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INTRODUCTION 

'MARK 13 is the biggest problem in the Gospel.' So begins 
A. M. Hunter's discussion of this chapter.1 Anyone who 
has wrestled with its difficulties will agree with that verdict; 

it is borne out by the multitudinous solutions of the problems and 
the prevailing confusion in its exegesis. Embarrassment is experi
enced in all schools of thought in using it. Modern theologians 
largely feel compelled to ignore the discourse in their reconstruc
tions of the teaching of Jesus. Preachers are aware of the predica
ment of the scholars; feeling incapable of solving the problems 
themselves, they neglect the material in their preaching. I cannot 
recall ever hearing a sermon preached on any verse of Mark 13. 
For practical purposes, the Synoptic Gospels are read without 
Mark 13, Matthew 24 and Luke 21; their omission from the New 
Testament would make little difference to the teacher and 
preacher. 

Yet the Bible of the unlearned still contains the eschatological 
discourse. The ordinary believer is left to make what he can of the 
puzzle, without guidance from those who ought to help him. The 
effect is often disastrous. The Bishop of Birmingham told the 
Church Congress at Cambridge in 1910 that Henry Sidgwick be
came an agnostic because Christ foretold things which had not 
happened; E. C. Selwyn suggested that Mark 13. 30 must 
take a major share of responsibility for this collapse of faith. 2 

Certainly the saying is often quoted by opponents of the Christian 
Faith. I have myself heard them expatiate on it in open-air 
demonstrations, and we shall see what effective use of it was made 
by Strauss and Renan. 

In order to reach a responsible decision on this matter, and to 
satisfy my own mind, I set out to read everything of repute written 
on Mark 13 since 1864, the year when Colani made known the 
Little Apocalypse theory. I speedily discovered that I had em
barked on an enormous task. The literature on the subject is im
mense. Every writer who has dealt with the life and teaching of 

1 The Gospel according to St. Mark, 1948, p. 122. The 'Gospel' =Mark, not 
the fourfold Gospel. 

1 The Oracles of the New Testament, 1912, p. 338. 
ix 



X INTRODUCTION 

Jesus has had his say on the eschatological discourse. It has been a 
happy hunting ground for scholars with a flair for ingenuity; every 
Gospel critic has made his own contribution; every commentator 
on the Synoptic Gospels has struggled with its mysteries. More
over the literature on the subject does not commence with Colani; 
he did not initiate the discussion, but propounded a solution to a 
burning problem; the literature of his period and of the generation 
prior to him require to be taken into account. 

Despite the difficulties of obtaining many of the nineteenth
century works, owing to their destruction in the war, I have 
striven to take cognisance of all important contributions to this 
subject, whether contained in critical, expository or theological 
literature. The importance of the issues at stake appeared to justify 
a detailed review of the criticism of the discourse in modern times. 

In this conviction I am evidently not alone. In his latest treat
ment of the eschatological discourse Professor Dodd affirmed, 
'Recent trends in criticism seem to call for a more radical recon
sideration of the question than it has (to my knowledge) yet 
received.'1 Such a review of the problems and of their solutions is 
here offered. 

In order to convey a fair impression of the arguments of critics 
and exegetes, I have preferred to reproduce at length major dis
cussions of the theme and omit those of less importance, apart 
from indicating where they may be found. While the book would 
be more easily read if chapters 2-4 were yet further shortened, the 
theological treatment of the discourse in Chapter 5 would be looked 
on with suspicion by not a few, who would feel that injustice had 
been done to the labours of many investigators. 

It is possible that this treatment may be condemned by some as 
too cautious and by others as conceding too much to modern 
opinion. In none of my views can I claim to represent Athanasius 
contra mundum, but I have sought to give an honest ar,.swer to every 
question as it has arisen. If my solutions of the problems be found 
unsatisfactory, I shall be content for others to utilize the materials 
set forth for the building of a sounder edifice. 

My warmest thanks are due to the Rev. Professor R. V. G. 
Tasker, M.A., B.D., of King's College, London, for his encourage
ment and help given to me while writing this book. He read each 

1 'The Fall of Jerusalem and the "Abomination of Desolation",' Journal of 
Roman Studies, vol, xxxvii, 1947, p. 47. 
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chapter as it was finished and made numerous suggestions, most of 
which were adopted. I owe a similar debt of gratitude to the Rev. 
J. J. Brown, B.D., of Erith, Kent, for his assistance at all stages of 
the production of the book, particularly for his kindness in offering 
to compile an index, which he has done with characteristic 
thoroughness. To the Rev. G. W. Rusling, M.A., B.D., I tender 
my thanks for his care in reading the final proofs. 

The citations from C. C. McCown's Search for the Real Jesus on 
pp. 1, 18 are by permission of Charles Scribner's Sons, New York; 
that from E. J. Goodspeed's Life of Jesus on p. 83 by permission of 
Harper and Brothers, New York; and those from F. C. Grant's 
Gospel of the Kingdom on pp. 3 1 f. by permission of the Macmillan 
Company of New York. 

I should add that, in order to clarify the argument, I have made a 

liberal use of italics, often taking the liberty of introducing them 
into citations of other writers. I am not conscious of having dis
torted any quotations in doing this. It is my hope that others be
sides scholars, who need no such sign-posts, will read this book. 
An explanation at this point will save undue employment in the 
footnotes of the notice 'Italics mine'! 

G.R.B.-M. 
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An Examination of the Criticism of the 
Eschatological Discourse, Mark I 3 

CHAPTER I 

THE PRESUPPOSITIONS AND THE 
FORMULATION OF THE LITTLE 

APOCALYPSE THEORY 

'No matter how original a scholar's imagination, no matter 
how penetrating and critical his judgment, society does far 
more of the writing of any book that lives than the author 

himself.' 1 However humiliating it may be to formulate such a prin
ciple, its justification scarcely requires demonstration. We can no 
more escape the influence of our cultural climate than men at the 
equator or in the Arctic regions can remain unaffected by their 
physical conditions. This seems plain enough when pointed out, 
yet in theological discussion it is rarely thought necessary to take 
account of the environment in which ideas are formulated and of 
the motives of their sponsors. A book is cited and a name men
tioned in connection with an attractive theory; let it be endorsed 
by a few impressive authorities and it rapidly spreads; in due time 
it may be regarded as critically orthodox. But how did that theory 
come to be formulated? What precedents did it have in its own 
field, and what prompted the author to put it forward? Most 
significant advances in thought are the product of long processes, 
brought to an issue by a gifted man. Such is the case with Timothy 
Colani's theory that the Eschatological Discourse of the Gospels is 
built around the nucleus of an apocalypse of independent origin. 
It has been assumed that this hypothesis came out of the blue, like 
the image of Diana that fell from heaven to Ephesus; we have not 
paused to ask whether it may first have been thrown into the air 

1 C. C. McCown, The Search for the Real Jesus, p. 18 
A 



2 JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

and why, if that did happen, Colani was ready to receive it. This 
question we desire to examine. 

I. CRITICISM FROM D. F. STRAUSS TO F. c. BAUR 

We must go back at least as far as David Strauss. The extent to 
which New Testament studies have been affected by this writer, 
both for good and ill, has been strangely overlooked in English
speaking countries, though his ghost still haunts the theological 
literature of Germany. No book concerning Christian origins had 
such an explosive effect upon the world as his Life of Jesus, pub
lished in the years 1835-1836; the scars inflicted on the edifice of 
the Church remain to this day, though their origin has been for
gotten. The book created an immediate sensation and sustained for 
years its position as a focal point of controversy. 'During the year 
1836 the Tubingen Review contained some four hundred pages of 
attack upon Strauss,' wrote McCown. 'Other theological and 
religious periodicals paid the book an equal amount of attention . 
. . . Nearly thirty years later a writer in the Westminster Review 
could say, "The name of Strauss has long been a bugbear in the 
English religious world. High Churchmen and Low Churchmen 
hush naughty children with the name of Strauss".'1 Naughty chil
dren were not alone in their uneasiness at that name. For large 
numbers of scholars New Testament studies had been thrown 
into confusion; old positions were felt to be impossible, and a ques
tion mark had been set alongside everything formerly taken for 
granted. In the year that followed Strauss' Life, a German scholar 
declared that the result of this work was 'to turn into a problem the 
great evangelic history to an extent and with a completeness such 
as no earlier investigation had done' .2 It is not without significance 
that the same abiding result was felt in Germany three generations 
later. In 1911 Wellhausen wrote,' The Life of Jesus, which formerly 
stood on the programme of theological literature and of theological 
lecture courses, has dwindled lately, under the silent influence of 
Strauss, to Problems from the Life of Jesus'. 3 We shall find reason 
to believe that Wellhausen himself came under that 'silent influ
ence', in directions little suspected by him. 

The issues raised by Strauss were fundamental to all aspects of 
Gospel criticism, and we are here concerned with one only, namely 

1 Op. cit., pp. 7-9. 
• Cited by C. H. Weisse, 'Die Evangelienfrage', p. I, from Blatter fiir liter

arische Unterhaltung, March 1836. 
• Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, p. 79. 
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with his views on eschatology. For most scholars of that day the 
eschatology of Jesus meant the consideration of the discourses of 
Mt. 24-25; indeed, for a large part of the nineteenth century the 
eschatological question centred upon the problem of what to do 
with these chapters, notably with Ch. 24 ( =Mk. 13). Here Strauss 
found a peculiarly vulnerable point in the armour of the orthodox, 
for the Second Coming of Christ seemed to be set in the context of 
his own age. 'It is impossible', Strauss wrote, 'to evade the acknow
ledgment that in this discourse, if we do not mutilate it to suit our 
own views, Jesus at first speaks of the destruction of Jerusalem and 
farther on, and until the close, of his return at the end of all things, 
and that He places the two events in immediate connexion.'1 Such an 
admission naturally calls into question the reliability of the teach
ing of Jesus. 'As it will soon be eighteen centuries since the destruc
tion of Jerusalem, and an equally long period since the generation 
contemporary with Jesus disappeared from the earth, while his 
visible return and the end of the world which he associated with it, 
have not taken place, the announcement of Jesus appears so far to 
have been erroneous.'2 

Strauss reviewed the attempts to meet this difficulty. The 'moun
tain-peak' theory compared the crises of history with the summits 
of distant mountains that hide from view intervening distances; 
but if one is anxious to preserve the authority of Jesus, it will not 
do. 'We may here cite the appropriate remark of Paulus, that as 
one, who in a perspective externally presented, does not know 
how to distinguish distances, labours under an optical illusion, i.e. 
errs; so likewise in an internal perspective of ideas, if such there be, 
the disregard of distances must be pronounced an error; conse
quently this theory does not show that the above men did not err, 
but rather explains how they easily might err.'3 The theory thus 
illustrates the nature of the error of Jesus, but it in no way absolves 
him from it. What, then, of the view that it is necessary to make 
men think that the end is ever at hand, in order to allow the belief 
to exercise its full moral influence upon them? Was it not neces
sary for Jesus to impress on men at least the probability of the 
nearness of the Second Coming, lest it find them unprepared? No, 
for that also incurs difficulties. 'One whose mind is in a healthy 
state conceives the possible to be possible, the probable as prob
able; and if he wishes to abide by the truth, he so exhibits them to 

1 Life of Jesus, vol. III, p. 95, 
• Op. cit., p. 98. 

20p. cit., p. 85. 
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others; the man, on the contrary, by whom the merely possible or 
probable is conceived as the real, is mistaken; and he who, without 
so regarding it himself, yet for a moral or religious reason so repre
sents it to others, permits himself to use a pious fraud.' 1 On such a 
view, therefore, Jesus was either mistaken or a deceiver. Strauss 
does not mind which alternative is chosen; it satisfies him to be 
able to present the dilemma. 

One last resort remains: is it not possible that the prophecy is 
unauthentic, composed by disciples to show the ability of the 
Master to predict coming events? Here Strauss speaks with two 
voices. It suits him to maintain the authenticity of the discourse, 
for he is anxious to prove the fallibility of Jesus. He accordingly 
agrees with those theologians who seek the origin of the pro
phecies, not in the events leading up to the fall of Jerusalem, 
which would make the whole prophecy a vaticinium ex eventu, but 
in the well-known predictions of Old Testament prophecy. Strauss 
is prepared to apply this even to the Lukan version of the discourse, 
though not without a sting in the tail: 'Even those particulars in 
which Luke surpasses his fellow-narrators in definiteness are not 
of a kind to oblige us to suppose either a supernatural knowledge, or 
a vaticinium post eventum.' The result is plain: that which Jesus pre
dicted concerning Jerusalem and which came true is due to no 
superior insight, it is merely a collocation of Old Testament ideas; 
that which He predicted, but which did not happen, is due to a 
similar, but indiscriminate, use of the Old Testament. Alike in his 
true predictions and false ones, Jesus possesses no originality I 

A different possibility, however, is hinted at by Strauss, the 
mention of which is fortunate since it reveals the source of his 
ideas. He cites the Wolfenbiittel Fragmentist, i.e. Reimarus, for the 
view that the idea of the Second Coming was due not to Jesus, but 
to his disciples: 'No promise, throughout the whole Scriptures ... , 
he thinks, is on the one hand more definitely expressed, and on the 
other has turned out more flagrantly false, than this, which yet 
forms one of the main pillars of Christianity. And he (Reimarus) 
does not see in this a mere error, but a premeditated deception on 
the part of the apostles (to whom, and not to Jesus Himself, he 
attributes that promise, and the discourses in which it is contained) 
... Such inferences from the discourse before us would inflict a fatal 
wound on Christianity.' 2 Strauss makes no comment on this sug
gestion, it is enough to have provided another reason for shaking 

i Op. cit., pp. 98-99. • Op. cit., p. 86. 



FORMULATION OF THE LITTLE APOCALYPSE THEORY 5 
the confidence of the orthodox. It did not occur to him that if the 
suggestion were true, it would have the effect of absolving Jesus 
from the great 'error', but neither did it occur to anyone else. His 
allegation stood forth with a pitiless clarity. It cut to the quick the 
theologians of his day. Jesus had been charged with a blunder of 
the greatest magnitude. Somehow the situation had to be retrieved. 
But what could be done? The suggested employment of the 
critical knife, inadvertently put forward by Strauss, was too violent 
for the mood of that day. The idea of a 'kenosis' of the Christ, by 
which it might be possible to admit the presence of an intellectual 
error in the Incarnate Lord, was not yet abroad. There seemed but 
one path left free: Jesus was accurately reported, in the main, but 
his conceptions were loftier than those of his contemporaries; his 
disciples had confused distinctions drawn by him and in their 
reports mingled the various elements of his teaching. 

The first critical writer in whom this interpretation becomes 
plain is the noted Professor at Jena, C. A. Hase. His Life of Jesus 
was published in 1829; the second edition was issued in 1835, the 
year that saw the publication of the first part of Strauss' Life; a 
third edition appeared in 1840, and the English translation was 
made from this, corrected from the fourth edition. It will be in
structive to compare what Hase wrote about the eschatology of 
Jesus (i.e. the Great Discourse) before Strauss' book came on the 
scene and what he wrote after its appearance. 

Hase's earlier exposition is typical of that of many who did not 
appreciate eschatology in the raw and endeavoured to refine it for 
'modern' taste. His summary of Mt. 24-25 commences thus: 'As 
He now sat on the Mount of Olives and looked down on the Holy 
City, his view of the future, proceeding from a very clear compre
hension of the history of the world and from the deepest under
standing of the kingdom of God, disclosed itself to the apostles in 
prophetic pictures ... (viz. concerning) the destruction of Jeru
salem, the ruin of the Roman Empire through the migration of the 
nations and the victory of Christianity .... He spoke as prophet in 
the highest sense of the term, i.e. as one who, in faith in the victory 
of the kingdom of God and in full consciousness of the present, 
hurrying on with a glance at his contemporaries, possessed of a 
presentiment as to the course of Providence, takes in at a glance the 
coming centuries according to his spirit and comprehends them 
with his plan.'1 It is admitted that if Mk. 13. 32 ( =Mt. 24. 36) 

1 LebenJesu, 1835, p. 224. 
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were taken strictly it could be regarded as a revocation of previous 
definitions as to the time of the End ( as e.g. Mt. r 6. 28), but on the 
whole he thought that, 'in view of the generally attested prudence 
of Jesus, who ... consistently respected the tranquil passage of 
history and of providence, the symbolic understanding of his pro
phecy is the most probable' .1 The Second Coming is accordingly a 
symbolic representation of the triumph of the Messianic kingdom; 
the prophets had similarly portrayed the glory of the theocracy as a 
coming of J ahweh among his people. 

In the third and fourth editions of his work, Hase considerably 
modified his views. In the preface he stated that the alterations had 
been mostly occasioned by Strauss' Life and the literature occa
sioned by it. The greatest benefit he had evidently received from 
his sceptical contemporary was a measure of realism in interpreting 
eschatological language. All that had appeared in the earlier edi
tions about Jesus' disclosure of the course of world-history was 
excised. Still more significantly, his former interpretation of Mk. 
13. 32 was withdrawn and the presence of a time limit was frankly 
recognised in the sayings of our Lord: 'Ascribing to God the sole 
knowledge of the day and hour, he nevertheless fixed his return 
during that generation.' 2 But that Jesus could have held the hope 
of his coming in any literal sense is strenuously denied: 'Since 
Jesus from the first had elevated the national notion of a Messiah 
to a religious idea which could not be injured by his death, he did 
not need to frame out of visions of a pretended prophet3 the fan
tastic hope of such a pretended return.' The view is reiterated more 
strongly that the Second Coming is simply the victory of Christ's 
kingdom. 4 

Three notable features are involved in these modifications of 
Hase' s : ( r) the 'tranquil passage of history and of providence' dis
appears, to be replaced by an acknowledgment of an eschatological 
view of history; (2) the limitation of the time interval constituted 
by 'that generation' is admitted; (3) the notion of a Second Coming 
is rejected as 'fantastic'. The battle over the 'enthusiasm' of Jesus 
has begun. 

The tendencies apparent in the discreet Hase came to full expres
sion in the writings of C. H. Weisse, who first plainly demon-
3,trated the priority of Mark. He wrote two books, both of which, 

1 Op. cit., pp. 225-226. 2 Op. cit., E.T., p. 201. 
3 Dan. 7. r3. This characterization of Daniel is taken from C. H. Weisse, see 

p. 8. 
• Life of Jesus, E.T., pp. 201-202. 
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though separated by a distance of eighteen years, were prompted 
by the Strauss controversy. In regard to Mk. 13, the fundamental 
principle of interpretation enunciated by Weisse was that in this 
discourse we have material, authentic in itself, but uttered on vari
ous occasions and with varied needs in mind; the duty of criticism 
is to consider each segment of tradition by itself. In advancing this 
contention, in which he anticipated Lohmeyer by a full century, he 
found few followers owing to his unwise use of it. He divided Mk. 
13 into vv. 1-20, 21-23, 24-27, 28-30, 31, 32-37. Each section was 
presumed to be originally independent, and to each he endeavoured 
to give 'a meaning worthy of the divine Speaker'. In regard to the 
first section, he denied that it related to the fall of Jerusalem (Luke 
has interpreted wrongly here); its real concern was the struggles 
and trials which the movement initiated by Jesus was to encounter 
generally. The counsel to flight in Mk. 13. 14-16 is accordingly 
interpreted as 'decisively to turn one's back on the old order, that 
has irremediably perished, and to seek salvation only in a com
pletely new order of things'. The lament over mothers with chil
dren in 13. 17 refers to 'those who insist on being occupied with 
or still producing within (erzeugen) the old order'. The 'winter' of 
13. 18 signifies 'a raw, barren time which yields no fruit for the 
spirit'. 1 

It is the parousia passage, however, that evokes the eloquence of 
Weisse. He insists that 13. 24-27 should never have been con
nected with the foregoing; the words are genuine, but the context 
is unauthentic. To retain it here is to destroy the meaning of the 
earlier passage. 'That which makes it difficult to attribute so quix
otic an aberration (i.e. the Second Coming conception) to the 
exalted Master is not merely a so-called "Christian feeling" or 
"Christian consciousness" which, without clear insight into its 
reason and its justification, wishes to put forward a mulier taceat in 
ecclesia.' 2 It is the plain recognition that, as surely as a vine does not 
bear thorns or a fig tree thistles, even so certainly a spirit of such 
greatness as Jesus had preserved, even in the foregoing discourse, 
cannot have degenerated to imagining such a fancy as only originates in 
a sick brain. Out of the same mouth which announced the preaching 
of the Gospel in conditions of affliction and distress of every kind 
... it was impossible that in the next moment there could proceed 

1 Die evangelische Geschichte, kritisch und philosophisch bearbeitet, I 838, pp. 
590-592. 

2 The citations and the Latin tag are both from Strauss. 
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an utterance constructed out of the most narrow and superstitious 
belief in the symbolic saying of a fantastic book, which ignorance or 
deceit had attributed to a renowned old prophet, and out of the 
most extravagant, half-insane imagination !'1 

It is difficult to understand how a Christian scholar could bring 
himself to employ such unrestrained language regarding Gospel 
sayings, but it reveals how deeply he had been affected by the con
tentions of his opponent. What, then, is the meaning of Mk. 13. 
24-27? 'He himself incontestably meant,' wrote Weisse, 'on the 
one hand the judgment which world-history carries out every day 
and at every hour, in which He as head and centre of history could 
name himself with perfect right as Judge, and on the other hand 
the judgment at the end of time, in regard to which, however, we 
dare not presume that Jesus represented himself in so external and 
sensual a form as subsequent Church doctrine has represented it'. 2 

Most interpreters of the Gospels will admit that apocalyptic lan
guage should be accorded some latitude in interpretation, but 
Weisse has gone beyond what is reasonable. In his further book, 
issued in 1856,3 the position is a little more soberly put, but there 
is no essential modification, save for the significant suggestion that 
Mk. 13. 1 -20 is not a unit, but is composed of originally disparate 
fragments uttered on different occasions; the entire discourse, 13. 
1-37, thus comes to be of that order. As an example of the later 
treatment of these isolated segments, we may cite Weisse's view 
of the 'abomination of desolation', 13. 14; removed from this con
text it is susceptible of a sense, 'more worthy of its exalted Speaker'; 
it represents the corrupt Jewish religion, and so corresponds to the 
condemnatory sayings of which Mark has preserved but few (Mk. 
12. 38 f.).4 

That Weisse revealed marks of genius is not to be denied, but 
they are disfigured here. It is the motive of his interpretation that 
is significant. He was impelled by the explicit desire to counter the 
teaching of Strauss, in particular to evade the mocking appeal to a 
speedy coming of Christ in glory. The very extravagance of his pro
testations must have afforded no little satisfaction to his opponent. 

Between the publication of Weisse's two books appeared the 
celebrated work of F. C. Baur on the Gospels. 5 The critical spirit 
that Strauss had applied to Gospel dogma he applied to Gospel 

1 Op. cit., pp. 594-595. 2 Op. cit., p. 596. 
3 Die Evangelienfrage in ihrem gegenwiirtigen Studium. 
4 Op. cit., pp. 171-172. 
6 Kritische Untersuchungen iiber die kanonischen Evangelien, 1847. 
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documents. He had no hesitation in pronouncing the discourse of 
Mt. 24 as spurious. 'It is impossible that Jesus can have spoken as 
the evangelist makes him speak.'1 This is proved by the Book of 
Revelation, in which the fall of Jerusalem plays no part at all. 'Of 
a destruction of Jerusalem the apocalyptist knows nothing.'2 The 
prediction of the fall of Jerusalem in Mt. 24 is accordingly regarded 
as a post eventum prophecy and due to the evangelist. Baur is unique 
in dating the prophecy in the time of the Bar-Cochba rebellion, on 
the ground that no Messianic pretender after the death of Jesus is 
known before this man and that the 'abomination of desolation' 
suits best the erection of the statue of the Capitoline Jupiter by 
Hadrian on the site of the ruined temple. This becomes for Baur 
the one fixed point for the dating of the Gospels; he assigns 
Matthew to the period A,D. 130-134, and the other Gospels accord
ing to their supposed deviations from the first one.3 

The argument, both in its comparison with the Book of Revela
tion and the exploits of Bar-Cochba, is most dubious. The refer
ence to the second-century Jewish revolt is needless. Nor is there 
any necessity to relate the predictions of Mk. 13 to the events of 
the first century; if any should insist on so doing, it is still neces
sary to explain how the late 'compiler' could have omitted the 
events of A.D. 70 from his prophetic review. Further, since the 
temple had been destroyed sixty years before Hadrian's attack, 
Baur is forced to place Mt. 24. 1-3 earlier and to presuppose a gap 
thereafter, of which there is no hint in the text. It is not surprising 
that contemporary opinion did not take kindly to Baur's views, but 
their ventilation contributed to the atmosphere which made the 
later hypotheses possible. 

2. CRITICISM FROM H. A. w. MEYER TO T. COLANI 

From the time of Baur and Weisse to Colani the strictly critical 
treatment of the eschatological discourse remained in abeyance. It 
was a period in which a settled interpretation of the eschatology of 
Jesus gained currency. We see it clearly defined in the commentaries 
of H. A. W. Meyer, which exercised a widespread influence. In his 
commentary on Matthew4 Meyer provides a summary of his views 
on this subject. Jesus spoke of his parousia in a three-fold sense. 
By it he meant: (I) the impartation of the Holy Spirit, which should 

1 Op. cit., p. 604. 
2 Op. cit., pp. 604-605. 3 Op. cit., pp. 608-609. 
• Kritisch exegetisches Handbuch uber das Evangelium des Matthiius, 3rd ed., 

853, pp. 409 ff. 
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happen shortly (Jn. 16. 16, al.), and did happen; (2) the historical 
revelation of his sovereignty and might in the victory of his work 
on earth, experienced immediately after his exaltation to the 
Father (cf. Mt. 26. 64); (3) his parousia in a literal sense for the 
resurrection, judgment, and the setting up of the kingdom. Con
fusion arose because Jesus used prophetic language in describing 
( r) and ( 2 ), so that what he taught as to the impending entry of the 
ideal kingdom was mistakenly applied by his disciples to the 
appearance of the final kingdom; admittedly they were not to be 
blamed, in that Jesus used the latter as a foil to set off the former. 
In particular, 'Jesus had most definitely set the destruction of 
Jerusalem in the lifetime of that generation; and at the same time 
he had seen and proclaimed in prophetic symbol what could not be 
hidden from him, the connection in which the victory of his ideal 
kingdom would stand to this catastrophe: nothing was more 
natural therefore than that the further the time of the generation 
declined to its expiration, the more surely was the parousia awaited 
as occurring immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem .... 
Inevitably the form of the expectation reflected on the form of the 
promise; the ideal parousia and founding of the kingdom was 
identified with the real, so that the former was obliterated in the 
tradition and only the latter remained the object of expectation.'1 

By relating Mt. 24. 1-28 to the fall of Jerusalem and vv. 29 ff. to 
the various forms of the parousia, Meyer was able to explain satis
factorily the exegetical puzzle that had so distressed his contem
poraries. 

This interpretation was heartily adopted by H. J. Holtzmann2 

and by his master F. Bleek, whose exposition of the Gospels 
Boltzmann edited. 3 Bleek added to the threefold view of the 
parousia a strong emphasis on the misinterpretation of their 
Teacher by the disciples. He appears to be the first to call attention 
to the difficulty of reconciling teaching on the suddenness of the 
Coming of Christ, as given in Lk. 17. 22 ff., with the view of the 
Eschatological Discourse, wherein the Coming is preceded by 
signs. Variety of materials and varieties of comings smooth out for 
him the difficulty.4 

Boltzmann worked on the assumption that the Eschatological 
Discourse was derived from Ur-Markus (i.e. a primitive version 

1 Op. cit., pp. 4u-4r2. 
• Die synoptischen Evangelien, ihr Ursprung und geschichtlicher Charakter, I 863. 
• Synoptische Erkliirung der drei ersten Evangelien, 1862. 
4 Op. cit., pp. 357-369. 
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of Mark), and that therefore it is preserved best in Mark. His 
division of Mk. 13 was adopted by almost all subsequent exegetes: 
it narrates ( r) apxa1 w8tvwv, the beginnings of the woes, repre
sented first according to their 'world-historical' character, 13. 5-9, 
and next according to their significance for the development of the 
kingdom of God (the time of the mission), vv. 9-13; (2) ~ 0AL!Ju,, 
the tribulation, including the destruction of Jerusalem, vv. 14-23; 
(3) ~ napovata, the coming of Christ, vv. 24-27. Divergencies in 
Matthew and Luke are due to editorial modification, a process par
ticularly noticeable in Luke, who writes with the history of the 
Church, notably that of Paul, in view, and after the fall of Jeru
salem (hence Lk. 21. 20-24 is wholly ex eventu). Holtzmann empha
sises, nevertheless, that the original version contained in Ur
Markus gave 'genuine prophecies of Jesus, which were written 
down before the fulfilment had happened' .1 The threefold view of 
the parousia is enunciated more simply than by Meyer; it is said to 
consist of: ( r) the literal parousia at the end of the age; ( 2) the his
torical parousia, 'a series of evident historical acts of power'; (3) a 
spiritual coming, shortly to happen after the death of Jesus, 'a 
provable, energetic beginning of the realisation of God's kingdom'. 
Mk. 13. 30 is now in a misleading context and really relates to (2). 2 

We shall see later that Boltzmann in his maturer years renounced 
this idea of the historical parousia; it requires mention here since 
it affected in no small measure the views of his generation. 

The year in which Holtzmann's work on the Synoptic Gospels 
was issued witnessed an event which was to prove as decisive in 
this controversy as the appearance of Strauss' Leben Jesu. C. H. 
Weisse in his later volume had lamented that the promise of a new 
day in New Testament critical studies, apparently dawning with 
the publication of Strauss' book, did not come to fulfilment; the 
situation had remained disappointingly the same. The cause of this 
stagnation seemed to him to be that of fear; the old dogmatic 
system had been threatened, and it had evidently been felt safer to 
ignore the issues raised by the heretic. A 'conspiracy of silence' had 
been promoted within the theological world.3 Weisse himself had 
attempted to break the silence by a positive contribution. He was 
aided in a startling fashion by the forcing of battle on the unwilling 
theologians by a romantic agnostic, whose charm captured the 
public imagination. Ernest Renan issued his Vie de Jesus in 1863 

1 Die synoptischen Evangelien, pp. 95, 235 ff., 405 ff. 
• Op. cit., pp. 409-410. 3 Die Evangelienfrage, pp. 1--7. 
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and scored an immediate success. Of the influence of Strauss on 
Renan there can be no question; the former thinker was much the 
more original of the two. Renan said little that his predecessor had 
not provided for, but his style was far more appealing. His treat
ment of the eschatology of Jesus fundamentally agreed with that of 
his master, except that he recognised a development in Jesus' 
thought. The prime idea of the Lord throughout his ministry was 
felt to be the establishment of the kingdom of God. But sometimes 
in his preaching Jesus appeared to be simply a democratic leader, 
toiling for the emancipation of the poor and outcast; at other times 
he was the herald of the apocalyptic kingdom of Daniel and Enoch, 
while on occasions the approaching deliverance was conceived in 
purely spiritual terms. The three views in reality were but two, the 
temporal-eschatological and the spiritual; their coherence simul
taneously in the mind of Jesus was the reason for his greatness. If 
he had been merely an apocalyptist he would have been forgotten, 
if only a puritan he would have failed.1 Jesus gave no detailed pre
diction such as the Book of Revelation contains, yet Mk. 13. 32 

shows that 'his declarations on the nearness of the catastrophe leave 
no room for any equivocation'. 2 This fundamental error shows that 
his system is discredited. 'The world, in continuing to exist, caused 
it to crumble. One generation of man at the most was the limit of 
its endurance. The faith of the first Christian generation is intel
ligible, but the faith of the second generation is no longer so. After 
the death of John, or of the last survivor, whoever he might be, of 
the group which had seen the Master, the word of Jesus was con
victed of falsehood.' 3 Renan was generous enough to feel that Jesus 
should be pardoned for this unfortunate error. Perhaps the mistake 
was not his, but that of his disciples. If he did share the 'general 
illusion', at least it nerved him to a struggle which might otherwise 
have been too strong for him.4 The same may be said of its value in 
inspiring his followers through the centuries. 'Let us not despise 
this chimera which has been the thick rind of the sacred fruit on 
which we live. This fantastic kingdom of heaven, this endless pur
suit after a city of God, which has constantly preoccupied Chris
tianity during its long career, has been the principle of that great 
instinct of futurity which has animated all reformers .... The idea 
of the kingdom of God, and the Apocalypse, which is the complete 
image of it, are thus in a sense the highest and most poetic expres-

~ Life of Jesus, E.T., 1935, pp. 145-146. 
Op. Clt., p. 149 .. 

9 Op. cit., p. 147. 
• Op. cit., pp. 149-150. 
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sion of human progress.'1 These are kindly words, no doubt, and 
are meant to soothe ruffled feelings, but they must have seemed to 
the orthodox like serpent's venom flavoured with vanilla. They 
stung contemporary theologians to indignant response, as the 
attacks of Strauss had done a generation before. 2 

The first of the Christian protagonists to arise was the gentle 
Daniel Schenkel. He himself had undergone a considerable change 
of views over the years, not without much heart-searching, and up 
to this point he had preserved a discreet silence. The sensation 
over Renan's Life compelled him to an answer, and in 1864 he 
issued his 'character study' of Jesus.3 His views on the eschatology 
of our Lord were almost a return to those of Hase, a noteworthy 
coincidence in view of the relation of Hase to Strauss. Mk. 13 was 
to him 'the most impressive and powerful utterance that Jesus 
made'.~ The prediction of the overthrow of the temple (Mk. 13. 2) 

is an expression of 'prophetic grief', although he knew that his 
own triumph was therein involved. That he announced it at all is 
proof that his Messianic vocation had nothing in common with 
Jewish hopes. Judaism was crippling the Jewish national life. The 
religions and culture of other nations were similarly enslaving their 
members. The new order therefore had to come about in a cata
strophic manner. Jesus foresaw the course of history and warned 
his disciples to be faithful to the end. This 'end', however, was not 
the 'end of the world', of which he never spoke at all. 'He simply 
used that expression to indicate the conclusion of the earlier 
Jewish and heathen era, the final point of the so-called old world, 
after which the period of the kingdom of God, or as we express it, 
the Christian era, the new world, should follow.' 5 For this reason 
the preaching of the Gospel is regarded as an eschatological event; 
by means of it Jesus achieved his 'second coming' on earth. N atur
ally the disciples misunderstood his language .... 

The one point of interest in Schenkel is his recognition that 
Jesus linked his own return with the fall of Jerusalem. 'All attempts 
to deny such a connection in apologetic interests are mere sophistry 

1 Op. cit., p. 151. 
2 Goguel tells us that Renan's Vie de Jesus created a greater sensation than that 

of Strauss and elicited a host of replies. Renan's book was as easy to read as that 
of Strauss difficult; consequently it was read by multitudes who were neither 
initiated into nor prepared for exegetical research. According to Girard and 
Monckel, up to the year 1923 the Vie de Jesus went through 205 editions in 
French and 216 in otherlanguages. See Goguel's Life of Jesus, E.T., p. 50. 

• Das CharakterbildJesu, p. iv. 
4 Op. cit., p. 183. • Op. cit., pp. 183-185. 
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and merit no refutation.'1 If the Synoptists have rightly re
ported Jesus, then he has erred in this respect. If other evidence 
compelled us to accept their accounts, we would have to bow before 
it, but surely it is obvious that the notion of a glorious parousia is 
Jewish, not at all in the spirit of Jesus. 'If he had taught that, 
several years after his departure to the heavenly Father, he would 
come down from heaven to set up an external kingdom, he would 
then have acknowledged that theocratic misconception which he 
had fought throughout his entire life, i.e. he would have opposed his 
own life's work and the goal of his vocation with an indissoluble 
contradiction.' 2 Once again the hope of a speedy coming has 
proved a stone of stumbling and rock of offence to the theologian. 
That Renan should have been the man to set the stone in the path 
of the Church seemed to provide the greater reason for casting it 
away. 

A champion now arises who is not content to remove this rock 
only; he orders the entire mountain to depart into the depths of 
the sea. Timothy Colani will have no half-measures. If timid pre
decessors are content to postpone or spiritualise the Second Advent 
of Christ, he will eradicate eschatology root and branch from the 
teaching of Jesus. Only so can the offensiveness of this doctrine be 
removed. 

In dealing with the views of Colani and his book, 3 we beg a little 
patience on the part of the reader. Colani's name is indelibly as
sociated with the 'Little Apocalypse' theory, but it is not sufficient 
to narrate his views on this matter alone. His treatment of the dis
course of Mk. 13, unlike that of his predecessors, was not the 
starting point of his study of the eschatology of the Gospels but its 
conclusion; it forms the climax of his exposition of the teaching of 
Jesus and cannot be understood apart from this wider context. 
This we must examine. 

The first major point which Colani sought to establish is that 
there is no connection between Jewish Messianism and the Gospel. 
The Jewish Messiah before the time of the Christian Church was 
always merely human, and the Jewish hope was always bound up 
with temporal and political aims. If one should cite the Son of 
Man against this contention, it is answered that he was a symbolic 
figure for the Israelite nation; and in any case the Son of Man 

1 It is worth while observing the strong language which theologians employ 
when they are sure they have an explanation of this datum I 

• Op. cit., p. 280. 
1 Jesus Christ et les Croyances messianiques de son Temps, 1864. 
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ascends to heaven, according to Daniel 7, not descends.1 The 
Similitudes of Enoch were composed by a Christian (perhaps a 
Gnostic); the Son of Man in that book is none other than Jesus, 
the Christian Messiah. So also the Messiah of 4 Esdras has bor
rowed features from the Christians' Christ. The revolts of A.D. 70 
and 132, particularly the acceptance of Bar-Cochba's claims by 
Rabbi Akiba, show plainly that the Jewish Messiah was simply 'a 
hero of a political revolution'. 2 

For this reason Jesus avoided the application to himself of the 
term Messiah. The episode of Peter's Confession at Caesarea 
Philippi shows that Jesus could never have made a claim to be 
Messiah before that occasion. Nor did he think in such terms of 
himself. The preaching in the synagogue at Nazareth reveals it as 
the time when he felt himself called to be a prophet. 3 The defiant 
words 'I say to you', repeated five times in the Sermon on the 
Mount, are no more messianic than many an utterance of Luther's. 4 

The call for sacrifice recorded in such passages as Mt. 10. 37 ff., 
is such as any champion of a noble cause would send forth:5 'Jesus 
could utter all these sayings without believing that he was the 
Messiah, purely in considering himself as a great prophet charged 
with initiating men into the kingdom of God.'6 

The kingdom was first preached by Jesus as yet to come (Mk. 1. 
14-15), but he soon taught that it had arrived, the watershed of the 
two periods being the conclusion of the ministry of John (Mt. II. 
u). It is no kingdom such as the Jews had anticipated; it is synony
mous with his doctrine and way of life. 'The gospel, working in
visibly but all powerfully, is the real kingdom of God which 
gradually extends itself over humanity.' 7 Note the term 'gradually'. 
There is no thought of a denouement in this teaching, on the con
trary Jesus 'substituted in his views of the future an organic 
development for the catastrophes of the apocalypses'. 8 It is impos
sible therefore that Jesus could have conceived of a time when he 
himself would bring his kingdom to victory and exercise universal 
sway. The whole life of Jesus is a contradiction of the Second 
Coming idea. 'Why should he return to earth? To triumph, when 
he hates success? To conquer by force, when he wishes to conquer 
by weakness and resignation? What? Would he be considered as 
his own precursor? A humble and sweet precursor of a violent and 

' Op. cit., p. 20. 
'Op. cit., pp. 85-86. 
' Op. cit., p. 125. 

• Op. cit., p. 45. 
• Op cit., p. 86. 
• Op. cit., p. 103. 

• Op. cit., p. 125. 

' Op. cit., p. 87. 
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terrible Messiah? Can one find in the religious teaching of Jesus a 
single line that does not contradict explicitly or implicitly such a 
point of view? It would be really absurd to attribute it to him.'1 

The blame for this attribution in the Gospels is to be laid at the 
door of the disciples, who applied to Jesus the traditional features 
of the Jewish Messiah.2 It was Paul's contribution to the common 
stock of mounting errors to imagine Jesus as the Judge at the Last 
Day. 

Statements in the Gospels purporting to teach an Advent of 
Christ in glory must therefore be eliminated. Either they are to be 
understood in a figurative sense or they are to be viewed as un
authentic, on the ground of their unworthiness of Jesus. Mk. 14. 
25 e.g. is a 'saying impregnated with a materialism worthy of 
Papias'. To take Mk. 14. 62 literally would be to impute to Jesus 
an unsupported illusion.3 The apocalypse of Lk. 17. 22 ff. deals 
solely with the ruin of Jerusalem and the Jewish nation: 'All the 
sayings to the contrary which try to relate this discourse to the 
coming of the Son of Man are necessarily glosses of the evangelist, 
glosses which have passed into the text and which miss the 
sense.' 4 

So we arrive at Mk. 13. In view of the foregoing discussion, no 
doubt need be entertained as to the treatment it must receive at 
Colani's hands. Every eschatological saying in the Gospels thus far 
has been eliminated by the twin methods of reinterpretation and 
the imperious pronouncement 'unauthentic'. In the discourse of 
Lk. 17 both expedients were employed, with emphasis on reinter
pretation. Here that method is sparsely used; resort is had in the 
main to the other method. As the references in Lk. 17 to the 
parousia were said to be 'glosses', so the eschatological passage in 
Mk. 13 is regarded as an 'interpolation'. It is a rigid application of 
an undeviating principle, that of 'thorough-going non-eschatology'. 

Colani notes that the limits of parallelism in the three synoptic 
Gospels extend to Mk. 13. 32 (Mt. 24. 36, Lk. 21. 33). These thirty 
verses 'constitute the entire discourse, to which each evangelist, 
but especially Matthew, adds other sayings which relate, in appear
ance at least, to the Coming of Christ'. 5 

The disciples, on being informed of the coming destruction of 
the temple, ask when it will occur. 'We expect a precise reply. But 
no; beginning with a long discourse, he starts off with words which 

1 Op. cit., pp. 146-148. 
~ Op. cit., p. 204. 

• Op. cit., p. 144. 
5 Op. cit., p. 201. 

