, pp. 21ff. ; S. LEGASSE, op. cif., P. 24.
E. HAENCHEN, Der Weg Jesu, ad loc. suggests that Mark added vv. 36f. We
note the use of the rare word évayxadi{eofa: which only occurs again in 10.16.
But if Mark composed vv. 36f. then v. 37 is not the proper conclusion to the implied
question of v. 34 ; 10.15 would be much better. If vv. 36f. did not belong in this
sequence prior to Mark then the use of the catch-word dvopa is upset in the passage.

22, Op. cit., p. 141.

23. Cf. H. W. Kunn, op. cit., pp. 130f.

24. The xai is probably, as so often, his introductory link.

25. E. W. Buxpy, Jesus and the First Three Gospels, Cambridge, Mass., 1955,
suggests that vv. 38-40 are a Markan insertion into an existing section, since they
are dialogue in the middle of a section of logia and v. 37 joins easily to v. 41. But
it is hard to see why Mark should insert these verses here and they contain the
catch-word Svopa. Even if they are a Markan insertion this does not affect the
conclusion we draw about the later portions of vv. 35-50.

26. The most recent challenge to this comes from H. W. KunN, op. cit., pp. 32ff.,
following on R. SCHNACKENBURG, Markus 9.33-50, in Synoptische Studien (Fest-