3 Op. cit., p. 195. 
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suit well enough Matthew's unauthentic question, but not at all 
Mark's.' The section ends at v. 31, after which we read, 'As to that 
day and that hour, nobody knows anything of it, neither the angels, 
nor the Son, but the Father'. 'Is not that the direct reply to what 
he has been asked, viz. "When will it be?" In other words we have 
here a great interpolation which extends from v. 5 to v. 31. The 
primitive text is composed of the question of the disciples, "When 
will it be?" and the simple reply of Jesus, "I do not know," a reply 
followed by counsels of vigilance .... Nothing could be more 
simple, more natural, more evangelical than this original text.'1 

As to the discourse proper, Colani adopts Holtzmann's division 
of the End-time into three periods, 'the sorrows of childbirth' al 
d,S'i:vEs, 'the affiiction' ~ 0>..iip,s, and 'the end' To TI.Ao,;. 'Our dis
course presents not only this division, but it uses precisely these 
three technical words .... 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. They are not 
the views of the Jews contemporary with Jesus, for the Messiah 
here descends from the heavens, as he will do much later in the 
book of Esdras. They are not the views of Paul and of the Catholic 
Church, for the Christ does· not come to judge the living and the 
dead; he comes "to gather the elect", evidently with the intention of 
founding with them his kingdom. To demonstrate the unauthenticity 
of this fragment, it could suffice to establish that it contains the escha
tology of the Jewish Christians, since in any case (as we have seen) 
Jesus could not have shared their opinions.' 2 

In one respect at least the compiler of the discourse has given 
himself away, 'Let the reader reflect.' The reader of what? Not of 
Daniel, for Mark does not mention him; it must refer to the dis
course itself. Then it originally had not been spoken but written. 
'We have under our eyes a short apocalypse by an unknown 
author, which the synoptics have taken for a discourse of Jesus and 
inserted into their compilations.'3 As to its date, its origin among 
Jewish Christians, in a time of severe persecution which forces 
them to leave Judea, fixes the period clearly enough. It is the time 
immediately preceding the retreat of the Church of Jerusalem to 
Pella. Probably the 'oracle' which, according to Eusebius, com
manded the Jerusalem Christians to flee, was precisely this dis
course. We can see that it was written before the siege of the city, 
for that which is predicted from the 'abomination of desolation' 

1 Op. cit., pp. 202-203. I Op. cit., pp. 204-205. • Op. cit., p. ao7. 
B 
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passage onwards never took place, while what precedes is an accu
rate narration of events: to v. 14 therefore history is related, from 
v. 14 a prediction is given. It was composed probably a little before 
the Apocalypse of John (written in A.D. 68 according to Colani). 
Luke's version is a redaction of the discourse after the fall of 
Jerusalem and reflects its events. 

It has seemed necessary to reproduce Colani's views at length, 
both on account of their intrinsic worth (it is notable how many 
ideas regarded as original to later writers were anticipated by him), 
and still more to show how completely his whole outlook influ
enced his interpretation of the Eschatological Discourse. Admit
tedly he adduced some plausible reasons to support his view, which 
will occupy our attention later, but most of them had been 
accounted for by earlier scholars. It is ironical, however, that stress 
should have been laid by this king of glosses and interpolations on 
the clause 'Let him that reads understand', Mk. 13. 14; it would be 
hard to find in the whole New Testament a better case than this for 
adducing the hypothesis of gloss! His real objection to the dis
course has already been cited: 'It contains the eschatology of the 
Jewish Christians ... Jesus could not have shared their opinions.' 
Colani had in fact so mutilated the Gospels that his Jesus could not 
have shared these views. But this is a Jesus of his own imagining, 
constructed on the basis of a horror of eschatology. For this reason 
above all Mk. 13 could have no place in Colani's expurgated New 
Testament; all lesser reasons are merely auxiliary, adduced to add 
plausibility to the main contention. 

What was the cause of this aversion of Colani's to eschatology? 
C. C. McCown suggested that it was due to a reaction from the 
traditionalism of his day. 'If for no other reason, reaction against 
the excesses of pietistic Chiliasm, such as the great theologian 
Bengel had fostered in Wurtemburg and the uneducated farmer 
William Miller had excited in America, drove the 'modern' exegete 
to seek for some way out which would rescue Jesus from such 
unworthy associates.' 1 Doubtless 'pietistic excesses' would have 
been a contributory factor in forming the attitude of Colani and 
his like-minded contemporaries, though to bracket the sober 
Bengel with the unbalanced sectarian Miller is scarcely just to the 
former. Nevertheless, it was not the Chiliasts who were engaging 
the attention of theologians in the mid-nineteenth century in 
Europe; it was the agnostics, and if any name is to be singled out 

1 The Search for the Real Jesus, pp. 243-244. 
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at this juncture it will not be Bengel but Renan. It will have been 
noted how almost every writer considered by us has had some 
relation to Strauss or Renan. The scholars concerned explicitly 
mention one or the other of these two men, frequently in their 
prefaces when explaining why their books were written, and in the 
course of their expositions. We have seen how Strauss caused a 
change in Hase's views, how violently C. H. Weisse reacted to 
him, how Schenkel was moved to oppose Renan, etc. Is there any 
ground for thinking that Colani reacted to the latter in this way? 
Assuredly there is. If he does not polemise against Renan in the 
development of his argument, he does better by devoting the final 
chapter of his book to refuting the agnostic's views, particularly his 
eschatology. Demanding how it is that Renan has been able to 
secure so large a following, he concludes it is because the humanity 
of Jesus, which the Church had forgotten, had been laid bare once 
more by him. The Church should learn this lesson and 'cut out 
from the figure of the Christ the traits which are incompatible with 
this humanity taken seriously'.1 In particular, the question of the 
Second Coming of Christ must be faced anew. 'Let someone tell 
me, without using flowery language, if he believes-seriously and 
in a literal sense-in a return of Jesus on the clouds to judge the 
living and the dead .... A man (and Jesus was a man) who legiti
mately attributes to himself this role, is he still our brother, 
subject to the same temptations as we, our pattern in the fight? 
Take care! If you succeed in carrying conviction that he really was 
our brother, the legitimacy of such pretensions would be neither desir
able nor believable, and they would be viewed as M. Renan has 
viewed them, which is one stage worse.' 2 The mere mention of 
Renan's name here proves nothing, but the words immediately 
following on that passage should be particularly noted: 'Is it not 
time to impose silence on the sophistries of exegesis and to acknow
ledge that which leaps to the eye? Jesus, in the discourses which 
are attributed to him, does not announce in general that he will 
come again on the clouds of heaven-one day, in 2,000 years per
haps or in 100,000; he announces that he will return before the 
death of the persons present, that he will come again immediately 
after that Jerusalem will have been defiled. If the words which.are 
placed in his mouth have any sense, they have this sense; and if 
they do not have it, it is because for theologians white means black 
and black means white. But for everyone who is not a sophist this 

1 Op. cit., p. 250. 1 Op. cit., p. 25x. 
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dilemma poses itself categorically: either Jesus £s mistaken or these 
discourses are not from him. The Christian Church cannot without 
disloyalty escape this dilemma.' 1 

This language is familiar to us by now. It is the language of 
Reimarus. It is the language of Strauss. It is the language of 
Renan. Two points are made: ( 1) the idea of an appearance of Jesus 
in glory is impossible, for it involves the thought of a man dis
charging divine functions; (2) He promised he would come soon, 
according to the documents, and he has not done so. It is the 
latter consideration here stressed, as it was that of Renan, following 
upon his predecessors. Surely it is no coincidence that immediately 
after the mention of Renan's attitude comes that extravagant 
dilemma, based upon the very point that Renan had striven to 
make. This dilemma has been provoked by the agnostics. They elected 
to regard Jesus as discredited. Colani could never do that. If it is a 
choice of Jesus or eschatology, what Christian could stay for one 
moment? He will choose Jesus and reject the discourses. AI}.d so 
Colani did. 

It seems, therefore, that the following proposition requires to be 
faced by Gospel critics: the theory of a Little Apocalypse i"n Mark 13 
was not the product of a di"spassionate analysis of the text; it was the 
last stage of a developing emotional reaction to a theological problem 
propounded by agnostics. 2 

Lest it be thought that we do injustice to Colani, we would urge 
that this is no isolated phenomenon, but is observable both before 
and after him. What else can account for C. H. Weisse's passionate 
denials of eschatology, but an intense opposition to the views of 
Strauss? As he felt, so did a multitude of others. We will now go 
on to demonstrate a further proposition, in the light of which the 
above statement ought to be judged, viz. that this chain of emotional 

1 Op. cit., p. 252. 
2 It is, naturally, not claimed that Colani suddenly developed his views on 

eschatology when Renan's Life appeared, but undoubtedly it provided a spur to 
him and conditioned his treatment of the theme, in so far as he stressed those 
elements which seemed to him to rebut Renan's views. Colani was forty years of 
age when he wrote the book we have reviewed. His interest in the controversy 
roused by the agnostics dated from the commencement of his literary work. 
When he was but twenty-three years of age he wrote a prize essay on the prin
ciples and results of the apologetic developed against Strauss' criticism. Three 
years later he founded, and continued to edit, a journal for the 'new theology' of 
his day, in which his interest in Christology found frequent expression. It is 
significant that for the two years r863-1864 he wrote a lengthy criticism of Renan's 
work. His own book would have appeared immediately on finishing those articles. See 
the article by Th. Gerold on Colani in Realencyclopiidie fur protestantische Theo
Logie und Kirche, vol. 3, 1898, pp. 210-215. 
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reaction to these problems has worked continuously in the history of 
exegesis and abides in measure to this day. In order to present our 
evidence concisely and to avoid scattered references to it in our 
subsequent discussion, we will anticipate the course of our review 
and assemble the evidence at once. 

3. THE FANATICISM OF JESUS 

The 'villain of the piece' is Strauss again. The year of Colani's 
book saw the publication of his Life of Jesus written for the German 
People. 1 His former Life had been written for scholars, and was a 
full generation old. He now set down his views in more popular 
style, but how different was the mood! Years of strife had em
bittered his soul and the tone of the book showed it. In regard to 
eschatology, what had been hinted at earlier was now emphasised 
with utmost violence: the expectation of a Second Advent of Christ 
is regarded as sheer folly and the final proof of the falsity of Chris
tianity. Writing of our Lord's teaching on his parousia he states: 
'Such a thing as he has here prophesied of himself cannot happen 
to a man. If he prophesied the like of himself and expected it, then 
to us he is a fanatic ( Schwiirmer); if he uttered it of himself without 
any real conviction, then he was a braggart and a deceiver.' 2 Strauss 
anticipates the indignation of his readers: they may reply that the 
language of Jesus is purely symbolic, or even that he never spoke 
such things. Nevertheless, he insists, it must be recognised that 
Jesus may have said them and that he may have meant them 
seriously; in which case, 'However sourly it may be received by 
our Christian ways of thinking, if it becomes established as historic 
fact, then our Christian ways of thinking must be given up.' 3 

What makes Strauss feel so strongly that the Christian Faith 
cannot legitimately exist with its parousia teaching? He himself 
supplies an answer, and in more reasonable language. Apparently 
it is not the mistaken view of time which Jesus is regarded as main
taining. Strauss frankly admits that if Jesus truly distinguished 
between this present earthly existence and one to be lived in a 
future Kingdom of God, then 'it is irrelevant at which nearer or 
remoter point of time he removed this act'; it would be but a human 
mistake for Jesus to have put the end nearer instead of further than 
he should. 4 The importance of this admission can hardly be 

1 Das LebenJesufur das deutsche Volk bearbeitet, 1864. 
2 Op. cit., p. 236. 3 Op. cit., p. 237. 
• Op. cit., p. 242. 
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over-estimated. For the first time, at least in the modern debate, it 
has been recognised that this embarrassing matter of the time of the 
Second Coming is of no consequence; and it was put forward not 
by a theologian in defence of the Faith, but by its most relentless 
opponent. It is extraordinary that the theologians did not seize on 
this clue. Failure to recognise it had been responsible for most of 
the unrealistic interpretations of Biblical eschatology. On the other 
hand the same failure had been equally responsible for the attacks 
of Reimarus, Strauss in his earlier work, and Renan, to say nothing 
of the misunderstanding of Colani. The theologians had been 
given a rod with which to measure their own deficiencies, and then 
to beat the backs of their opponents; to their irreparable loss they 
declined it. They continued to be obsessed with an irrelevancy, 
wandering in every conceivable By-path meadow to avoid it, and 
to this very day the process continues. Naturally Strauss main
tained a discreet silence as to the effects of this admission on his 
earlier writings, and in fact he conveniently forgot the admission 
when he wrote Der alte und der neue Glaube in 1872 (see below on 
Weiffenbach). The point he now stresses is the monstrosity of a 
man claiming the power to judge his fellows and introduce a new 
creation. Let him speak for himself: 'What gives us offence in all 
these sayings is simply the one factor that Jesus joined that won
derful transformation, the introduction of the ideal state of reward, 
on to his own person; that he should have claimed that he himself 
was that one who is to come with the clouds of heaven, accom
panied by angels, in order to awaken the dead and to hold the 
judgment. To expect that for himself is something quite different 
from expecting it in a general sense. Whoever expects it of himself 
and for himself not only appears to us as a fanatic; we see therein 
an unallowable self-exaltation that a man (and only of such do we 
speak here) should let it get into his head to divide himself off from 
all others and set himself over against them as the future judge; in 
this respect Jesus must especially have forgotten that he once 
refused the predicate "good" as one allowable only to God.' 1 The 
position is now clear; the real offence in the doctrine of the parousia 
is that it unveils the glory of the divine Son. In this Strauss has but 
clarified the position of Colani as expressed above. It is a remark
able confirmation of the contention of William Sanday, made fifty 
years later, that 'The great point about apocalyptic, and the great 
value of its recognition to us at the present day, is that it postulates 

1 Op. cit., p. 242. 
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throughout a real manifestation of God upon earth, and not merely a 
teacher more eminent than the rest' .1 

In comparison with the issue raised by Strauss over the 'fanati
cism' of Jesus, the withdrawal of his former view that Mk. 13 was 
. authentic is of small moment; to him in his present mood the whole 
discourse is contrived by Jewish Christians after A.D. 70, to put 
their Jesus on a par with the Old Testament prophets, especially 
with Daniel. 2 That allegation was speedily forgotten, but not so the 
charge of fanaticism. It shook his generation, and the next, and the 
one after that. Subsequent discussion of the eschatology of Jesus 
was affected by the accusation of Strauss to an extent that has 
never been recognised; never, that is, with the exception of one 
man, H.J. Holtzmann. Here the writer may be permitted to state 
that as this phenomenon dawned on him when reading the litera
ture of this period, its total lack of recognition on the part of 
previous writers perplexed him. The question suggested itself 
whether he was misconstruing the facts, although they seemed 
unambiguous. Holtzmann's Lehrbuch der neutestamentlichen Theo
logie, 1897, set his mind at rest, for the great exegete had seen it. 
Holtzmann has a footnote, commencing on p. 326 of that book and 
extending over two more pages, in which he cites writer after 
writer to prove that the question of the 'Schwarmerei'3,~of Jesus 
has been the determining factor between the two parties in the 
eschatological debate. Those who wish to see how Holtzmann 
illustrates the point are referred to his book; the present writer 
will use his own store and continue beyond Holtzmann. 

Next to Timothy Colani, the man who most popularised the 
Little Apocalypse theory is Wilhelm Weiffenbach, to whom the 
theory is sometimes mistakenly attributed. The first half of his 
work on the eschatology of Jesus4 is concerned with the history of 
the critical interpretation of Mk. 13. He was an enthusiastic fol
lower of Colani, and after portrayi~g the developments of his 
theory in subsequent writers he suggested his own modifications. 
Wei:ffenbach makes it plain that his work has been called forth by 

1 'The Apocalyptic Element in the Gospels', Hibbert Journal, vol. X, No. 1, 
p.84. 

2 Op. cit., p. 240. 
~ It is difficult to give a satisfactory and consistent rendering into English of 

this word. Luther pronounced rival teachers of the early days of his Reformation 
as 'Schwiirmer'. His biographer, Frantz Funck-Brentano, defines it as 'a word 
meaning enthusiast, visionary and mountebank, for which there is no precise 
English equivalent'. Luther, London, 1936. 

• Der WiederkunftsgedankeJesu, 1873. 
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Strauss' charge as to the 'Schwarmerei' of Jesus. In the introduc
tion to the book he gives a lengthy extract from Strauss' Der alte 
und der neue Glaube, expressing the sentiment observed in the 
above quotation from the popular Life. 1 To Weiffenbach the 
reputation of Jesus is at stake. He asserts: 'Should all attempts 
prove idle to protect Jesus from the objection of a perpetually 
unfulfilled promise to come again, then in our opinion there 
remains for any honest Bible-student only this one unambiguous 
confession-Jesus has made a mistake in regard to his coming again, 
he is found in a state of self-delusion in respect to the consummation of 
the kingdom of God! It is also evident, as already Keim, W eizsacker, 
etc., as well as Strauss in his way, have made clear, that the conse
quences of this thesis must be drawn absolutely and on all sides; 
before all else the question must be faced whether, along with that 
"necessary" confession, the religious-moral greatness of Jesus re
mains unimpaired, and his position as Lord and Leader remains the 
same for our religious thought,faith and lzfe.' 2 Weiffenbach writes to 
propound a solution, whereby Jesus can be relieved of the promise: 
Jesus spoke of his coming again, but by it he meant his resurrec
tion; the disciples misunderstood his language. That is the burden 
of his book. To identify the parousia with the resurrection, how
ever, raises a difficulty: the parousia is said in the eschatological 
discourse to be preceded by events following the resurrection, affect
ing both the Church and the world; how are they to be accounted 
for on this view? One answer alone is possible: the eschatological 
discourse is spurious and misrepresents the teaching of Jesus. 
Hence a major portion of Weiffenbach's book has to be devoted to 
a detailed proof that Mk. 13 is composite. Once again, despite a 
long and tedious discussion of critical opinions, we are presented 
with an interpretation fundamentally based on an a priori argu
ment, designed to meet the objections of the scoffers. 

The sentiments of Strauss are expressed by Gustav Volkmar3 in 
almost identical language, although the unbelief of the former was 
by no means shared by the latter. To him, as to Strauss, the con
cept of the parousia is bound up with that of a deified Christ and 
therefore unacceptable. Speaking of the presentation of Jesus in 
Matthew, he comments: 'So long as he was regarded as in this 
book, as one who was born Son of God, or a demi-god, such an 

1 That Holtzmann reproduces precisely this section of Strauss' book is pre
sumably due to his dependence on Weiffenbach here. 

2 Op. cit., pp. iii-iv. 
• Jesus N azarenus und die erste christliche Zeit, 1882. 
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announcement of the hope can be sustained; a divine being can 
ascend to heaven or descend. But when the "divine Son" has be
come the Son of Man, born an Israelite, who became the Son of 
God in spirit after his baptism, this hope of the clouds of heaven 
can be explained as nothing else than a piece of fanaticism. Admit
tedly a certain amount of fanaticism can be taken for granted in 
any great man, and it is equally to be excused in Jesus in view of 
his sublimity in other respects. But this view savours more of an 
uncontrolled enthusiasm wafted in the air of fantasy than of a life 
on solid earth such as our documents reveal.'1 Not surprisingly, in 
this writer's estimate the Kingdom of God is the community of 
those who respond to the preaching of Jesus and become God's 
children like him; by their consecration of the marriage relation
ship and unwearied toil they create a holy people, able by God's 
grace to bring in 'the victory of the true worship of God over all 
forms of idolatry and to unite the world in one divine kingdom of 
peace'. 2 In such a system there is as much room for eschatology as 
there is for an Incarnate Redeemer-none at all. 

H. J. Holtzmann has already been cited as one who perceived 
the nature of the eschatological controversy revolving about the 
person of Christ. With clear insight he saw that Jesus attributed 
to himself a central place in the eschatological future, but he be
lieved that this was offset by Jesus' preaching of a present king
dom, wherein alone his original and abiding message is to be 
sought. If anyone will look 'beyond the prospect of those earth
colours' (i.e. of the eschatological kingdom) to the advancement of 
man wrought in history through the preaching of the present 
kingdom, he will easily distinguish the permanent element in our 
Lord's 'prophetic fantasy' from 'the dissolving views of a purely 
idle fanaticism'. 3 Holtzmann, then, recognised an element of 
'Schwarmerei' in Jesus, but refused all that was bound up with it. 
Beyschlag, on the other hand, equally recognising the issue at 
stake, rejected this interpretation. 4 The idea of Jesus coming to 
judgment is essential: 'It seals Christianity as the absolute religion.' 
If Jesus was simply a guide among other guides, or if he could 
merely initiate, but not finish, redemption, 'then certainly the very 
idea of his office as Judge of the world would be a fanatical pre
sumption.' But if the Son is the true revelation of the Father, 'then 

1 Op. cit., pp. 154-155. • Op. cit., pp. 74-75. 
• Lehrbuch der neutestastamentlichen Theologie, p. 337. 
4 New Testament Theology, 1895, from the German of 1891. 
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is Christ also the born judge of the world' .1 Here we see contempo
raries taking opposite sides on this issue, in full consciousness of 
what was involved. Beyschlag was not alone in the position he 
adopted. Paul Schwartzkopff2 similarly defended Jesus against 
'Schwarmerei' in his anticipation of a Second Coming. Whether 
Jesus was wrong or right in that expectation, it involves him in 
neither fanaticism nor self-exaltation. 'He recognised in himself 
the absolute Mediator of salvation, hence the perfected salvation 
must be mediated through his Person.' That Jesus described the 
Advent as taking place in divine glory is not surprising; it corre
sponds with the majesty of God revealed in the consummated 
kingdom. 'Self-exaltation would have been involved if he had 
ascribed that majesty to his own human ability. But as everywhere, 
he knew himself in this respect not as originator, but only as 
mediator and instrument of the execution of the divine plan of 
salvation.'3 Fanaticism is therefore ruled out. The humility of Jesus 
and his spirit of self-sacrifice are plainly seen in the way he gave 
himself for the setting up of the kingdom: 'He whose cleanness of 
heart had ever preserved the purest sobriety of feeling, untouched 
by fantasy, found in the conception of his coming again in divine 
glory the manner worthy of God in which God himself should 
lead mankind to its highest goal through him.' If there is nothing 
fanatical in the conception of a new creation for the eternal state, 
neither is there anything fanatical in the thought of Jesus coming 
in a glorified spiritual body to the renewed earth.4 

A return to Colani's views is observable in the French writer 
Albert Reville. 5 He stressed two points, the speedy Advent and the 
fantasy of the whole conception. 'The ancient exegetes never 
wished to recognise that if Jesus held the language which the evan
gelists attribute to him, he was gravely deceived in his outlook .... 
They had recourse to mystical applications, saying that this return 
is permanent in the heart of his believers, as if this idea had any
thing in common with the unique return, visible, at a fixed day, 
which is propounded to us. They have tried to represent this 
sudden coming of the Son of Man as simply the death which 
comes to greet us so often unexpectedly; as if there was any ques
tion of death in this description of the re-appearance of the Christ, 

1 Op. cit., p. 19r. 
2 Die Weissagungen :Jesu Christi von seinem Tode, seiner Auferstehung und 

Wiederkunft undihreErfullung, 1895. 
3 Op. cit., pp. 192-193. 
' Op. cit., p. 193. Ii 'Jesus de Nazareth, two volumes, 1897. 
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of which the living will be the witnesses. We admit that preachers 
can give this edifying turn to the synoptic apocalypse in their 
exhortations, but do not let us pretend that they are thus reproduc
ing the real sense.' 1 The acuteness of this criticism can hardly be 
denied, but Reville will not stop here. If Jesus spoke as he is repre
sented in the Eschatological Discourse, then judgment must be 
passed on him. 'Jesus would then have taken back in an imaginary 
future this theatrical and violent messianism which he had so flatly 
repudiated during his earthly life. He would only have adjourned 
the date, and in an intoxicating dream of grandeur, he would have 
contemplated the prospect of coming to inaugurate his dominion 
over the kingdoms of the earth and all their glory, with the traits of 
the heavenly emperor. After beginning by announcing essential 
religion, drawn from the conscience of religious humanity ... he 
would have finished by giving it over to a mere chimera. If this is 
not impossible, we must assert that it is very strange.'2 Reville not 
unnaturally does not wish to pass such a judgment on Jesus; accord
ingly he pronounces the eschatological discourse, and all in the 
Gospels that accords with it, as unauthentic. 

The Syriac scholar A. Merx, whose commentaries we shall 
have occasion to notice later, by no means shared the presupposi
tions of Reville, but his attitude to 'Schwarmerei' led him to 
similar conclusions respecting the eschatological discourse. 'I do 
not understand', he writes, 3 'what false interest for the written 
word, which moulds together the most common stock ideas of 
Jewish apocalyptic, makes theologians want violently to fix on 
Jesus a total mistake, where a little textual criticism and a little 
higher criticism are sufficient to enable us to see in Jesus no self
deceiving Schwiirmer but a Seer who knows the true forces of history 
clearly and makes them known. And yet many theologians are pur
sued by the painful feeling that this pseudo-eschatology inserts 
into the wholesome picture of Jesus such unwholesome fantastic 
elements !'4 His own view of the discourse leads him to accept that 
section in which Jesus warns his disciples against 'false messianic 
Schwarmerei' (Mt. 24. 4-6). The 'fantastic idea' that Jesus is the 
Son of Man who is to come on the clouds at the end is not to be put 
to his account, it is mere Jewish apocalypticism. 5 Here is involved 
a kind of modification of the Little Apocalypse theory which will 

1 Op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 314-316. 2 Op. cit.,pp. 316-317. 
3 Das Evangelium Matthaeus nach der syrischen im Sinaikloster gefundenen 

Palimpsesthandschrift, 1902. 
' Op. cit., pp. 354-355. 5 Op. cit., p. 355. 
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occupy us later; the earlier sections of that so-called apocalypse are 
accepted as authentic, the section dealing with the coming of the 
Son of Man is refused (i.e. Mt. 24. 29-31 ]I Mk. 13. 24-27). But on 
what grounds is the major part accepted and the later rejected? 
Fundamentally both decisions proceed from one and the same con
sideration, viz., the wish to save Jesus from fanaticism! In so decid
ing Merx will satisfy nobody. 

Jiilicher felt obliged to assign no small part of his contribution 
to the compendious volume The Christian Religion1 to the aspect of 
fanaticism in the eschatology of Jesus. He affirmed that the 'incon
cinnity' of our Lord's views on the Kingdom as present and future 
is reconciled in his Person, which belongs to both present and 
future; but he insists that Jesus 'cannot be made out, on this 
ground, to have been an apocalyptic Schwarmer, consuming him
self in ardent longing'. 2 In his creative hands the old views are 
filled with a new content, but it is through the new spirit alone that 
the old have survived, consequently it is the new element that is of 
real worth. 'In the case of Jesus the serious man must choose be
tween the admission of a new spirit full of new power, naturally 
claiming for itself the future, or a crazy self-exaltation that no 
eschatological enthusiasm excuses, a blinded understanding of his 
time that forbids any confidence in the judgment of so disappoint
ing a man.' 3 Presumably the 'new spirit' primarily refers to the 
moral teaching of Jesus, by which his kingdom will claim the 
world, and that futurist eschatology as such is mere 'Schwarmerei'. 
Inasmuch as no one wishes to claim that Jesus' eschatology is separ
able from the rest of his teaching, the observation is not very help
ful. If it is a negation of eschatology completely, then Jiilicher must 
have his view and we have ours. Jiilicher has occasion later to men
tion how deeply impressed he is with the wisdom of our Lord's 
counsel for his Church; it could not have been improved, even had 
he anticipated centuries of development, and it has stood the test of 
time. 'Therein lies the best proof how little his thinking was ruled 
by eschatological Schwarmerei.'4 Most would agree, but we sus
pect that what Jiilicher meant by 'eschatological fanaticism' is not 
what the Church as a whole would view as such. 

The story is continued in the expositions of Julius Wellhausen, 
regarded by Creed as containing the germinal ideas of all subse-

1 Die christliche Religion, Tei! I, 'Die Religion Jesu und die Anfiinge des 
Christentums bis zum Nicaenum,' 1906. 

2 Op. cit., p. 58. 3 Op. cit., p. 59. 
' Op. cit., p. 61. 
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quent exegesis of the Synoptic Gospels. Wellhausen, it will be 
recalled, paid tribute to the 'silent influence' of Strauss on the 
theologians of the twentieth century. He appears to have felt that 
the only way to rebut Strauss' charges was to tread in the path 
marked out by Colani: as far as the east is from the west, so far hath 
Jesus removed Jewish messianism from him. Jesus neither regarded 
himself as Messiah, nor did he predict an atoning death and resur
rection. Accordingly, 'it can safely be asserted that if Jesus did not 
once speak beforehand to his disciples of his sufferings and resur
rection, he certainly did not of his parousia .... He ought therefore 
to be relieved of the charge of fanaticism and false prophecy. In 
fact, he had nothing of an ecstatic Schwiirmer in himself, not even 
of a prophet' .1 The presence of 'Schwarmerei' in primitive Chris
tianity cannot be denied; indeed, 'Enthusiasm begat Christianity, 
but it was the enthusiasm of the disciples, not the enthusiasm of 
Jesus'.2 Wellhausen's argument is plausible only if its fundamental 
presupposition be accepted, that Jesus had no thought of a mes
sianic mission. For most of us the evidence of the life and 
teaching of Jesus is too serious to warrant such drastic treatment of 
the sources as this demands. 3 

So far no mention has been made of our own British writers. 
Prior to the opening of this century there is nothing to say about 
them in this matter, for the eschatological controversy had no 
counterpart in this country until the work of Schweitzer revealed 
what had been transpiring in Germany. There is an interesting 
contact with this movement in L. A. Muirhead, the Presbyterian 
theologian. In articles and in his book The Eschatology of Jesus, I 904, 

1 Einleitungin diedrei ersten Evangelien, 1911, p. 96. 
2 Op. cit., p. 150. 
3 Wellhausen appends a curious footnote on p. 150 of his Einleitung, probably 

to counterbalance his citations of Strauss' earlier works, in which the latter had 
voiced his confidence that the teaching as to the Second Coming was the surest 
thing we know about Jesus. He quotes a letter of Strauss, written in 1862, and 
another in 1864, in which Strauss expresses hesitation to ascribe this view to 
Jesus, for 'It is difficult to imagine so much fanaticism alongside so much reason
ableness'. In the second letter Strauss wrote that 'the crumb of the Second Com
ing' is too bulky for him to swallow-that is, he cannot accept the authenticity of 
this teaching attributed to Jesus-since 'that idea in my view stands quite near to 
madness'. As Wellhausen read these letters in Ziegel's biography of Strauss, he 
might have been candid enough to add what Ziegel himself said about this 
matter. The letters are given on p. 609 of the biography; on p. 684 Ziegel sum
~arises Strauss' teaching in Der alte und der neue Glaube, in which the old asser
tions about the 'Schwlirmerei' are vehemently renewed. Ziegel then comments: 
'Thus the eschatological crumb that eight years earlier he could not get down him, 
Strauss has now swallowed.' The hesitation as to the 'Schwlirmerei' of Jesus was a 
merely temporary aberration on Strauss' part. 
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he had defended the discourse of Mark 13 against the supporters 
of the Little Apocalypse theory. But he capitulated in his work, 
The Terms Life and Death z'n the Old and New Testaments and Other 
Papers, 1908. As Moffatt1 draws attention to this convert to the 
critical theory, we should note the reason for the change: 'We are 
now disposed to accept the theory', wrote Muirhead, 2 'on the 
ground that it offers an escape from the views in which our Lord 
appears to be entangled in the meshes, if not the trivialities, of 
Jewish apocalyptism.' Doubtless that is a common enough motive, 
but whether it is legitimate documentary criticism is another 
matter. The position is more closely stated by Muirhead in his 
summary of the main types of eschatological exegesis; he describes 
them as the pictorial view, represented by Haupt, the pronounced 
view, seen in Johannes Weiss, and the protective view. Of the last 
named he writes: 'It is meant to cover views of the eschatological 
phenomena of the Gospels that may be mutually so diverse as to 
have hardly anything in common but a repudiation of the exag
gerations of the pronounced view. These views we may call pro
tective in that they guard a rz'ght and reverent sense of our Lord's 
sanity of mind, and equip us against the "neurotism" which mistakes 
the reflection of itself for the historic Jesus, and sees i"n his messianic 
consciousness what Strauss called a dosis of Schwiirmerei.'3 From this 
point Muirhead proceeds to expound his fresh view of the eschato
logical discourse. It is surely not without significance that one of 
the first British scholars to expound the Little Apocalypse theory 
with conviction should do it in that context. The 'silent influence 
of Strauss' has entered fresh waters. 

Latimer Jackson gave passing mention to this aspect of our sub
ject when he defended the Jewish apocalyptists against the charge 
of 'Schwarmerei'. 4 He similarly refused to regard Jesus as a 
'dreamer, the enthusiast of his day'. 5 This feature of eschatological 
controversy was not typical of British discussion, however, yet it 
finds a strange echo in recent years. T. F. Glasson in his work, The 
Secand Advent, 1945, returned to the views of Colani, in a not dis
similar fashion as Martin Werner has followed in the paths laid out 
by Schweitzer, though naturally he has developed those views in 
the light of recent trends. The burden of the book is an attempt to 

1 lntroduction to the Literature of the New Testament, 3rd ed., p. 208, note 3. 
• Op. cit., p. 125. 3 Op. cit., p. 120. 
' The Eschatology of Jesus, 1913, p. 244. Jackson actually uses this word with

out translating it. 
6 Op. cit., p. 320. 
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prove that Jesus rejected in toto Jewish Messianism, which was 
solely of a this-worldly order, and that consequently Jesus had no 
thought of a parousia; that belief arose in the primitive Church 
through the application to Jesus of Old Testament texts relating 
to the theophanies of God. By an extraordinary coincidence Glasson 
commences his introduction with a quotation from T. H. Huxley: 
'In his Collected Essays, T. H. Huxley refers to the view that Jesus 
foretold his speedy return to the earth in glory, and makes the 
comment: "If he believed and taught that, then assuredly he was 
under an illusion, and he is responsible for that which the mere 
effluxion of time has demonstrated to be a prodigious error".' 
Glasson returns to this citation later, 1 and proceeds to demonstrate 
its error by showing that Jesus never taught this doctrine. The 
parallel with Colani is striking. Like his predecessor, Glasson cites 
the atheist who must be rebutted; like him he adopts the method 
of denying entirely the authenticity of Jesus' teaching on the future 
kingdom and parousia, and pays careful attention to Mk. 13; like 
him he caricatures the orthodox belief in the Second Advent, as 
when he denies that Jesus was 'a distraught, wild-eyed apocalyptist 
shrieking out the vain message that millions now living will never 
die', as though the creeds of the Church set forth that view of 
Jesus! Like Colani, too, Glasson maintains that Jesus replaced 
Jewish apocalyptic by belief in the slow development of God's 
kingdom. In a scheme of this sort, there is no need to discuss 
whether Mk. I 3 is authentic; indeed, it cannot be allowed to remain, 
for if Mk. 13 is authentic, this view cannot stand. In this case, as in 
all we have been reviewing, Mk. 13 is the victim, and the cherished 
hypothesis stands. 

In recent American literature the attitude we have traced in 
earlier theologians makes an appearance in F. C. Grant's work, 
The Gospel of the Kingdom, 1940. This writer combats the notion 
that Jesus believed himself to be the Messiah. In particular, the 
title Son of Man could not have been adopted by him. 'For any 
human being to identify himself with the Son of Man of the 
visions of Enoch, taken literally, and without reinterpretation, 
could suggest little else than an unsound mind-certainly not the 
supreme and unquestioned sanity of the Man of Galilee; yet of any 
"reinterpretation" or "spiritualisation" of the concept there is not 
one hint in the Gospels.' 2 The term Son of Man, and the identifica
tion of Jesus with the Messiah, are said to have arisen after his 

1 Op. cit., p. 10. 2 Op. cit., p. 63. 
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death. 'Only on some such hypothesis as this can we relieve the 
historical Jesus of intolerable contradictions and an unsupportable 
burden of unreality. He was certainly no mad fanatic, no deluded 
pretender to a celestial and really mythical title, no claiinant to a 
throne which did not exist, no prophet of a coming Judgment, to be 
carried out by a heavenly figure seated on the clouds with whom 
he identified himself-which judgmen(nevertook place, never could 
take place. '1 Grant concludes by suggesting ( as N. Schmidt had 
done more than a generation earlier) that the term Son of Man 
entered Christian theology through Mk. 13, which once circulated 
without the reference to the parousia in v. 26, but which was suffi
cient to influence the rest of the Gospel tradition in this respect .... 

It is extraordinary how this motif of 'Schwarmerei', with its 
accompanying extravagance of language, has persisted through the 
past four generations. The influence it has had on eschatological 
studies is incalculable, for the interpretation to which it gave birth 
became accepted in circles in which its presence was overlooked. 
This particularly applies to the Little Apocalypse theory, which 
was born of this horror of 'Schwarmerei', but which speedily 
forsook it parent. We recognise that to uncover the origin of 
this theory is no final proof of its mistakenness. Colani may have 
stumbled on a true discovery, even though his approach was 
reprehensible. Not all his successors were animated by the same 
spirit. Yet the fact remains that whatever may have been the sub
sequent history of this hypothesis, the claim that it was the im
partial conclusion of an inexorable scientific criticism, in search of 
truth at all costs, can no longer be sustained. The majority of 
present-day New Testament scholars repudiate the assumptions 
on which this theory was erected. Perhaps it is time they scrutinised 
more carefully the structure itself. We propose, accordingly, to 
examine the subsequent developments of this hypothesis in detail, 
not in the lurid glare of controversies with agnostics, but with all 
the aids that criticism can give to us. 

1 Op. cit., pp. 67-68. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE LITTLE 
APOCALYPSE THEORY 

I. FROM c. WEIZSACKER TO w. WEIFFENBACH 

T
HE importance of Colani's criticism of the Eschatological 
Discourse was immediately recognised. From this time on, 
no major work on the theology of the Gospels, the criticism 

of the documents, or the Life of Jesus, could afford to neglect it. 
It was paid the compliment of instant attention by the Ttibingen 
scholar Carl Weizsacker in his extensive work on the Gospel his
tory .1 Colani had treated Mk. 13. 5-31 as a single document, 
forming in three scenes a self-contained Jewish-Christian apoca
lypse (vv. 5-8 the 'sorrows of childbirth', 9-13 the 'Affliction', 14-
31 the 'end'). No further analysis was attempted by him. The 
problem of accounting for the presence of authentic sayings of 
Jesus within that document was neglected. The history of the 
criticism of Mk. 13 now becomes the record of the endeavours of 
Gospel critics to solve this problem as precisely as possible. 

Weizsacker recognised at least some of the sayings in Mk. 13. 
5-31 as genuine; he particularly cites the parable of the fig tree, 13. 
28-29. The problem of authentic or not authentic was solved by 
stressing the threefold division of the chapter, mentioned above; 

1 Untersuchungen uber die evangelische Geschichte, 1864. I do not know on what 
authority von Dobschutz, writing in 1910, could state: 'It was in the year 1864 
that Colani and Weizsacker, one independent of the other, came to the conclusion 
that this is not the report of an original sermon of Jesus, but a composite work.' 
(Eschatology of the Gospels, pp. 85-86.) Both Weiffenbach, who wrote his detailed 
survey of the criticism of Mark 13 as early as 1873, and Busch in the only book 
devoted to the consideration of Mark 13 since that date (Zum Verstiindnis der 
synoptischen Eschatologi~, 1938), make it plain that Weizsacker depended on the 
impetus provided by Colani and attempted to define the original source more 
closely. The above citation from von Dobschutz hints that he inferred the inde
pendence of Weizsacker on Colani because both writers issued their books in 
1864. I have not been able to trace the precise dates of the appearance of these 
two works, but since Colani's book went through a second edition in the same 
Y_ear, it is plain that the first edition must have appeared early in 1864. For a 
sunilar example of the ability of a book to rouse immediate response from writers 
already engaged on their research we may cite Haupt's Dieescha:wlogischen Aus
sagen Jesu, 1895. Both Paul Schwartzkopff (Die Weissagungen Jesu Christi) and 
Arthur Titius (Jesu Lehre vom Reiche Grittes) devoted consideral;ile attention to 
Haupt's views in their books, both of which appeared in 1895. 

C 33 
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the passages which plainly set forth this division, vv. 7 f., 14 ff., 
24 ff., presumably make up the actual apocalypse. To this group 
has been attached an introduction concerning false prophets (v. 6), 
repeated between the second and third groups (21-23), a parabolic 
epilogue (33-37), and warnings concerning persecution which 
must last till the Gospel is preached to the heathen (9-13). It is a 
neat analysis, and to it most recent commentators have returned, 
after half a century or more of variations.1 Weizsacker differed 
from Colani in thinking that the discourse emanated from Jewish, 
rather than Jewish-Christian, sources. The objective description 
of the 'Son of Man' prophecy of vv. 24-27 seemed to demand a 
Jewish origin. So also did the Jewish standpoint apparently observ
able in vv. 14 ff., with its scruples concerning the Sabbath; and 
most important of all, the mention of the 'Abomination of Desola
tion' presupposes the continuance of the temple, not its destruc
tion. With that in mind Weizsacker was greatly interested in a 
'citation' of Enoch in the Epistle of Barnabas, which he read as 
follows: 'The last offence is at hand, concerning which the scrip
ture speaketh, as Enoch saith, "For to this end the Master hath 
cut the seasons and the days short, that his beloved might hasten 
and come to his inheritance" ' (Bar. 4-3). The likeness of this to 
Mk. 13. 20 is striking. Weizsacker concluded that the Little 
Apocalypse, which he had distinguished within Mk. 13, had come 
from the source quoted by Barnabas, viz. the apocalypse ascribed 
to Enoch. 2 The date of the Synoptic apocalypse must be prior to 
A.D. 70, as there is no hint of the fall of Jerusalem in Mk. 13. 
Weizsacker seeks to mitigate the offence of his view by suggesting 
that there is no reason why Jesus should not have made use of 
such writings, as may be seen in the citation from Enoch concern
ing the fruitfulness of the vine and wheat in the Kingdom, 
attributed by Papias and Irenaeus to Jesus. The circulation of this 
logion explains how easily this apocalypse was ascribed to the 
Lord. 8 Nevertheless, the teaching of Jesus as to his ignorance of 
the time and the suddenness of his Coming shows that 'Jesus him
self gave no apocalypse of the history of the future'. 4 

Weizsacker applied himself again to this matter in his later work, 
The Apostolic Age of the Christ£an Church (1886, E.T. 1895). In 
this he withdrew his former contention that the Little Apocalypse 
was of Jewish origin, for it would seem that it was addressed 

1 Untersuchungen, pp. 121-122. 
1 Op. cit., pp. 128,551. 

• Op. cit., pp. 135-136. 
' Op. cit., p. 552. 
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expressly to disciples, to whom the scruples for the Sabbath would 
apply equally as to Jews. The exodus of the Christians had not yet 
taken place; 'they still lived as Jews in Jerusalem.'1 The triple 
division of the apocalypse is a common feature of Jewish-Christian 
eschatology, as may be seen in the three woes of the Book of 
Revelation, Rev. 9. 12, 1 I. 14. The first subject there is also war, 
the second the distress of Jerusalem; under the third the end can 
alone be understood. The consequence of this change of opinion 
should be noted, for it is often overlooked, since Weizsacker's 
earlier work was republished in the present century and he is still 
known by the opinions expressed therein. The change of view 
automatically removes several objections earlier expressed, par
ticularly the supposed reference to Enoch; it can hardly be imagined 
that a Book of Enoch was written for the benefit of first generation 
Christian disciples in Jerusalem, and still less that 'Barnabas' was 
the only Church writer to know of it. Indeed, Weizsacker had 
wrongly construed the quotation from Barnabas, as the editors of 
that Epistle unanimously recognise. The punctuation usually 
adopted simply makes Enoch concur with the Scripture: 'The last 
offence is at hand, concerning which the scripture speaketh, as 
Enoch saith. For to this end the Master hath cut the seasons and the 
days short, that his Beloved might hasten and come to his inherit
ance.' Whether this is a free rendering of Mk. 13. 20, as Weiffen
bach later believed, is not easily determined, for the motives in the 
two statements are quite different. In any case there is no ground 
for imagining the dependence of Mk. 13 on the Ethiopic Enoch; 
no such statement can be found in the book that has survived 
under that name. It is a fair instance of the kind of suggestion 
adduced for proving the 'Jewish' origin of Mk. 13, which, however, 
is not easily demonstrated if by that designation we mean 'Jewish', 
in distinction from 'Jewish-Christian'. 

We cannot forbear noting that Weizsacker's later comparison of 
the triple division of Mk. 13 with Rev. 9-II is as unfortunate as 
the comparison with Barnabas. The threefold woes of Rev. 9-II 
are quite different from the descriptions of Mk. 13. The first woe 
affects the abyss; the second the loosing of the 200,000,000 horse
men, not Jerusalem; IO. 1-1 I is an interlude, having no direct 
connection with the three woes; the third woe is left for descrip
tion until 16. 17-21, with the further unveiling in Chapters 17-19, 
and denotes the destruction of anti-Christian civilisation. Such a 

1 Apostolic Age, p. 23. 
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scheme has no contact with Mk. 13; like many other comparisons, 
its impressiveness disappears upon investigation. When Weiz
sacker's contentions are weighed carefully, the one plausible fea
ture in them is the 'contradiction' between Mk. 13. 32 and the 
chapter in which it is set. That we may leave for later consideration. 

A more brilliant investigation of Mk. 13, which nevertheless 
would have been impossible without Weizsacker's work, was that 
of Otto Pfleiderer.1 To him the Eschatological Discourse is the key 
to the eschatology of Jesus. Assuming the threefold division of 
Mk. 13 announced by his predecessors, 5-13, 14-23, 24 ff., he 
adjudged each section to contain two subdivisions: 7-8, 14-20, 
24-27 describe world-events that affect the nations and natural life 
and constitute an apocalypse; 9-13, 21 ff., 28 ff. warn Christian 
believers of threatening dangers and exhort them to faithfulness. 
In the apocalypse, 14-20 form the central act, a Jewish catas
trophe; the cosmic scenes of 7-8, 24-27 form the introductory 
foreground and concluding background respectively. Against Weiz
sacker, Pfleiderer argues that this apocalypse is Christian, for 
Jewish Christianity also observed the Sabbath, and, still more 
decisively, Jewish apocalyptic does not know of a Messiah coming 
from heaven, nor of the Messianic use of the term Son of Man (here 
Pfleiderer clearly depends on Colani). It is altogether likely that 
the Little Apocalypse was composed in the troubles of the seventh 
decade, prior to the fall of Jerusalem, and that the Abomination 
of Desolation relates to the murderous acts of the Zealots. In sup
port of this Pfleiderer cites Josephus, who said of the Zealots, 
'Their blood alone was a defiling of the sanctuary,' 2 and in his 
appeal to them urged, 'Is not the city and the whole temple full of 
the corpses of those you have murdered? God thus, God himself 
it is who brings on this fire to purge the city and temple through 
the Romans'.8 This apocalypse is identical with that 'oracle' men
tioned by Eusebius as commanding the flight of the Christians 
from Jerusalem, for Eusebius referred to it as a command S,' 
aTTOKaAvipEw, SoBlvrn 1rpo TOV 1TOAEµov.4 The portents of the clos
ing section of the Apocalypse are to be explained as those in the 
Book of Revelation; they supply a cosmic background for the initia
tion of the sovereignty of Christ with his elect, rather than the end 
of the universe. 

1 'Uber die Composition der eschatologischen Rede Matt. 24. 4 ff.,' in Jahr
bucher fur Deutsche Theologie, 1868. 

1 Wars of the Jews, 4, 3, 12. 3 Op. cit., 6, 2, 1. 'Ecclesiastical History, 3, 5. 
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Having thus dealt with the sayings that constitute the Little 

Apocalypse, Pfleiderer seeks an explanation of the other series Mk. 
13. 9-13, 21 ff., 28 ff. Whereas an observable sequence of thought 
enables us to divide the apocalypse into beginning of sorrows, 
tribulation, climax, no such progression is discernable in the other 
series. Not only are they a heterogeneous group, but by their 
insertion into the other series the original progression is obscured 
and confusion is produced. For example, after the characterisation 
of 7-8 as the beginning of sorrows, the 'then' of v. 91 should intro
duce the real distress and v. 14 the end, but it is not so; similarly 
14-20 narrate a quite short time of tribulation (v. 20), yet v. 10 

speaks of an indefinitely long period in which the heathen are 
evangelised; the same feature is seen in a comparison of 24 ff. with 
21 ff., for v. 24 speaks of something that happens 'immediately' (so 
Matthew) after the distress of 14-20, yet 21 ff. obtrude another 
indefinite period of delay; finally we note that whereas 24-27 de
scribe the end, we are taken back into the period of signs once more 
by 28 ff. 

The conclusion from this is 'irresistible'; not only are the two 
series of sayings distinct, not only is the second series unrelated, it 
has been interpolated into the first series to check the immediate 
temporal succession of its members, i.e. to retard the swift course of 
the apocalyptic process described therein. There is the key to the 
understanding of the entire composition.2 The eschatological dis
course has been drawn up by Mark, as the Pauline addition of 
13. 10 shows, with a view to tempering the impatient expectation 
of an immediately impending parousia. A worldwide preaching of 
the Gospel was not contemplated by Jesus, as Mt. 10. 23 proves. 
'The "immediately" of the apocalypse (Mt. 24. 29) was tempered 
first by the addition of genuine eschatological sayings of Jesus, and 
then by the introduction of the universalism taught by Paul, the 
realisation of which postulated a longer time for the development 
of Christianity than had been anticipated in the eschatological 
reckoning of primitive Christianity.'3 

It is curious that while Weizsacker in later years modified his 
original view that the Little Apocalypse was Jewish and came to 

1 Pfleiderer worked on the basis of Matthew's version of the discourse and 
Matthew 24. 9 begins with T6n. The genuine text of Mk. 13. 9 does not do so, 
although in some Western authorities, including D, it is assimilated to the Mat
~aean text. We have let Pfleiderer's reference stand, so as not to prejudice the 
is~ue as to which version is original, and in any case the contention is possible 
Without the time indication. 

a Op. cit., pp. 144-146. 3 Op. cit., pp. 148-149. 
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regard it as Jewish-Christian, Pfleiderer performed the opposite 
volte face and subsequently considered the presumed Jewish
Christian document to be Jewish.1 The chief reason prompting 
this change was a fresh consideration of the Abomination of Desola
tion, Mk. 13. 14. The most natural interpretation of that enigmatic 
phrase is now considered to be one akin to its original use in Dan. 
9. 27, 12. 11, where it refers to the setting up of an idol in the 
Temple. Nothing of the kind took place during the war under 
Titus, yet the event nearly happened in A.D. 40, when Caligula 
commanded his own statue to be erected in the Temple. The order 
was not carried out, but Mommsen is cited as saying, 'Since that 
fateful decree ( of Caligula), the anxiety never ceased that another 
Caesar would command the same thing'. The whole situation is 
now plain to Pfleiderer: the abomination has not been set up, 
according to 13. 14, but it nearly was erected, and 13. 14 ff. reflect 
the fears of the country populace of Judea, who were ready to fly 
to the mountains when the next, and successful, attempt was made. 
'In the circles of the country populace, for whom this saying was 
given, the introduction of the same was vividly feared, and pre
cisely this fear was maintained in those years of growing Jewish 
fanaticism before the destruction of Jerusalem.' 2 Pfleiderer sug
gests that Mk. 13. 24-27, the coming of the Son of Man, could 
have been derived directly from Dan. 7. 13; the fact that it is not a 
Christian description is seen in the lack of suggestion that the Son 
of Man is the crucified Jesus (cf. Rev. 1. 7). This Jewish Apocalypse 
was probably written in the seventh decade. How, then, did it 
come to be adopted by the Christians? The answer lies in its 
approximation to Christian eschatology; it came so near their own 
hopes, they could not ignore it. 'The simplest thing was to change 
the Jewish apocalypse into a Christian one through the addition of such 
exhortations as seemed fitting for the Christians of that time.' The 
chief requirements were to warn the Christians against popular 
leaders who sought to win them to the Jewish national movement 
(vv. 5 f., 21 ff.), and to prepare them for persecutions, which in 
reality contributed to the spread of the Gospel and the coming of 
the end (vv. 9-13, 28 ff.). 'So the Christian editor sets over against 
the fanatical Jewish Messianic hope the exhortation to patient wait
ing, courageous testimony and faithful suffering in the service of 
the Lord Jesus, whose coming in any case was to be hoped/or shortly, 
within the lifetime of the present generation.'3 This is all very interest-

1 Das Urchristenthum, 1887. 2 Op. cit., pp. 403-405. 3 Op. cit., pp. 405-406 
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ing and it contains some plausible features now widely accepted; 
but what becomes, on this scheme, of the brilliant explanation of 
the Christian interpolations, set in the apocalypse to retard the 
apocalyptic process? There is no place for it, for now Christian and 
Jew alike expect the End soon, only for different reasons. Pfleiderer 
thus has silently abandoned the view which was the main inspira
tion of his earlier contribution to the subject. Yet as in the case of 
Weizsacker, fate has decreed that the retraction in Das Urchristen
thum should be forgotten by posterity, and that the view Pfleiderer 
abandoned should become, in a modified form, generally adopted. 
The specific notion of the 'Christian interpolations' as a brake on 
the apocalyptic wheel was forgotten, but the intention of the 
evangelist as allaying the impatience of ardent believers was 
destined to become the normal view, through the advocacy of 
Johannes Weiss. 

The most detailed examination that our chapter was to receive 
for fully sixty-five years was that of Wilhelm Weiffenbach, whose 
work began with a review of the criticism of Mk. 13 to his time.1 

He, too, accepted Pfleiderer's analysis of the Little Apocalypse, 
together with the reason adduced by him for the evangelist's inser
tions between its members, viz. the retarding of the apocalyptic 
process. He admitted, however, that this latter consideration does 
not suffice to account for all the facts. 2 To the sections Mk. 13. 7-8, 
14-20, 24-27, Weiffenbach added vv. 30--31, which join on to 24-
27 very well. 13. 30 declares that 'everything', i.e. in the apoca
lypse thus defined, will happen in the contemporary generation, 
especially the final denouement at the parousia. To give assurance 
on this point v. 31 is added by the apocalyptist as a 'ceremonious 
concluding-formula, confirming the truth of the prophecies'. 3 This 
means, of course, that the apocalypse is not anonymous, as had 
hitherto been supposed, but deliberately pseudonymous; that need 
occasion no surprise, for apocalyptists 'love to conclude their pro
phecies with solemn formulas of conclusion and confirmatory end
ings that impart assurance'.4 That the apocalypse cannot have 
proceeded from Jesus is obvious, for (i) it is a characteristic repre
sentative of that 'restless calculating of the future on the part of the 
later Jews and Jewish-Christians', such as we see in Daniel, Enoch, 
Ezra, the Sibyls, the Ascension of Moses, the Revelation of John; 
(ii) the first two sections of the Little Apocalypse, 7-9a, 14-20, are 

1 Der WiederkunftsgedankeJesu, 1873. 
a Op. cit., pp. 152-153. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 133-134. 
'Ibid. 



JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

merely historical facts in an apocalyptic disguise, i.e. they are his
tory written as prophecy; (iii) all the features of this apocalypse can 
be paralleled in Jewish eschatology and are demonstrably derived 
from it. The one exception to this judgment allowed by Weiffen
bach is the expectation of a near return of Jesus as Son of Man 
(v. 26), which can be abundantly paralleled in the authentic teach
ing of Jesus and which does not fit in with the fundamental scheme 
of the apocalypse. 

As to the insertions between the members of this document, 
Weiffenbach regards 9b-13 as authentic and given on one occasion, 
apart from v. 10 which intrudes into the flow of thought but which 
is, nevertheless, a genuine saying; he rightly observes that Pflei
derer's objection that a world-wide evangelism does not fit an early 
expectation of the parousia is nullified by Paul, who held to the 
latter and is credited by Pfleiderer with originating the former idea. 
If Paul could do that, why not Jesus?1 Vv. 21-23 cannot be genuine 
in their present form, for Jesus had no special knowledge of future 
events; Weiffenbach will accept v. 22 if we amend it (cf. v. 6) to 

\ \ ' .,. "' ,I.~ ., , , \ ~ , , , \ \ \ \ 
1TOI\I\OL y,EV001TpO'f'TJTat EllEVUOVTaL E1TL TC[) 0110µ,aTL µ,ov, KaL 1TOI\I\OVS 

TTAa1111aovaiv, which is comprehensible on the lips of Jesus and 
which the Evangelist will have filled out in the light of events. a 
The parable of the Fig Tree (28-29) is 'a characteristic and signi
ficant expression of the well-attested, spontaneous and thoughtful 
view of nature that Jesus held; because of this. and because of its 
simplicity and clarity, it carries the stamp of genuineness and 
originality in itself' .3 13. 32 clearly refers to the parousia, the terms 
'day' and 'hour' being synonymous, in accordance with their 
normal use to denote the time of the end. The exhortations in 
33-37 well fit on to this confession of the ignorance of Jesus 
as to the date of the parousia; their relation to this coming is so 
plain, 'only pure arbitrariness can overlook it'. 4 

Weiffenbach follows Keim in regarding the prophecy of the 
temple's destruction, 13. 2, as authentic, because in fact the temple 
buildings were not demolished but burned, so that 'everything 
combustible went to ashes, but the stones remain standing; actually 
only the walls and the gates of the city were "thrown down" after 
Jerusalem's capture'. 5 This assertion has been repeated by ex
positors to the present day, but it will subsequently be shown6 that 
the temple was both burned and demolished. It is fortunate, how-

1 Op. cit., pp. 137-138. 
~ Op. cit., pp. 157-162. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 142-144. 
5 Op. cit., p. 166. 

3 Op. cit., p. 149. 
• See Appendix r. 
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ever, that exegetes thought that Jesus predicted this wrongly, for 
at least the point of departure of the discourse could then be 
allowed to him! 

13. 5-6 are regarded as the same as 22 and are interpreted 
accordingly. Since they have nothing to do with 13. 2 ff., their 
function is to provide 'an improvised temporary bridge which 
binds two sharply separated river banks, the one side being vv. 2-4 
( destruction of the temple and the question about the 1roTE and 
rn]fl,Et.OV of the same), the other side vv. 7 f. (apocalyptic descrip
tion of international wars and natural calamities)' .1 

Pfleiderer had maintained that the 'insertions' 5-6, 9-13, 21-23 

were wholly disconnected. Weiffenbach, however, relates them to 
the introduction 1-4 and the conclusion 28-29, 32, 33-37. Is it 
right to regard all these as fragments haphazardly thrown together? 
No, he replies. While the synoptists diverge widely in their dis
position of the Evangelic material generally, 'in the eschatological 
discourse they agree in a most decided manner, in the sequence 
and on the basis of a very definite and tenaciously strong oral and 
written tradition, which energetically forbad any violent departure'. 
This agreement extends to locality, sequence and content of the 
discourse. Without laying it down dogmatically, therefore, Weiffen
bach thinks it likely that the 'unapocalyptic' sections of Mk. 13 

form a discourse originally given by Jesus on the Mount of Olives, 
as related by the evangelists. 2 This position of Weiffenbach became 
the basis of Wendt's investigation and through him became widely 
adopted. 

It remains to note Weiffenbach's conclusions as to the value of 
this interpretation of Mk. 13. He cites with approval P:fleiderer's 
estimate of the Discourse as the 'key' to most of the other eschato
logical sayings of Jesus and states how he proposes to use it. 'Our 
guiding point of view in the employment of that key is that every
where we meet with similar apocalyptic ideas and formulas as those 
in our "little apocalypse" we shall account them as unauthentic and 
without hesitation deny them to Jesus; we except the one idea, dis
covered by us to be decisively genuine, that of the near and per
sonal Second Corning.' 3 From that view-point Weiffenbach con
siders the other eschatological sayings of Jesus, in order finally to 
show that what Jesus meant by the parousia was simply his resur
rection. Of this procedure Schweitzer characteristically wrote: 'In 
the end Weiffenbach's critical principle proves to be merely a 

Op. cit., pp. 167-168. 2 Op. cit., pp. 180-182. 3 Op. cit., pp. 190-191. 
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bludgeon with which he goes seal-hunting and clubs the defence
less Synoptic sayings right and left. When his work is done you see 
before you a desert island strewn with quivering corpses !'1 If this 
does not settle the question whether these sayings deserved to be 
other than 'corpses', at least it does not give confidence in the 
method by which their execution was determined. 

2. FROM G. c. B. PUNJER TO H. H. WENDT 

The next few years are barren as to productive ideas on the 
Discourse. G. C. B. Pi.injer wrote a good review of the problems 
entailed, without shedding much more light on them.2 Renan in 
his work on the Antichrist3 gave an account of the origin of Mk. 13 
more 'bizarre' than the apocalypse he saw behind it. Adopting the 
Little Apocalypse hypothesis he seems to have set the rest of the 
chapter to the credit of the 'presidents' of the infant Church, the 
whole account reflecting contemporary incidents. 

Gustav Volkmar's view of Mk. 13 is conditioned by his reading 
of the story of primitive Christianity as a struggle between the 
Peter and Paul parties; the Revelation of John was written on be
half of the former party in A.D. 68, the Gospel of Mark came to the 
defence of Paul shortly after. 

Volkmar reads the eschatological discourse as a sustained pol
emic against the author of Revelation, and analyses it accordingly: 
'The whole discourse cries out, Have care! (i) vv. 5--9, Have care 
above all for bold and ensnaring proclamations of the future by 
alleged emissaries of Jesus Messiah like the author of the Book of 
Revelation! Cf. Rev. 1. 1-3, 9-19. (ii) Have a care for yourselves in 
respect of your commission to preach the Gospel to all, though you 
suffer for it! (iii) vv. 14-23, 24-27, Have especial care, you Chris
tz'ans of Judea, lest in the last distress anyone makes you trust in 
Jerusalem, as Rev. 14. 1 ff. suggests, and thereby leads you to 
expect a parousia on earth; (iv) vv. 28-32, Learn finally to judge 
the time of the end rather from what God tells you in creation 
(28 f.), than from apocalypses that give boasting calculations in the 
name of Jesus Christ and his angel !'4 Constructions of this kind are 
ingenious and intriguing, but we can scarcely be asked to take them 
seriously. 

Despite the immensity of his learning, H.J. Holtzmann added 
1 Quest of the Historical Jesus, p. 231. 
2 'Die Wiederkunftsreden J esu', in Zeitschrif t fiir wissenschaf tliche Theologie, 

t 878, pp. t 53 ff. 
8 L'Antechrist, 1873, E.T., 1890. • Jesus Nazarenus, p. 280; cf. pp. 281-288, 
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little to the discussion on the Eschatological Discourse. He was 
unwise enough in his Introduction to commit himself to the view 
that the words 'Let him that readeth understand', Mk. 13. 14, 
suffice to identify the entire discourse with the 'fly-leaf' of the 
Jewish War, referred to by Eusebius.1 He agrees with Volkmar 
that the terminus a quo for the composition of Mark, on the basis 
of that of Ch. 13, is A.D. 73. 2 With Weiffenbach he inclines to 
regard Mk. 13. 30-31 as the conclusion of the Little Apocalypse, 
and that the latter is characteristic of 'the restless reckoning of the 
future seen in contemporary Judaism'. 3 He subscribes to Pfleiderer' s 
idea that Mk. 13. 10 serves to put back the over-rapid world-clock 
of the apocalyptist. 4 In his textbook on theology he concludes his 
discussion on the Little Apocalypse by affirming, 'There are few 
hypotheses which, in their fundamental features, have proved to 
be so unavoidable and have experienced such illuminating con
firmation.'5 The real value of his work is the supreme honesty with 
which he approaches the whole question of the eschatology of 
Jesus. He castigates exegetes, traditionalist and liberal, who handle 
this matter 'as if they were dealing with a professional solution of a 
prize question set on the quickest and most elegantly executed elimina
tion of all eschatological motives'. 6 The chief concern appears to be 
'to preserve the Hero of the evangelic history from the Jewish 
world view, with its materialistic hopes for the future, and to 
deprive him of the most obvious point of departure in this respect'. 
From this viewpoint he severely criticises the effort to interpret the 
parousia as a 'world-historical' process, although he himself had 
expounded it as a younger man; not only is it 'as far removed as 
possible from the whole construction of Biblical pictures of the 
End', it cannot stand alongside well-attested parousia sayings like 
Lk. 17. 23-25 f., parousia parables like Lk. 17. 26-35, and especi
ally the classic saying as to the thief in the night, Lk. 12. 39. 7 It is 
strange that Holtzmann, with his candid perception of the anti
eschatological motives of his contemporaries, did not perceive that 
this 'unavoidable' hypothesis of a Little Apocalypse is the most 
notable of all instances of this same tendency. 

1 Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen Einleitung in das N eue Testament, 1885, p. 362 
2 Op. cit., p. 363. 
3 'Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament', Die Synoptiker, 1889, Mk. 13. 31. 
4 Ibid. 
6 Lehrbuch der neutestamentlichen Theologie, 1897, p. 327, n. 
0 Op. cit., p. 325. Holtzmann has in mind the Gennan practice of setting 

essays on specified subjects by way of contest, the winner gaining prize money. 
7 Op. cit., p. 315. 
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With H. H. Wendt we return to the main line of development of 
the Little Apocalypse theory.1 He builds directly on Weiffenbach's 
distinction of two discourses in Mk. 13, defining the Little Apo
calypse as 7-9a, 14-20, 24-27, 30-31, and the authentic discourse 
of Jesus as 1-6, 9b-13, 21-23, 28-29, 32-37. He proposes to transfer 
vv. 21-23 before 96-13, as the connection is thereby improved. 
Three reasons are adduced for separating the two discourses and 
assigning them to different sources: (i) the nature of the views 
expressed therein, and (ii) their worth, differ widely; (iii) the 
coherence of each group is destroyed through their combination. 
These points are elaborated by Wendt with persuasive power. 
Under (i) he contrasts the nature of the impending evils described 
in each discourse. One tells of temptations which Christians alone 
will experience, and that because of their faith in Jesus; their per
secutors appear to be Jews, who try to make them apostatise; 
warnings are given to enable the disciples to overcome their temp
tations; their consolation is no promise of escape from trial but of 
divine aid for their proclamation and assurance of final salvation 
after endurance of the worst (13b). The other discourse, on the 
contrary, is concerned with distant wars and natural calamities; 
they affect Christians only in so far as all men are involved in them; 
the watchword is not endurance but flight, so that counsel is given 
to the Christians to enable them to escape the affi.iction; their con
solation is an assurance given of divine preservation from the worst 
affliction, since God for their sakes will shorten the period of trial. 
The second point (ii) has in mind the practical application of the 
discourses to the Church generally. The first group of sayings is 
thoroughly religious and therefore has an enduring value. The 
second group lacks any Christian orientation; its provisions and 
demands are so bound up with specific outward conditions that 
nothing permanent can be extracted from them. Point (iii) is con
fined to the different reference of Taiha, 'these things', in vv. 29 
and 30: in v. 29 it cannot refer to the parousia of vv. 24-27, nor to 
21-23 which are ex-hypothesi displaced, but to the temptations nar
rated in 5-6, 21-23, 96-13; in v. 30 it presumably refers in the first 
place to the parousia of 24-27 or to the whole description 7-9a, 
14-20, 24-27. Wendt places much weight on this distinction; it 
appears to be sufficient proof that the authentic sayings formed a 
discourse ready to Mark's hand and that he merely combined it 

1 Die Lehre Jesu, 1886. In the E.T. of this work Wendt entirely recast his 
material and omitted what he had written on the Eschatological Discourse. 
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with the Little Apocalypse; how otherwise would he have used in 
v. 29 the term Tavm which manifestly cannot relate to the im
mediately preceding context in which it is set? If it originally 
referred to the temptations of the genuine discourse all is ex
plained; the faulty reference is due to Mark's separating the two 
discourses and combining them into one.1 

Probably the Little Apocalypse theory has never been more 
attractively stated than by Wendt. The force of his contentions 
depends on the great assumption that the two series of sayings thus 
distinguished were at one time connected wholes, an assumption we 
have yet to examine. While deferring the matter for a time, we 
would point out that Wendt did not help his case by laying so much 
stress on the use of TavTa in v. 29; while it is true that it is un
natural to relate 'these things' in this verse to the climax of 24-27, 
who is to deny that it can refer to all that precedes that paragraph? 
On what grounds can one insist that it must refer to 9b-13 but not 
to 14-20? The distinction is possible only because the Little 
Apocalypse has already been delimited on the basis of what Jesus 
could not have said; but this is a circuitous argument. 

On one aspect of the discourse Wendt made a significant contri
bution which had wider repercussions than he realised. His belief 
that one of the two discourses of Mk. 13 was authentic caused him 
to face the question, How does the genuine group of sayings relate 
to the question asked by the disciples in 13. 4? He gave two 
answers: (i) the disciples were assured that precisely the experience 
of these trials will be the sign of the nearness of the coming of 
Christ. In the nature of the case, these supply only a relative, not 
a precise definition of the time of the end, and on this uncertainty 
the renewed exhortation to remain in a state of preparedness is 
based (32-3 7 ); (ii) the question had been framed in this way because 
Jesus had earlier made statements which appeared to show a con
nection between the destruction of the temple and the judgment 
which would accompany the glorious appearing of the Messiah; 
the fresh establishment of this connection was part of the new 
revelation which Jesus imparted in this answer; so that 5-6, 21-23, 
9b-13 give a real answer to the question as to the signs of the cata
strophe, 28-29 underline that fact, while 32-37 answer the question 
as to the time of the same. 2 These two answers given by Wendt are 
admirable, but how did he fail to notice that they answered the two 
major objections voiced against the authenticity of Mk. 13? The 

1 Op. cit., pp. 15-:zi. 2 Op. cit., p 13. 
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two most frequently posed questions, in our day as in Wendt's, are: 
(i) How can a sudden coming be reconciled with one announced by 
signs? (ii) How can the discourse be related to 13. 1-4, seeing that 
it deals with a different subject? Wendt supplied a reasonable 
answer to both objections. It is ironical in the highest degree, and 
thoroughly in keeping with the strange course of this controversy, 
that the writer who supplied the most convincing exposition of the Little 
Apocalypse theory at the same time destroyed the foundations on which 
it was built. 

3. FROM w. BALDENSPERGER TO E. WENDLING 

The blow struck by Wendt at the foundations of the critical 
theory of Mk. 13 was unperceived by his contemporaries and the 
Little Apocalypse theory was now entrenched. W. Baldensperger 
did not feel it necessary to discuss the matter in his treatment of 
the eschatology of Jesus.1 For him, the fact that Mk. 13 is a free 
composition is not to be contested; it consists of two sayings 
groups, one of which is similar to the Rabbinical expositions of the 
signs of the end and so is unauthentic. 2 Bousset in all his writings 
accepts the theory, though not always ostensibly for the same 
reasons. In his book on the Antichrist he insists that to interpret 
Mk. 13 aright, 'the first thing to be done is to get rid of all inter
pretations based on current events'. That is to say, we are not to 
presume that the excitement raised by the Caligula episode could 
create the idea that the Antichrist would sit in the temple of God; 
this figure is simply the old Dragon-foe of God, who storms the 
abode of God in heaven and ejects God from his sanctuary, as Rev. 
13. 6 shows(?). 3 Mk. 13. 14 ff. is therefore 'a fragment of some 
apocalypse of the Antichrist'. 4 The utmost that Bousset would 
allow to the influence of the scare due to Caligula is that it revived 
the memory of the old tradition. This estimate was reversed in a 
later writing, in that Bousset came to think that the idea of Anti
christ enthroned in the temple of God was due to the precedent of 
Caligula's command to erect his own statue in the temple.5 On 
such a reading, it is no longer likely that Mk. 13. 14 ff. represents 
an old 'Antichrist document', resurrected for the occasion, since 
the very core of it has been created by the occasion. If Bousset still 

1 Das Selbstbewusstsein Jesu im Lichte der messianischen Hojfnungen seiner Zeit 
1888. 

2 Op. cit., p. 146, n. 1. 3 The Antichrist Legend, 1896, pp. 163-166. 
• Op. cit., p. 214. 5 Die Religion desJudentums, 3rd ed., 1926, p, 256, 
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thought that this passage described the 'rule and reign of Anti
christ' ,1 his only evidence is later Christian writings, which ought 
not to be adduced to prove an earlier and foreign origin for Mk. 13.2 

Bousset evidently regarded the rest of the chapter as the product of 
the Christian community, it conflicts with the 'inmost nature' of 
Jesus.3 

The chief features in Albert Schweitzer's construction require 
but brief mention by us. In his view the sending out of the Twelve 
as narrated in Mt. 10, was 'to set in motion the eschatological 
development of history, to let loose the final woes, the confusion 
and strife, from which shall issue the parousia, and so to introduce 
the supra-mundane phase of the eschatological drama'.4 Mt. 10. 23 
shows that Jesus did not expect the mission of the disciples to be 
completed before his own translation and parousia took place. The 
failure of this expectation caused a change in his views; he became 
convinced that his vocation was to bear the messianic woes in his 
own person that the kingdom might come in power. 'He had 
thought to let loose the final tribulation and so compel the coming 
of the kingdom. And the cataclysm had not occurred. . . . That 
meant-not that the kingdom was not near at hand-but that God 
had appointed otherwise in regard to the time of trial .... God in 
his mercy and omnipotence had eliminated it from the series of 
eschatological events, and appointed to him, whose commission 
had been to bring it about, instead to accomplish it in his own 
person.'5 This was the secret revealed by Jesus to the disciples at 
Caesarea Philippi. A difficulty arises for this interpretation in that 
after that revelation, Jesus spoke of the necessity of his disciples to 
bear their cross and take their share of suffering. Schweitzer is 
unabashed: Mark has wrongly placed that paragraph, with the 
ensuing narrative of the Transfiguration; they together belong to 
the era before his decision to die, and so should have preceded the 
Confession. This cool piece of modifying the data to fit the conclu
sion is given by Schweitzer in a footnote, and he proceeds to the 
following observation: 'For the same reason the predictions of suffer
t"ng and tribulation in the Synoptic Apocalypse in Mark 13 cannot be 
derived from Jesus.' 6 Apart from a passing notice of Colani's theory 

1 Ibid., p. 255. 
2 For the evidence adduced by Bousset, see The Antichrist Legend, 143 ff. 

163 ff., 213 ff. 
3 Jesus, 1906, pp. 121-122. 
' The Quest of the Hirtorical Jesus, 1910, E.T. of Von Reimarus zu Wrede, 

1906, p. 369. 
6 Op. cit., p. 387. 6 Op. cit., p. 387, n. J. 
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on p. 225, this is the sole reference Schweitzer gives to the contents 
of Mk. 13 in his entire work. Obviously none of the reasons adduced 
by Colani against the authenticity of the eschatological discourse 
would have been acceptable to Schweitzer, but he could no more 
receive it than Colani could; it would have ruined his scheme if it 
had been allowed to remain. Such arbitrary treatment of our 
sources stands self-condemned. The same attitude to the chapter 
is adopted by Martin Werner, Schweitzer's exponent and disciple. 
His book on the origin of Christian doctrine1 commences with a 
lengthy vindication of 'thorough-going eschatology', as providing 
an adequate basis for a history of doctrine, but it contains no dis
cussion of Mk. 13. Whereas Werner is at pains to demonstrate that 
Mt. 10 is a historically situated unity, the question is not raised as 
to whether Mk. 13 might be considered as such. The detailed 
treatment of the one source and the ignoring of the other 
would be puzzling and irritating, were it not for the plain 
fact that on Werner's scheme, Mk. 13 must not even be con
sidered, for the two views cannot subsist together. Where one's 
own belief and Mk. 13 clash, so much the worse, evidently, for 
Mk. 13. 

Very different is the treatment accorded to this chapter by E. 
Wendling in his discussion as to the origin of Mark. 2 Admittedly 
he provides no fresh ideas about the apocalyptic document; its 
existence is taken for granted, and it is defined as 7-8, 9a, 12, 
13b-2oa, 24-27, 30. Wendling's interest lies in the other sayings in 
the discourse, and he painstakingly discusses each one. The change 
of scene between 1-2 and 3-4 is 'naturally not original'; the second 
situation is conditioned by the necessity of giving privacy to the 
eschatological discourse; it must be due to the Evangelist. The 
questions raised in v. 4 ask (i) the point of time, (ii) the sign, when 
the great event will take place. The discourse proper does not 
answer them, but they find an answer in the two parables of 28-29 
( =the sign), 33 ff. ( =the time). Wendling therefore suggests that 
the original source of Mark (Ur-Markus) contained the sayings 
group 1-2, 33, 28-29, 34-36, a little 'discourse'. The rest of the 
sayings are added by the Evangelist and mainly come from the 
'Logia'. The treatment accorded them by Wendling is not always 
illuminating. 5b-6, for example, are repeated in 21 f.; both passages 
are said to have a common pattern which the Evangelist has al-

1 Die Entstehung des christlichen Dogmas, 1941. 
2 Die Entstehung des Marcus-Evangeliums, 1908, pp. 155 ff. 
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ready used in 9. 38 f. ( !). 21-23 are freely composed by the aid of 
7-8, as a comparison will show: 

7. O'T'aV oJ aKOVU'/'}7'€ .•. µ,~ 
0poe'i:a0e 

21. l&v n, iJµ,'iv ei'TTTI • .. µ,~ 
' 7TtU7'€V€7'€ 

8. lyep0~aerni • . . 22, eyep0~aoV7'at ..• 1 

As the two uses of lyelpoµ,ai in these passages are quite distinct 
the parallelism is not very impressive, and we were probably never 
intended to see any. Of the group 9-13, 9a, 12, 13b have already 
been assigned to the Little Apocalypse, leaving 9b-u, 13a. These 
find a close parallel in Mt. 10. 17-20, except that Mk. 13. 10 is only 
represented in Mt. by the phrase els µ,ap'T'Vpwv aihoi's; 'clearly' 
the Markan saying is an expansion of this and must therefore be 
eliminated as an addition of the Evangelist's own composition. 9b 
and II will then come from Q.2 As to Mk. 13. 31, 32, Wendling 
points out that 0£ Aoyoi as a designation of sayings of Jesus occurs 
only in two previous places, both being additions of the Evangelist, 
8. 38, 10. 24. Verse 32 is an appendix, the oiloels otoev anticipates 
oilK o'toa7'€ of 33, 35; it is based on Mt. II. 27 and I Thess. 5. 1 f. 
The final analysis of the chapter thus appears to be: 

Ur-Markus:1-2,33,28-29,34-36. 
Little Apocalypse: 7-8, 9a, 12, 13b-2oa, 24-27, 30. 
Additions of Evangelist: 3-4, 5-6, 21-23, 9b, I r, 10, 13a, (19?), 

20b, 31, 32, 37. 

We are not sure whom to admire most, Mark for putting together 
his discourse out of such materials, or Wendling for discovering 
how he did it. We suspect that Mark would have handed the 
bouquet to Dr. Wendling. 

4. FROM A. LOISY TO J. MOFFATT 

With Loisy we enter upon a period of more sceptical criticism, 
an attitude towards the text of the Gospels by no means confined 
to Mk. 13. Loisy perceives that the eschatological discourse has a 
function of its own in its setting in the Gospel; it serves 'to show 
the significance and essential importance of the life of Jesus, to 
correct by anticipation the horror of his death, as the resurrection 
mitigates it afterwards .... In this sense it could be said that a 
synoptic gospel could no more be conceived without the discourse 
on the parousia than the Johannine gospel without the discourse 

1 Op, Cit., pp. l 57-8. 1 Op. cit., pp. 155-157. 
D 
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after the supper' .1 But the discourses in both cases are the result of 
wishful thinking, not of historical reminiscence. Loisy implies that 
no discourse of any kind was given by Jesus on this occasion; from 
this time on we scarcely hear of Wendt's authentic 'discourse' 
combined with the Little Apocalypse. Loisy himself strikes deep 
in his demonstration of the unauthenticity of the discourse as it 
stands. (i) The setting is suspect: if the Evangelist represents it as 
delivered to four disciples only, it is because he knows it had no 
place in the primitive tradition; he is conscious of attributing some
thing to Christ unknown in earlier years, consequently he 'has not 
dared directly to present it as the teaching of Christ'. 2 (ii) Funda
mentally the discourse is neither a conversation, nor a short 
address to the disciples, nor a public utterance, but a written docu
ment, as v. 14 shows. To regard the clause, 'Let the reader under
stand', as an insertion of the Evangelist, calling attention to what is 
written so as to be prepared for the occasion, is 'an artificial and 
mechanical conjecture'. '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.' 3 (iii) The 
request of the disciples is not en rapport with their situation shortly 
before the crucifixion, but rather with the preoccupations of be
lievers who, fifty years later, were forced to reconcile the delay of 
the parousia with what Jesus had said of its imminence. (iv) The 
belief of Jesus in the imminence of the end is irreconcilable with the 
view that it will be preceded by signs: 'Instead of the flash of light 
which spreads in an instant through all the earth, instead of the 
Judge who in an instant ravishes to himself the righteous and 
abandons the wicked to their destiny, it is the divine King who, 
after a long series of preliminary signs, comes to look on the earth 
in its ruins, using the celestial spirits to search for the elect.'4 This 
habit of exegetes, to exaggerate the meaning of a passage they do 
not like, has been observable from Weisse onwards in our studies; 
if Loisy really thought that a fair representation of Mk. 13. 24-27, 
then we understand Loisy better than we do Mark. The Little 
Apocalypse is defined as 6-8, 12, 136-14, 17-19, 22-23, 24b-27, 
30-31. It will be observed that it has now become more fragmen
tary. Loisy, like Holtzmann before him, has recognised that vv. 15-
16 cannot be attributed to a Jewish apocalypse, for they occur in 

1 Les Evangiles Synoptiques, 1908, vol. II, p. 393. 
2 Op, cit., p. 398, Evangileselon Marc, pp. 366-367. 
• Ev. Syn., p. 4:zr. • Marc, pp. 380-381. 
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Lk. 17. 31, so that no longer can 14-20 be regarded as a connected 
whole. But 20 itself is a Pauline idea, consequently that must be 
omitted from the 'apocalypse'. What remains is not a very satis
factory document, as Loisy seems to realise. How can an indepen
dent writing commence with v. 6? It is an impossible beginning. 
Loisy therefore suggests 'Since the description commences a little 
brusquely by the announcement of false Messiahs, that which pre
pared for this announcement in the source was probably not a suitable 
item to reproduce in the Gospel' .1 The flight to the mountains in 
v. 14 is also very briefly narrated, 15-16 being unrelated to it, so 
we must presume that the Evangelist has here shortened his source 
again. Indeed the flight to the mountains is quite unmotived; if 
the whole world is engulfed in the final catastrophe, what is the use 
of running off to mountains? Apart from the soundness or other
wise of Loisy's interpretation, we should note that we have here 
moved to a different level of discussion as regards the Little 
Apocalypse. The long chain of argument initiated by Weizsacker 
and continued in his followers had the purpose of demonstrating 
that the Apocalypse embedded in Mk. 13 was self-contained, reveal
ing itself to be a complete description of the end, based on the usual 
division of Jewish apocalypses. Loisy now recognises that the ele
ment of 'completeness' cannot be sustained, and he must needs 
call on further hypothetical clauses to explain the incomplete 
extracts given in Mk. 13 ! 

The view, represented by Wendt, that the destruction of the 
city and temple will occur at the end of the age is reproduced by 
Loisy, with even plainer contradiction than with the former writer. 
Of the disciples' question, 13. 4, he states: 'The question has a 
double object; he is asked when the end will come and by what 
sign its imminence would be recognised. As the ruin of Jerusalem, 
the end of the world, the glorious manifestation of the Messiah, 
and the great judgment are bound up in the apocalyptic belief of 
the earliest time, no special indication is asked for each one of these 
eschatological items.' 2 How can Loisy, in the light of that, proceed 
to comment on 13. 5 ff.: 'In view of the character of the introduc
tion (i.e. the privacy of the discourse), there is no need to be sur
prised that the discourse of Jesus is not in direct and natural relation 
with the question posed by the disciples' ?3 If the end of Jerusalem is 
hound up with the end of the age, and all that ushers it in, then the 
discourse is certainly related to the disciples' question. Loisy must 

1 Op. cit., p. 369. 2 Ev. Syn., p. 399. 8 Op. cit., p. 407. 
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have forgotten what he had already written. To complete this sum
mary we should notice that Loisy classed 28-29 as belonging to the 
evangelic redaction; 32 is an apologetic statement, justifying Jesus 
for having announced as imminent a coming which had not taken 
place at the time when the Gospel was composed; 33-37 is a mix
ture of elements from various sources, not blended together. The 
only sections of the chapter certainly to be ascribed to Jesus are 
vv. 9bc, 11, 15-16, 21, a meagre harvest for such toil. 

From the latest of Loisy's published works, we infer that even 
this harvest must not be garnered. To explain his latest ideas on 
Mk. 13 it will be necessary to digress. Loisy lays it down, 'with the 
minimum risk of error,' that Jesus was 'the prophet of a single 
oracle', like John the Baptist, and that oracle was 'Repent, for the 
Kingdom of God is at hand' .1 After the death of Jesus the belief 
arose among his followers that he was the Messiah about to return; 
their ideas turned wholly on eschatological anticipations of his com
ing, they were not interested in his earthly life. Thus the parousia was 
'the essential object, if not the unique object, of faith'. 2 Not un
naturally, all the instruction concerning this event, the 'eschato
logical catechesis' as Loisy calls it, was represented as given by the 
immortal Christ in heaven. 'It was only at a later period that this 
teaching was antedated and thrown back into the life of the Christ 
on earth, and ... his exaltation as Messiah was treated in the same 
manner.' 3 A clear instance of this transfer of events is seen in the 
account of the Transfiguration, which was originally represented 
as a resurrection scene, as the Apocalypse of Peter shows. Similarly 
the discourse on the last things was originally regarded as a com
munication of the Risen Christ. 4 The manner of its transfer, to 
the earthly ministry, however, was complicated. The eschatological 
catechesis threw up, towards the end of the first century, the 
parable of the Wicked Husbandmen as a piece of anti-Jewish 
polemic; it was eventually pushed back into the earthly life of Jesus 
to serve as the last discourse of Jesus in Jerusalem. From this 
position it was ousted by the eschatological discourse, evidently 
regarded as a more suitable conclusion to the ministry of Jesus. 
That the first draft of Mark's gospel did not know this discourse is 
plain: for one thing, its existence conflicts with the original use 
postulated for the parable of the Wicked Husbandmen ( !); for 
another, Mark represents it as given in secret and on the Mount of 

1 The Origins of the New Testament, 1950, p. 289, 
a Op. cit., pp. 313-314. 

1 Op. cit., p. 313, 
1 Op. cit., p. 53, 



DEVELOPMENT OF THE LITTLE APOCALYPSE THEORY 53 

Olives, just as the Apocalypse of Peter places it in this setting after 
the resurrection. 'We have equal ground for believing that the 
artificial introduction to the Book of Acts contains the rudiments 
of a similar discourse with the scene set exactly as in the Apoca
lypse of Peter. Thus our hypotheses are not groundless imaginations; 
they are inductions as solid as the matter permits of.' 1 Did this last 
assertion proceed from an uneasy conscience? Be that as it may, we 
must take leave of Loisy until we deal with the Apocalypse of Peter, 
save to add one observation: despite the late date assigned to 
Chapter 13, Loisy is still convinced that it contains a Jewish 
apocalypse, dating probably from the time of Caligula.2 Evidently 
it is believed that the 'abomination' prophecy demands an his
torical event for its occasion; if, on such a view, we can point to an 
event in the lifetime of Jesus that will equally account for the 
'abomination' prophecy, the nucleus of these sayings must logically 
be put back still further. This possibility will later be explored. 

In Wellhausen, Loisy found an help meet for him. Wellhausen's 
fundamental view of Jesus, that he was a teacher, claiming to be 
neither Messiah, nor Son of Man, who gave no instructions as to 
his coming death, nor dreamt of his resurrection and second com
ing, naturally affected his view of Mk. 13. He could no more assent 
to the authenticity of this chapter than Schweitzer, although their 
views had no other point of contact. At least Wellhausen is willing 
to provide two reasons for his views, and his manner of stating 
them is worth noting. First, if 1-2 are authentic, as they are in 
essence, then 3-37 are not, for in the former the temple is des
troyed, in the latter it is merely desecrated. 3 This desecration, how
ever, is only temporary and partial. 'In the Jewish prophecy taken 
over, Jerusalem is oppressed most severely, but is rescued finally 
"out of this tribulation" at the appearance of the Son of Man; there 
is no mention of the destruction of the temple, and the meaning 
will be as in a remarkable fragment of the Apocalypse of John 
(II. 1 -2) that the temple, perhaps with the exception of the outer fore
court, will not fall in the power of the heathen.'4 As in the case of 
some of the exegesis we have earlier met with, we grudge no 
admiration at such ingenuity, but it remains difficult to understand 
why it was thought relevant. The interpreting of Mk. 13. 14 by 
means of Rev. 11. 1-2 would not have been dreamed of were it not 

1 Op. cit., pp. 298-299. • Op. cit., p. 97. 
3 Das Evangelium Marci, r909, p. roo. 
4 Einleitung in die Drei Ersten Evangelien, p. 97. 
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that the former is regarded as belonging to a Jewish apocalypse; 
their situations are totalJy different. The second count against Mk. 
13 from W ellhausen is that 'it sets forth the scheme of Jewish 
eschatology built on Daniel'.1 But a significant limitation is set to 
this likeness to Jewish apocalypses: 'The form of address with 
"You" is not Jewish; by this the "beholding" is changed into 
teaching and stripped of alJ apocalyptic frippery. For it belongs to 
the form of real Jewish apocalypses that the seer himself, who 
receives the revelation, is addressed, whether by God or an angel 
of God, or that he recounts with an "J" what he has been per
mitted to see and hear.' 2 If this be so, why must one assert with 
Wellhausen, that the greatest part of 13. 3-27 is 'purely Jewish'? 
Does it not leave open the possibility that the echoes of Daniel, and 
of the Old Testament generally, in Chapter 13 may have been 
derived directly and not mediated through Jewish apocalyptic 
sources? Those who believe that Jesus used the title Son of Man, 
and that it is not wholly unrelated to Dan. 7. 13, will not be so 
inclined to scout that possibility as W ellhausen did. 

The Little Apocalypse receives an extension from Wellhausen 
to include7-8, 12, 14-22, 24-27. The intermediate verses 5-6, 13,23, 
are 'Christian', but naturally not from Jesus, for they all presume 
the messianic status of Jesus; though 9-11 are not closely defined, 
the same presumably applies to them, certainly it will to 10. What 
of the prologue and epilogue of the discourse? 1-2 contain at least 
authentic ingredients; the prophecy was not spoken to disciples 
alone, 'that appears to me to be a toning down of the saying'; the 
real occasion and prophecy is given in Mk. 14. 58, which brought 
the condemnation of Jesus by the Sanhedrin: 'With the prophecy 
of the destruction of the temple, he placed the knife in the hands of 
his enemies.' 3 That means that the entire setting of 13. 1-4 is a 
fiction of the Evangelist. 28-29 are due to a misunderstanding; the 
tree of 28 is that of I I. II-14 (the cursed fig tree), of which Jesus 
simply said that that withered tree will not, as the Jews think, 
revive again, but wilJ always remain dry, i.e. the hope of a recon
stituted Zion in its old splendour will never be fulfilled. In I I. 18 
Jesus thus rejects the Jewish hope, in 13. 28 he is made to take it 
over, while v. 29 has changed the meaning entirely. 4 30 attaches to 
28, being spoken before A.D. 70 with the Jewish hope in mind. 
31 refers to the consolation of having Jesus' words, even though he 

1 Ev. Marci, p. 100. 
3 Op. cit. p. 99. 

2 Ibid. 
4 Op. cit., pp. 106-107. 
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has departed. 32 is suspicious in view of its antithetic 'the Father 
and the Son'. The whole section 32-37 presupposes the destruc
tion of Jerusalem, for the disciples no longer wait for Christ to 
come there.1 Thus all that remain to us from Ch. 13 are two say
ings poorly handed down (2, 28), one scarcely recognisable (28), 
both in their wrong context. As to the soundness of the method by 
which that result was obtained we pass no further comment. 

The Jewish scholar C. G. Montefiore follows closely in the steps 
of Loisy and W ellhausen. He does not give his own views at length, 
he is frankly not interested in the chapter, for like many liberal 
Jews he has an aversion to apocalyptic writings; in the main he 
reproduces Loisy's arguments from Les Evangiles Synoptiques, 
interspersed with some from Johannes Weiss that by no means 
give an accurate reflection of Weiss' position. His mood will be 
gathered by the following statement: 'This apocalyptic oration is, 
as a whole, certainly unauthentic. Much of it is built upon the 
familiar lines of Jewish apocalypses from Daniel onwards. It has 
very slight interest for us today, and little or no religious value .... 
How much of the oration from 5 to 37 goes back to Jesus is very 
doubtful. Verse 3 2 seems most likely to be authentic. As regards 
the rest, the portions which are of Jewish origin, or of Christian 
origin, or lastly, which proceeded from the mouth of Jesus, can 
never be distinguished with certainty. The oldest parts, represent
ing the original Jewish apocalypse, may be 7-8, 14-20 and 24-3 I. 

Christian editors, including the Evangelist, will account for what 
remains. It is even questionable whether any part was said by Jesus 
of what we now possess.' 2 With reference to the last sentence, it 
should be noted that in the second edition of the commentary the 
earlier estimate of v. 32 is modified and doubts are expressed as to 
its authenticity. Montefiore affirms that as the chapter is of 
little or no religious value, it is not worth discussing the question 
of its origin. Nevertheless, he offers one reason for rejecting its 
genuineness: Loisy is cited with approval that the view-point of the 
discourse is inconsistent with Jesus' teaching on the suddenness of 
the coming of the kingdom,3 and he agrees that it is the strongest 
argument against its authenticity. Curiously enough, when com
menting on 28-29 he opposes Weiss' (earlier) view that a contradic
tion exists between 29 and Lk. 17. 20, as also between 30 and 32: 
'Both points of view', he writes, 'were current in the oldest Church, 

1 Ibid. 2 The Synoptic Gospels, 1909, first edition, p. 299. 
3 Op. cit., p. 301. 
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and perhaps even both were combined side by side in the mind of 
Jesus. Signs were important, and yet not too important. Too much 
stress must not be laid on them. In the last resort the precise hour 
was unknown and unknowable.' 1 How did Montefiore reconcile 
that statement with his citation of and agreement with Loisy, as 
mentioned above? Presumably he did not perceive the necessity to 
do so. Once more we see the spectacle of a scholar demolishing his 
own case for the Little Apocalypse hypothesis. 

James Moffatt gave a very well-documented account of the dis
cussion concerning Mk. 13, at least on the critical side, but he 
added little on his own account. 2 He declared: 'The details of the 
reconstructed apocalypse are not quite certain, but its general con
tour is unmistakable; it parts, as a whole, readily from the context 
and forms an intelligible unity, whatever were its original size and 
aim.'3 As to the limits of the document, 'If the introductory passage 
Mk. 13. 5-6 is added, probably Mk. 13. 21-23 should also be in
corporated'; that would make the apocalypse to consist of 5-8, 
14-27, a very considerable section of the chapter. On that score, 
we are not surprised that Moffatt feels that the little apocalypse 
forms 'an intelligible unity'; he has only omitted 9-13 from the 
body of the chapter! On the other hand, if one keeps to the more 
orthodox critical view and defines the apocalypse as 7-8, 14-20, 
24-27, how can one be so sure that 'it parts readily from its con
text', when one is not certain of the context of 7-8, nor where 
14-20 ends or 24-27 begins? And what if, as is almost certain, 
14-20 be not an original unity? It is one thing to assert that certain 
portions part readily from their context, it is another thing to claim 
that together they form an original whole. Moffatt may have felt 
himself justified in making his celebrated statement, 'This hypo
thesis of the small apocalypse ... is now a sententia recepta of 
synoptic criticism', 4 but whether he should have made it so con
fidently is questionable. 

5. FROM B. H. STREETER TO R. H. CHARLES 

B. H. Streeter's exposition of the eschatology of the Gospels 
seems to have oscillated between hostility and sympathy. His two 
contributions to the Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, 19n, 
advocate debatable positions, mainly directed against a serious view 

1 Op. cit., p. 306. 
2 An Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, r9r1, third edition, 

1918, pp. 207 ff. 
1 Op. cit., p. 207, • Op. cit., p. 209. 



DEVELOPMENT OF THE LITTLE APOCALYPSE THEORY 57 
of the evangelic material on eschatology. He was responsible for a 
curious error in respect of Mk. 13; he wrote, 'Mk. 13 dominates 
the eschatology of the Second Gospel, and through him that of the 
two later Gospels, which so largely depend on Mark, especially that 
of Matthew. It is the citadel of the extreme eschatological school of 
interpretation' .1 This presumably refers to Schweitzer and his 
sympathisers, but we have noted that such exegetes could not 
accept Mk. 13 and retain their own views. C. H. Turner perpetuated 
this mistake in his commentary on Mark. 2 Streeter repeated the 
older view that the Little Apocalypse is 'a complete and carefully 
articulated apocalypse of the conventional type', a view which we 
have seen reason to question. On this basis, however, he feels that 
this apocalypse can be interpreted on exactly the same lines as 
ordinary Jewish apocalypses: it is pseudonymous, like the rest of 
such writings; it embodies older materials; it reflects a series of 
recent events, viz. famines, earthquakes, wars, Paul's sufferings 
and testimony before rulers, the activity of the delators in Rome 
who betrayed Christians, and above all the fall of Jerusalem which 
had recently taken place. 3 The conviction that the end of the world 
was about to occur is said to be the motive for the writing of this 
apocalypse, to encourage the faithful who have endured such fear
ful sufferings, lest they be led astray by false Christs at the eleventh 
hour. 'The lengthy and elaborate character of the apocalypse of 
Ch. 13 shows the importance assigned to it by the author-natur
ally, if the end of the world is coming in a few months, details 
on that subject are of surpassing interest.' 4 While Streeter ad
duces the usual objections to Mk. 13, in an appendix on this 
matter he makes plain the real basis of his views: he is con
vinced that there may be discerned within the New Testament a 
twofold evolution of eschatological thought, proceedingpari-passu; 
the line from Paul to John starts from crude eschatology to its 
virtual elimination, the line from Q to Matthew travels from vague 
eschatological conceptions to sheer apocalypticism, and in this pro
cess Mark stands half-way. Since 'vagueness and reserve are the 
characteristic notes of the apocalyptic sayings of Q', Mk. 13 is con
demned, with its concrete view of the end of the world coming in a 

1 Op. cit., p. 425. 
2 A New Commentary on Holy Scripture, Part III, p. 102. 
• Op. cit., pp. 179-181. Streeter follows the example of many earlier exegetes 

and explains the wars, famines, etc., from contemporary experiences as narrated 
by the historians of the day. 

4 Op. cit., p. 428. 
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few months.1 The same thing, however, applies to Mk. 8. 38, 9. 1, 

14. 62, 'the last being particularly unreliable since it comes from a 
version of the trial circulated by the enemies of Jesus'. 2 

This view was modified in Streeter's essay in Foundations, 1912. 
While still adhering to his belief in the development of eschatology 
in Q, Mark, Matthew, he admitted, 'The conclusions I was then 
inclined to draw from it were, I now think, somewhat too sweep
ing'. 3 He feels that the authenticity of sayings like Mk. 13. 30, Mt. 
10. 23, 24. 34 cannot be denied without grave risk of losing the his
torical character of the Gospels altogether. 4 Mk. 13, nevertheless, 
is still unauthentic. From this position Streeter did not move, and 
in his work on the Four Gospels the sympathy with eschatology 
which showed itself temporarily in Foundations disappears. He seems 
to have been peculiarly susceptible to the views of other writers; 
we note, for example, the ready way he took up Charles' dubious 
idea that the Book of Revelation was written in the belief of an 
impending invasion of the Roman Empire by the Parthians led by 
Nero redivivus; Streeter thought that the Gospel of Matthew was 
written with the same fear in mind, 5 a most improbable suggestion. 
In the case of Mk. 13 he seems to have become aware, since writing 
his earlier essays, that Bousset had written a book on the Anti
christ, and again he takes up that writer's ideas with enthusiasm. 
He admitted he had been mistaken in thinking that Mk. 13 was 
written after the fall of Jerusalem, and that the author had written 
with that event in mind; he now recognises that the abomination of 
desolation is a personal Antichrist who will sit supreme in the 
temple of Jerusalem till he is destroyed by the Christ at the 
parousia. 6 There is no need to date the Little Apocalypse about 
A.D. 70, for the same doctrine appears in II Thess. 2. 'I would 
venture the suggestion that it, or something very like it, was known 
to Paul, and was accepted by him, too, as an authentic utterance of 
Jesus. That at any rate would explain the teaching about the Man 
of Sin in II Thess.' 7 The admission is noteworthy. If Paul in the 
earlier days of his ministry knew the contents of the Little Apoca
lypse, we are taken back to the primitive period of Christian his
tory; how is it that a pseudonymous writing, attributed to Jesus as to 
some worthy of the distant past, has been able to arise so soon and 
gain so widespread a circulation? And what of the multitude of 

1 Op. cit., pp. 425-426. 
4 Op. cit., p. r 13. 
• Op. cit., p. 462. 

• Op. cit., pp. 429-530. :i Foundations, p. II2, n. 2. 
• The Four Gospels, p. 523. 
7 Op. cit., p. 493. 
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'contemporary events', such as wars, famines, earthquakes, etc., of 
which the apocalypse is supposed to be the reflection? Streeter 
seems to have forgotten about them. Yet he still maintains that Mk. 
13. 9-13 reflect Paul's persecutions, delators in Rome, etc.1 If we 
are to put these ideas together we reach the remarkable conclusion 
that the pseudonymous author of the Little Apocalypse was a 
better prophet than Jesus. For his prognostications, according to 
Streeter's earlier writings, were so impossibly accurate, they must 
be vaticinia ex eventu. On this changed view they were written 
before the events took place, so they must be regarded as real pre
dictions, although they came true. But the predictions of 9-13, 
generally ascribed to Jesus, must not be allowed to him because 
they came true! Naturally Streeter did not intend to imply such an 
absurdity. Nevertheless, this phenomenon is continually met with 
in our investigation: a writer lays down uncautious views and 
realises later that some modification is necessary; the change is 
made, in oblivion that thereby his earlier positions are rendered 
intolerable. We suspect, however, that when the implications of the 
reflection of Mk. 13 in II Thess. 2 are realised, the Little Apoca
lypse theory will encounter heavy seas. 

R.H. Charles revised his Jowett lectures on eschatology in 1913, 
and left all students on the subject in his debt for the resultant 
work. 2 That the first edition of the book had appeared prior to 1900 
probably accounts for his continued adherence to Wendt's view 
that Mk. 13 contains two separate discourses, the one directed to 
persecuted disciples, the other to Jews facing the tribulation of 
Judea. As always, Charles is very emphatic; the representation of 
the Advent as a sudden, surprising event, and that which views it 
as preceded by admonitory signs are declared to be 'mutually ex
clusive'. The two discourses of Mk. 13 badly contrast with each 
other: 'Whereas faithfulness unto the death of the body is required 
from the disciples in one source, in the other they are exhorted to 
pray that the attack on Jerusalem, which is the beginning of the 
end, may not be in the winter, lest they should suffer bodily dis
comfort !'3 A lengthy list of parallels between the Little Apocalypse 
and the Jewish Apocalypses is provided, together with a few Old 
Testament passages charitably thrown in, to demonstrate the 
derivation of the former from the latter. The identification of the 

1 Op. cit., pp. 493-494. 
2 A Critical History of the Doctrine of a Future Life, ISt ed., 1899; 2nd ed. 1913. 
3 Op. cit., p. 381. 
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fall of Jerusalem with the parousia in Mk. 13 is the final proof that 
the discourse is unauthentic, for 'Christ often prophesies his par
ousia in connection with his death and resurrection, but the destruc
tion of Jerusalem invariably by itself'.1 Unfortunately, none of these 
considerations may be left as they are. We are not quite sure what 
Charles means by the first point, for later on he states: 'Certain 
signs were to precede it (the parousia), such as persecution of the 
disciples and their condemnation before Jewish and heathen 
tribunals, 13. 9-13. This persecution, moreover, was conceived as 
lasting continuously from the founding of the Church to the 
parousia. The experience of Christ was to be likewise that of his 
disciples, Mt. 10. 24-25, Jn. 15. 20.'2 Then how can a 'sudden' 
coming and one preceded by signs be 'mutually exclusive'? Is it 
that the signs of persecution extend throughout the Christian dis
pensation? But the wars, earthquakes, etc., similarly extend 
through the Christian era. Or does Charles take exception to the 
specific prediction about the 'abomination' and the flight which 
follows? That, too, is a groundless objection if the prophecy 
relates to the fall of Jerusalem, for Charles accepts 13. 1-2 as 
authentic. It would seem that the real offence is contained in v. 18, 
where Jesus descends to the apparently trivial concern that the 
apocalyptic event should not happen in cold weather. Doubtless 
Jesus would not descend to this level, but no careful reader of Mk. 
13. 14-20 imagines he did. 'Pray that it may not happen in the 
winter': even Bengel realised that something more than tempera
ture was involved here when he defined XHfLWV as 'winter, or cold 
and tempestuous weather'. It is the heavy rains in view here, that 
turn the wadis into impassable torrents and make flight from danger 
difficult, if not impossible. 3 If an exhortation to flight in face of 
impending slaughter be granted as reasonable, 13. 17 ff. is hardly 
pandering to comfort. The relation of Mk. 13 to Jewish writings, 
whether canonical or non-canonical, must be left for the present, as 
also the relation between the fall of Jerusalem and the parousia, 
but Charles's statement of the latter cannot go unchallenged. How 
did this most deeply versed scholar in eschatological thought come 
to say that Jesus often predicted his parousia in connection with his 
death and resurrection?4 The greatest difficulty in interpreting our 

1 Op. cit., p. 384. 2 Op. cit., p. 385. 
3 Schlatter translates x«µ.cfw as 'the rainy season'. Das Ev. nach Matthiius, p. 

356. 
• Charles, of course, was writing on the eschatology of the Synoptic Gospels 

and was not considering the Fourth Gospel. But since writing the above we can 
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Lord's eschatology devolves upon the fact that, in the Synoptic 
reports at least, he never once plainly did this. Lk. 17; 25 comes near 
to it, but the resurrection is not there mentioned. Mk. 14. 62 is 
better, but unfortunately it is not unambiguous. On the other hand, 
if Mt. 23. 38-39 be preserved in true sequence, we have the desola
tion of the temple connected with the parousia. Finally, if we add that 
Charles in one place defines the Little Apocalypse as 7-8, 14, 17-
20, 24-27, 30--31, but when reproducing it for the reader includes 
14-20 as a whole, 1 we shall find it difficult to avoid the conclusion 
that his exposition of Mk. 13 is not the most careful piece of writ
ing he produced in his long years of labour. 

In view of the importance attached to Charles's writings, we 
must not overlook his references to our subject in his commentary 
on Revelation. Like other commentators on the Book of Revela
tion, Charles does not fail to be impressed with the parallels to be 
observed between Mk. 13 and Rev. 6. He sets them out in columns, 
to show the likenesses more plainly. 2 Two points emerge, first that 
as Rev. 6. 7 f. makes 'pestilence' to be one of the plagues, and only 
Luke's version of the discourse contains that item, we see contact 
with Luke rather than Mark and Matthew; on the other hand, the 
denouement apparently combines Mark's and Luke's versions. To 
Charles this indicates that John knew the original Little Apocalypse 
and used it, rather than the Gospels. But a difficulty is raised by the 
fifth 'plague' of Rev. 6, for it presumes that persecutions of the saints 
were mentioned in the Little Apocalypse, and in that document there 
are none! Charles solves the problem thus: 'In this Little Jewish 
Apocalypse so far as it is preserved in the Gospels there is no 
reference to the persecution of the faithful. But since in the Psalms, 
Daniel and late apocalyptic literature this is a constant subject of 
complaint to God, it cannot have been wanting in the original form of 
the Little Apocalypse.'3 Can one find a better example of petitio 
principii? Observe the presuppositions of this argument: (i) Charles 
sees close parallels between portions of Mk. 13, Lk. 21 and Revela
tion; he assumes on the basis of the Little Apocalypse theory that 
John would know them as the Little Apocalypse rather than em
bodied in the eschatological discourse, for if such an apocalypse 
answer our own question. It is plain that he is citing Schwartzkopff, Die Weis
sagungen Jesu Christi, 1895, pp. 160--161, where the same assertion is made in 
similar language and the same counter-suggestion is given. 

1 Op. cit., pp. 381, 382-383. 
• A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation of St. John, vol. I, 

p, 158. 
3 Op. cit., p. 159. 
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existed John would be sure to know it. 1 (ii) Rev. 6 makes persecu
tions of the faithful an integral part of the last distress; as the other 
'plagues' are taken from the Little Apocalypse, presumably this 
one will be no exception; then the original Little Apocalypse con
tained a section on the persecution of the faithful. Such a view 
implies both that John knew a longer version of the Little Apoca
lypse than the Evangelists knew, and that the Evangelists or their 
source cut out the original references to persecution in order 
to replace them by other references to persecution. A very curious 
procedure if the Little Apocalypse was taken to be an authentic 
utterance of Jesus! Why make such a conjecture, when the desired 
element is already contained in the discourse? And what becomes 
of the original view of Charles, that the Little Apocalypse was only 
concerned with political events, and the Christian discourse with 
suffering disciples? We see here precisely the same phenomenon of 
contradiction perceptible in Streeter's writings. Admittedly all 
Charles' s difficulties fall away if one supposes that John knew the 
eschatological discourse as we have it now; but that would provide 
further evidence that the entire discourse gained wide circulation 
at an early date, and another of the supposed 'proofs' of the Little 
Apocalypse disintegrates on examination. It has also to be ex
plained how the Little Apocalypse disappeared so completely from 
circulation among the Churches, and how on the other hand the 
eschatological discourse could gain so wide an acceptance at an 
early date if it was largely unauthentic. 

6. FROM E. MEYER TO F. HAUCK 

The work of a historian on Christian origins is always viewed 
with interest and respect; that of Edward Meyer has been accorded 
more than ordinary attention.2 His specialised training, however, 
does not find much scope in Mk. 13. It is significant to note, after 
what we find in Charles, that Meyer should affirm, 'The prelimi
nary signs and the catastrophe are described entirely with the 
familiar features of Judaism, drawn from Ezekiel and Daniel as well 
as the eschatological sections in Isaiah' .3 Where Charles, understand
ably enough, is anxious to bring in his beloved apocalypses, Meyer 
is content to see the influence of the Old Testament. Nevertheless, 
this was hardly said to inspire confidence in the Little Apocalypse; 
perhaps we should have laid emphasis on the term 'entirely', for 

1 Charles makes this last point on p. 159 of his commentary. 
1 Ursprung und Anfiinge des Christentums, 1921, vol. I. s Op. cit., p. 127, 
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Meyer thinks that Jesus did not use the Old Testament in this 
manner. The only other instances of Jesus directly citing the Old 
Testament, apart from occasions of exposition, are said to be Mk. 
4. 12 ( =8. 18), 7. 6, 9. 48, 12. 10, 14. 27. The discourse, accord
ingly, is 'an eschatological tract about the coming world-judgment 
and the question as to the point of time of the parousia', and since 
this question of the time of the Advent, particularly its delay, was 
characteristic of the interests of the early community, 'it is quite 
clear that this whole proclamation has nothing to do with the 
historic Jesus, but is a product of the first generation of the Chris
tian community, whose fortunes are prophesied'.1 That means, of 
course, that not only the Little Apocalypse is of alien origin, but 
the section concerning the disciples in the rest of the chapter is 
unauthentic. To Meyer that position is inevitable, since we have 
insufficient data on which to base the true teaching of Jesus. 'That 
Jesus, like all Old Testament prophets, also spoke of the future, of 
the impending overthrow of earthly things and of the setting up of 
the kingdom of God, no one will doubt; but how he thought of 
that can no longer be known; it is completely overgrown by the 
development of Christian views .... What Mark offers us in Ch. I 3 
is the tradition which formed itself in the narrow circle of the 
leaders of the primitive community, and is laid in the mouth of their 
Messiah on the ground of the expectations which they had fastened 
on him.' 2 The date is determined by such considerations as 
absence of mention of the conflict with Rome in the sixties, and of 
the struggle with the empire as reflected in the Revelation; while 
the heathen mission is quite unimportant in this group. 'This 
circle is still ruled wholly by Jewish ideas; Judaism and Jerusalem 
with its Christian community stand in the middle point dominating 
all. Here the composition must have arisen, probably in the fifties, 
or at the latest about the time of the persecution in which James the 
Lord's brother fell as an offering.' 3 It is of value to be told by this 
eminent historian that, unlike many theologians, he cannot trace 
the situation of the Roman Christians in Mk. 13, and that the 
situation presupposed is that of the Palestinian Church. But what 
of this denial of the authenticity of the chapter in toto? It raises the 
question whether Jesus anticipated an interval between his death 
and Second Coming; if he did, the denial that he could have made 
provision for his disciples in that period is unreasonable, and un
like what we would have expected of him who spent so much time 

1 Op. cit., pp. 126, 129. 1 Op. cit., p. 129. 3 Op. cit., p. 130, 
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in training the Apostles for their ministry. To that issue we shall 
return later. We are not convinced that there are no means for dis
covering what our Lord really taught about his Advent; the sources 
for the teaching of Jesus are not wholly unreliable, and in the end 
it may be found that we are more at fault than the documents that 
instruct us. 

Following on E. Meyer, and basing himself on his conclusions, 
A. Piganiol gave careful consideration to the date of the Little 
Apocalypse.1 Meyer's date, in the fifties or at the time of the death 
of James in 62, is taken to be the terminus ad quern. 'The terminus a 
quo is furnished by the beginning of the persecution of the Jews 
against the Christians', i.e. the end of Tiberius's reign, the per
secution reaching its climax in the death of Stephen. The real clue 
to the point of time at which the apocalyptist stood is the past 
tense used in Mk. 13. 19-20: 'If the Lord had not shortened the days 
no flesh would have been saved, but for the sake of the elect whom 
he chose he did shorten them.' Clearly then, at the moment of writ
ing, this event had already happened. The time can only be that of 
Caligula's threat to erect his statue in the temple. It will be recalled 
that when the order was first made known, the Roman commander 
Petronius was persuaded by the Jews to write to Caligula in the 
attempt to dissuade him from his purpose. 'It is precisely during 
this crisis that the redactor of the synoptic apocalypse held his pen. 
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," 13. 18) .... When the anguish was at its height, the mag
nanimous decision of Petronius "shortened the days".' According 
to Schurer, this took place in November A.D. 40. 2 Nevertheless, the 
jubilation of the Jews was short-lived; Caligula repented of his 
decision and two months later announced his intention of making 
a voyage to Syria. The Jews were in dread. Caligula sent an order 
to Petronius to kill himself. Fortunately for Petronius, Caligula 
was murdered, and the news of the emperor's murder reached him 
before the fateful message. Piganiol agrees with Spitta that II Thes
salonians may well have been composed in this period of anxiety: 
'We believe that the apocalyptic passage (in II Thess.) is contem
poraneous with the discourse of the parousia (Mk. I 3), and that it 

1 'Observations sur Ja date de l'apocalypse synoptique', Revue d'Histoire et de 
Philosophie religieuses, 1924. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 247-248. 
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was written in the midst of Jewish Christians among whom Paul 
then found himself.' The apocalypse of Mk. 13 was written ( o ava
yivwaKwv voEl-rw) by a Jewish Christian and presented as a pro
phecy of Christ, in the conviction that the first act of the drama 
was finished and the rest was speedily to come. 'It should be con
sidered as the most ancient document of Christianity; it shows us 
the spirit of the Jewish Christians less than ten years after the death 
of Christ.'1 

This interpretation of Piganiol's, attractive though it be, has cer
tain serious defects: (i) it assumes that to issue a document in the 
light of events for which it is relevant means that it must be com
posed by the aid of those events; this is unnecessary, and is the 
vitiating assumption of a good deal of present-day form criticism. 
(ii) It assumes that it was natural for a Christian in Palestine in the 
year A.D. 40-41 to compose a writing in the name of the historic 
Jesus, in distinction from a revelation of the Risen Lord, and 
equally natural that such a document would gain widespread cur
rency in the presence of the apostles. The former supposition is 
highly questionable, and the latter, since the document claims to 
be addressed to the four leading apostles, asks too much. (iii) It 
assumes that every element in this prediction reflects events that 
have happened, for the phenomenon of prediction is inadmissible. 
This all too commonly accepted canon of criticism is rigorously 
applied by Piganiol: verses 7-8 are said to relate to the war be
tween the Arabian Aretas and Herod Antipas, the strained rela
tions between Parthia and Rome, Caligula's expedition to Germany 
in A.D. 40 and his intended visit to Syria in 41; Luke's replacement 
of aKoas noMµwv 'rumours of wars', by dxa-raa-raalas 'disorders', 
reflects the troubles following Nero's death. As an example of the 
false prophets, mentioned in 13. 22, Bar-Jesus is cited, who with
stood Paul (Acts 13. 6). And so the process continues. This method 
surely is erroneous; it overlooks the precedents of Old Testament 
prophecy, the influence of which was never stronger than in the 
first century of our era; and it forgets the existence of 'prophets' in 
the New Testament community (Eph. 4. 11 ), the greatest example 
of whom was our Lord himself. If these three assumptions of 
Piganiol are called in question, the force of his conclusions is dis
sipated, in so far as they are intended to prove that the apocalypse 
of Mk. 13 was created by the circumstances of A.D. 40-41. 

The question of the relation of the evangelic material to the 
l Ibid. 

E 
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circumstances of the primitive community was given special atten
tion by A. E. J. Rawlinson, both throughout his commentary on 
Mark, and specifically as it applied to the problems of our chapter. 
To him the entire gospel is both 'a record of the story of Jesus ... 
and a message addressed to the contemporary Church'. His aim as 
an expositor was therefore twofold: (i) to show the significance of a 
saying or event in the setting of our Lord's life; (ii) to show the 
significance of this material to the Christians of Rome for whom 
the gospel was written.1 As to Mk. 13, Rawlinson cites Luke's 
words, 'Men's hearts failing them for fear, and for looking after 
those things which were coming on the earth' (2r. 26), as a des
cription of the period in which Mark wrote. 'It is intelligible that 
in such terrible circumstances the Church clung to and cherished 
the tradition of the Saviour's apocalyptic words.' 2 The substance 
of Mk. 13 is a message for the contemporary Church, introduced 
in the form of instruction given privately to a group of disciples, so 
conforming to the common pattern of apocalypses as well as to the 
other 'esoteric' passages in Mk. 4. 10 ff., 8. 17 ff. 'Though this may 
hold good as regards the arrangement, setting and adaptation of the 
discourse in its present form, it does not follow that its contents may 
not represent substantially our Lord's own general outlook upon 
the future, or that it does not contain a good number of sayings 
which are authentically his.' 3 Apart from these 'authentic' sayings 
(e.g. on persecution, 13. 9-13), Rawlinson is generous in his esti
mate of the extent to which the discourse represents 'substantially 
our Lord's general outlook upon the future', for the general drift 
of the discourse is evidently regarded as correct: 'It is probable 
that, looking upon future in terms of prophetic symbolism, his 
mind passed beyond the immediate to the ultimate future, in such 
fashion that the coming doom of Jerusalem was thrown ( as Bishop 
Gore expresses it )"upon the background of the final and universal 
judgment".'4 The representation of the parousia in v. 26 is also 
believed to be authentic. Rawlinson's objection to the discourse 
appears to be that instead of indicating generally the nature of this 
age and the climax to which it is heading, it purports to provide a 
map of the future; that cannot be reconciled with the professed 
ignorance of Jesus in 13. 32, the unexpectedness of the end assumed 
in 13. 35-37, and our Lord's refusal to provide signs when de
manded, 8. 11-12. 'It is not surprising that the hypothesis first 

1 'St. Mark', Westminst,r Commentaries, 1925, p. xviii. 
2 Op. cit., p. 178. 3 Op. cit., p. 179. 4 Op. cit., p. 180. 
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suggested by Colani in 1864, viz. that a sort of independent apoca
lypse of Jewish or Jewish-Christian origin has been combined in 
this chapter with genuine sayings of our Lord, has found wide 
acceptance among critics even of a generally conservative type. The 
passages which it is reasonable to assign to such a document are 
three, viz. vv. 7-8, 14-20, 24-27 .... Assuming that these three 
passages really did at one time form parts of a separate document, 
which has come to be wholly or partly incorporated in the Gospels, 
it is more probable that the document in question was of Jewish
Christian than of purely Jewish origin (as Colani supposed).'1 

Rawlinson thinks that the advice in 13. 14, 'Let the reader 
understand', cannot be taken as evidence of a written apocalypse, 
but is a remark added either by Mark or the original apocalyptist. 2 

13. 30-32 may be authentic, but if so they were probably spoken 
on more than one occasion. 

We have reproduced Rawlinson's views because they are typical 
of most English commentators. Probably he numbers himself 
among the 'critics of a generally conservative type', as compared 
with scholars like Wellhausen, Loisy, Buhmann. He believes the 
drift of Mk. 13 is correct, that Jesus prophesied the fall of Jeru
salem, the persecution of his disciples, the denouement at the 
Advent, on the background of which the disaster of Jerusalem is 
set. What, then, has he to do with Colani? It would seem that to 
the Bishop, as to most, Colani is but a name attached to a theory, 
but his works he has not read. Colani did not believe in the Little 
Apocalypse theory in the form apparently imputed to him by 
Rawlinson, and he certainly did not regard 13. 3-3 r as composed 
by a Jew; that section was rejected fundamentally on the ground 
that it represents Jewish-Christian eschatology, which differed 
from the beliefs both of Jesus and of the Jews. Most of the grounds 
on which Colani based his theory were explicitly repudiated by 
Rawlinson; the chief exception is the feeling that Mk. 13 presents 
us with a map of the future, and that we believe to be a miscon
ception. One element of the discourse on which Colani did not 
dwell is rejected by Rawlinson, the view of Antichrist in 13. 14 ff. 
Jewish apocalyptic tradition is said to have viewed Antichrist either 
as a God-opposing tyrant (as in Revelation) or a seductive agency, 
the incarnation of Beliar (as in II Thess.). 'It is probable that the 
roots of the conception are to be found ultimately in the ( originally 
Babylonian) legend of the battle of God with a dragon-like 

1 Op. cit., p. 18r. • Op. cit., p. 188. 
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monster, of which traces are to be found in various parts of the Old 
Testament. '1 We have yet to discuss the significance of the 'abomi
nation of desolation' in 13. 14, but we must not be misled by pre
mature reflections on the origins of eschatological conceptions. If 
it be true that the Antichrist of Jewish apocalyptic is adumbrated 
in the Babylonian goddess Tiamat, it is equally true that the 
Messiah who destroys her is adumbrated in the god Marduk. On 
what basis do we preserve the concept of Messiah and reject that 
of Antichrist, if it be merely a question of origins? The myth of the 
destruction of Tiamat by Marduk, as all know, was told to account 
for the creation of the universe by Marduk. Do we reject the idea 
of the creation of the universe by the mediation of Christ because 
it is adumbrated in this myth? Zimmern paralleled every element 
of Christology in Babylonian mythology, from the Virgin Birth to 
redemption by death and resurrection and the final victory at the 
parousia. On the basis of the attitude adopted by Rawlinson in this 
one matter only, he rejected the whole Christological scheme as 
mythological. 2 Admittedly, the relation between Biblical eschato
logy and the mythologies of the nations with which Israel came 
into contact is no easy matter to settle, but it will not do to take one 
isolated element and deal with it in this fashion. It goes to the roots 
of our Faith, and it demands a treatment commensurate with the 
problems involved. When it is dealt with on that scale, it may be 
that Oesterley's contention will be justified, that the myths of 
Oriental religions are part and parcel of yearnings native to the 
human heart and as such integral elements of 'natural' religion, or 
general revelation. 3 Meanwhile, we note that Rawlinson's belief in 
the irreconcilability of an Advent preceded by signs with one that 
is sudden is an insufficient basis on which to construct a Jewish
Christian apocalypse in Mk. 13. 

The interest of B. S. Easton's exposition of the eschatological 
discourse4 centres on his conviction that Luke's version of the dis
course is independent in the main of Mark's. Lk. 21. 5--9 he regards 
as coming from Luke's special source (L) with some Marean inser
tions. 5 21. 10-36 is also mainly independent: 'Verse 11 differs so 
much from Mark that "contacts" and "common omissions" are 
illegitimate terms; in fact, from this point down to v. 29, Luke 

1 Op. cit., p. 187. 
1 Die Keilinschriften und das Alte Testament, Schriider-Zimmern, 1903, 370-

396. 
• The Doctrine of the Last Things, 1909, pp. 216-zi9. 
' The Gospel according to St. Luke, 1926. 1 Op. cit., p. xxiv. 



DEVELOPMENT OF THE LITTLE APOCALYPSE THEORY 69 

agrees with Mark only in occasional sentences.'1 Easton describes 
Lk. 21. 20-24 as 'the form Mark's "Little Apocalypse" took in 
southern Palestine'.2 The date of Luke's version is determined by 
the consideration that the Gospel as a whole was written c. A.D. 55-
65, 'when the "rich" were enjoying undisturbed power, rather than 
a time when the visitation of the Roman conquest had fallen on 
them';3 21. 12-19 is placed earlier, however, since it is 'a prediction 
of persecution in the Palestinian community, with a promise of 
preservation from the death sentence; through the aid of the Son of 
Man the disciples would always emerge victorious in their struggles 
with the Jewish courts. This is an accurate reflection of conditions 
in Palestine c. A.D. 50; there were many persecutions (I Thess. 2. 
24 f.), but practically no martyrdoms' .4 On this basis Luke's ver
sion is earlier than Mark's, for Easton thought that Mk. 13 was bound 
up with the Fall of Jerusalem. 5 Our views on the validity of this 
method of treating a Gospel document purporting to give predic
tions have already been expressed in our discussion of Piganiol's 
work. But Easton's view of the independence of Lk. 21 is of first 
importance. 

Vincent Taylor's study of Luke appeared in the same year as 
Easton's commentary. 6 His position was remarkably similar to that 
of Easton. He differed from the latter in regarding Lk. 21. 5-11 as 
derived from Mark's discourse, but 21. 12-19, 20--36 are believed 
to be non-Markan passages containing Markan 'insertions' in vv. 
16 f., 2m, 23a, 266-27, 29-33. It is unnecessary to summarise the 
discussion by which this result is reached, but Dr. Taylor's com
ments on these 'Markan insertions' into Lk. 21. 20-36 are note
worthy. They are said to be 'no patchwork or mosaic, but a well
articulated whole'. 7 The passages in Mark from which they are 
taken, 13. 19-20, 22-23, 27, 32-33 'constitute a compact body of 
thought which gives definite tone and meaning to the Markan dis
course. Unlike the four passages which St. Luke has undoubtedly 
taken over, these passages are not fringes and cuttings; they are of 
the very pattern of the Markan fabric; they make it what it is'. 8 This 
is interesting, for Dr. Taylor presumably accepted at this time the 
usual analysis of the Little Apocalypse, 7-8, 14-20, 24-27.9 If vv. 

1 Op. cit., p. 310. 2 Op. cit., p. 311. 3 Op. cit., p. xxviii. 4 Op. cit., p.311. 
5 Christ in the Gospels, 1930, p. 4: 'The phenomena of Chapter 13 tie us up to 

a time close to the Fall of Jerusalem; this is almost universally acknowledged.' 
• Behind the Third Gospel, A Study of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis, 1926. 
7 Op. cit., p.113. 8 Op. cit., p.116. 
9 So in his book The Gospels, A Short Introduction, 1930; in the fourth edition 

this is stated on p. 57. 
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19-20, 22-23, 27, 32-33 constitute 'a compact body of thought', 
what are the grounds for omitting 22-23, 32-33 from the Little 
Apocalypse when 19-20, 27 are included? Alternatively, what are 
the grounds for assigning 19-20, 27 to that source, when they are 
of a piece with 32-33, which no writer has ever assigned to the 
Little Apocalypse, nor indeed could well do? We are far from deny
ing the contention of Dr. Taylor, that Luke's version is indepen
dent of Mark and that the omissions by Luke are of the same 
stamp, but we fail to see how one can maintain this hypothesis and 
that of the Little Apocalypse at the same time. Later we shall see 
that this distinguished scholar has since repented of both views, in 
that he rejects the Little Apocalypse theory and assigns the one 
'compact group' of sayings to three different groups. 

The sole reason adduced by F. Hauck for his adherence to the 
Little Apocalypse theory is that the discourse gives partly objective 
prophecy (in the third person, hence the eKAEKTo{ of 20, 22, 27) 
and partly exhortation to disciples (in the second person).1 He 
believes the 'apocalyptic groundwork' to be 7-8, 12, (136?), 14-22, 
24-27. In contrast to Rawlinson's view he writes: 'It is to be 
admitted that the apocalyptic basis, despite its strongly Jewish 
colouring, maintains the spirit of Jesus in its reserve in depicting 
the future, its lack of Jewish world-sovereignty ideas and all feeling 
of hatred and revenge. The tendency of Ch. 13, despite all tension 
of thought as to the great hope of the End, is di_rected more to 
holding back extravagant views as to the near expectation of the 
End.' 2 Other interesting contributions of Hauck on the under
standing of Mk. 1 3 will be considered later. 

7. FROM R. BuLTMANN TO G. HOLSCHER 

In considering the views of Rudolf Bultmann, readers will no 
doubt be more interested to learn what he accepts rather than what 
he rejects; for Bultmann to receive a Synoptic saying as authentic 
is something of an event. Alas, the event does not occur in this 
chapter. Without any reason being offered, it is laid down that Mk. 
13. 7 f., 12, 14-22, 24-27 are 'apocalyptic words which formed a 
connection even before they were worked up by Mark, who pre
served them essentially intact'. 3 5 f., 9-u, 13a, 23 are Christian 
additions, connecting the Little Apocalypse with the person of 

1 'Das Evangelium des Markus', Theologischer Handkommentar zum Neuen 
Testament, r931, p. 153. 

2 Op. cit., p. 154. 
a Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition, 2nd ed., 1931, p. 129. 
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Jesus and introducing 'predictions' concerning historic events and 
the mission and persecution of the Church. This satisfactorily deals 
with 5-27. As to the parable of the Fig Tree, Buhmann is not sure: 
at one point he seems to think v. 28 is possibly authentic, and 29 a 
mistaken application;1 at another he expresses doubt concerning 
both verses-28 f. could very well derive from Jewish tradition. 2 

30 may be a variant of 9. 1, but it is also possible that it originally 
formed the conclusion of the Jewish apocalypse (with 32?). 31 is a 
Christian formation. 32 is perhaps a Jewish saying, apart from the 
Christian conclusion; with 30 it could have formed the end of the 
Jewish apocalypse. 3 33-37 are to be compared with Mt. 15. r-13, 
Mk. 9. r, etc., as Christian compositions that express the Christian 
view of the person of Jesus. 4 Returning to the beginning of the dis
course, 1-2a is a scene composed for the prophecy 2b, its form 
therefore is determined by the wording of 2b. 5 As to 2b, Buhmann 
cannot make up his mind whether to accept it or not. At one time 
he writes: 'With regard to the prophecy of the destruction of the 
temple, 13. 2, there exists at least the possibility that it was first put 
in the mouth of Jesus by the community.'6 Later, in kinder mood, 
he states: 'The temple saying (in the wording of Mk. 13. 2?) 
may perhaps be considered as a word of Jesus, even if with reserve.' 7 

13. 3 is placed alongside 4. II, etc., as a secondary question of dis
ciples, composed to give life and interest to apophthegmata. 8 Thus 
every verse of Mk. 13, with the possible exception of 2b, is judged 
to be unauthentic. The same treatment is accorded to the great 
majority of the other 'prophetic and apocalyptic words'. What is 
the ground for this attitude? Partly it is due to Bultmann's sceptical 
attitude towards the evangelic traditions generally. Nevertheless, a 
motive is supplied in his book Jesus, where he affirms that Jesus 
repudiated all apocalypticism. 'It should be noted that he neither 
depicts the punishments of hell nor paints elaborate pictures of the 
heavenly glory. The oracular and esoteric note is completely lack
ing in the few prophecies of the future which can be ascribed to 
him with any probability. In fact, he absolutely repudiates all repre
sentations of the kingdom which human imagination can create 
when he says, "When they rise from the dead, they neither marry 
nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels in heaven" (Mk. 12. 
25). In other words, men are forbidden to make any picture of the 

1 Op. cit., p. 187. 
• Op. cit., p. r34. 
7 Op. cit., pp. 135-136. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 132-133. 
6 Op. cit., p. 36. 
' Op. cit., p. 71. 

• Op. cit., p. 130. 
• Op. cit., p. 132. 



72 JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

future life. Jesus thus rejects the whole content of apocalyptic 
speculation, as he rejects also the calculation of the time and the 
watching for signs. '1 It is easy to assert that Jesus rejects all apoca
lyptic speculation, but it is an ambiguous statement. If by 'apoca
lyptic speculation' is denoted an imaginative description of the 
varied departments of heaven and hell and their respective inhabi
tants, then Jesus certainly dissociated himself from it. But can we 
rightly affirm that the significance of Mk. 12. 25 is the forbidding 
to make any picture of the future life? What of the symbol of the 
Messianic feast, used more than once by Jesus (Mt. 8. II, Mk. 14. 
25)? More important, the burden of Jewish apocalypses was the 
passing of this transient age of imperfection and the coming of the 
new age of eternal glories; that fundamental conviction Jesus 
shared, and he based his message on it. This coincidence of belief 
is not surprising, for it was the hope of revealed religion as given 
in the books of the Old Covenant. The supreme difference between 
Jesus and his predecessors lies in his connection of the new age 
with his own person and activity: in his person and ministry the 
kingdom was present, in his parousia it would be consummated. 
Bultmann's edifice in reality is founded on one consideration: Jesus 
warned against all calculations-Luke 17. 20-21. 2 The great ques
tion therefore is: May we rightly describe Mk. 13 as 'calculation'? 
We hope to show that it is impermissible to view it as such. 

Maurice Goguel struck out in a new way in his exposition of the 
thought of Mk. 13.3 He admitted that while the view of the par
ousia in Lk. 17. 20 ff., instantaneous as a flash of lightning, dif
fered from that in Mk. 13, 'this fact, taken by itself, would not 
force us to regard the Synoptic Apocalypse as non-authentic'; the 
thought of Jesus may have oscillated on this matter. Similarly, the 
'artificial character' of the connection between 13. 1-2 and the dis
course proper does not prove the latter unauthentic, for the link 
may be editorial.4 For Goguel the decisive consideration lies in the 
date of Luke's version: Lk. 21. 24 can have been written only be
tween A.D. 66-70, i.e. from the outbreak of the Jewish revolt to the 
beginning of the siege, while it was still possible for people inside 
the city to depart; and Luke's version of the discourse is primitive. 
The primacy of Luke's version is demonstrated by the following 
points: (i) the entire setting of the events of the last week in J eru-

:Jesus Cfnd the Word, 1935, p. 39, from the German of 1926. 
Op. Clt., p. 40. 

• The Life of Jesus, 1933, 425 ff.; from the French of 1932. 
• Op. cit., pp. 425-426. 
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salem is better in Luke than in Mark: the story of the barren fig 
tree in Mark is a transformation of an aetiological myth, as 
Schwartz has shown, so that the division of days by means of it is 
wrong; Lk. 21. 37 shows that Jesus spent more than one week in 
Jerusalem. (ii) Luke's version of the discourse is purely Jewish, 
Mark has altered it to gain a more general significance ( cf. the 
mention of 'all flesh' in Mk. 13. 20). (iii) Luke has not the motive, 
so obvious in Mark, of quietening the impatience of believers, 
yearning for the parousia; this motive characterises a late period. 
(iv) The 'abomination of desolation' has nothing to do with the 
events of A.D. 40, for that crisis was temporary; in Mark it is simply 
a traditional apocalyptic idea and has no definite reference. 'Thus 
the earliest form of the Synoptic Apocalypse is found in Luke, and 
this form dates from the period which preceded the siege of J eru
salem.'1 Mark's version appeared in a time when it was realised 
that the fall of Jerusalem was not the sign which preceded the 
parousia. Matthew presumably used a copy worked over by Mark. 
There is nothing specifically Christian in the apocalypse, probably 
it is of Jewish origin. 

Goguel is not alone in championing the priority of Luke. 
Neander had done it a century earlier and others have followed 
suit since, but we can scarcely be satisfied with the manner of his 
establishing the point nor with the conclusions he draws from it. 
The employment of Schwartz's reconstruction of the fig tree nar
rative in Mk. 1 I. 12 ff. and the parable in Mk. 13. 28 f. is unfor
tunate; in our estimate the theory is fantastic.2 It is quite true that 
Luke's version is 'purely Jewish', but is there a more Jewish phrase 
than 'all flesh' in Mk. 13. 20? It is a Semitism and is as applicable 
to Palestine as to the universe; the context must decide its meaning. 
If it be true that Mark's version has a subsidiary aim to quieten 
excessive apocalyptic ardour, does that of necessity prove a late 
date? Goguel cites Mk. 13. 32, omitted by Luke, to prove that it 
does, but most critics think that Luke's omission of Mk. 13. 32 
shows that his version is later than Mark's, being actuated by 
dogmatic motives. In short, we cannot admit that Goguel has 
proved his case. That Luke's version was prior to Mark's cannot 
be established on the basis of the composition of Mark after A.D. 70. 
The question of priority rests solely upon what is considered to 

1 Op. cit., pp. 427-428. 
2 See the article 'Der Verfluchte Feigenbaum', in Zeitschriftfiir die neutesta

mentliche Wissenschaft, 1904. 



74 JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

have been the original form of the 'abomination' saying. As it 
happens, neither version demands a late date and neither is impos
sible on the lips of Jesus. Once again we see an exegete rejecting as 
insufficient all the usual reasons for proving the Little Apocalypse 
theory, and adducing another which, nevertheless, appears improb
able on examination. 

The Old Testament scholar G. Holscher took a hand in the 
debate and produced an article, now widely quoted. 1 Goguel had 
commented on the apparent change of attitude on Jesus' part 
towards the temple, in that Jesus one day cleansed the temple and 
shortly after prophesied its destruction: in the former case he had 
attempted reform, in the latter he despaired of it. 2 Holscher began 
at this point and affirmed that this change of attitude showed the 
prophecy of destruction to be unauthentic; it played no part in the 
trial before the Sanhedrin (Mk. 14. 55-64), the account of which 
is legendary; Mk. 13. 1-2 is a vaticinium ex eventu. 3 Verses 3-4 are 
composed to link the public declaration of 1-2 to the discourse 5 ff.: 
'The fiction of secret instruction ... corresponds to the apoca
lyptic style.' 13. 14 shows that the text rests on a literary basis. The 
composite nature of the discourse is revealed in its mixture of 'tra
ditional material of Old Testament-apocalyptic eschatology' with 
references to 'the concrete fortunes of the later Christian com
munity'; that means, of course, that the entire discourse is spuri
ous. Holscher makes this plain in his subsequent exposition. The 
Little Apocalypse is 7-8, 12; 14-20; 24-27. Othermaterial is 'Chris
tian formation', e.g. 21-23 refer to the many prophets mentioned 
by Josephus as arising in the years A.D. 44-66; 'all that follows v. 27 
is "rubble" (Geroll), composed by Mark as the conclusion of the 
discourse.' Any specifically Christian element is lacking in the dis
course. The whole derives from Daniel.' Like others, Holscher 
divides the Little Apocalypse into three scenes, but after the ex
ample of Jewish apocalypses he relates them to the three tenses: the 
first scene, 7-8, lies in the immediate past; the second scene, 14-20, 
represents the immediate present, for the Danielic prophecy of the 
'abomination' is about to be fulfilled-the vagueness of the lan
guage is due to the danger of the times ('one lays one's finger to the 
mouth and speaks only in gentle allusions'); the third scene, 24-27 1 

lies in the immediate future. The situation in which one has to 
speak so discreetly is betrayed by 13. 14; one epoch alone in the 

1 'Der Ursprung der Apocalypse Mark 13', Theologische Blatter, July 1933. 
• Life of Jesus, pp. 402-403. 3 Op. cit., p. 193. • Op. cit., p. 197. 
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first century A.D. suits such language, that of A.D. 40. In Daniel the 
'abomination of desolation' is a word play on the name Jupiter 
Olympios, whose statue Antiochus erected in the temple; the refer
ence is manifestly similar in Mk. 13, the 'abomination' is the statue 
of Caligula that everyone anticipated was about to be placed in the 
temple. This is the situation presumed in II Thess. 2, where the 
Emperor 'sits in the temple of God', naturally in figura; the pro
phecy is fully explained by the Little Apocalypse, 'with perhaps 
certain Christian additions like 13. 21 f., 32-37' . 1 The date of the 
Markan Apocalypse is thereby demonstrated to be between the 
winter of 39/40 and that of 40/41, more exactly between Spring 
and Autumn, Mk. 13. 18(!). 

It is apparent that many elements in this exposition depend on 
perilously subjective criteria. If Holscher believes that r-2 is a pro
phecy after the event, and the account of the trial before the San
hedrin fictitious, we can but express our disagreement. The idea 
that the prediction of the ruin of the temple contradicts the attitude 
of Jesus when he cleansed it is very questionable. The view that 
passages like 9-13, 21-23 are based on the experiences of the 
Church, is also unnecessary; Jesus knew that his disciples could 
not expect better treatment from the Jews than he himself had 
received, and he could have warned them of what lay ahead. Apart 
from dogmatic differences, however, Holscher seems to have been 
inconsistent in three respects: (i) While he regards 13. 14 as proof 
that the Little Apocalypse was originally a written document, he 
also states that the offending clause could be a 'marginal gloss'. 2 If 
the latter statement be true, the former is not; one cannot have it 
both ways. (ii) It is a very subtle use of language to distinguish be
tween an 'immediate present' which relates to the setting up of the 
abomination in a very short time, and an 'immediate future' which 
relates to the time after; most people would describe the former as 
well as the latter as 'immediate future'. The only motive for mak
ing such a distinction is the a priori view that as the extracted 
Little Apocalypse may be divided into three, and many Jewish 
apocalypses may be divided into past, present and future sections, 
this one must also reveal the same structure of thought. This is the 
Procrustean method in a new guise. (iii) It will not have escaped 
the reader's attention that II Thess. 2, on Holscher's view, needs 
as its presupposition the Little Apocalypse 'with perhaps certain 
Christian additions like 13. 21 f., 32-37'. This learned exegete 

1 Op. cit., pp. 199-200, 2 Cf. op. cit., pp. 195, 197. 
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seems to have forgotten that he had earlier stated that 13. 21-23 
reflects events of the years 44-66; we usually date the Thessalonian 
letters in the year A.D. 5ol Still worse, he appears to have over
looked that 13. 28-37 were described as 'rubble', added by Mark 
to round off the discourse, who ex hypothesi wrote after A.D. 70. 
Apart from these instances of forgetfulness, it surely is not with
out significance for the whole theory we are discussing that Paul is 
believed to have known, before the year A.D. 50, the Little Apoca
lypse, not in its presumed raw condition but with at least 'certain 
Christian additions like 13. 21-23, 33-37'. Holscher has already 
lumped together 28-37; there is therefore no reasonable objection 
to Paul's knowing the Little Apocalypse plus 21-23, 28-37. That 
leaves only 1-6, 9-13. As 6 is closely parallel to 21-23, there is 
no reason to deny that to the 'Christian additions'. We know that 
Holscher refuses the authenticity of 1-2, but in this he has almost 
all Christendom against him; the only ground he can adduce for 
Paul's not knowing it is that Paul did not mention it in II Thess. 2, 
which is slender proof indeed. We differ from him as to 9-13, 
though 12 is included in the Little Apocalypse, and must be 
allowed to regard these verses as possible to Jesus. 3-5 will go with 
any early version of the discourse. If, therefore, Holscher's view 
be accepted that II Thess. 2 presumes the existence of the Little 
Apocalypse plus Christian additions, we can see no valid reason for 
denying the probability that Paul knew the discourse of Mk. 13 
substantially as we now have it. 

8. RECENT INTERPRETATIONS 

The remaining expositions of the Little Apocalypse can in the 
main be dismissed briefly. The one significant consideration ad
duced by T. F. Glasson, not thus far dealt with, is the belief that 
strong influence of the Septuagint can be traced in Mk. 13, especi
ally in vv. 24-27.1 V. H. Stanton raised the same matter, and its 
importance demands a careful examination of the text of Mk. 13 
and of the LXX parallels; that will be undertaken later. H. A. Guy 
accepts the usual analysis of Mk. 13, but he admits that the incor
porated apocalypse has been thoroughly subordinated to the Chris
tian view; all is related to the Christian message and is used as a 
genuine prophecy in contrast to the work of the 'false prophets', of 
whom the reader is warned, 13. 22. 'The whole concludes with a 
prophetic exhortation to watch, 13. 37-a genuine instance of 

1 The Second Advent, 1945, pp. 185-187. 
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7rapaKA.71ai,, found also in Paul (I Thess. 5. 6) at the conclusion 
of a somewhat similar passage.'1 It is difficult to reconcile Guy's 
adherence to the Little Apocalypse theory when he follows C. H. 
Dodd in adducing 13. 14-19 along with Lk. 17. 31, 34 f., 37, as 
examples of sayings apparently containing an eschatological refer
ence, which nevertheless 'were originally intended to relate to the 
coming political and religious disaster'. 2 By classing Mk. 13. 14-19 
with extracts from the Q apocalypse, Guy undoubtedly gives the 
impression that they are authentic sayings of Jesus; are we to pre
sume, then, that the Little Apocalypse was composed from auth
entic sayings of Jesus mistakenly applied? It would seem unlikely 
that this writer has intended this inference. 

B. T. D. Smith,3 G. S. Duncan,4 S. H. Hooke5 and R. Heard6 all 
regard Mk. 13 as combining genuine sayings of Jesus with unauth
entic material, but they all adhere to the confusing habit of referr
ing to the entire discourse of Mk. 13 as 'the Little Apocalypse'. It is 
desirable that this term be retained for its traditional designation 
of a group of sayings within Mk. 13 regarded as of independent 
origin, seeing that the vast majority of New Testament critics have 
stamped it as a terminus technicus in this restricted sense. 

Of the critics just named, the most interesting treatment of Mk. 
13 is that of R. Heard, whose exposition takes us back to the theme 
of our first chapter. The prime consideration that Heard would 
have us bear in mind is the non-fulfilment of the parousia promise: 
'It must either be accepted that Jesus is rightly recorded in the 
Synoptic Gospels as having taught of his early return in glory and 
the accompanying judgment-and that he was mistaken, or it must 
be shown that his teaching was from the earliest days misinter
preted and transformed.' Heard adopts the latter alternative. 7 The 
error dates from the resurrection: 'When one misunderstanding
that the Messiah would not die-had been removed, it was replaced 
by another, that his departure was only for a short while, and that 
the establishment of the kingdom was to be on lines expected by 
the apocalyptists.'8 In proof of this thesis Acts 1. 7 is adduced, 
with the consideration that the interpretation of the kingdom as 
present is uncommon in the epistles generally. Two influences 

1 New Testament Prophecy, 1947, pp. 108-109. 
1 The New Testament Doctrine of the 'Last Things', 1948, pp. 60-61. 
3 The Gospel according to S. Matthew, 1927, pp. 182 ff. 
'Jesus, Son of Man, 1947, p. 179. 
5 The Kingdom of God in the Experience of Jesus, 1949, p. 62. 
8 An Introduction to the New Testament, 1950, p. 249. 
7 Op. cit., p. 247. 8 Op. cit., p. 250. 
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combined to encourage the primitive error, the study of the Old 
Testament and the rise of Christian prophecy. With the former 
influence account must be taken of the apocalyptic writings, which 
exercised a widespread influence in still further adapting Christian 
teaching on the End to current Jewish conceptions. The latter in
fluence was of great service, but 'it was peculiarly fitted to spread 
in the Church a confusion of ideas about the corning of the end', 
owing to the freedom of utterance granted to the prophets and 
their recognised authority. Mark 13 itself represents 'an adultera
tion of Jesus' teaching far beyond that which might be expected 
of Peter'; presumably we are to see the influence of the prophets in 
this passage. Heard suggests that 13. 14-20 (and the rest of the 
Little Apocalypse?) is a development of the authentic prophecy of 
the doom of Jerusalem, amplified in the light of Old Testament 
prophecy and first-century experience.1 After dealing thus with 
Mk. 13, pronouncing Mt. 10. 23 and Mk. 14. 62 as unauthentic 
and interpreting Mk. 9. 1 of the corning of the Spirit, it is said, 
'The apocalyptic element in the teaching of Jesus, if such a view of 
the Gospel evidence is accepted, is reduced to small proportions.' 2 

Naturally! If such a treatment of the Gospel evidence were meted 
out generally, the teaching of Jesus on any subject would be re
duced to 'small proportions'. 

Among other criticisms that might be made we draw attention 
to the following: (i) Such a text as Acts 1. 7 cannot prove that the 
disciples invented the belief in the early corning of the kingdom; it 
merely shows they cherished it still after the resurrection. The 
mention of their hopes concerning Israel shows that they had not 
grasped our Lord's teaching concerning the Church and the 
nations, but it should be observed that our knowledge of the teach
ing of Jesus that militates against their view is due to their pre
servation of it. This is sound testimony to the faithfulness of the 
disciples in preserving words of the Lord which they did not really 
understand and with which they had not come to terms. (ii) If 
'realised eschatology' is not in the Pauline and Johannine writings, 
it is nowhere in the New Testament. Of this C. H. Dodd has surely 
written sufficiently. (iii) The sole proof that Jewish apocalypses 
were read avidly by early Christians is the Epistle of Jude, one of 
the latest books of the New Testament. As we know that the Old 
Testament was authoritative for the Church, the burden of proof 
that the same applied to Enoch, etc., rests on those who assert it. 

1 Op. cit., pp. 56, 253. 2 Op. cit., p. 249. 
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(iv) The rejection of all elements in New Testament eschatology 
derived from the Old Testament cannot be squared with our Lord's 
attitude to the Old Testament, notably with Mt. 5. 17. (v) The 
early Church knew the inspiration of the Spirit in fuller measure 
than most generations since; the proof of that is its production of 
the New Testament, which was possible in no subsequent genera
tion. It is conceivable that the gift of inspired utterance, in the name 
of that same Holy Spirit, was the means of the greatest distortion 
of the teaching of Jesus that ever took place; but there will be a 
large number of dissentient voices to that proposition. 

(In addition to the above writers, the following may further be 
named as adhering to the Little Apocalypse theory: T. Keim, 
History of Jesus of Nazara, 1881, vol. 5, pp. 225 ff.; S. Davidson, 
The Doctrine of Last Things contained in the New Testament, 1882, 
pp. 16 ff.; A. Jacobsen, Untersuchungen uber die synoptische Evan
gelien, 1883, pp. 57, 75 ff.; E. Vischer, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 
1886, pp. 5 ff.; A. Menzies, The Earliest Gospel, 1901, pp. 232 ff.; 
P. W. Schmiedel, article 'The Gospels', Encyclopaedia Biblica, 
1901, vol. 2, cols. 1857, 1887 f.; D. H. F. van Soden, Urchristliche 
Literaturgeschichte, 1905, pp. 71 ff.; L. A. Muirhead, The Terms 
Life and Death in the Old and New Testaments, 1908, pp. 124 ff.; 
A. S. Peake, A Critical Introduction to the New Testament, 1909, 
p. 120; P. Wernle, The Sources of our Knowledge of the Life of Jesus, 
E.T. 1907, pp. 106 ff.; V. H. Stanton, The Gospels as Historical 
Documents, Part II, 1909, pp. II5 f.; E. von Dobschutz, The Escha
tology of the Gospels, 1910, pp. 88 ff.; C. W. Emmet, The Eschato
logical Question in the Gospels, 1911, pp. 57 f.; C. W. Emmet and 
L. Dougall, The Lord of Thought, 1922, pp. 289 f.; E. W. Win
stanley, Jesus and the Future, 1913, pp. 205 ff.; J. Denney, Jesus 
and the Gospel, 4th ed., 1913, pp. 224 f., 334 ff.; A. H. McNeile, 
The Gospel according to St. Matthew, 1915, pp. 343 ff.; P. A. 
Micklem, 'St. Matthew', Westminster Commentaries, 1917, pp. 
288 ff.; W. Manson, Christ's View of the Kingdom of God, 1918, pp. 
65, 167 (doubtful); The Gospel of Luke, 1930, p. 235; W. H. Cad
man, The Last Journey of Jesus to Jerusalem, 1923, pp. 98 f.; A. F. 
von Gall, BA.EIAEIA TOY 8EOY, 1926, pp. 476 f.; W. Lowrie, 
Jesus according to St. Mark, 1929, pp. 465 ff.; J. Newton Davies, 
'Mark', TheAbingdonCommentary, 1929,pp. 1014f.; A. W.F.Blunt, 
The Gospel according to St. Mark, 1929, pp. 72, 235 ff.; J.M. Creed, 
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The Gospel according to St. Luke, 1930, p. 252.; H.K. Luce, 'The 
Gospel according to S. Luke', Cambridge Greek Testament, 1933, 
pp. 319 ff.; G. Guignebert, Jesus, E.T. 1935, pp. 343, 389 ff.; M. 
Dibelius, A Fresh Approach to the New Testament, 1936, pp. II9 ff.; 
Jesus, E.T. 1949, pp. 71 ff.; J. Hering, Le Royaume de Dieu et sa 
Venue, 1937, pp. 91 f.; F. B. Clagg, An Introduction to the New 
Testament, 1937, pp. 206 ff.; P. Gardner-Smith, The Christ and the 
Gospels, 1938, pp. 175 ff.; W. F. Howard, Christianity according to 
St. John, 1943, p. 78; F. C. Grant, The Earliest Gospel, 1943, pp. 
62 ff.; A. M. Hunter, 'The Gospel according to Saint Mark', Torch 
Bible Commentaries, 1948, pp. 122 ff.; S. H. Hooke, The Kingdom of 
God in the Experience of Jesus, 1949, pp. 62 f., 131 f.; E. Kloster
mann, Das Markusevangelium, 4th ed. 1950, pp. 131 ff.) 



CHAPTER 3 

OTHER THEORIES CONCERNING 
THE ORIGIN OF MARK 13 

D
ESPITE the ready and widespread adoption of the Little 
Apocalypse theory from the time of its inception, there has 
been a steadily increasing number of New Testament critics 

from the close of the nineteenth century onwards who, while not 
able to accept the genuineness of the eschatological discourse, have 
either declined the popular alternative or seriously modified it. 
Amongst this group are to be found scholars with the widest range 
of theological thought and critical attitudes to the Bible. Some of 
the views proceed from highly individual beliefs about New Testa
ment origins, but most are products of wrestling with difficulties 
raised by the Little Apocalypse theory, and from these we shall 
learn much. 

I. FROM A. MEYER TO J. KLAUSNER 
Arnold Meyer, pioneer in Aramaic origins, must be classed with 

the former group. He thought that the compilation of the New 
Testament was a very lengthy process, in which the Gospels under
went drastic modifications. 'At the turn of the first century we have 
to suppose a living movement, a fresh, carefree handling of the 
transmitted material, which was stamped in ever-new coinage 
according to the necessities of the time and passed on from hand to 
hand .... Such a time was not minded to distinguish too anxiously 
between the logia of the Lord walking on earth and of the exalted 
Lord.'1 In his view, the term vla~ TofJ av0pc/mov 'Son of Man' 
did not penetrate the gospel tradition until after A.D. 170. That was 
the time when every man 'translated as well as he could', to use 
Papias' words, the Aramaic Gospel, and that was the time when 
'Greek-speaking Christians ... edified themselves with prophecies 
''from the Lord" like Mt. 24 and compared them with Daniel'. 2 

Since the latter reference to Daniel is held to explain the abomina
tion passage, and as the estimate of Jesus as the heavenly Son of 
Man arose together with it at this time, there is no question of an 

1 Jesu Muttersprache, 1896, pp. 70---71. 2 Op. cit., p. 100. 
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old apocalypse being adopted in Mk. 13; the whole structure will 
be due to a late compilation of materials drawn from various 
sources. In comparison with this view the Little Apocalypse theory 
was rather conservative. 

The attitude of Reville to eschatology has been mentioned in the 
first chapter.1 It will be recalled that he believed it was impossible 
for Jesus to have adopted eschatological views without denying his 
entire teaching. The parousia instruction is said to have arisen 
through disciples linking the progress of the kingdom with the 
activity of Christ: 'When it became axiomatic for his followers that 
he was the messiah of God, the triumph of his cause became there
by inseparable from that of his person .... The one could be taken, 
and was taken, for the other.' 2 This identification of the triumph of 
Christ with that of the kingdom is said to have led to the introduc
tion of apocalyptic categories into the teaching of Jesus (why it 
should have done so is not made clear), and that brought about a 
modification in the basis of our Lord's conceptions. 'It is impossible 
to make the separation of that which is authentic from that which 
is not in these apocalypses of the synoptics. It is only certain that 
the arrangement, the course, the systematisation of these predic
tions do not belong to Jesus himself and cannot pretend to the same 
authenticity as his truly original and personal teachings.' 3 This, of 
course, applies equally to the 'Q Apocalypse' of Lk. 17. 20 ff. as to 
Mk. 13 and every other saying wherein the messianic relation of 
Jesus to the kingdom appears. 

Oscar Holtzmann believed that Jesus agreed with a good deal of 
contemporary eschatological thought. Consequently, 'In its essen
tial features ... this discourse of Jesus (Mk. 13. 6-37) may be 
thoroughly genuine, even though in certain parts it has been very 
much recast.' 4 The 'recasting' spoken of by Holtzmann concerns 
vv. 10, 14-18. The former passage cannot be reconciled with the 
assumptions of Mt. 10. 23, nor with the behaviour of the apostles 
in the first seventeen years of the Church's existence; the latter is 
too precise to fit the idea of a tribulation during the last days. 'If, 
however, we excise the verses mentioned, as being additions from 
another hand, all the rest of the discourse would fit in very well 
with the point of time at which Mk. 13. 3-5 represents it to have 
been spoken.'s 

1 pp. 26 f. 2 Jesus de Nazareth, r897, vol. II, p. 322. 2 Op. cit., p. 325. 
4 The Life of Jesus, 1904, from the German of 19or, p. 456. 
& Op. cit., p. 457. 
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The division of opinion as to Mk. 13. 10 seems to be unrelated 

to the question of a Little Apocalypse, and the attitude of critics to 
its authenticity is in no way determined by their views of the larger 
issue. 13. 14-20 has certainly provided the biggest stumbling
block of the discourse for many, and is usually regarded as the 
heart of the Little Apocalypse. David Smith at first found that 
section, or rather 13. 14-19, impossible to accept,1 but he retracted 
this view when he came to write The Disciple's Commentary on the 
Gospels.2 To H. D. A. Major the Little Apocalypse is 13. 14-20. 
His objections to Mk. 13 solely concern this passage.3 13. 5-13 are 
assigned to the earliest stage of Christian history, 24-27 are formed 
to answer the question as to when Jesus may be expected back 
again. 4 E. J. Goodspeed adopts a similar position, save that he 
accepts the authenticity of the situation of Mk. 13 and of the whole 
chapter apart from 9-13, 14-20. 6 9-13 are held to reflect the experi
ences of the early believers, 14-20 relate to the circumstances of 
the Jewish war of A.D. 66-70. As Goodspeed, like Major, also 
refers to 'the probable presence of a little apocalypse in eh. 13 ', 6 

we must presume again that vv. 14-20 represent that apocalypse. 
In view of the great likelihood that Mk. 13. 15-16 are authentic 
sayings of Jesus (Lk. 17. 31), 'little' is an appropriate description of 
the apocalypse that remains! It is impossible to retain the term for 
such a fragment. 

The Syriac scholar A. Merx will be remembered as one who 
objected to attributing anything savouring of 'fanaticism' to Jesus. 7 

By 'fanaticism' he meant the expectation of a future world-sove
reignty of the Jews. Far from holding such a hope, Jesus taught the 
disciples to anticipate wars, persecutions, world-wide preaching of 
the Gospel, and above all the destruction of Jerusalem. To the 
announcement of this destruction vv. 14 ff. as truly belong as 1-2; 
the former passage is clearly Christian: 'The Jews sought the place 
(Jerusalem) as a protecting bulwark, the Christians shouldforsake 
it, that was Jesus' previsionary direction.' 8 Merx placed v. 14 in a 
wholly new light by his demonstration that all the Syriac authorities 

1 The Days of His Flesh, 1905, 8th ed., 1910, p. xxxi. 
2 Published 1928, p. 387. 
3 'The Gospel according to St. Mark', in The Mission and Message of Jesus, 

1937,pp. 158-160. 
• Op. cit., p. 160. 
s A Life of Jesus, 1950, pp. 186-189. 
• Op. cit., p. 15. 1 pp. 27 f. 
8 Das Evangelium Matthaeus nach der syrischen im Sinaikloster gefundenen 

Palimpsesthandschrift, 1902, p. 355. 



JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

for the text presume the reading OTav DE t871-n: To a71µE'iov 
TOV f33EAvyµaTOs, TO /rq0Ev Dul L1awry>. TOV 1rpo<p~TOV-O avayivw
U/1'.WV voElTw--ToTE 11'.TA, 'whenever you see the sign of the abomina
tion which was spoken of by Daniel the prophet, let the reader 
understand, then ... ' Merx himself believed the original reading 
to be shorter, viz. oTav DE t871TE TO U71µe'2ov Tov j38EAvyµaTos, 
TOTE ot ev rfj 'lov3at<f <pEvyl.Twaav, 'Whenever you see the sign of 
the abomination, then let those in Judea flee.' The discussion of 
this text must be left till later, but it will be seen that if the defining 
term ep71µwaEWS be not original, the (381.>.vyµa may be viewed in a 
less rigid way than is customary. Hence Merx felt fully justified in 
retaining the 'offending' passage. The limits of authenticity in the 
chapter, so far as he is concerned, are not explicitly declared, but 
one gathers from the exposition that he accepted 1-22 and refused 
24-27, with 28 f. if the parable relates to the Second Corning. In 
connection with Merx's view as to the acceptability of 13. 14 ff., 
we may notice that of H. J. Schoeps; in his important work on 
Jewish Christianity he maintains the view that Mk. 14. 58, 15. 29, 
Acts 6. 13, and presumably Mk. 13. 2 are all falsely reproduced; 
the primitive form of the logion is Mt. 24. 15( =Mk. 13. 14). He 
regardsthe'preservedcornrnand of Jesus',Mt.24. 15-28,Mk. 13. 14-
23, to be the basis of the oracular command referred to by Eusebius 
and so authentic.1 Evidently, we have not heard thelastofMk. 13. 14! 

It may occasion some surprise that the noted Roman Catholic 
scholar Pere M. J. Lagrange falls to be considered here, but 
honesty makes it impossible to include him among the defenders 
of the integrity of Mk. 13, honesty on his part, doubtless, as well as 
on ours. Lagrange wrote a lengthy article on the thought of Mk. 132 

in which he compared the structure of the discourse with that of 
Old Testament prophecies. 'With them we recognise that the 
thought follows a kind of rhythm. One stanza is opposed to another 
stanza, then a third stanza takes up again the thought of the first, 
while the fourth attaches itself to the second.'3 In our discourse 
that parallelism is seen to perfection; read in such a manner it 
yields two parallel discourses, one dealing with the ruin of the 
temple, 6-18, 28-31, the other with the corning of the Son of Man, 
HJ-27, 32-37. The discourses may be said to follow the same 
theme, as may be seen in the following table: 

1 Theologie und Geschichte desJudenchristentums, 1949, pp. 264-265, 444. 
2 'L' Avenement du Fils de !'Homme' Revue Biblique, 1906. 
3 Op. cit .. pp. 391-392. 
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Discourse on the Ruin of Discourse on the Coming of the 
Son of Man the Temple 

J. The time of distress 
6-8 19-20 

2, How disciples are to behave 
9-13 21-23 

3· The catastrophe 
14-18 24-27 

4· The parables 
28-31 32-37 

Nobody will maintain that Jesus gave such a discourse in one 
breath; the arrangement is due to the Evangelist, as in the case of 
the Sermon on the Mount. It is important, nevertheless, to note 
that the premonitory signs in the world and in the Church are 
wholly concerned with the fall of Jerusalem, the parousia comes 
without warning.1 What of the authenticity of these discourses? 
The agreement between the three Synoptists as to the first dis
course is so perfect, and it conforms so well to the theme indicated, 
that 'there is no room for doubting its authenticity'. 2 Not so the 
second. Lagrange had already pointed out that if 24-27, with 19-
20, were read separately they would be regarded as a Jewish apoca
lypse; they are merely a conglomeration of citations. 3 He now adds 
that these sections at least do not belong to the new and original 
teaching which Jesus opposed to the old tradition. It resembles the 
Assumption of Moses rather than the Sermon on the Mount; 'from 
the purely critical point of view it is very doubtful that Jesus pro
nounced this apocalypse.' On the other hand, it is to be admitted 
that Jesus did speak of his coming and the last judgment somewhat 
in this manner, it therefore remains possible that Mark 'blocked' 
the varied sayings. 4 The main point that Lagrange is concerned 
about, however, is not so much the authenticity of these verses as 
to show that the two discourses are quite separate; in that case 
Jesus did not set his coming within the contemporary generation, 
28-31 refer to the discourse on the ruin of Jerusalem. 

One admires the ingenuity of this scheme and the expertness 
with which it is advocated. The motive, of course, is the commend
able one of saving Jesus from predicting an early return, and 
Lagrange went as far with the critics as a Roman Catholic scholar 
could. The great obstacle in the way of accepting this interpretation 

1 Op. cit., pp. 40:z-403. 
3 Op. cit., p. 388. 

2 Op. cit., p. 408. 
' Op. cit., p. 409. 
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is the difficulty of making the parable of the fig tree, 28-30, 

refer to the fall of Jerusalem, the more so in that Luke provides as 
subject for Mark's eyyJS' earn, l1r1. 0JpmS', the kingdom of God (Lk. 
21. 31 ). Lagrange is compelled to interpret Luke's language of the 
era after A.D. 70: 'What is a chastisement for "this people", and 
what opens a new period for the nations, is for the disciples a 
deliverance and even the reign of God.' The same interpretation is 
placed upon Lk. 21. 36: the 'redemption' that is nigh is the new era 
of emancipation from the Jewish tyranny.1 This is surely desperate 
exegesis and does not square with the candour elsewhere shown by 
Lagrange. If the alleged 'parallelism' breaks down in the last and 
most significant member of the series, it is doubtful if it ever 
existed. Nevertheless, the same lines of exposition here outlined 
are followed in Lagrange's commentaries on the Gospels.2 We may 
note, finally, that the objection of extreme brevity already brought 
against the Little Apocalypse viewed as 13. 14-20 applies equally 
to the view that it consisted of 19-20, 24-27, the more so because 
of the doubtful procedure of separating r 9-20 from 14, 17-18. 

The Jewish scholar Joseph Klausner as a young man interested 
himself in the eschatological ideas of his forebears and wrote a 
doctoral thesis on the subject. 3 As a Jew and an expert in apoca
lyptic, it would be expected that his views on the eschatology of 
Jesus would have peculiar value; on examining them, however, one 
confesses to a sense of disappointment. Klausner regards Mk. 13. 
1-8 as authentic; of 7-8 he writes, 'The description is very like that 
of the "pangs of the Messiah" in various Talmudic Baraitas.'4 He 
asserts in regard to 9-27: 'The majority of scholars incline to the 
opinion that these nineteen verses are an apocalyptic document not 
earlier than the Destruction of the Temple; this apocalyptic char
acter is plainly shown by the words, "Let him that readeth under
stand."' The connection of this document with the period of the 
fall of Jerusalem is inferred from the 'descriptions' of persecutions 

1 Op. cit., pp. 406-407. 
• In Lagrange's commentary on Mark (Evangile selon Saint Marc, 1911) the 

'unauthenticity' of 13. 24 ff. is stated with admirable tact. The difference of lan
guage used by the three Synoptists enables him to say, 'We do not know exactly 
the precise terms Jesus used. If it is quite evident that the prophetic discourse 
has been written by Luke in a special way and with understanding of the events 
that have happened, Mark has been able on his side to adopt traditional terms, 
useful for describing great catastrophes, for expressing the thought of Jesus.' 
This statement, it will be noted, carefully side-steps the question whether the 
'citations' of 24-27 once formed a separate Jewish apocalypse. 

3 Die messianischen Vorstellungen desjudischen Volkes im Zeitalter der Tannaiten, 
1904. 

• Jesus of Nazareth, 1925, p. 322. 
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suffered by the disciples and in particular to the reference to the 
flight of the Christians of Jerusalem to Pella. In addition it is men
tioned that the section contains many details derived from the Old 
Testament,. and apocryphal writings, relating to the 'pangs of the 
Messiah', similar to those in the Baraitas; and there are traces of 
primitive Judaistic Christianity, e.g. Matthew's addition concern
ing Sabbath observation (24. 20). 'It was impossible in Jesus' 
mouth; Jesus only foresaw the "pangs of the Messiah" without 
which there could be no "Days of the Messiah", and he saw the 
kingdom of heaven "nigh, even at the doors" .... The disciples 
must therefore prepare themselves to meet the great day, the day 
of redemption, which was to come, as the Talmud also declares, 
"without the knowledge of men" (Sanh. 97a).'1 The force of this 
argument is not apparent. We will overlook the curious statement 
that most scholars regard 9-27 as an apocalyptic document; there 
had not been, to our knowledge, a scholar prior to him who had 
separated 7-8 as authentic and 9-27 as a solid block of apocalyptic 
and unauthentic teaching. 2 But how does contact with the descrip
tion of Messianic birth-pangs in the Baraitas illustrate the authen
ticity of 7-8 and demonstrate the unauthenticity of 9-27? We sus
pect the calling up of Jewish parallels is not always with the best of 
motives; in the case of v. 32, as of the ethical teaching of Jesus 
generally, it is to prove that Jesus was not ahead of some of his 
fellow-Jews in his apparently original statements; in the case of 
7-8, which Klausner must have known are unwelcome to many 
critics, it brings Jesus down to ordinary Jewish levels; in the case 
of 9-27 it shows that his followers were in the same state. The 
remark about the Sabbath is said to have proceeded from Jewish
Christians and not Jesus; yet Klausner distinctly states elsewhere 
that Jesus 'observed the Sabbath and washing of hands-it was 
against his disciples that complaints were made on these scores',3 

i.e. Jesus was more particular about the Sabbath than his disciples 
were. In his chapter on 'The Jewishness of Jesus', Klausner ac
cepts all the elements of Streeter's document M as genuine, pas
sages which many critics are inclined to attribute to these same 
'Jewish-Christians' whom, for this one occasion only, Klausner 
invokes. If we separate 9-13 from 14-27, as most critics do, the 

l Ibid. 
1 The closest parallel we have found to Klausner's view is that of S. J. Case, 

whose biography of Jesus appeared five years after the original Hebrew edition 
of Klausner's book. 

3 Jesus of Nazareth, 1925, p. 363. 
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presumed authenticity of 7-8, and of the parousia hope, will have 
repercussions distinctly in favour of the reliability of 14-27. 

2. FROM B. w. BACON TO R. H. LIGHTFOOT 

Few men have paid such close attention to Mk. 13 as B. W. 
Bacon. The care with which he treated the passage merits a full 
exposition of his method of analysis. At the outset it is necessary to 
remember that Bacon's interest in Mk. 13 lies not in its eschato
logical teaching, but solely in its utility as a means for dating the 
Gospel of Mark, hence it is discussed by him in a book devoted to 
the consideration of the composition and date of this gospel.1 We 
may mention in passing that this aspect of Mk. 13 causes every 
book written on the documents of the New Testament to reckon 
with the chapter; it seems to be the one passage in the gospel offer
ing a clue to its date. The problem is immediately raised as to how 
one is to use the data of this chapter in such a connection. The 
answer depends on one's theological presuppositions. If there is 
room within one's Weltanschauung for predictive prophecy, then 
Mk. 13 yields no clues at all, for the fulfilment in history of certain 
of its statements, say 9-13 relating to the fortunes of the disciples, 
gives no indication as to when those predictions were made. If that 
kind of phenomenon appears to one unreasonable, then the occur
rence of events mentioned in such a chapter as this provides a 
terminus a quo for its composition. This is Bacon's position, and he 
states it most strongly. 'If the foreknowledge of Jesus and the 
exactitude of the record are placed sufficiently high, no amount of 
evidence in the record of acquaintance with known events will 
prove a subsequent date, for no room at all is left for alteration by 
adjustment to the event. But such dogmatic assumptions are no 
longer permissible. Either the ordinary rules for predictive utter
ance and transmission must be followed, as in other documents; or 
it must be frankly admitted that dates for the gospel record are not 
established by critical methods, but are assumed without verifica
tion.'2 As an illustration of the amount of prescience Bacon will 
allow, or not allow, to Jesus, we may cite his treatment of Mk. 10. 

35 ff., the prophecy of the fortunes of James and John. Bacon states 
his view thus: 'Let us not deny the abstract possibility that Jesus 
might have foreseen this martyr fate of the two brothers .... The 
critic must measure relative probabilities. The real question is 
whether if we found the narrative in any other uncanonical writing, 

1 The Gospel of Mark: its Composition and Date, 1925. 2 Op. cit., p. 69. 
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we should not say at once: "Here is plain evidence that the writer 
knew of the martyrdom of James in 42 and probably that of John 
also." The inference may perhaps be avoided if we make special 
rules for canonical writings not applicable to others. But the cost is 
too high. If we claim exemption from the ordinary rules of criti
cism, we must consent to renounce critical authority for whatever 
date we finallyassume.' 1 The lucidity of the statement is commend
able, but for most Christians it is unacceptable. To them, and the 
writer numbers himself with them, the inspiration of the Holy 
Spirit is not a piece of outworn theological lumber, but a pheno
menon to be reckoned with. Link that inspiration with the incarnate 
Son of God and the situation is even more serious. We do not 
claim that Jesus possessed omniscience in the days of his flesh, but 
we refuse to set so narrow a limit to the revelation of God in him as 
Bacon demands. We therefore willingly affirm that if the only means 
of dating the Gospels is by declaring every prediction a vaticinium 
ex eventu, then no means of dating them exists. This may be felt to 
be a prejudiced way of commencing a review of Bacon's exposition 
of the growth of Mk. 13, but from our point of view we are com
pelled to protest that this learned scholar has set out with an atti
tude that vitiates his whole method: if every prophecy is a vatici
nium ex eventu, then the only task necessary for the investigator of 
the eschatological discourse is to date its various sections; and that 
is precisely what Bacon is concerned to do. 

In fairness to our author, we must admit that he does devote a 
few lines to the character of Mk. 13. In his view, its unauthenticity 
is obvious by its blatant use of signs of the End; it is precisely the 
kind of horoscope against which Jesus warned his disciples, a 'Lo 
here, Lo there' prophecy. Speaking of v. 14 in particular he as
serts: 'If we were asked to name a passage which, by its contradic
tion of authentic utterances, as well as by its manifest inferiority 
to the moral plane of the Master, might be set down as the least 
worthy of acceptance within the limits of Synoptic tradition, it 
might well be the section which includes this verse as its climax.'2 

This is strong language, but it is mystifying, for if it means what it 
appears to mean, the reference is to the section leading up to 13. 14. 
Does the reader agree that 9-13 is wholly unworthy of Jesus? Or 
3-8? Or 1-2? We imagine that not even Bacon's sympathisers 
will agree with him in this estimate of the material he deals 
with. 

1 Op. cit., p. 71. 2 Op. cit., p. 62. 
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The crux of his argument lies in his view of v. 14. It is impos
sible, so far as he is concerned, to deny that this statement is 
coloured by the events of A.D. 40; to do so would involve a literary 
miracle (i.e. a relatively true prediction), yet it would make Jesus 
responsible for an unfulfilled prophecy, since the temple was des
troyed before the 'profanation' took place. This argument is cir
cular, for it presumes that a profanation of the kind threatened in 
A.D. 40 was originally meant, that therefore the prophecy emerged 
out of that kind of a situation, and fault is found with the oracle 
because that profanation did not happenl It is not contemplated 
that something different may have been intended when the pro
phecy was spoken. Nevertheless, Bacon takes his stand with Torrey, 
that the oracle of v. 14 emerged from the crisis of A.D. 40.1 A wit
ness of this is seen in II Thess. 2. 1-4, which Paul cites as an inde
pendent oracle, adding on his own account the exposition which 
follows. 2 It is to be observed that Paul has no reference here to the 
destruction of Jerusalem; he has never heard of such a prediction 
coming from Jesus. It belongs to a later stage of development. 3 

Paul is solely concerned with the deeds of Antichrist as fore
shadowed in the document he cited: 'We may accept this result, 
Antichrist was born under Caligula in A.D. 40. The earliest appear
ance of the doctrine is in our present Pauline Little Apocalypse.'4 

The years passed by without the dreaded profanation taking place. 
The prophecy continued to circulate among the Christian com
munities. Mark had to do his best with it. His version is manifestly 
not the original prophecy, but 'an adaptation of the primitive tradi
tion to meet the inconvenient fact that by a second unexpected 
development (i.e. the burning and subsequent demolition of the 
temple) it had become forever impossible to experience a literal 
fulfilment of the expected culmination of the "mystery of in
iquity" .'5 This presumes Mark to have written after the desola
tion of the temple, naturally, for 13. 1-2 prophesies it! As there was 
no temple in which the man of lawlessness could sit, Mark had to 
make him do something else. By interpreting the 'profanation' as 
the destruction of the temple, instead of Antichrist's session within 
it, Mark was able to link the apocalyptic sayings to the prediction 
of Jesus as to the temple's ruin. 

Mark himself was responsible for drawing up the eschatological 

1 Op. cit., p. 61. 
a Op. cit., pp. 88-89. 
6 Op. cit., p. 102. 

2 Op. cit., p. 85. 
4 Op. cit., p. 94. 
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discourse. His method was exactly the same as in his earlier dis
courses, that of attaching to a dominant saying a series of loosely 
connected logia on related themes and representing them to have 
been delivered to the disciples (cf. 4. ro ff., 7. 17 ff.). 1 The sources 
used by Mark in the discourse itself are mainly two, Q and the 
Little Apocalypse. To Qare assigned most of 9-13, 15-16; to the 
apocalypse belong 3-8, 14, 18-27; 14c and 17 are derived from 
Lk. 23. 29-31 ( !). The mere statement of this analysis gives no idea 
of the process by which it is arrived at. In the Q extracts 9a and 
11 =Lk. 12. u-12, to which 9b-10 were added in the light of the 
events of the Christian mission; 12-13 = Lk. 12. 51-53, but were 
misapplied by Mark to the delators; 13a is from historic events 
(cf. I Pt. 5. 9), 13b from Dan. 11. 35, 12. 1 (cf. Lk. 12. 7); 15-16= 
Lk. 17. 31, but it originally applied to the parousia expectation. If 
it is remembered that 14ab is from the Little Apocalypse, 14c, 17 
from Lk. 23. 29 ff., the section Mk. 13. 9-17 is a most extraordinary 
mosaic. And that is how the incorporated apocalypse was put to
gether. It is a conglomerate of Old Testament reminiscences, pas
sages of Paul's own composition and Christian prophecies cited by 
Paul, themselves often based on the Old Testament. No Old 
Testament critic ever dissected a passage so minutely as Bacon 
apportioned out Mk. 13. Some passages are provided with a double 
derivation, e.g. v. 20 is stated to be a quotation from Enoch, cited 
in the Epistle of Barnabas, 4. 3; elsewhere it is a reminiscence of 
Rom. 9. 28, itself due to the influence of Is. 28. 22. 2 The idea of 
13. 14-23 is said to have been taken from Lk. 12. 54 ff., but how 
Bacon's distribution of his material between Q and the apocalyptic 
source squares with that we are not told. The whole scheme con
demns itself by its very complexity. Nobody ever wrote an ex
tended discourse in this way, and we cannot imagine Mark piecing 
together this jig-saw puzzle out of such minute and unrelated frag
ments. With this judgment Holscher is in agreement.8 If we add 
to these considerations the unlikelihood that Mark made any use 
of Q, and the false attitude to prophecy lying at the basis of Bacon's 
work, it will hardly be claimed that this reconstruction, brilliant 
though it be, lays serious claim to probability. Though he has im
pressed many with his linking of Mk. 13 with the events of A.D. 40 

1 Op. cit., p. r2r. 
9 Op. cit., pp. 131, 122; the reference to Isaiah is presumably to Is. 10. 22-23 

rather than 28. 22. The alleged quotation from Enoch has already been met in 
Weizsacker's work, the Paulinism is doubtful. 

3 Theologische Blatter, July 1933, p. 199. 
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and those of A.D. 70, Bacon has found none to follow him in his 
analysis of the chapter.1 

Robert Eisler makes many references to Mk. 13 in his lengthy 
book on Jesus and the Baptist, but he nowhere treats of the whole 
chapter. For him, as for B. W. Bacon, Mk. 13. 14 is the chief clue 
to its date, but he reverts to patristic interpretation in seeing there
in a reference to Pilate's setting up the imperial standards in Jeru
salem. The indignation of the Jews at Pilate's action is reflected in 
the statement of Jerome, evidently based on information from his 
rabbinic instructors, that Pilate placed in the temple an image of 
Caesar. 2 Eisler explains that the misunderstanding was due to the 
fact that small medallions in relief, with portrait-heads of the em
peror, were affixed to the soldiers' standards; Pilate had not 
solemnly erected these medallions in the temple, but simply planted 
the standards in the ground. It is unlikely that one was placed in 
the temple itself; the standard concerned would have been that of 
the unit stationed in the Antonia, but as the Jews regarded the 
castle as within the sacred precincts of the temple, they would feel 
that even this measure constituted a profanation. 8 It was on the 
wave of indignation that swept Palestine that Jesus rose in the year 
A.D. 19. To him this act was the sign of the end, hence his preach
ing began with the clarion call, 'The time is fulfilled and the king
dom of God is at hand, repent and believe the good news' (Mk. 1. 

15).4 Eisler is not prepared to say whether the prophecy as we now 
have it in Mk. 13 goes back to Jesus or whether it was compiled in 
the similar period of excitement in the days of Caligula. Eisler's 
view has been neglected, partly because of its position in a book 
which has not found favour, and partly because of his use of it as a 
means of putting back the date of the ministry of Jesus. Neverthe
less, it illustrates the possibility that the popular application of the 
Danielic 'abomination' to the Roman power reaches back twenty 
years before the Caligula episode, which alone, in the view of many 
exegetes, could have occasioned Mk. 13. 14. 

1 H. Branscomb has essentially followed Bacon's procedure in taking the 
Caligula episode and the fall of Jerusalem to be the root of Mk. 13, though he 
declines to assign any specific portion of the chapter to an independent apoca
lypse. 'The Gospel of Mark', Moffatt New Testament Commentary, 1937, pp. 
231 ff. A. T. Olmstead walks in the same path, except that he places the com
position of the discourse between A.D. 66-70 instead of after the fall of Jeru
salem;Jesus in the Light of History, 194:z, pp. zsz ff. 

2 -rd /301.A-vyµ,a riis £P'l]µ,wo£ws potest ... accipi ... de imagine Caesaris, quam 
Pilatus posuitin templo (on Mt. :z4. 15,). 

3 The Messiah Jesus and John the Baptist, E.T., 1931, pp. 314-315. 
'Op. cit., p. 313. 
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Rudolf Otto gave the theological world some penetrating exposi

tions of leading eschatological utterances of Jesus. Unfortunately, 
he did not provide us with a full exposition of Mk. 13; he merely 
gave a few hints as to its interpretation. Our starting point must be 
his opposition to the current interpretation of Lk. 17. 20, which 
sees its point 'solely in the rejection of calculating omens'. Passing 
over the detail, we note how he relates it to Mk. 13: 'In regard to 
the future kingdom, Here and There, i.e. local determinations, did 
have their place even for Jesus. The future kingdom had a thor
oughly external aspect; it was to come with flaming lightning, with 
the appearance of the Son of Man, his angels, and the heavenly 
tribunal. . . . And even the parateresis, as attention to the signs 
which indicated his coming and from which his temporal nearness 
was to be read, Jesus not only did not reject but expressly sum
moned men to it by referring to the blossoming of the branches of 
the fig tree, from which the nearness of summer should be noted 
(Mk. 13. 28 f.) .... That is a paratereisthai, i.e. a paying attention 
to signs of every kind regarding the future kingdom.' 1 Otto stresses 
the prophetic element in Jesus' teaching. Jesus spoke of the Mes
sianic woes coming on both the world generally and on his fol
lowers. He prophesied of wars waged by Rome and of a crisis in 
the political situation of his own people, as former prophets of 
Israel had done. 'The gift of prophetic divination known in ancient 
Israel emerged anew in Christ. Like them (the prophets) he pro
phesied the Fall of Jerusalem and the destruction of the temple. 
His prophecy like theirs rested on knowledge of and insight into 
the politically ominous situation of Jerusalem and a menacing and 
aggressive world-power, and yet it was not based on considerations 
of probability, nor did it arise from a rational calculation.'2 What, 
then, could Otto possibly have against Mk. 13? One point only, 
that just as the utterances of Israel's prophets were expanded, so 
were those of Jesus: 'As with the prophecy of the ancient prophets, 
so his own prophecy became the instigation and starting point of 
later additions; later prophecies were put forth under his name as 
had been the case with theirs.' 8 If that is intended to apply to Mk. 
13, as in the context it must, it requires a careful hand to separate 
within the chapter the authentic from the unauthentic elements, at 
least, with Otto's presuppositions in mind. He has asserted that 

1 The Kingdom of God and Son of Man, E.T., 1938, from the German of 1934, 
pp. 1 32-133. 

10p. cit. pp. 60, 357-358. 1 Ibid. 
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Jesus prophesied (i) Jerusalem's fall, (ii) convulsions in the world 
of men and nations, (iii) trials for believers, (iv) the manifestation 
of the Son of Man with his angels, (v) the character of i-iii as signs 
of the end. The only elements within Mk. 13 that cannot come 
under these categories are the warnings against false prophets and 
christs, 5-6, 21-23, which Otto would surely have received, and 
the warnings of the distress in Judea, 14-20, themselves not form
ing a unity. Had this esteemed critic been pressed, it is not impos
sible that he would have admitted that 14-20 were particularly in 
his mind, though he would have been ready enough to assent that 
15-16 are unexceptionable, and with his views one fails to see how 
he could have objected to 19. In any case, Otto's contribution to 
our understanding of Mk. 13 is valuable and will be recalled when 
we discuss the theology of the chapter. 

In a writer like Hugh Martin we see coming to expression a 
tendency in recent British writers to view the eschatological dis
course as a collection of authentic sayings badly transmitted. He 
looks on Mk. 13 as 'a collection of kindred sayings, as for example 
Matthew collects parables together in eh. 13. Attempts to build up 
chronological sequences of events on the basis of these verses are, 
therefore, to say the least of it, precarious' .1 

T. W. Manson gives us a similar view more emphatically ex
pressed. The 'Little Apocalypse' of Mk. 13, he believes, probably 
circulated before Mark wrote, for the matter contained in it was of 
vital interest to the churches. 'In compiling such a document the 
writer would naturally incorporate such sayings of Jesus as he sup
posed to refer to the coming manifestation of the kingdom in 
power. Any or all of these sayings might well be genuine utter
ances of the Lord, but by the way in which they were put together 
a new total effect would be created, which might be quite different 
from anything which Jesus meant to say. This, as a matter of fact, 
is what appears to have happened in Mk. 13.'2 Manson's chief 
complaint against the present distribution of sayings in the dis
course is that its picture does not square with that given in Q and 
in Paul; the discourse describes the signs of the end, the other 
authorities represent it as wholly incalculable, and the two views 
are irreconcilable. It is noted that 13. 32-37 would form a good 
answer to the question of v. 4; if that was the original connection, 
the resultant idea would correspond with that of Q and Paul. This 

1 The Necessity of the Second Coming, 1928, p. 40. 
'The Teaching of Jesus, 1931, p. 261. 
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is, of course, the mode of argument used by Colani when he sepa
rated off 5-31 as an interpolated discourse, but unlike Colani, 
Manson definitely states: 'Mk. 13 is a compilation containing 
genuine utterances of Jesus, but the way in which the sayings have 
been arranged is such as to give a wrong impression of his eschato
logical teaching.' To substantiate the authenticity of the material, 
parallels are adduced from the other teaching of our Lord to pas
sages of the discourse, notably to Mk. 13. r 1 f., 14-20, 27.1 In 
practice, however, this position means that the chapter 'cannot 
safely be used as a starting point in an enquiry concerning what 
our Lord had to say about the consummation of the kingdom'. 2 

By the time this exegete had written his commentary on the say
ings-traditions of the Gospels, his views on Mk. 13 had consider
ably developed; the simplicity of the above representation was aban
doned for one much more complicated. 3 After a careful comparison 
of Mk. 13 and Lk. 21, it is concluded that the latter represents a 
separate tradition of the discourse, and is not simply Luke's 
modification of Mk. 13. If the Little Apocalypse ( =Mk. 13. 5-31) 
was circulated before its incorporation into Mark, it may have in
fluenced the formation of the Lukan material into its present shape: 
'This would be the more likely if, as Holscher maintains, the sub
stance of Mark's Little Apocalypse (7 f., 12, 14-20, 24-27) was 
composed in A.D. 40 under stress of the threatened profanation of 
the temple of Caligula.'4 By considering what sections of the dis
course best link together, and on the basis of what is peculiar to 
Luke, Manson analyses the discourse into three constituents, 
which in Mark are as follows: 

(i) A Jerusalem prediction: 1-4, 14-20. 
(ii) Persecution for the disciples: 5-8, 9-13. 

(iii) A Prediction of the End: 24-27, 28-31, (32-37?). 
It will be observed that on this scheme each of the three sections of 
the normal 'Little Apocalypse' is assigned to a different source, a 
drastic modification of that theory! Manson further agrees with the 
group of critics that considers Luke's version of the abomination 
passage to be prior to Mark's; it is presumed that Jesus predicted 
the distress of Jerusalem as in Lk. 2 I. 20-24, and that that pro
phecy was modified in the light of the Caligula episode of A.D. 40 
so as to include a reference to the expected fulfilment of Daniel's 

1 Op. cit., p. 262. 2 Op. cit., p. 263. 
3 The Sayings of Jesus, Book II of The Mission and Message of Jesus, 1937. 
4 Op. cit., p. 617. 
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prediction; the result was Mk. 13. 14 ff.l On this basis it is reason
able to suppose that the answer of our Lord to the disciple's ques
tion as to the time and sign of the temple's ruin is contained in Lk. 
21. 20 ff.: 'It will happen when you see Jerusalem surrounded by 
armies.' The threefold analysis of the discourse shows that it is a 
complexity of predictions concerning the fate of Jerusalem, the 
disciples, and the end of the world. The purpose of its composition 
will be found in comparing it with II Thess. 2; the latter utterance 
explains why the great redemption is delayed; Mk. 13 was issued 
to answer the questionings of the Palestinian disciples, and its 
burden is 'Be ready for the coming of the Lord at any time, but 
don't expect it yet'. Thus the only new feature of the discourse is 
'not the matter, but the way in which it is put together, the way in 
which persecutions of disciples and tribulations in Judea are used to 
push the final consummation into the future'. 2 

Dr. Manson has put us in his debt by his exposition, but it is 
necessary to point out some debatable points in his argument. 

(i) As others before him, this theologian has confused the situa
tions in Palestine and Thessalonica: by his reference to the Pales
tinian Christians who 'had been waiting for the parousia for a matter 
of twenty years', 3 he gives the impression that the discourse was 
composed to allay doubts on the score that the parousia had not 
happened yet and they need not worry, whereas Paul was writing 
to show the Thessalonians that the parousia cannot happen yet and 
they must not worry l If Manson wishes to equate the two situa
tions, as his language undoubtedly demands, then he must retract 
his earlier view that Mk. 13 contradicts Paul's eschatology; the two 
views are now confessed as identical. The question suggests itself: 
if Paul could expect a sudden parousia, though preceded by signs, 
are we sure Jesus could not do the same? 

(ii) If Manson wishes us to take Holscher's view seriously, then 
he himself has given us two different solutions of our problem: on 
Holscher's idea, 'The substance of Mk.'s Little Apocalypse (7 f., 12, 

14-20, 24-27) was composed in A.D. 40 under stress of the threat
ened profanation of the temple by Caligula.'4 But Manson's own 
view rejects this link up of paragraphs and works on the basis that 
Luke's material was composed before A.D. 40, Mark's being a 
modification of it. Manson plainly states that, in his estimation, not 
only Mk. 13. 14 ff. and Lk. 21. 20 ff. are here involved, but the 

1 Op. cit., p. 621. 
1 Op. cit., p. 628. 

z Op. cit., pp. 628-629. 
'Op. cit., p. 617 
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whole discourse of Luke existed prior to A.D. 40.1 We are not 
merely quibbling with words; on Holscher's view the Little Apoca
lypse is inspired by the events of A.D. 40, in Manson's view it was 
modified by that event, and the two positions are very different. 

(iii) If the version of the eschatological discourse preserved by 
Luke circulated prior to A.D. 40 and Mark's version immediately 
after, then we have two sources of the teaching of Jesus consider
ably earlier than Q. Both versions circulated while the apostles still 
worked in Palestine. We are prompted to ask: (a) if the date be so 
early, is it likely that the disposition of the sayings in the discourse 
is such as seriously to distort their real meaning? (b) if so, why was 
it given such prominence with the prime authorities on the spot to 
correct it? 

(iv) Manson himself compares Mk. 13. 30 with 9. 1 as having a 
similar intent; yet the latter presumes a delay of some kind, for only 
'some' will see the kingdom. Is not, then, the fundamental presup
position of the discourse possible to Jesus, since he anticipated (a) a 
period elapsing before the coming of the end, (b) persecution for his 
disciples, (c) the fall of Jerusalem? 

(v) It is argued that Lk. 21. 20-24 is authentic and Mk. 13. 14 ff. 
secondary. This is questionable on one score alone. Lk. 21. 21bc 
looks very much like a reproduction of the Q saying Lk. 17. 31; in 
Mark (who probably did not use Q) it is preserved accurately, but 
in Luke's discourse it is paraphrased to suit his context better. That 
implies that Lk. 21. 20-24, despite its poetic structure, is a sayings 
group which by no means excludes the possible authenticity of the 
items in Mk. 13. 14-20 which it omits. While, therefore, we are 
grateful to Dr. Manson for his positive help, we cannot follow his 
negative assertions concerning the eschatological discourse. 

Probably no writer has influenced contemporary thinking on 
eschatology, at least in the English-speaking world, so much as 
C. H. Dodd. It is not easy to gain an overall perspective of the 
views of this prolific writer in regard to our theme, partly because 
we suspect that some of his earlier views were put forward tenta
tively, and partly because, like most thinkers, there is discernible in 
his writings a certain crystallization of thought in the passage of 
time. In his determinative book on the eschatology of Jesus, The 
Parables of the Kingdom, 2 it is made plain that the setting of the dis
course is regarded as unauthentic. Mark's practice, when desiring 

1 Op. cit., p. 629. 
1 First edition 1935, revised 1936; the citations are from the latter edition 
<, 
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to explain an important saying, is to introduce a private interview 
between Jesus and the disciples to elucidate it, and such is the case 
with Mk. 13. The saying requiring elucidation is the temple word, 
the function of the discourse is to reveal its true meaning. 'So far 
from having threatened to destroy the temple (Mark means), Jesus 
had predicted that after a long period of tribulation there would be 
a horrible act of sacrilege in the temple, and then would follow a 
great tribulation in Judea, and afterwards the final catastrophe in 
which the whole universe would collapse.'1 It is thus part of his 
purpose to show that Jesus was not thinking of a merely historical 
event, an act which could be plotted; rather he prophesied the 
end of all things. As to the content of the discourse, Dr. Dodd gives 
three reasons for rejecting it as it stands: (i) it is 'inconsistent with 
the purport of his teaching as a whole'; (ii) it 'presupposes know
ledge of events after his death'; (iii) it has been composed to explain 
the reason for delay in the Second Coming, just as II Thess. 2 was 
written with a similar purpose. 2 The first point presumably refers 
to the idea that Mk. 13 with its relating of signs of the end, is 
irreconcilable with the picture given us in Q of the suddenness of 
the end: 'After all the events forecast in Mk. 13. 14-25 it is safe to 
assume that people will no longer be eating and drinking, marrying 
and being married! The two accounts are inconsistent, and of the 
two we must certainly prefer that of Q.'3 It is also perhaps not 
unrelated to the view, tentatively proposed, that Jesus conceived 
the end would come very soon after his death; combining Mk. 14. 
62, the confession before the High Priest, with the sayings about 
the resurrection after three days, the interval would be very short 
indeed. Perhaps Jesus did not distinguish between his resurrection, 
ascension and parousia, but regarded them as 'three aspects of one 
idea'. That was probably the view of the primitive Church in its 
earliest history, and it only subsequently distinguished between 
the three events when the passage of time forced it so to do. Mk. 13 
would fit in with the developed view, but not the primitive one.4 

The second of the three objections particularly applies to Mk. 13. 
6-14. In this passage references to historical events of the fifties 
and early sixties of our era are believed to be present; the turbulent 
international situation, earthquakes and famines of the period, the 
persecution of Christians within and without Palestine. The 

1 Op. cit., pp. 61-62. 
• The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments, 1936, 2nd ed., 1944, p. 38. 
3 Parables, p. 84. 
• Parables, pp. 96-104; Apostolic Preaching, pp. 33-37, 
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abomination passage may well be due to the Caligula scare. On the 
other hand, there are no references to events after A.D. 64-the 
Neronic persecution and the Roman war in Judea. The predicted 
sacrilege did not occur and the End did not come at the fall of 
Jerusalem. 'On the principles followed in dating apocalypses, the 
inference would be that the 'Little Apocalypse' ( =Mk. 13 as a 
whole) belongs to somewhere about the year 60.'1 The third objec
tion need detain us little, beyond noting the belief that II Thess. 2 

represents an afterthought of which Paul had earlier said nothing 
to this church: 'It is clearly the result of reflection upon the fact 
that the advent had been unexpectedly delayed.'2 

Our views on the three objections raised by Professor Dodd have 
already been hinted at in earlier discussions, especially in the 
review of T. W. Manson's work, and need not be repeated. The 
question of the privacy of the discourse will fall to be considered in 
the chapter on the theology of Mk. 13. Meanwhile, if this view of 
the chapter is to be reconciled with what Dr. Dodd writes else
where about various elements within it, one presumes he must 
maintain the same distinction as A. E. J. Rawlinson, i.e. between 
the purpose to which the material has been subjected and the 
original intention of the sections viewed in isolation. The passage 
14-20, for example, is regarded as more or less authentic; it fits 
well the idea of an invasion of Judea by Roman armies. 'The 
injunction, "He who is on the housetop must not come down to 
take up anything from his house, and he who is in the field must 
not turn to take up his coat", would admirably suit a supposed 
situation in which the quick-marching Roman armies are threat
ening Jerusalem; and the prayer that it might not happen in winter 
is appropriate to war conditions. In a purely supernatural "apoca
lyptic" tribulation summer or winter would matter little.' 3 More 
than this, it is admitted that Jesus may well have viewed and 
depicted the coming judgment on Jerusalem in similar fashion as 
the Old Testament prophets, hence that their use of an eschato
logical setting for such a judgment may have been employed by 
our Lord.4 Even with regard to the fate of the disciples, Dr. Dodd 
elsewhere leaves room for the kind of prediction given us in vv. 9-
13, in that he states: 'At the last he (Jesus) went open-eyed to death 
himself, predict£ng further tribulat£ons for his followers after h£s 
death.' 6 In his latest publication both these sentiments are more 

1 Parables, p. 5:z, n. 1. 2 Apostolic Preaching, p. 31. 3 Parables, pp. 64-65. 
'Op. cit., pp. 65-66. • Op. cit., p. 60. 
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strongly expressed: 'I cannot resist the evidence that he saw the 
destined destruction of the temple at Jerusalem in a quite special rela
tion to his own coming, since it marked dramatically the close of the 
old era in religion, to make way for the new .... I see no reason to 
doubt that Jesus did prepare his disciples for a time of troubles and 
give them guidance how to meet it. Consequently he must have con
templated a further period of history after his departure.'1 This 
means that the material of Mk. 13. 9-20, in its gist if not in its 
wording, is not so wide of the mark after all. A similar view is taken 
of the parousia pericope, vv. 24-27. In these same broadcast talks, 
Lk. 21. 25, Mk. 13. 24-26 are cited as an instance of prophetic 
language as to the Day of the Lord used in the New Testament; 
they are then referred to, apparently as words of Jesus in the fol
lowing manner: 'As interpreted by Jesus himself, his total career 
on earth was the crisis in which the long-awaited kingdom of God 
came upon men .... But that is not the whole truth about what 
Christ taught. There are some mysterious sayings about the coming 
of the Son of Man which I have passed over too lightly. There are 
passages where we are told that before he comes there will be a 
breakdown of the physical universe. I said before that it would be 
absurd to take literally the language about the darkened sun and 
falling stars. All the same, we cannot easily dismiss the impression 
that the final scene is laid where the world of space, time and 
matter is no longer in the picture.' 2 One cannot resist the conclu
sion that these admissions mitigate in no small measure some of 
the earlier statements made by this scholar. At my request Pro
fessor Dodd very kindly clarified my understanding of his views in 
a private communication, in which he stated: 'I do certainly agree 
with recent critics who reject the idea that Mk. 13 is a Jewish 
apocalypse taken over with certain Christian additions. For the 
most part I do not think it is an apocalypse at all. It is a Mahnrede3 in 
apocalyptic terms, and I think highly composite .... I should not 
care to draw the line dogmatically between what belongs to the 
earlier tradition and what the Evangelist (or his authority) has 
introduced. That a reference to the coming of the Son of Man on 
the clouds was contained in the earliest tradition of the sayings of 
Jesus seems to me certain from Mk. 14. 62. In 13.26 it occurs in a 
different, and as I think less historical, setting. The apocalyptic 
colouring given to it in verses 24-25 may have been drawn by the 

1 The Coming of Christ, 1951, p. 19. 
' A hortatory address. 

I Op. cit., pp. 4, 16-17. 
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Evangelist himself from Jewish apocalyptic sources, but I do con
ceive it to be quite possible that Jesus himself did in fact make use 
of such apocalyptic language: in that case certainly in a symbolic 
sense ... .' It has seemed right to incorporate that quotation, for 
we do not wish to over-state the views held by Dr. Dodd. His final 
judgment on the matter was that while caution is needful in using 
the wording of Mk. 13, 'it is an extravagance of criticism to attempt 
to eliminate the whole of the apocalyptic and eschatological colour
ing from the primitive tradition of the sayings .... It would be as 
unsafe to leave this kind of material out of account as it would be 
to press every detail of it.' The caution of this statement is under
standable, but it is probably more sympathetic to the general trend 
of Mk. 13 than some of our distinguished scholar's followers would 
allow. The conclusion would seem to be from all this that while 
there is a very considerable amount of authentic material in Mk. 1 3, 
the detail is not to be unduly pressed and the setting is suspect.1 

R. H. Lightfoot is another example of a leading scholar who does 
not hesitate to modify his views where it appears to be necessary. 
Evidently the relation of Mk. 13 to the passion narrative is a matter 
that has long exercised his mind. He points out that the importance 
of the discourse is intensified if the passion narrative existed before 
it was taken up by Mark into his gospel, for then the discourse is 
seen as the climax of all that has gone before. Yet its independence 
of the passion is instructive: it suggests that 'at the time of the 
composition of this gospel the church had not yet found it possible 
to define satisfactorily the relationship between the crucifixion and 
the expected final consummation'. 2 As evidence of this, it is noted 
that 'the teaching of Mk. 13. 3-37 has no necessary connection with 
the facts narrated in the next two chapters. By means perhaps of 
traditional Jewish material, as well as by reflection on the Church's 
experience, the teaching set forth in this chapter with regard to 
what must come to pass before the glory is revealed is already per
meated with the thought of suffering. But the climax is still the 
coming of the Son of Man; and in connection with this, there is no 

1 The above was written before I had seen Prof. Dodd's most recent discus
sion of the eschatological discourse, 'The Fall of Jerusalem and the "Abomina
tion of Desolation"' (Journal of Roman Studies, vol. XXXVII, 1941). The 
article is largely devoted to demonstrating the independence of Lk. 21. 20-24, 
which is believed to be a unity, while Mk. 13. 14-20 is viewed as a composite 
pericope. The Marean discourse is described as 'a sequence of warnings, pre
cepts, and predictions, some of which are doublets of passages occurring in other 
parts of the Gospels, while others readily separate themselves into typical units 
of tradition' (p. 47). The Little Apocalypse theory is explicitly denied (Ibid). 

• History and Interpretation in the Gospels, 1935, p. 94. 
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note of suffering' .1 The implications of this statement as to the 
origins of the material of the discourse will not be overlooked: 
traditional Jewish material, the Church's experiences, and pre
sumably authentic teaching occur in this chapter. 

Dr. Lightfoot's book on Mark, written fifteen years later, has 
a chapter devoted to a solution of the problem which he had earlier 
posed.2 No attempt is made to analyse the sources, they are 
not even mentioned. The main desire is to discover the significance 
of the discourse. Its chief characteristic is that it is 'designed by 
the evangelist as the immediate introduction to the passion nar
rative'; we are to remember in this story who it is of whom we read. 
Taking a hint from Hoskyns and Davey, that John enables us to 
understand Mark better, attention is called to the Johannine 
doctrine that the exaltation of the Son of Man is his lifting up on 
the cross, and that at that moment the world is judged and its 
prince cast out. 3 It is suggested that 'a comparison of certain pas
sages in Mk. 13 with others in Mk. 14 and 15 will reveal an unex
pected parallelism ... between the apocalyptic prophecy and the 
passion narrative' .4 A series of such passages is adduced: the term 
to deliver up or hand over is frequent in Ch. 13 of the Church, in 
Chs. 14-15 of Christ (cf. especially 13. 9 with Jesus before the 
Sanhedrin and Pilate); 13. 22 f. tell of attempts to make even the 
elect to go astray, in the Passion narrative all went astray, although 
only one failed completely, and he was not one of the elect; 13. 32-
33 speak of the uncertainty of the day and hour that is impending, 
in Gethsemane Christ struggles to be reconciled to the fact that 
'the hour has come'; the similarity of 13. 26 with 14. 62 is unique; 
the possibility that the passion will witness the 'judgment of this 
world' may account for the omission of all reference to the judg
ment in 13. 24-27. 0 It is not suggested that the prophecies of Mk. 
13 receive their true fulfilment in the passion narrative, but (pre
sumably) that the latter is seen as in some way a prior fulfilment of 
it; e.g. in reference to Mk. 13. 30, the Passion is felt to be 'a sign, 
a seal of assurance, and a sacrament of the ultimate fulfilment' 6 of 
the parousia. The Passion would then be an eschatological event, 
participating in the finality of the consummation for which it pre
pares. Without doubt that is good Pauline theology, as welI as 
Johannine; it is worth noting the possibility that it may be Markan 

1 Op. cit., p. 104. 
• The Gospel Message of St. Mark, 1950. 
3 Jn. 12. 31 f. 'The Gospel Message of St. Mark, 1950, p. 51. 

cit., pp, 51-54. 8 Op. cit., p. 54. 
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also. As to the materials of Ch. 13, not much light is thrown on 
them by these considerations, except that if there is anything 
specifically Jewish in them it has been very thoroughly subordi
nated to Christian ends. Mk. 13 is Christian-an essential part of 
the story of the Passion of our Lord. 

3. FROM w. G. KUMMEL TO E. LOHMEYER 

The importance of W. G. Ktimmel's work does not appear to 
have been adequately recognised as yet in the English-speaking 
world; now that Cullman's Christ and Time has been translated, 
the omission may be rectified, for Cullman manifestly depends a 
good deal on the careful exegesis provided by Kummel. That for 
which Cullman is particularly indebted to Kilmmel, a demonstra
tion that Jesus anticipated a historical period between his resurrec
tion and parousia, we must leave for the present, although its bear
ing on our subject will be readily perceived.1 Kiimmel has perhaps 
come closer than any other exegete to a genuine synthesis of 
realised and futurist eschatology in the teaching of our Lord. We 
can certainly not charge him with an inadequate recognition of the 
importance of eschatology. Yet this very synthesis has tended to 
prejudice his view of Mk. 13. He begins his discussion of the 
chapter by criticising the position maintained by Busch, that Mk. 
13 gives us no temporal succession of eschatological events; the 
frequent occurrence of notices of time in the chapter should dispel 
that illusion (see vv. 7, 8, IO, 14, 21, 24, 26, 27). 'However much 
Mark evidently wishes to proclaim his kerygma of the suffering 
Messiah in Ch. 13, so certainly has he also the purpose of setting 
forth a revelation of the eschatological events, their sequence, their 
significance, their dangers. Thereby he has utilised in full measure, 
though this is controverted, Jewish material. '2 This is not to say 
that this Jewish material ever formed an independent apocalypse: 
it is too short and colourless; it is difficult to think of its gradual 
enlargement through Christian additions; no literary connection 
between its supposed ingredients can be demonstrated; in its midst 
is contained a fragment of Q (13. 15 f.). The 'Little Apocalypse' 
hypothesis is accordingly rejected. The discourse has been put to
gether from isolated sayings or groups of sayings, and each has to 

1 Verheissung und Erjallung, I945, pp. I5-17, 41-48. In justice to Michaelis, it 
should be pointed out that he himself had done this with great care three years 
earlier in his work, Der Herr verzieht nicht die Verheissung; the establishment of 
this point is part of the thesis of the book. 

3 Op. cit., pp. 57-58. 
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be examined for itself.! On examination of 13. 6, 9, 11, 13, 21 ff. it 
is seen that they presuppose the situation of the Christian com
munity; it is not impossible therefore that they may have been in
fluenced by the experiences of the community. On the other hand, 
parallels for all these sayings can be adduced from 'the other Jesus 
tradition', so it is equally possible that they may be authentic, even 
if certainty is not always attainable. 2 In any case, 'we are dealing 
here with presuppositions which do not concern the real eschato
logical event, but which relate to the entire time before the real 
end-time occurrences. These sayings, then, have nothing to do with 
real apocalyptic revelation' .3 Over against this, 7-8, 12, 14-20, 24-

27 in no respect reveal the situation of Jesus or of the early Church, 
but give 'thoroughly Jewish-apocalyptic ideas'. Admittedly, this 
does not in itself prove that they do not go back to Jesus, for 'the 
entire eschatological conceptions of Jesus are naturally of Jewish 
origin'. The two counts against this material are the clause of 13. 14, 

'Let the reader understand', which betrays a literary tradition, and 
still more its contradiction to Jesus' refusal to give 'apocalyptic 
exposition and signs of the end' (Mk. 12. 25, Lk. 17. 20 f.). It 
therefore represents 'primitive Jewish-Christian elements of tradi
tion which Mark has utilised for the construction of his eschato
logical discourse, but which he has not interpolated into the 
remaining Jesus tradition'. 4 

The really significant item in Ktimmel's indictment of these say
ings is the second, which lies at the root of his interpretation 
of our Lord's eschatological teaching. Ktirnmel is not averse to 
eschatology. Mk. 13. 2, e.g., is regarded as reflecting the Old Testa
ment-Jewish hope of a new temple in the messianic time, and so 
must be interpreted eschatologically, not historically. On the other 
hand, the great insistence of his book is that Jesus gave eschato
logical proclamation, not apocalyptic instruction. On this basis the 
significance of such a saying as Mk. 9. 1 is not the light it throws on 
the future, but the fact that that future is determined by the atti
tude adopted to Jesus in the present-or in the original context of the 
saying, by the attitude adopted to the historic Jesus. The significance 
of the proclamation by Jesus of the divine sovereignty accordingly is 
its present effect-God is at work in Jesus now. As Ktimmel puts it 
in the closing paragraph of his book, 'The inner meaning of the 
proclaimed eschatological event lies not in the end of the world as 
such, in the in-breaking of the divine sovereignty as such, but in 

1 Op. cit., p. 58. • Ibid. 3 Op. cit., p. 59. 4 Op. cit., pp. 61-62. 
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the fact that the impending eschatological fulfilment causes the 
sovereignty of that God to become reality who now already makes 
his saving purpose to be realised in Jesus' .1 There is force in this 
contention, not to say great insight. Yet it would be happier if 
Kiimmel used his 'not ... but .. .' in a Biblical sense and regarded 
the proclamation of Jesus to have its significance rather in its im
mediate repercussions on his Person than in its illumination of the 
End. Kiimmel's thesis leads him to postulate, 'In Jesus the divine 
sovereignty has begun and in Jesus it will be completed'.2 An 
admirable statement! But does it not contain a statement of escha
tological instruction of the utmost importance? And does not that 
teaching divide Christianity into two camps, the liberal and the 
orthodox? It is impossible to make affirmations like Mk. 9. 1 with
out conveying 'instruction' and implying a whole world of thought; 
furthermore, affirmations of that kind will mean nothing unless it is 
believed that their presuppositions as to the future are true, at least 
fundamentally. If Jesus made claims about his own future and that 
of the kingdom of God, there would seem to be no reason why he 
should not have taken care in respect to the manner of his utter
ance about it, nor why he should not have given the kind of instruc
tion about it which would have corrected the impoverished ideas of 
his disciples. In that case, the proposition 'not apocalyptic instruc
tion but eschatological proclamation' becomes a question of degree 
rather than a concrete antithesis. If, on the other hand, Kiimmel is 
contrasting our Lord's preaching on the End with the speculations 
of 'Enoch' and his kind, then without hesitation we agree that there 
is a world of difference between the two, and the proposition we are 
discussing could express the difference. It would be easy to show 
that Mk. 13, in particular, is not a reproduction of Enoch. But we 
do not think that Kiimmel has this in mind. His contention would 
carry greater conviction if it could be shown that in the first series 
of sayings (6, 9, 11, 13, 21 ff.) the slant on the future was negligible, 
and that the second series (7-8, 12, 14-20, 24-27) had no practical 
value; neither view can be sustained. Admittedly Kiimmel did 
maintain, in regard to the first series, that it has nothing to do with 
the real eschatological event, but merely describes the entire period 
before the End. This is an exaggeration; it does describe the period 
of the Church's testimony, but it is hard to resist the impression 
that it particularly speaks in relation to the conclusion to which the 
Church is heading. In the same way the second series deals not 

1 Op. cit., p. 96. 2 Op. cit., p. 95. 
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exclusively with the End; if persecutions are the lot of the Church 
in the present era, wars, etc., are the lot of the world through the 
same period; just as the former are expected to be intensified to
wards the End, so the latter. Naturally, 14-20, 24-27 stand in a 
separate category, but their practical value for the Church of the 
first generation cannot be denied; if 1-2 denote an authentic escha
tological event and demand preparedness for it, the same implies to 
14-20, 24-27. We conclude that Ktimmel's positive contribution is of 
undoubted importance, but his denials must be themselves denied. 

A further analysis of Mk. 13 is provided by Vincent Taylor, in 
which he withdraws his adherence to the theory of a Little Apoca
lypse, as popularly enunciated, and replaces it with another.1 

Against the notion of the incorporation of an independent apoca
lypse in Mk. 13 can be urged the fragmentariness of such a docu
ment and the diversity of its apparent sources. 'Only a very frag
mentary apocalypse is suggested, which lacks such distinctive ideas 
as the casting down of Antichrist, the J udgment, the punishment of 
sinners, and the blessedness of the righteous. Can we call such a 
torso an apocalypse?' Of the group usually assigned to the Little 
Apocalypse, 14-20 do not belong to 7 f., 24-27, while 30 f. belong 
to yet another group of material. 'On the other hand, Colani's hypo
thesis is sound in suggesting that a foundation source, apocalyptic 
in character, lies at the basis of Mk. 13, and that it consists of a 
group of sayings.' Colani's mistake lay in not perceiving the com
plexity of the sayings-groups incorporated in the Chapter. 2 Dr. 
Taylor proceeds to define the sources apparently observable within 
the discourse as follows: A. 5-8, 24-27, Signs preceding the par
ousia; B. 9-13, Sayings on persecution; C. 14-23, The Abomina
tion of Desolation; D. 28-37, Sayings and Parables on Watchful
ness. 'Of these groups A and C have characteristic apocalyptic fea
tures, but only A can be called even a rudimentary apocalypse. 
Both groups may have existed as units of tradition before Mark 
wrote.' 3 Taking the paragraphs in order of appearance, A is felt to 
be a piece of apocalyptic prophecy with 'nothing which could not 
belong to a Jewish-Christian apocalypse, or to a liturgical poem, or 
even a nearly Christian sermon'; nothing, that is, except the intru
sive phrase of v. 6 'in my name'. This latter phrase means 'under 
my authority', or 'claiming the power of my name', and so indicates 

1 'The Apocalyptic Discourse of Mark I3', Expository Times, vol. LX, No. 4, 
Jan. 1949. The substance of this article appears in his Gospel according to St. 
Mark, I95z, pp. 498 ff., 636 ff. 

• Op. cit., p. 95. 3 Op. cit., p. 95. 
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a disciple; but 'I am he' is a claim to be Jesus or the Messiah. 
Would any professed Christian claim to be Jesus or the Messiah? 
'The phrase is an unsuccessful attempt to explain A as a prophecy 
of Jesus, and by its incoherence suggests that A is of a different 
origin.'1 Of group B, 9-13, vv. 9 and II are preserved 'with relative 
fidelity', 10 is added by Mark, 12-13 reflect the evil conditions of 
the Church. 'The group appears to have been compiled in the 
Church at Rome at a time when the danger of a clash with the 
Imperial authorities grew nearer daily.' 2 Group C, 14-23, may not 
originally have been apocalyptic in character, it suits a description 
of a military investment. The phrase 'abomination of desolation', 
like the term 'Babylon' in I Pt. 5. 13 and Rev. 18. 2, may refer to 
Rome as the embodiment of Satanic power, i.e. as Antichrist ( cf. 
Paul's 'Man of Sin'). If we may accept that in this section the 
words of Jesus shine 'through an apocalyptic haze', it is probably, 
with Lk. 21. 20-24, our Lord's answer to the question of the dis
ciples, v. 4. Whether Mark replaced what Luke now has in 21. 20 

by the phrase 'abomination of desolation', or whether Jesus him
self used it, cannot be known with certainty; either alternative is 
possible. Group D adds exhortations to extend the relevance of dis
course beyond the disciples to the Christians of Rome, it thus 
represents that Church's catechetical teaching. 3 The origin of the 
discourse is now apparent: Mark was 'attracted by A, which ex
pressed his own convictions, and which he regarded as genuine 
prophecy. What course, then, was more desirable than to expand 
A, in line with its apocalyptic character, to insert within it at suit
able points B and C, in the interests of the prevailing belief that 
definite signs would precede the End, and to add the sayings and 
parables of 28-37 in D?' The implication of this view is that 'not 
a little in Mk. 13 is secondary tradition, but on any valid inter
pretation of the chapter, this result is inescapable'. In the view of 
this theologian the genuine eschatological sayings of Jesus represent 
the person and ministry of Jesus as the fulfilment of the ancient 
eschatological hopes; by the process adopted in this interpretation 
of Mk. 13 'we detach from his shoulders ... the glittering apoca
lyptic robe with which primitive Christianity clothed him, and with 
which he is still draped in popular Christian expectation'. 4 

Acknowledging the interest and value of this treatment, we must 
yet confess that the net result is to dismember the original Little 
Apocalypse and put its head and legs together, minus its torso; 

1 Op. cit., p. 97. 2 Op. cit., p. 96. 3 Op. cit., p. 98. • Ibid. 
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how well it walks, we are not sure. We suspect that the main reason 
for characterising section A (5-8, 24-27) as Jewish-Christian and 
D as the catachesis of Rome is to be rid of this 'apocalyptic robe', 
but whether the critical grounds are adequate is another matter. 
No reason is adduced for the Jewishness of 24-27. The one count 
against 5-8 is the use of the phrase 'in my name', an objection 
urged at least as long ago as by W eiffenbach.1 The most exhaustive 
examination of that phrase ever offered, that of Heitmuller, led to 
the conclusion that the translation of E7T~ np ovoµa-n by 'on the 
ground or authority of my name' is inadmissible, and that in this 
passage it implies the requisitioning or claiming of the name of 
Jesus, more briefly 'with my name'. 2 In that case there is no ground 
for imagining that a Christian is here thought of as speaker, in fact 
'with my name' excludes such a possibility on Heitmi.iller's inter
pretation. If Dr. Taylor's case in regard to his first source A falls 
to the ground, the force of his contentions is considerably weakened. 
Even the analysis is endangered, for presumably 28-32 can only be 
regarded as of different origin from 24-27 if one regards the latter 
as unauthentic. It is an obvious and quite legitimate step to isolate 
9-13, but it is not so obvious or legitimate to regard them as reflect
ing the historic situation of the church in Rome under Nero. It is 
noteworthy that in source C, 21-23 are joined to 14-20; in view of 
the parallel of 21-23 to the Q apocalypse, Lk. 17. 23 f., it is likely 
that it has a purely eschatological reference; but such a reference in 
14-20 is said to be 'secondary'. That again depends on the view 
taken of 13. 1-2, and of the 'glittering robe'. To us it is less the 
analysis that is at fault than the attitude adopted towards the 
eschatological categories reflected therein. The Church of the Ages 
has generally preferred to speak of the'glorious' rather than 'glitter
ing' robe, and therein lies the main difference between our reading 
of Mk. 13 and Dr. Taylor's; for we are not persuaded that the 
Church has been wrong in this respect. 

In some respects E. Lohmeyer's treatment of Mk. 13 seems the 
most brilliant and provocative that we have met, although we can
not concur with it in toto. It is deeply to be regretted that he did 
not live to give to his commentary the revision he had planned. 8 

We will follow his procedure of apportioning his remarks on the 
discourse into four sections. (i) Lohmeyer's fundamental convic-

1 Der WiederkunftsgedankeJesu, pp. 168-169. 
2 Jm NamenJesu, p. 63. 
• Das Evangelium des Markus, 1st ed. 1937, 2nd ed. with corrections added, 

1951. 
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tion in regard to the discourse is that it is composed out of isolated 
sayings or sayings groups which in part already lay before Mark in 
a fixed literary form. There is no possibility of extracting from it a 
short Jewish apocalypse, but the attempt to do so has revealed that 
the discourse contains at least in equal proportion apocalyptic 
teaching and apocalyptic parenesis (exhortation, advice). With this 
feature is conjoined another significant phenomenon: the chief 
theme of the discourse, unlike that of apocalypses generally, is the 
coming of the Son of Man not in judgment on the world, but J or 
the 'gathering of the saints', i.e. for the formation of the eschato
logical divine community. To this major theme that of the abomina
tion of desolation is subordinated, as also the related theme of false 
christs and prophets, while the third theme of martyrdom is strictly 
related to the first. From among all the rich diversity of apocalyptic 
ideas that meet us in other apocalypses a mere fraction is given us: 
'The point of view that determines this selection is that of the 
building and continuance of the eschatological community of God . 
. . . It is therefore comprehensible that the apocalyptic parenesis 
receives a far greater space than the apocalyptic prophecy.'1 (ii) The 
occasion of the discourse may be compared with that of many an
other Jewish apocalypse, e.g. the Testaments of the Twelve Patri
archs: a 'man of God' sees his death near, speaks of coming things 
and gives last exhortations. This one is a farewell speech of Jesus, 
directed to the heirs of his work and preaching: 'The fruitfulness of 
his (Mark's) purpose is seen from the fact that the three other 
evangelists, each in his way, have developed the conception of such 
a farewell discourse more richly.' 2 The differentia of this discourse 
is that, instead of the disciples being spectators of the apocalyptic 
drama, they are part of it; they are bound up with it through suffer
ing and martyrdom. 'The theological significance of this picture, 
only hinted at, is scarcely to be overestimated; for it makes even the 
life of the believers in this world era the theme of the apocalyptic 
event; it overcomes apocalyptic even while it affirms it and knows 
that it is set in the specific, still continuing historical existence.' 3 

(iii) The discussion nowhere in Ch. 13 centres on Antichrist, not 
even in vv. 14-20. His only significance is that he appears in the 
holy place, through which act the place of eschatological glory is 
turned into its opposite. 'This prophecy belongs then actually to 
the series of sayings which speak of the eschatological destruction 
of the temple and therein break with Jewish tradition and the 

1 Op. cit., pp. 285-286. 2 Op. cit., pp. 286 and 267. 1 Op. cit., p. 286. 
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Jewish people.'1 (iv) The elements of the discourse consist of 
Jewish tradition, sayings of Jesus and words of the primitive com
munity. It is difficult to separate them, for they are united through 
the single conception of the nearness of the eschatological day. 
Yet it is a true picture of the Christianity of Mark's day: 'Its firm 
ground is "his words", its continual affirmation the sacred tradi
tion, its inner condition, "watch and be ready" for martyrdom.'2 

Despite the confessed difficulty of separating the discourse into 
its constituent parts, Lohmeyer essays to do it more thoroughly 
than any of his predecessors. The introductory section 1-5a is said 
to be composed for the purpose: 1 is a foil for 2, 3-4 follow the 
conventional notion of the fitness of a mountain for a divine com
munication. 5b-8 contain three disparate sayings of four lines each: 
the first, 5-6, is itself not a unity, being an adaptation of a Jewish 
apocalyptic notion in the light of the experiences of the primitive 
Church; the second, 7, is a word of consolation for a helpless yet 
peaceable people; the third, 8, describes apocalyptic signs in the 
non-Jewish world. 9-13 also contains three strophes of four lines 
each, but each strophe is concluded by an interpolated prose sen
tence (10, IIb, 13): each saying has a different origin and aim, but 
they are united by the superimposed conception of martyrdom. As 
to 14-27: 14 is from a Jewish apocalypse referring to Jerusalem, the 
phrase 'Let the reader understand' shows that a document is used, 
but how far it extends we do not know; 15-16 relate to inhabitants 
of a country town, for there is no reference to craftsmen; 17-18 
relate to city dwellers, as their concern for the weather shows; 19-
20 is not a prophecy, but a report of an event carried through by 
God, and is directly from an Aramaic source; 21-23 comes here 
curiously in view of its many pseudo-christs-how do they arise 
after Antichrist? Indeed, the contradiction is manifest within this 
little paragraph, for 21 speaks of cme anointed who has been seen 
here and there, but 22 says many false christs and prophets will 
arise; 21 thus gives a false human opinion, what it says does not 
happen, 22 has a real event in view, but it is a deceptive one. 
In the last section the chief thing to note is that 28 f. answer the 
question, 'What is the sign?', and 30-32 answer 'When shall these 
things be'? The same complexity of composition is discernible in 
this group. 3 

1 Ibid. 2 Op. cit., p. 287. 
3 The analysis of each paragraph is provided by Lohmeyer at the commence

ment of his exposition of each section, and so is scattered throughout the com
mentary on Ch. 13, pp. 267-285. 
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If the reader will check this analysis with the text itself, he will 
find it difficult not to feel that the genius of Lohmeyer has gone to 
excess here; it is atomism with a vengeance, if not nuclear fission. 
In all candour, how can any man justify the judgment that vv. 5-6 
represent a Jewish apocalyptic saying, modified by the experiences 
of the primitive Christian community? It is groundless speculation 
and produces a needless scepticism, especially if we recall the cir
cumstances of Jesus and his disciples in the midst of a Judaism 
charged with incipient Zealotism. The entire analysis of 14-23 set 
forth by Lohmeyer could be debated point by point. In particular, 
the comparison of 21 and 22 proceeds from the assumption that if 
it is possible to construe two adjoining statements in a contradic
tory fashion it is our duty to do so, rather than accept them at face 
value. Life would be very tiring if that principle were applied 
generally. We would further like to ask: When did it begin to be 
true of the Church that 'its firm ground was "his words", its con
tinual affirmation the sacred tradition'? Only in Mark's day? If it 
goes back to early times, would it have been so very natural to 
confuse the striking warnings and encouragements of Jesus with 
odd apocalypses and utterances of Christian prophets? The possi
bility may be reckoned with, but probability points to the opposite 
conclusion. On Lohmeyer's arguments the key concepts of Mk. 13 

should indicate not merely a Christian redactor, but a Christian 
basis of redaction all the way through: this confessed emphasis on 
the rapture of the Church and ignoring of lesser matters, this un
usual 'parenetic' interest, more pronounced than the apocalyptic 
strain, this rejection of the temple coupled with the severe judg
ment on the favoured people in an eschatological context, does it 
point to Jewish sources and reflected Christian experience? Theo
retically it could be reconciled with such a view, but again we say 
the probability does not lie in that direction. Since the discourse of 
Mk. 13, after all, is not on the lips of a Simon Zelotes but on those 
of Jesus, we have a right to let probability be our guide here. We 
are not concerned to deny the view that Mk. 13 may be derived 
from earlier units of tradition, whether shorter or longer, but we 
do ask for a more reasonable attitude to be taken to the compilers 
of this discourse. We are dependent wholly on our Evangelists for 
it, we have no independent materials on which to judge it. If the 
discourse goes back to a time prior to the Evangelists, then the un
known compiler had the more abundant material from which to 
select, and we need not presume he lost his powers of judgment 
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when he did so. Lohmeyer's exposition of the significance of the 
eschatological discourse is consonant with a lofty purpose and no 
small mind in the person responsible for putting it together; per
haps the great exegete would not have minded our thinking that his 
theological powers exceeded even his critical judgment! Of one 
thing we are sure; he has made the Little Apocalypse theory even 
more difficult of acceptance than it was before he wrote. 

(Alternative expositions of Mk. 13, or modifications of the Little 
Apocalypse theory, will also be found in the following writers: 
T. K. Cheyne, Article 'Abomination of Desolation', Encyclopaedia 
Biblica, 1899, vol. I, cols. 21-23; Estlin Carpenter, The First Three 
Gospels, 1904, p. 197; N. Schmidt, The Prophet of Nazareth, 1905, 
pp. 85 f., 132 ff., 185, 230 ff.; P. Batiffol, L'Enseignement de Jesus, 
1909, pp. 275 ff.; J. MacCulloch, Article 'Eschatology', Encyclo
paedia of Religion and Ethics, 1912, vol. 5, pp. 382 f.; W.W. Holds
worth, Gospel Origins, 1913, pp. 111 f., 195; Latimer Jackson, The 
Eschatology of Jesus, 1913, pp. 41 f., 285 ff.; S. J. Case,Jesus, a New 
Biography, 1927, pp. 335, 425 f.; E. W. Barnes, The Rise of Chris
tianity, 1947, pp. 136 f.; A. N. Wilder, Eschatology and Ethics in the 
Teaching of Jesus, 2nd ed., 1950, p. 36; J. H. Ropes, The Synoptic 
Gospels, 1934, pp. 9 ff., 28; A. T. Cadoux, The Sources of the Second 
Gospel, 1935, pp. 224 ff.; The Theology of Jesus, 1940, p. 188.) 



CHAPTER 4 

ATTEMPTS TO VINDICATE THE 
ESCHATOLOGICAL DISCOURSE 

s the Little Apocalypse theory is an endeavour to explain 
Mk. 13 by resort to critical analysis, the previous chapters 
have been devoted in large part to critical methods. The 

defenders of the authenticity of Mk. 13 in the main have sought to 
meet the difficulties by exegetical rather than by analytical methods, 
consequently it will be necessary in this chapter to pay more atten
tion to questions of interpretation and theology. 

The chief cause of perplexity in the eschatological discourse lies 
in the fact that statements concerning the end of the age are appar
ently intertwined with an event that for us has been removed to the 
distant past. No other prophecies of our Lord relating to the hope 
of his coming are tied in this manner to history. The difficulties of 
interpretation are unique as far as the Gospels are concerned, and 
perhaps that accounts for the unique treatment the prophecy has 
received at the hands of its would-be-interpreters. Strauss sum
marised the efforts of his predecessors and contemporaries to solve 
the problems of the discourse in terms of this time reference: they 
held either that the bearing of the discourse is entirely future, or 
that it is entirely past, or that it is partly past and partly future; in 
the last case, it was necessary either to deny that the two series of 
events were placed in immediate chronological succession or to 
maintain that Jesus took account of the intervening period. The 
belief that Mk. 13 relates solely to the future was held by certain 
Church Fathers, such as Irenaeus and Hilary, but they lived near 
enough the event to be ignorant of their mistake. The past reference 
involves the notion that the parousia took place at the destruction 
of Jerusalem, and few are inclined to risk this tour de force. Strauss 
quite enjoyed recounting the difficulties of those who tried to appor
tion the discourse between A.D. 70 and the end of the world.1 It will 
be observed that the Little Apocalypse theory essentially was a 
revival of the view that the discourse referred solely to the future, 

H 

1 Life of Jesus, vol. III, pp. 86 ff. 
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for it built on the assumption that it had nothing to do with the 
fall of Jerusalem and merely portrayed the end of the age. The 
attempt to refer the discourse to the past also enjoyed a new lease 
of life, in that not a few serious expositors espoused the view that 
the parousia took place at the fall of J erusalem.1 Most interpreters, 
however, have wrestled with the problem of how to apportion the 
chapter between the past and future. 

I. THE PROPHECY OF JERUSALEM A PREFIGURATION OF 

THE END 

One of the most obvious expedients was to regard the fall of 
Jerusalem as a foreshadowing of the end of the age. In view of the 
temper of the last century one would have thought that many 
exegetes would have adopted that line of interpretation; in reality 
hardly any did. N eander, in his refutation of Strauss, pursued this 
course, and perhaps succeeded better than his followers. He was 
one of the first to lay down an important canon of interpretation for 
Mk. 13, viz. that its scope was limited by the practical needs of the 
disciples. 'It was certainly far from Christ's intention', he wrote, 'to 
give them a complete view of the course of development of the 
kingdom of God up to its final consummation. He imparted only so 
much as was necessary to guard them against deception, to stimulate 
their watchfulness, and confirm their confidence that the end would 
come at last'. 2 This is a very different estimate of the discourse 
from that which sees it as a calendar of coming events, as many 
critics have assumed. In view of the increasing recognition by 
recent writers, like Vincent Taylor and Lohmeyer, that Mk. 13 
omits more apocalyptic themes than it offers, it would seem that 
Neander had justification for this affirmation. The view of the future 
is characterised thus: 'When Christ in this discourse speaks of the 
great import of his coming for the history of the world, of his 
triumphant self-manifestation, and of the beginning of his king
dom, he betokens thereby partly his triumph in the destruction of 
the visible Theocracy, and its results in the freer and wider diffu
sion of his kingdom, and partly his second advent for its consum
mation. The judgment over the degenerate Theocracy, and the 
final judgment of the world, the first free development of the king
dom of God, and its final and glorious consummation, correspond 

1 See additional note r at end of this chapter. 
• The Life of Jesus Christ in its historical connexion and historical development, 

1st ed. 1837, E.T. from the 4thed. 1853, p. 406. 
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to each other; the former, in each case, prefiguring the latter.'1 We 
have not found this interpretation again until Plummer's commen
tary on Matthew reproduced it in brief. Commenting on the signi
ficance of the Fig Tree parable (Mt. 24. 32 f.= Mk. 13. 28 f.), he 
asserted: 'If the Day of Judgment is in any way included in it, it is 
as being symbolised by the judgment on the guilty city.'2 A similar 
view is adopted by N. Geldenhuys in his exposition of Luke: the 
judgment of Jerusalem foreshadows the final judgment, so that 
Lk. 21. 2o=Mk. 13. 14 refers first to the Roman army, second to 
the appearance of Antichrist. 3 

This view proceeds from an act of faith; it can neither be demon
strated nor denied from other statements in the Gospels. Its major 
defect is the presupposition that the discourse was intended to cater 
for two events separated by a long stretch of time. Neander refuses 
to contemplate the possibility of Jesus being limited in his know
ledge of time and Geldenhuys thinks Lk. 21. 24 implies a sert'es of 
powers occupying Jerusalem. It is difficult, if not impossible, to 
reconcile such a prospect with the known attitude of Jesus to the 
future. The inter-relation of the two events must be explained by 
some other means. 

2. Two PROPHECIES COMBINED IN ONE DISCOURSE 

More popular than the foregoing interpretation was the idea that 
the eschatological discourse is composed of two prophecies, one 
dealing with the fall of Jerusalem, the other with the final Advent, 
but both authentic. The view championed by Wendt was antici
pated in principle by a full generation in the expositions of F. 
Godet. This writer found it difficult to accept the newly-pro
pounded theory of the Little Apocalypse, especially in view of the 
necessarily widespread adoption of this apocalypse at a time suffii
ciently early for authoritative denials to be issued against it. To 
him, the hypothesis is 'nothing else than a stroke of desperation'.' 
Godet was indignant at the lower views of Jesus that motivated the 
critics of this chapter: 'Jesus called himself, and consequently 
either knew or believed himself to be, the future Judge of the 
Church and the world. In the former case he must be something 

1 Op. cit., pp. 406-407. 
2 An Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to St. Matthew, 1909, 

p. 328. 
3 Commentary on the Gospel of Luke, 1950, pp. 523, 533. 
4 A Commentary on the Gospel of Luke, E.T. from the 2nd French edition of 

1870, p. 274. 
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more than a sinful man-he can only be the God-man; in the latter 
he is only a fool carried away with pride. In vain will MM. Colani, 
Volkmar, and Keim attempt to escape from this dilemma. Genuine 
historical criticism and an impartial exegesis will always raise it 
anew and allow no other choice than between the Christ of the 
Church and the clever charmer of M. Renan.'1 As to the interpreta
tion of the discourse, Godet recalls the hints in our Lord's teaching 
that the parousia may be considerably delayed (e.g. Lk. 18. 1 f., 
Mk. 13. 35, Lk. 19. 12, Mt. 25. 5, 24- 14), yet this discourse gives a 
near date for the 'end' (Mk. 13. 30), and Mk. 13. 32 declares Jesus 
has no idea when the Advent will be. It is concluded that Mark and 
Matthew have mingled two discourses together, but that Luke has 
kept them apart. The confusion is natural, since the Old Testament 
prophets conjoin the judgment of Israel with that of the Gentiles; 
to some extent it is justified, for the destruction of Jerusalem is the 
first act of the world's judgment. 'The present epoch is due to a 
suspension of the judgment already begun-a suspension the aim 
of which is to make way for the time of grace which is to be granted 
to the Gentiles.' 2 

A similar result was reached by a different path in the case of 
W. Beyschlag. 3 The analytical solution of the critics had no attrac
tion for him. 'That short apocalypse is a mere production of the 
critical imagination; no evidence of its existence can be found.' 
Like Godet he asks how so recent a Jewish prediction could have 
been immediately taken up in the circle that possessed a first-hand 
tradition of the Lord's words and circulated as from Jesus. 'The 
descent of the synoptic prophetic addresses is certified on as 
good authority as the parables of the kingdom or the Sermon on 
the Mount. '4 Beyschlag feels that the difficulties of our discourse 
may be solved if we remember two things: (i) the imperfection of 
the prophet's view, (ii) the imperfection of the hearer's compre
hension. In regard to the former, we are to realise that Paul's 
confession about prophecy and reality being related as a child's 
thought in comparison to a man's applies equally to Jesus (I Cor. 
13. 9 ff.). Prophecy does not give the shape of future developments, 
it only provides ideal truth, and that in emblems, 'riddles' as Paul 
said. Prophecy yields to the seer ideal history 'evolved from the 
idea that the contrasts of good and evil, wheat and tares, must ripen 

1 Op. cit., p. 274. 2 Op. cit., p. 260. 
3 New Testament Theology, 1895, from the German of 1891. 

Op. cit., vol. I, p. 188. 
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in the world, and that when the opposition to God in the world has 
reached its climax, the judgment of God must break over it' .1 This 
is excellent principle, but when we look at Mk. 13 we see more 
than ideal history, we see a very concrete Jerusalem and statements 
made about various kinds of people. Here the second of the above
mentioned factors comes in: the reporters did not grasp this aright, 
hence the discourse mixes up ideal history with what Jesus had 
prophesied of Jerusalem's fate. The contrast of Mk. 13. 30 and 32 
makes this plain: the concrete statement about the generation that 
will not pass away naturally refers to what Jesus had predicted of 
the judgment on Jerusalem, the confession of his prophetic ignor
ance relates to the wider prophecy. That this is no mere conjecture 
is shown in the necessity of the Gospel to be proclaimed through
out all the world-which is 'the one real sign of the end' -and that 
this is the task of generations after A.D. 70, as well as before (cf. 
Mk. 12. 1-12, Mt. 22. 7). 'According to this the spirit of Jesus 
clearly saw beyond the near judgment of God on Judaism, not the 
immediate end of the world, but a growing history both of the world 
and the Church, the greatest fact of which should be the calling of 
the nations of the world to the kingdom of God.' 2 If it be asked 
how this is to be reconciled with the statements implying a parousia 
in the contemporary generation, the answer is given that the Advent 
of Jesus is a historical process ( cf. Mt. 26. 64). 'Jesus comprehended 
the realisation of the kingdom of God, represented by the prophets 
as momentary (like a flash of lightning), rather as a process of growth, 
a historical development; and according to the same law he con
sciously viewed also the future completion of his work as a course 
of history, achieved not in a single act, but in an advancing series of 
acts.' 3 In seeking to estimate this unrealistic interpretation of the 
eschatological discourse, it is enough to point out the strange incon
sistency of postulating that a prophet can only see ideal history, and 
that therefore when Jesus prophesies actual history, this must be 
separated from the ideal history of the discourse, which alone can 
be the subject of prophecy! If prophecy consists only of 'ideal 
truth ... in emblem and image, or rather, in a changing series of 
images', how was Jesus able to speak at all of the overthrow of 
Jerusalem? Or if this was a case of actualising prophetic images, 
why should it be limited to one series only (relating to Jerusalem) 
and not to that which relates to the wider issues of world history? 

1 Op. cit., pp. 195-196. 
• Op. cit., p. 200. 

' Op. cit., p. 198. 
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We suspect that Victorian optimism contributed more to Bey
schlag's outlook than Mk. 13.1 

E. F. K. Muller, like Godet, dwelt on dominical sayings which 
imply a period of development before the End; these show that 
sayings relating to an impending coming of Jesus must refer to the 
judgment on Jerusalem; we are compelled to this conclusion if we 
compare Mt. 10. 23 with Mk. 13. 10, for the latter tells of the 
world-wide preaching of the Gospel before the End, the former 
says that not even Palestine will be evangelised before the 'coming' .2 

Moreover, 'it may be that the widely-spread faith of the Church in 
the immediate nearness of the End has helped to produce the mis
taken formulation of these words. This belief perhaps also explains 
why the judgment on the people of God and then on the entire 
race, which Jesus had only inwardly joined, is similarly joined to
gether in temporal proximity in the report (Mk. 13. 14 f., 24 f.).' 3 

While we may not be persuaded by these views, we should not pass 
over Muller's acute criticism of Weizsacker's presentation of the 
Little Apocalypse theory. He makes four points: (i) Despite indi
vidual parallels with Jewish-apocalyptic literature, e.g. in the mes
sianic woes, the 'total-design' of the discourse shows specifically 
Christian points which cannot be explained by an external editing 
of a Jewish basis. (ii) Apocalypses of undoubted Jewish origin find 
it difficult to know how to connect the figure of the Messiah, who 
originally belonged to the 'this-worldly' circle of prophetic ideas, 
with later transcendent hopes. (iii) The theme of the history up to 
the parousia is the preaching of the Gospel of Jesus and personal 
decision for or against him, with which the predicted struggle 
stands in closest association; with that corresponds the picture of 
the end-history is concluded through the judgment of the Messiah 
and the gathering of the Elect about him. (iv) No rebuilding of 
Jerusalem after its destruction is contemplated. These considera
tions should show that we cannot be dealing with a Jewish, or even 
Jewish-Christian apocalypse in any exclusive sense. May it be a 
Christian one, pseudonymously attributed to Jesus? 'Then we face 
again the question whether this Christian eschatological system, 
despite numerous individual parallels to Jewish apocalyptic, does 

1 G. B. Stevens' exposition of the discourse closely followed that of Beyschlag: 
see his Theology of the New Testament, 2nd ed., 1906. His ideas in tum were 
largely repeated by H. A. A. Kennedy in St. Paul's Conceptions of the Last Things, 
1904,pp. 168-169, 172-173. 

2 Realencyklopadie fur protestantische Theologie und Kirche, vol. 21, 1908, pp. 
264-265. 

3 Op. cit., p. 265. 
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not reveal itself to be a new building on an original foundation which 
must conclusively be attributed to Jesus himself, even if the parousia 
discourse may not be regarded exactly as a historical report.'1 This 
criticism anticipates the kind of approach to Mk. 13 made a genera
tion later, yet we have never seen a reference to this article in any 
publication that has come our way. That fate is typical of more 
than one attempt of conservative critics to defend the eschato
logical discourse: they were ignored by the proponents of the new 
theory. 

A striking variation of the view of two discourses in Mk. 13 
recognises a Little Apocalypse within the chapter, with or without 
a second discourse, and boldly claims that the entire material is 
authentic. The two great names associated with this view are the 
father and son, Bernhard and Johannes Weiss. Bernhard Weiss 
took over H. A. W. Meyer's commentary and issued the sixth 
edition of that on the synoptic gospels in 1878 (we have used the 
eighth edition of 1892). Of Mk. 13 he wrote: 'The parousia dis
course is the one greater discourse which Mark had completely 
repeated from the older source; he provided it with an historical 
introduction, vv. 1-5, a concluding exhortation, 32-37, as well as 
lengthened it through two interpolations, 9-13, 21-23.' The origi
nal source, therefore, must have been 6-8, 14-20, 24-31, the Little 
Apocalypse as usually constructed. 2 Weiss scarcely feels it neces
sary to discuss in his commentary the opinion of his critical con
temporaries that the discourse thus laid bare is unauthentic. In his 
Theology of the New Testament he states what he considers to be 
the fundamental assumption of the discourse: 'Although the con
summation of all things is not brought about in the natural way of 
historical development, it is nevertheless a condition of its com
mencement that the time has become ripe for it. As the Messiah 
could not appear upon the scene until the time was fulfilled (Mk. 
I. 15), so, according to the divinely appointed course of the his
torical development, certain events must have taken place before 
he returns; and from these, as its foretokens, men can then discern 
the nearness of the divinely appointed moment of the consumma
tion. Upon this fundamental thought of apocalyptic prophecy rests 
also the prophecy of Jesus regarding his return. '3 As Godet thought 
that the destruction of Jerusalem was the first act of the world's 

1 Op. cit., pp. 263-264. 
2 Die Evangelien des Markus und Lucas, p. 213. 
• Biblical Theology of the New Testament, E.T. 1882 from the 3rd German ed. 

of 1879, pp. 149-150. 
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judgment, so Weiss affirmed of the tribulation of Mk. 13. 14-20: 
'Since with this, the last great judgment of God already began, the 
day of the return must now immediately appear.' 1 But how are we 
to explain the 'immediately' (Mt. 24. 29)? In this matter we fear 
that Weiss hedged and hovered about in obvious perplexity. As his 
New Testament Theology is his only translated work, it is not ap
parent to the English reader, but Holtzmann noted it and with 
evident amusement pointed it out as follows (the references are to 
the German writings): 'Weiss abstracted from it (the discourse) the 
compensating judgment, "Jesus set his coming again in prospect 
for the current generation, even if the point of time remained in the 
last resort always indefinable" ' (Neutest. Theo!., p. 33). According 
to L.J., II, p. 286, 448 f., there lies in Mk. 13. 30 only a hypo
thetical prophecy, in Mk. 13. 32 an absolute prophecy. According 
to Neutest. Theo!., I, p. 193, "the two sayings cannot possibly have 
been said one after another", so that the first should be related to 
the end of Jerusalem, the second to the end of the world. The 
mixing of the two Ends is set, p. 194, to the reckoning of the mis
understanding of the disciples, according to par. 33b, "a peculiar 
view of the pedagogic wisdom of Jesus" .' 2 It is unfortunate when 
one's writings are subjected to examination by an intellect so acute 
as Holtzmann's, but this citation will illustrate the difficulty of the 
time question in Mk. 13 and the necessity of candour when dealing 
with it. 

In the writings of Johannes Weiss one feels the impact of a 
master-mind. It is unaccountable that so little of his work has been 
made available for English readers. Moffatt drew attention to the con
version of Muirhead to the Little Apocalypse theory as 'notable'. 3 

It would have been more to the point if he had called attention 
to the far more significant conversion of Johannes Weiss from 
the Little Apocalypse theory to an acceptance of its general authen
ticity. The famous Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes contains 
little that bears on our discussion, save an expression of the view
point from which this writer never moved and which provided him 
with the key to Mk. 13. In his view, the description of the parousia, 
Mk. 13. 24 ff., with the parable of the fig tree, Mk. 13. 28 f., 
supplies for Mark at least the true context for Jesus' prediction of 
the fall of the temple: the Advent brings 'the break-up of the old 

l Ibid. 
• Lehrbuch der neutestamentliche Theologie, Band I, p. 328, n. 1. 
3 Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, p. 208, n. 3. 
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world, which will then bury the temple also beneath its ruins' .1 This 
was the point of departur.:; for his later investigations of the escha
tological discourse. The most elaborate discussion of his views is 
given in the exposition of Marean theology, Das alteste Evangelium. 
Herein we see the influence of Pfleiderer, noted earlier by us. The 
purpose of the discourse, like that of II Thessalonians, is to quieten 
feverish expectations of the parousia. 'The discourse as a whole 
does not give the impression that it is a flaming pamphlet of the 
twelfth hour. The concluding exhortations to watchfulness (33, 37) 
... rest on and draw their strength from this, that the delay ulti
mately is incalculable. The day and hour are not known (32), and 
therefore it is necessary ever to be watchful. An apocalyptic pro
phet who sees the signs fulfilled and the hour to have. come does 
not speak in this way. ' 2 This viewpoint is especially noticeable in 
v. 10, the necessity to preach the Gospel in all the world, but it is 
also contained in such an exhortation as vv. 5-6: 'Even if the com
munity already had experienced something of this kind (i.e. the 
rise of deceivers), the prophetic character of this word nevertheless 
remains through the "many", 1ToAA0£: there certainly had not been 
a mass appearance of pseudo-messiahs hitherto. Watch out then! 
Do not let such people set you prematurely in an excited condi
tion !'3 On the other hand, the opposite extreme must not be 
adopted, for the parousia is expected in the lifetime of the genera
tion of Jesus. The general idea of the discourse excludes the pos
sibility that the 'abomination of desolation' refers to the (past) 
activity of the Romans: 'It would be the complete opposite of the 
guiding purpose of the author if here suddenly the end was stated 
to be quite near, whereas just now the terminus was set back to the 
finishing of the mission work.'! On no account is this interpreta
tion to be reversed by making 'Let the reader understand' mean 
'Let the Church realise that the old prophecy is in process of fulfil
ment or has just been fulfilled'; voEEv can mean 'perceive, attend 
to', but in Mark it is used for 'understand', especially of a parable 
or secret (7. 18, 8. 17, cf. also Rev. 13. 18, 17. 9). In this passage it 
implies that the Danielic prophecy is intended in the words of 

1 Predigt Jesu, p. 32. The year in which this book was published, 1892, also 
saw the publication of the one article Weiss wrote in which he advocated the 
Little Apocalypse theory. It is contained in Studien und Kritiken, 1892, and we 
regret that we have not been able to procure it. From references to it in contem
porary literature we gather that the analysis adopted more or less coincided with 
that advocated in his later writings; the change of view concerned the estimate of 
the relation of the 'apocalypse' to the thought of Jesus. 

• Op. cit., p. 72. 3 Op. cit., pp. 73-74. 4 Op. cit., pp. 76-77. 
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Jesus. Meanwhile the fulfilment is outside the circle of view. Cali
gula had attempted it, but God had frustrated it. If Caligula had 
pointed the way of possible fulfilment, the how or the when is yet 
unknowable. 'Just as it is fundamentally false to ask in the exposi
tion of II Thess. 2 what definite contemporary events Paul had in 
view with his description, so it is mistaken to ask Mark how he 
interpreted the fJU>.vyµ,a epYJµ,WrJ'f:WS. 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.' 1 

What shall we then say of the setting of the discourse? More par
ticularly, how do we relate the question of the disciples to what 
follows? Weiss answers: 'There is only one explanation here: only 
under one presupposition is the answer of Jesus not nonsensical .• 
i.e. if the evangelist tacitly accepts that the temple can be destroyed 
only at the break-up of the old world, at the coming of the Messiah, 
at the setting up of the sovereignty of God. The signs of the parousia 
are then at the same time signs for the ruin of the temple.' 2 This, how
ever, does not compel us to the view that the connection is original. 
Of the authenticity of the temple prediction, Weiss has no doubt, 
but it could well be an independent saying to which Mark has 
appended the following discourse. The introduction of the four 
intimate friends, occurring only in Mark, is probably editorial; they 
are brought in to give the discourse an appearance of secrecy, 'the 
old text of Mark gives it simply as a discourse to the disciples, i.e. 
as a piece of teaching for the whole community.' 3 Weiss now pro
ceeds to attempt to define this 'old text of Mark'. By such con
siderations as that v. 21 is a doublet of 22, coming from Q; 7 is a 
comment on 8; 15-16 come from Q, etc., the foundational docu
ment is found to be vv. 8, 14, 17-20, 22, 24-25, Mt. 24. 3oab, 26-27, 

30, 33. Weiss makes the further interesting conjecture that the 
original paragraph 9-13 is better reproduced in Mt. 10. 17-23, and 
that Mark took out Mt. 10. 23, replacing it with the statement 
about world-wide preaching, 13. 10; the whole paragraph would 
very well fit the document as analysed above and could have been 
an integral part of it, particularly if Mt. 10. 23 be put after Mk. 
13. 13, thus: 

He that endures to the end, 
The same shall be saved.-

' Op. cit., p. 79. 2 Op. cit., pp. 72-73. 3 Op. cit., p. 274. 
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But whenever they persecute you in this city, 
Flee into the next; 

For truly I tell you, you will not finish the cities of Israel, 
Until the Son of Man comes.-

But whenever you see the 'abomination of desolation' 
Standing where it ought not, 

(Let the reader understand) 
Then flee into the mountains. 

But woe to pregnant women and suckling mothers 
In those days. 

But pray that your flight may not happen 
In winter or on the Sabbath.1 

When Weiss came to write his commentary on Mark2 he abandoned 
this suggestion and simply incorporated 9bcd, 11 with v. 8 as pre
liminary signs of the end. We have mentioned the earlier view as a 
good example of the ease with which one can put together a plaus
ible connection of sayings and then presume that the excellence of 
connection proves that it must have once existed! 

Whence did this discourse originate? Let Weiss speak for him
self: 'Whereas the hypothesis of a "little apocalypse" was earlier 
very widespread (I also have represented it), today the grounds for 
this view have become frail. While it was once found surprising 
that there should be in a discourse of Jesus conceptions related to 
those of Jewish apocalyptic, today many people will share my 
opinion that Jesus could very well have thought of the future 
according to the scheme of the prophecy of Daniel and of other 
apocalyptists .... If he spoke of the "coming of the Son of Man", 
then he used an apocalyptic conception generally recognised at that 
time; it is a strong conviction that at the end of the days, "the man 
on the clouds" must come. So also the "abomination of desola
tion", which is taken over by him, is an idea of firm dogmatic 
strength. It is laid down in prophecy and this prophecy must be 
fulfilled as all others .... Or what is meant if one demands in this 
direction "originality" from Jesus? Is it wished that he had given 
on these matters quite new and unheard-of explanations? We are 
thankful that he did not make the attempt to vie with the Jewish 
apocalyptists in depicting the end, but that in this respect he 
simply held to prophecy, or to what was delivered to him as such. 

1 Op. cit., pp. 278 ff. 
2 Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 2nd ed., 1906. 
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He was satisfied with the cardinal features of the scheme: utmost 
c,oncentration on the chief matters-that is the signature of this apoca
lypse.'1 It is presumed, then, that Mark found this discourse as a 
Christian apocalypse and developed it through interpolations from 
the sayings source. To this view Weiss adhered in his later writings. 
In his latest book, posthumously published, he dealt with the pro
blem of reconciling a view of the end as coming suddenly and as 
preceded by signs. The apparently contradictory belief, he points 
out, is not only to be seen in the sayings of Jesus, it runs through
out the New Testament. 'It unites two fundamental attitudes of 
the primitive Christian life: on the one hand the continual tension 
which is maintained and increased through constantly repeated 
exhortations to watch at all times, for on this rests in part the in
tensity of the religious and ethical enthusiasm; on the other hand, 
the being bound to specified tasks.' 2 While it may be felt that Weiss 
goes too far in some of his assertions, particularly in his relating 
Jesus so closely to the apocalyptists, there is much of value in his 
treatment of our theme. It is hard to understand why critics so fre
quently confine their quotations of his views to the negative aspects 
of his approach and overlook his positive contribution. Despite 
Weiss' well-known rejection of the element of 'privacy' in the 
teaching as recorded by Mark, it is a small step from his acceptance 
of the eschatological discourse to accepting the setting narrated by 
Mark. 

The views of Shailer Mathews may be characterised as a fusion 
of elements from Johannes Weiss and Wendt. He takes over the 
latter's analysis of Mk. 13 into two discourses, 3 except that he 
removes the paragraph describing the parousia, 24-27, from the 
Jerusalem discourse and inserts it into that concerning the mes
sianic consummation. Both discourses are authentic. 'Despite the 
objections of Wendt, both may safely be considered as coming 
from Jesus himself. That he expected the fall of Jerusalem is be
yond question, and it has already appeared that he regarded his 
return as in some way susceptible to interpretation by apocalyptic 
figures.' 4 The great difficulty over this view has always been to 
explain why these two discourses have been combined in this way. 
Mathews suggests that a solution may be found in carefully noting 
the distinction between 'these things' of Mk. 13. 30 and 'that day' 

1 Op. cit., p. 281. 2 Das Urchristentum, 1917, p. 97. 
3 The discourse on Jerusalem, 7-9a, 14-20, 24-27, 30-32; the discourse on the 

messianic consummation, 4-6, 9b-13, 21-23, 28-29, 32-37. 
4 The Messianic Hope in the New Testament, 1905, p. 230. 
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of 13. 32: 'The two contrasted pronouns refer respectively to the 
fate of Jerusalem and the parousia of the Christ, and suggest that 
the two sets of material are in such a relation that the one gives a 
basis for confidence in the other.' In two respects the predictions of 
Jesus had proved terribly accurate: those concerning the fall of 
Jerusalem in the first discourse, which had been completely ful
filled, and those relating to the persecution of the disciples in the 
second discourse, which were in process of fulfilment through the 
contemporary policy of the Roman State. Both elements of the 
Lord's prophecies pointed to an early fulfilment of the rest. 'The 
generation within which all "these" events-i.e. the political
were to take place had not yet quite passed from the earth, and the 
woes which ... were expected to precede the coming of Christ had 
already begun. Sustained by these fulfilments of Jesus' words as 
regards Jerusalem and their own persecution, the Christians who 
"read" might well "understand" and rest in supreme confidence 
that Jesus' prophecies of the coming of the kingdom would also be 
fulfilled.' 1 Mathews notes that if Jesus intended this correlation of 
the two discourses, then he must have connected in some way the 
fall of Jerusalem with his own coming. If he did not, we must still 
remember that the limit within which the messianic kingdom was 
to be established is expressly set within the contemporary genera
tion (Mk. 9. 1, 14. 62, Mt. 10. 23). It is in accordance with these 
convictions that the apostolic churches ordered their lives and 
hopes. 2 Apart from this last statement, it will be noted that Mathews' 
interpretation rests wholly on the confessed belief that all the 
Evangelists wrote after A.D. 70, otherwise it could not be said that 
the 'Jerusalem discourse' serves as a guarantee for the accuracy of 
the other. This is a very dubious position, and if the date be con
tested, as it is by the majority of critics, the interpretation is in
valid. 

H. T. Andrews was more indefinite in his pronouncements on 
the discourse, but evidently accepted at least the hypothesis of two 
sources for Mk. 13.3 He pointed out the striking fact that 'there is 
only one definite prediction of the parousia in the synoptics which 
has been transmitted in almost identical words by all three Evan
gelists, viz. the utterance in Mt. 24. 30, Mk. 13. 26, Lk. 21. 27.' 
Little wonder at the anxiety to be rid of Mk. 13 l But, 'If the final 

1 Op. cit., p. 231. 2 Op. cit., p. II7. 
3 'The Significance of the Eschatological Utterances of Jesus', London Theo

logical Studies, 1911. 
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discourse of Jesus can be clearly proved to have been adulterated 
by a foreign admixture of Jewish eschatological ideas, why should 
we hesitate in supposing that other similar elements in the present 
records of the teaching of Jesus came from the same source' ?1 Pre
suming a general unwillingness to take the latter step, then even if 
sources are intermingled in the eschatological discourse, both 
should be taken as authentic. 'The hypothesis with regard to the 
Jewish origin of the "Little Apocalypse" is not, and cannot, be 
proved. There is no tangible evidence which warrants the conclu
sion that it could not have been an utterance of Jesus. The sup
position that the prediction of the parousia in Mt. 24. 30 (Mk. 13. 
26) is of Jewish origin is a purely gratuitous assumption and cannot 
be substantiated by sound argument.'2 The apparent dogmatism in 
such a statement is due to our isolating it from its context. In fact, 
Andrews provides one of the most cogent demonstrations of the 
authenticity of our Lord's eschatological teaching that can be found 
in short compass. He alludes to a factor that should be obvious 
enough to us all but which is rarely recognised, that affinity 
with Jewish thought is a quite inadequate ground for rejecting 
dominical sayings. 'If we were to reject every utterance of Jesus 
which could be paralleled in Jewish Literature, and set up origin
ality as the supreme canon of value, we should reduce his teaching 
to very small compass. We must not set up one standard for escha
tology and another for ethics. Why, for example, should we reject 
Mt. 26. 64 on the ground of its likeness to Dan. 7. 13 and accept the 
teaching of Jesus with regard to forgiveness in spite of the fact that 
there is a very clear parallel to it in the Testaments of the Patri
archs ?'3 Two other points that affect our problem are: (i) the fact 
that our Lord's eschatological teaching represents the climax of his 
instruction, not an earlier conviction which died as his ministry 
progressed; (ii) that, further, it is bound up with sacred and solemn 
occasions, such as the transfiguration, the confession at Caesarea, 
the tense situation when the shadow of the cross was upon him in 
his closing days, the judgment hall of Caiaphas. 'The place which 
these utterances occupy in the gospel narrative, the sanctity that 
surrounds the occasions on which they were made, the sense of 
solemnity that enshrouds them, all go to prove that Jesus himself 
regarded them as amongst his most important deliverances. We 
cannot set them on one side without setting on one side what Jesus 

1 Op. cit., pp. 6rr70. 
1 Op. cit., p. So. 

• Op. cit., p. 73. 
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himself regarded as being of primary significance.'1 Is it not per
missible to apply this observation to Mk. 13? The setting of the 
discourse is just such a solemn occasion: Jesus' conflict with the 
Jewish leaders is behind him, the conviction of the doom of the 
temple has been expressed, his own death is nigh; it was a fitting 
occasion for our Lord to give guidance to his followers. It should 
not go unnoticed that even if much of the discourse has been 
brought from other sources, everything in it presupposes the clos
ing period of the ministry, the period of eschatological instruction. 
On the whole we must be grateful to Andrews for his contribution, 
even if we feel the hypothesis of two sources for Mk. 13 to be 
questionable. 

3. A CONTINUOUS DESCRIPTION OF THE CHRISTIAN 

ERA 

The view, remarked by Strauss, that Jesus 'noticed what is 
intermediate', between the fall of Jerusalem and the end of the 
age, is represented by a small group of exegetes, who read the 
eschatological discourse as a straightforward and continuous pro
phecy. The most notable of these is Theodor Zahn, but his views 
were, in measure, anticipated forty years earlier by a little-known 
writer, W. F. Gess. 2 This scholar protests against the assumption 
that the Evangelists had no compunc_tion in attributing to Jesus 
words they knew he never said, and that they took undue liberties 
in editing the Lord's sayings. Having a special interest in Luke's 
version of the discourse, he singles out Lk. 21. 24 for mention: 
'Many are now saying that Luke himself, of his own accord, has 
put these words into the mouth of Jesus. Seeing Jerusalem in ruins, 
the Jews driven out and waiting in vain for the coming of Jesus, he 
retouched the saying of Jesus in which the parousia followed im
mediately on the Fall of Jerusalem by this addition .... Now Luke 
certainly in v. 20 has set down another saying in the place of what 
had been handed on. But while he there explained the meaning of 
Jesus, here he would have suppressed it. That an Evangelist accorded 
himself such a liberty is improbable in the highest degree.' 3 In
vestigations of Luke's version of the discourse by B. S. Easton, 
Vincent Taylor and T. W. Manson in no small measure vindicate 
the attitude for which Gess here pleaded. His insistence on the 

1 Op. cit., p. 82. 
2 Christi Zeugnis von seiner Person und seinem Werk, I 870. 
3 Op. cit., p. 134. 
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importance of Lk. 21. 24 further led him to make an observa
tion on Luke's eschatological interests worth pondering in the light 
of modern opinion on this matter: 'We meet in Luke alone the 
parousia saying of the girded loins (12. 35), of the yearning for a 
day of the Son of Man (17. 22), of the Nobleman (19. 12)-proof 
enough that what Jesus had said of his coming again was for him a part
icular object of research ( I. 3) .... The most natural view will be 
that 21. 24 is a genuine element of this discourse on the Mount 
of Olives which was rescued from oblivion through this evangelist's 
diligence in research.' 1 Here, then, is a clue to a right understanding 
of the discourse: Jesus anticipated a period between Jerusalem's 
fall and his parousia which he named 'the times of the Gentiles'; he 
also spoke of the universal preaching of the Gospel. Now in Mt. 
22. 7 f., 21. 43 f., it is assumed that the preaching to the nations 
does not commence seriously till after the fall of Jerusalem. The 
times of the Gentiles will accordingly last a long time. Jesus could 
not possibly have placed his parousia immediately after the events 
of A.D. 70; and statements in the discourse which apparently link 
the two must be interpreted otherwise. In effect, therefore, Gess 
would solve the problem of Mk. 13 by inserting Lk. 21. 24 at v. 19: 
an indeterminate period is set between the fall of Jerusalem and 
the parousia, the discourse in the main runs a straight course 
through history. 

Before commenting on these views, it will be to our advantage 
to consider Zahn's interpretation. The conservatism of this man of 
immense learning should not be over-emphasised. He argued 
strongly that Luke's account is secondary, in that it came after the 
events of A.D. 70, and represents an interpretation of the Lord's 
words in the light of history rather than a report. Similarly Mark's 
wording of the abomination passage represents an interpretation 
of the original, contained in Matthew's account, and reflects the 
circumstances of Caligula's threat to the temple.2 The priority of 
the Marcan-Matthaean version of the discourse over against that of 
Luke is established for Zahn by the obvious relation of Paul's 
eschatology to the former. 'The common Christian view of the 
issue of history, as it appears in II Thess. 2, is historically incom
prehensible without a strong support in the prophecy of Jesus, and 
such it finds in Mt. 15-28 = Mk. 14-23.' Further, it is unthinkable 
that Matthew and Mark changed the 'original' version of Luke 

1 Op. cit., p. 135. 
2 Introduction to the New Testament, 1909, vol. II, pp. 500, 157-9. 
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'out of love for eschatological ideas which did not originate with 
Jesus'. 1 The Little Apocalypse theory is dismissed as one which 
cannot be supported at any point by valid proofs. 2 For the inter
pretation of the discourse it is imperative to see that the 'abomina
tion' passage has nothing to do with the events of the first century. 
Commenting on the clause 'Let the reader understand', Zahn 
characteristically writes, 'If the readers of this gospel had followed 
this exhortation, they would never have reached the idea that the 
destruction of Jerusalem and of the temple in A.D. 70 was here 
meant. For Daniel has no such thing. Through the expression 
taken from Daniel he alludes to definite passages in the book, of 
which the plainest in expression and thought is Dan. 11. 30-39; 
this says nothing of a conquest and destruction of Jerusalem, but 
only of a removal of the regular cultus and desecration of the sanc
tuary through an anti-god world ruler .... Thus Jesus speaks not 
of a destruction of Jerusalem, but of an erection of a desecrating 
idolatrous abomination in the sanctuary.'3 Since Zahn writes in the 
conviction that Jesus here gives a true prophecy, the reference of 
Mk. 13. 14 ff. is no longer to be regarded as lying in the past, but 
solely in the future. How is this justified? Like Shailer Mathews, 
he appeals to the fig tree parable, Mk. 13. 28 f. 'All these things' can
not include the parousia, as everyone recognises; but as little can it 
apply to the abomination passage. 'The idolatrous abomination, the 
last distress and the parousia are represented as acts, quickly fol
lowing on one another, of a single drama, as the three chief mo
ments of the world end, designated in Mt. 24. 6, 14 as To TElws . ..• 
In Mt. 24. 15-31 (Mk. 13. 14-27) it is not signs that are in ques
tion, but events which were known to the disciples partly from 
Daniel, partly from the earlier prophecies of Jesus as moments of 
the uvVTEAEia Tov alwvos.' 4 'All these things' of the parable accord
ingly relates to Mt. 24. 8, Mk. 13. 8; the wars and famines, etc., 
comprehended under the phrase 'beginning of sorrows', include the 
events in Judea in the years A.D. 66-70. Ultimately the rniJrn of 
Jesus takes up the TaiJrn of the disciples' question, with the differ
ence that 'the subjoined 1TavTa will comprise, in addition to the war 
leading up to the end of the temple, all that was described in Mt. 
24. 4-14 (Mk. 13. 5-13), and in v. 8 was denoted by apx~ wSlvwv.'5 

Zahn strengthens his interpretation by calling attention, as Gess 
1 Das Evangelium des Matthiius, 1903, p. 651, n. I. 
2 Introduction to the N. T., vol. II, p. 588, n. 2. 
3 Ev. des Matt., on 24. 15. 
' Op. cit., p. 660. ~ Ibid. 
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had done, to the necessity for preaching the Gospel in all the 
world: 'According to Mt. 22. 7 ff. the preaching of the gospel takes 
a decisive turning to the heathen only after the destruction of Jeru
salem. And between the judgment on the temple and the parousia, 
according to Mt. 23. 38 f., there is to be a time wherein the temple 
lies desolate, cf. Lk. 21. 24-'1 With this in mind, the assertion, 'This 
generation will not pass till all these things happen' (Mt. 24. 34, 
Mk. 13. 30), must have the same reference as the fig tree parable 
and relate to the wars, etc., that include the fall of Jerusalem. On 
the other hand, the phrase 'that day' in Mt. 24. 36, Mk. 13. 32 is 
taken over from the Old Testament and denotes the Day of the 
Lord. Thus, there is no inconsistency in the mind of Jesus and no 
discrepancy in the prophecy. With such a result gained from the 
consideration of the discourse, we can now understand what Jesus 
meant when he spoke of his parousia as of an event which some of 
his contemporaries would experience (Mt. 10. 23, 16. 28, Jn. 21. 
22): he was referring on these occasions to the fall of Jerusalem. 2 

This is a gallant attempt to maintain the integrity of the eschato
logical discourse, and it completely won over G. Wohlenberg, who 
reproduced the view of his master without deviation in his com
mentary on Mark.3 One wonders, however, what Zahn would have 
had to say about this unnatural kind of exegesis had it been put 
forth in the interests of critical views. His limiting the reference of 
Mk. 13. 29 to vv. 7-8 is as arbitrary as the expedient of the Little 
Apocalypse advocates who insist that it must refer to vv. 9-13. It 
is possible that the 'abomination' prophecy is to be interpreted 
in the light of Dan. 1 I, but there are good grounds for holding that 
13. 14-20 include the destruction of Jerusalem as following on the 
'profanation'. If the destruction of the city is to be placed anywhere 
in the discourse, it is far more likely to be read in that 
passage than in vv. 7-8. Not even the appeal to a period interven
ing between the city's ruin and the parousia can obviate this inter
pretation, for there is no valid ground for making the 'times of the 
Gentiles' extend through unknown centuries, rather will it denote a 
short time, as we shall see later. Above all, the weakness of this 
view is apparent on considering the sayings above mentioned, Mt. 
rn. 23, Mk. 9. 1, etc. It is possible to make a plausible case for con
sistently equating the fall of Jerusalem with the coming of Christ 
and the kingdom of God, but it is hard to know how seasoned 

1 Op. cit., p. 663. 1 Op. cit., pp. 663-664. 
• Das Evangelium des Markus, 1910. 
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expositors in their heart of hearts can adopt that view, still less how 
they can adopt it for some occasions only. What unprejudiced 
person would imagine that when our Lord spoke about the coming 
of the Son of Man, or the coming of the kingdom of God with 
power, he was indicating perpetual 'wars and rumours of wars, 
kingdom against kingdom, earthquakes and famines' ? We are com
pelled to regard this interpretation as a shift for plain thinking, a 
failure of courage in the face of awkward facts, and we regret that 
so great a scholar as Zahn lent his name to it. 

4· AN APPLICATION OF 'PROPHETIC PERSPECTIVE' 

It will be evident that the majority of scholars who have wished 
to retain the eschatological discourse as genuine prophecy of Jesus 
have resorted to none of the previous views. Their simple answer 
to the problem of the discourse consisted in an appeal to the old 
conception of 'prophetic perspective'. This method appears to have 
originated with Bengel, long before the rise of criticism. He 
believed that while the disciples asked the Lord concerning the des
truction of the temple and the parousia, without making a distinc
tion, his answer treated of the two matters distinctly and separately, 
yet in order. Taking Mk. 13 as our basis (Bengel dealt with Mat
thew's version) the progression observed is: (i) concerning the 
temple and city, 5-6, 14; (ii) concerning the parousia and end of 
the world, 24-27; (iii) concerning the time of the temple's destruc
tion, 28-29; (iv) concerning the time of the end of the world, 32. 
The difficulties of this view are apparent in the parousia passage, 
Mt. 24. 29=Mk. 13. 24, but Bengel's treatment of this section 
reveals a candour which many a modern exegete could well emu
late. Four things are noted about this saying: (i) The language of 
the discourse on the whole is strictly literal, therefore no exception 
is to be made here. (ii) The 'tribulation of those days' refers to 
Mt. vv. 19, 22=Mk. vv. 17, 20, and it is indicated that the tribula
tion will be brief in duration. (iii) This tribulation affects the 
Jewish nation, and that of a single generation. (iv) The expression 
'immediately,' ev0Ews, implies a very short delay, since ov1Tw, 'not 
yet' (Mt. 6, Mk. 1) and Luke's ovK d0Ews (Lk. 21. 9) are said of 
the short delay which must precede that tribulation; indeed, Mk. 
13. 24 excludes delay altogether.1 This is bold language from an 
orthodox theologian of the eighteenth century! Bengel anticipates 

1 Gnomon Novi Testamenti, 2nd ed. 1759, E.T. 1857 from Steudel's edition of 
1855, vol. I, pp. 417,426. 
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his objectors: 'You will say, it is a great leap from the destruction 
of Jerusalem to the end of the world, which is represented as com
ing quickly after it. I reply-A prophecy resembles a landscape 
painting, which marks distinctly the houses, paths, and bridges in 
the foreground, but brings together, into a narrow space, the dis
tant valleys and mountains, though they are really far apart. Thus 
should they who study a prophecy look on the future to which the 
prophecy refers.'1 Here is the genesis of the constantly repeated 
comparison of a prophecy with a mountain scene, whose peaks 
allow no idea of the nature and distance of the valleys between. It 
is a brave interpretation, but it still involves the theologian in diffi
culties. Strauss pointed out that this merely shows how easy it was 
for Jesus to err in questions of time; it does not abolish the error. 
And Bengel must have realised that, for he weakened and made 
concessions to contemporary convictions: 'The advent of our Lord 
actually took place ( as far as its commencement was concerned, Jn. 
21. 22) after the destruction of Jerusalem ... .'2 Still worse, he para
phrased the Lord's words thus: 'Concerning these things which 
will happen after the tribulation of those days of the destruction of 
Jerusalem, the nearest event which at present it suits my condition to 
mention, and your capacity to expect, is this, that the sun will be 
darkened, etc.'3 That comes dangerously near to the view that 
Jesus knew better, but deliberately withheld the truth. It is unfor
tunate that Bengel should have lapsed in such a manner after so 
promising a beginning. Nevertheless, he had sowed a seed from 
which was to issue a great harvest. 

Passing over a complete century we come to E. de Pressense,4 

whose book on Jesus was written one year after Colani's. He gives 
no direct mention of the latter's work, but it is possible that his 
strictures on the anti-eschatological theologians may have it in 
mind. He protests against the idealism which restricts the opera
tion of God's justice to the spiritual realm. 'Such a theory ignores 
the fact that evil has not confined itself within these bounds, but 
has stalked abroad boldly in the external world, as if its triumph 
there were assured and final; it has laid hold of the springs of 
natural and social life.' 5 Unless human history is to lose its moral 
character, we must assume that God will work his will within his
tory. The great lesson of the eschatological discourse lies in its 

1 Op. cit., p. 427. 2 Ibid. 
• Op. cit., p. 428. 
: :Jesus Christ: his times, life and work, E.T. 1879 from the 7th French ed. 

Op. Clt., p. 439. 
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revelation that there are lesser as well as final judgments of God, 
and all are related. 'Every period has its own decisive event, and 
receives its own solemn sentence. These partial judgments foretell 
the great final judgment .... They are no sudden surprises of fate, 
or, to speak more correctly, no coups d'etat of Providence, making 
violent assaults on liberty. No, nothing can better assure us of the 
value God sets on human freedom, than to see the history of 
society and of nature itself so suspended on moral decisions, that 
heaven and earth may be moved to carry out the awards of divine 
justice. We know no spiritualism bolder than this so-called material
ism.'1 In the discourse we see that the partial judgments lead on to 
final and decisive judgment, but no line of separation is drawn be
tween the two. 'The destruction of the theocracy is confounded 
with those great final throes out of which will come forth the new 
earth wherein shall dwell righteousness. Prophecy gives its broad 
survey without perspective.' 2 Like Bengel, however, de Pressense 
cannot leave the matter there. Probably unconscious of his imita
tion of the former, he asserted that the final judgment really com
menced with the destruction of the faithless theocracy; that Jesus 
avowed subsequently his ignorance of times and seasons; and 
finally that the disciples applied to the parousia some sayings which 
referred only to the destruction of Jerusalem. 3 These three pro
positions are undoubtedly intended to soften the effect of the 
major contention, but the first and third are sops without taste. If 
the idea of prophetic perspective is to be taken seriously, con
siderations of this kind are superfluous. 

C. A. Briggs wrote his study of 'the Apocalypse of Jesus', as he 
termed Mk. 13, after a prolonged study of the Messianic passages 
of the Old and New Testaments. 4 It is accordingly not without 
authority that he could write, 'The discourse of Jesus ... is inter
mediate between the apocalypse of Daniel and the apocalypse of 
John. As it depends upon the former and advances upon the Mes
sianic idea contained therein, so it is the prelude to the latter and 
the key to its interpretation.' 5 There is no cause for wonder that 
the 'apocalyptic' sections of Mk. 13 resemble in many respects 
Jewish apocalypses: 'This is because they all depend on the apoca
lypse of Daniel, and use the language of the judgment scenes of the 

1 Op. cit., p. 439. 2 Op. cit., p. 440. 3 Op. cit., pp. 440-441. 
4 This is embodied in his three volwnes, Messianic Prophecy, The Messiah 

of the Gospels, The Messiah of the Apostles appearing in 1886, 1894, 1895 respec
tively. 

5 The Messiah of the Gospels, p. 132. 
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Old Testament prophets. There is no sufficient reason why Jesus 
himself should not have used the Old Testament in the same 
manner. We ought to expect that Jesus in his predictions would 
bridge the time between the apocalypse of Daniel and the apoca
lypse of John, and give an intermediate stage in the development 
of the apocalyptic prophecy, if, as we believe, these apocalypses 
give us genuine prediction.'1 Briggs agrees with Weiss that the dis
ciples' question, When shall these things be? implies not one event 
but a series of events; that is, the ruin of the temple is set in an 
eschatological context.2 Mk. 13. 5-8 supply a negative answer as to 
the time of their coming to pass: 'the end is not yet.' The positive 
answer is contained in vv. 9-13; the gospel is to be preached to the 
nations and to the whole inhabitable globe, that the nations might 
be saved and not be condemned in the judgment of the world. 
'This is the scope of the preaching of the gospel. Until this has 
been accomplished, the second Advent cannot come.' 3 This period 
of gospel preaching (the 'times of the gospel') is parallel to Luke's 
'times of the Gentiles', but the former is spoken of from the point 
of view of the Jewish-Christians, the latter from the point of view 
of the Gentiles. 4 How is this related to Matthew's representation 
that the parousia happens 'immediately' after the Jewish tribula
tion? The prophets of the old dispensation help us. 'Ev0Jws is 
certainly no stronger than the ::J"ip of Old Testament prophecy 
used in connection with similar advents to judgment. It represents 
that to the mind of the prophet Jesus, as to the prophets that pre
ceded him, the Advent was near. It was near in the prophetic sense 
-that is, the event was certain, but the time uncertain.' 5 This, we 
fear, is a misuse of the concept of 'prophetic perspective'. It may 
be quite permissible to rationalise this phenomenon and relate the 
sense of immediacy to the feeling of certainty, but this is not to be 
imported into exegesis. When Briggs attempted to bring his inter
pretation of 'immediacy' into relation with his 'times of the gospel' 
he involved himself in grave difficulties. 'It would seem that while 
the preaching of the gospel may be to some extent parallel with the 
tribulation, it cannot be limited by that shortened time, but must 
extend beyond it and be parallel with the times of the Gentiles, 
which were certainly subsequent to the destruction of the holy 
city, and therefore intervene between the tribulation and the par
ousia, and must be covered by the expression Ev0Jws of Matthew. 

1 Op. cit., p. 134. 2 Op. cit., p. 138. • Op. cit., pp. 141, 145. 
• Op. cit., pp. 150-151. 5 Op. cit., pp. 155-156. 
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To take the ev0ews strictly, or in any other way than the apoca
lyptic sense of the Old Testament advent scenes, is to introduce a 
glaring inconsistency between the two representations.'1 This is 
asking too much of us. Could Briggs adduce any passage from the 
Old Testament or Jewish apocalypses which consciously equates 
the term 'immediately' with a period lasting for indefinite ages? It 
is one thing to show that prophets usually expect the Day of the 
Lord to be 'at hand', while history demonstrates that the times are 
in the Father's authority; it is another thing for them to conceive 
that it is both at hand and far off. We do Jesus no honour by attri
buting to him such an impossible attitude, and his language does 
not require it. 

The problem of 'prophetic perspective' was wrestled with by 
Paul Schwartzkopff as by none before him.2 He agreed with Weif
fenbach and his successors that the prophecy of the fall of Jeru
salem is quite separate from the exhortations to the disciples, but 
not that this requires a Jewish apocalypse for its explanation. If the 
connection between the two strains of prediction is not original, at 
least it is right in showing us that Jesus had subordinated the cata
strophe of Jerusalem to the thought of his coming again: 'Thus the 
Lord's sayings which concern the coming again and the destruc
tion of Jerusalem, apart perhaps from Mk. 13. 3oand 32 f., originally 
were never externally bound with each other.'3 The exception 
made of Mk. 13. 30 and 32 is significant, for the advocates of the 
idea of two discourses in the chapter usually regard these two pas
sages as the 1inch pin of their view. In all conscience Schwartz
kopff could not do that, for he was convinced that Mk. 13. 30 can
not be whittled away by being referred to the fall of Jerusalem; it 
has to be placed alongside Mk. 9. 1, 14- 62, and Mt. ro. 23, all 
of which relate to the parousia. He seeks to demonstrate his point 
from the discourse; the disciples had asked concerning the time 
and signs of the ruin of the temple; all that Jesus relates concerning 
false prophets, natural phenomena, strife, persecution, distress in 
Judea, stands under the point of view of preliminary signs, headed 
up by the coming of the Son of Man. 'Since the second question as 
to the point of time has thus far not been answered at all, then 
Mark must intend to give this answer in vv. 29 and 30, introduced by 
the parable.' 4 If it be objected that this overlooks the admission 

1 Op. cit., p. r56. 
2 Die Weissagungen Jesu Christi, von seinem Tade, seiner Auferstehung und 

Wiederkunft und ihre Erfiillung, I 895. 
3 Op. cit., p. 160. 4 Op. cit., p. r66. 
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that two series of sayings are embodied in the discourse, it is 
observed that as the signs relate to the parousia, it is only natural to 
refer the statement of time also to the end. Luke shows clearly that 
the fig tree parable can only speak of the kingdom of God, we have 
no warrant for thinking otherwise of the statement that follows it.1 

A further consideration comes to the fore when we see that in Mt. 
23. 31 ff. Jesus alludes to a fearful judgment of God on the mur
derers of the prophets in similar language as here: 'All this shall 
come upon this generation' (23. 36). This looks as though we are 
not dealing here with a destruction of Jerusalem taken by itself, 
but with a judgment of the last days. 2 Schwartzkopff does not im
mediately draw a conclusion from this parallel, but it implies an 
eschatological setting for the prediction of the temple's overthrow. 

Whether this be so or not, we have to deal with the undoubted 
fact that in Mk. 13 it is represented that the destruction of Jeru
salem and the coming of Christ have the same signs and same 
terminus: how is this to be explained? On two grounds, replied 
Schwartzkopff: the example of the prophets, and the teaching of 
Jesus concerning his speedy coming. 'According to prophetic 
analogy it is customary for a judgment over the enemies of God 
without and within Israel to precede the entry of the perfected 
kingdom, which the prophet as a rule sets in his own age. If now 
for the first Christians it was plain that Jesus also looked for the 
setting up of the perfected kingdom in his own time, they also 
knew, on the other hand, what on the basis of our prophecy Mk. 
13. 2 cannot be doubted, that he had also prophesied the destruc
tion of the temple along with that of Jerusalem .... Thus it lay 
wholly in the line of prophecy if the final judgment took place not 
long before the entry of the perfected kingdom.' 3 The inference 
from this can only be that the juxtaposition of signs relating to the 
end of Jerusalem and the end of the age, even if not originally pro
ceeding from Jesus, must approximate to his view. In particular 
there is no ground for opposing Mk. 13. 30 and 32 as inconsistent. 
The prevailing view of the latter verse extracted from it a confes
sion by Jesus as to his absolute ignorance of the time of the end: 
'This interpretation appears now, in the face of our entire previous 
discussion, as impossible; this passage in and for itself clearly 
exhibits, in my opinion, only a relative ignorance of Jesus.' 4 In that 
case the confession of ignorance is quite consistent with a convic-

1 Op. cit., p. 166. 
3 Op. cit., p. 173. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 166-167. 
• Op. cit., pp.177-178. 
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tion that the end would come within a generation. Schwartzkopff's 
further discussions as to the psychological and religious problems 
involved in this interpretation of our Lord's teaching cannot be 
considered here, since we are dealing with questions of exegesis. 
The influence exercised by him on the thinking of his generation 
was considerable, not the least being that which he evidently had 
on R. H. Charles.1 

To return to the British scene from German theological specula
tion is to step into another world. The clamant voices of the Euro
pean debate were caught by few ears in this country. Salmond's 
exegesis on Mk. 13 is simply a reproduction of Bengel's views. 
Jesus is said to reveal in his teaching the phenomena of Old Testa
ment prophecy. 'Events which history shows to have been widely 
separated are brought together in what is described as prophetic 
perspective or "timeless sequence", or in causal connection, or as if 
the one formed part of the other . ... In his eschatological discourses 
Christ recognises, as Old Testament prophecy did, the partial and 
preliminary manifestations of the kingdom as involving the 
final. .. .' 2 We believe that this is what is popularly termed having 
your cake and eating it: the sequence of historic crisis and final end 
is timeless, the one causes the other, the one is part of the other, the 
one is a coming of the other-there is not much that can be said 
after that! If there was excuse for Bengel in the eighteenth century, 
endeavouring to mollify wounded consciences by his revolutionary 
contention, the modern critic ought to do better than this. 

William Sanday seems never to have made up his mind finally 
what to make of the eschatology of Jesus and of Mk. 13 in par
ticular. He distinguished six kinds of predictions made by our 
Lord: they concerned (i) his death and resurrection, (ii) the fall of 
Jerusalem, (iii) the End of all things, (iv) the coming of the Spirit, 
(v) the spread of the Church, (vi) historical comings of Christ. The 
last was dubious, the first three certainly authentic. Difficulty arises 
through the linking in our sources of (ii) and (iii), and because it is 
stated in at least one passage that (iii) will occur within the con
temporary generation. 'We know that it has not so taken place, and 
the great question is what we are to say to this. Is it an error in one 
who has never been convicted in error in anything else ?' 3 A drastic 

1 The views of Schwartzkopff are also reproduced by Arthur Titius in Jesu 
Lehre vom Reiche Gottes, 1895. 

• The Christian Doctrine of Immortality, 1sted., 1895; 5thed., 1903,pp.244-245. 
3 Outlines of the Life of Christ, 1905 ( =the article 'Jesus Christ' in vol. ii, 

Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible, 1899), pp. I 52-153. 



138 JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

solution of the difficulty is to reject the apocalyptic element of our 
Lord's teaching. 'The chief means through which this is done has 
been the supposed discovery that in the discourse of Mk. 13 par. 
there is incorporated a "Little Apocalypse" of Jewish or Jewish
Christian origin.'1 If this passage is removed, one could account for 
the other sayings by supposing the disciples to have misunderstood 
their import, but the theory 'has not perhaps as yet been brought 
to any final solution'.2 Meanwhile an attractive interpretation 
would make passages like Mk. 9. 1, which speak of the imminent 
kingdom, refer to the coming of the Spirit at Pentecost. These 
views are reproduced unchanged in Sanday's Life of Christ in recent 
Research, 1907 (pp. 53-54). In an article written on the subject in 
1911 he despairs of a solution of the problem ever being reached. 
In regard to eschatology we must confess, 'It is impossible to say 
exactly what belongs to the Master and what to the disciple.'3 This 
uncertainty reaches its peak point in respect of Mk. 13. Of the 
Little Apocalypse theory he writes: 'It would make not a little dif
ference if we could be sure that this hypothesis was true. The 
verses under discussion concentrate in themselves all the more 
striking features of Jewish apocalypse; apart from them we should 
have but little evidence that our Lord adopted the more extreme 
and fantastic features of this branch of Judaism. When it seemed 
that these features could be thus got rid of, the hypothesis by means of 
which the amputation was performed was eagerly welcomed, and from 
that time onward has been a generally accepted part of the liberal 
tradition.' A candid confession of the kind of motive which made 
the Little Apocalypse theory so popular! He continues: 'But we 
must distinctly recognise that it is nothing more than a hypothesis. 
The proof of it is very far from being stringent. It is one thing to 
say that certain verses are detachable from their context, and an
other thing to infer that therefore they ought to be detached. For 
myself I fail to see how the decision can ever be final; if we accept 
the verses as an integral part of the discourse, we still cannot be 
sure that they are not an interpolation, but on the other hand, if we 
reject them as an interpolation, we can have no guarantee that they 
may not after all be genuine.' 4 

The same indefiniteness, and yet perception of the issues, char
acterised Sanday's discussion of the prophetic consciousness. 

1 Op. cit., p. r 56. 2 Ibid. 
3 'The Apocalyptic Element in the Gospels', The Hibbert Journal, vol. x, no. 1, 

191 I, p. 94• 
• Op. cit., pp. 94-95. 
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'What measure are we to apply to it? Are we to measure it strictly 
by what was in the mind of the speaker? If we do that, then we have 
to allow that not a little Old Testament prophecy came far short of 
the reality. If we are to measure prediction by what it meant for 
the hearers, then the gap between prediction and reality would be 
greater still. If we measure prediction by that which the Spirit of 
God intended when it inspired the prophet, then history itself be
comes the key to prophecy. But in the case of our Lord we know 
that he referred all things to the Father. To all his acts he annexed 
the condition: "Nevertheless, not my will, but thine, be done".' 1 

This is excellently stated and has bearing on our subject, but 
Sanday hesitates to apply it. In regard to what the Spirit inspires 
as to the End of the age, of course, the historical canon is scarcely 
adequate, it will be too late to pass any judgment on the prophet 
when that comes to pass. But to say that our Lord referred all 
things to the Father with the prayer, 'Thy will be done', only has 
bearing if that prayer stands in the background of his actual pre
dictions of the future. Jesus prophesied as he prayed-subject to 
the Father's will. It so happens that the only explicit statement of 
our Lord, in the days of his flesh, that the consummation lies in the 
Father's hands is contained in Mk. 13. Instead of putting Mk. 13. 

32 over against the rest of the chapter, what is there to prevent our 
reading the discourse with this as the silent presupposition of the 
whole? 

W. C. Allen strangely neglected the critical problems of the 
eschatological discourse in his commentary on Matthew, but he 
gave them careful treatment in his commentary on Mark. 2 He 
rejected the Little Apocalypse theory as a 'serious indictment' of 
Mark, which would have repercussions on our view of the general 
reliability of his gospel. The major difficulty of Mk. 13 appears to 
be the likeness of its ideas to those of Jewish apocalyptic: but such 
parallels are not confined to Mk. 13. Conceptions like the kingdom 
of God, the Son of Man, the coming of the Son of Man in glory, 
life, the world to come, the resurrection, inheriting eternal life, the 
nearness of the kingdom, are all apocalyptic ideas, and yet form an 
integral part of our Lord's message and appear in the body of 
Mark's gospel. 3 The much-loved Q also has genuine eschatological 
teachings, such as Lk. 17. 22 f., 10. 12, II. 31 f., 22. 30, which 

1 Op. cit., p. ro8. 
2 'The Gospel according to St. Mark', Oxford Church Biblical Commentary, 

r9r5. 
s Op. cit., p. 163. 
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imply the whole cycle of Gospel apocalyptic teaching; hence 'we 
have no right to question or deny that he who spake these words 
can have uttered the sayings recorded in Mk. 13 '.1 Allen deals very 
strongly with Streeter's contention of a double evolution in escha
tology within the Church, one away from futi;rism, the other 
developing it. 'This extraordinary theory, that the tendency in the 
Gospel literature of the Church was exaotly the reverse of the move
ment in its theology, can be nothing else but a perversion of the truth. 
It is only arrived at by constructing, by uncritical methods, as a first 
source of Gospel tradition a source Q which contains compara
tively little eschatological material, and underestimating the value 
and significance of even that. The truth is that there are two 
aspects of religion which are present throughout the whole New 
Testament side by side, the thought of eternal life or of the king
dom as present, and the conception of it as future .... The ingeni
ous manipulation of Gospel sources by which it is proposed to 
show that there has been an increasing fabrication of eschatological 
material in successive Gospel documents is unsound in method, 
and leads to a result so absurd that it must necessarily be untrue, 
viz. that the Gospel writers were heading a counter-movement to the 
general drift of the Church's theology. '2 

How, then, are we to interpret Mk. 13? Partly as a conscious use 
of technical apocalyptic language of a pictorial type to express what 
is inexpressible in language, the consummation of history. 'If we are 
faced with the difficulty that he (Jesus) seems to have said that this 
coming would be immediate, we can but say that that is no reason 
for denying that he uttered the words in question. Better to say that 
upon this point he did not think well to reveal more than a prophet's 
insight into the development of the future, or to say that he wished 
each generation of men to watch and wait for him, than to tamper 
with historical evidence because it causes us difficulty and we can
not wholly understand it.' 3 With language like this constantly meet
ing us, it looks as though conservative critics were becoming more 
courageous in their thinking about this problem than their more 
liberal colleagues. 

C. H. Turner gave typical expression to a modern conservative 
critic's view of Mk. 13. 4 He noted that the discourse was not part of 
our Lord's public teaching, it was a private talk with his most inti-

1 Op. cit., p. 164. 2 Op. cit., pp. 165-166. 3 Op. cit., p. 167. 
• 'The Gospel according to St. Mark', A New Commentary on Holy Scripture, 
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mate friends. 'There had been in more general discourse references 
to the Return-e.g. 8. 38, 9. r-and our Lord did not hesitate to 
proclaim it before Caiaphas (14. 6z); but details about the indica
tions which would precede it were not part of the Gospel, and he only 
discussed them in confidence with some few of those who were to 
be his most trusted representatives, and at the very close of his 
ministry.' 1 Turner adopted the simplest analysis of the chapter: 
(i) the signs before the End, 5-23; (ii) the End, 24-27; (iii) the 
Moral, 28-37. He rejected any idea of modification of the dis
course through the Church's experience and apparent fulfilment of 
our Lord's words: 'It cannot be said that there is any evidence of 
this.'2 If the time perspective is wrong, that is part of the conse
quences of the Incarnation; in that respect, 'no Christian critic can 
speak more than tentatively and with reverent caution, and always 
with the recollection that the ultima ratio is the guidance of the 
Spirit in the Body of Christ. But it does not seem that we can 
exclude consideration of the possibility that the ignorance which 
our Lord attributed to himself was not merely academic, but a real 
ignorance with real results.'3 That conviction of Turner's is shared 
by perhaps a majority of critics since his time, and there is no 
necessity to trace it in their writings. 

5. A COMPOSITION OF ISOLA TED FRAGMENTS 

The idea that the eschatological discourse was constructed from 
originally separate sayings was advocated, it will be remembered, 
by C. H. Weisse.4 This view had been forgotten in the two genera
tions that had elapsed since his time, but D. E. Haupt revived it, 
duly acknowledging his debt to Weisse. 6 He began by criticising 
Wendt's recent exposition of the Little Apocalypse, the two dis
course theory. If Mark had taken over two separate discourses, it 
was a puzzle to know why he had mixed them so confusingly in
stead of reproducing them independently. It is not as though Mark 
had placed related items together; e.g. he has separated the two 
passages concerning false messiahs and false prophets (vv. 6, 21-

23), and the position of the fig tree parable is ambiguous; it cannot 
possibly relate to its immediate antecedent. Pfleiderer's view, that 
the ingredients of the one discourse have been separated by the 
insertion of parenetic sayings, is also unsatisfactory; for the chief 

1 Op. cit., Part III, p. 102. • Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 4 See above, pp. 7 f. 
6 Die eschatologischen AussagenJesu in den synoptischen Evangelien, 1895 
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feature of the distress is supposed to be the events of the Jewish 
war, yet the warning against false Christs precedes the distress in
stead of following it, and we know there was no crowd of Messiahs 
before A.D. 66. Haupt accordingly proposes the hypothesis that 
'this discourse is in the fullest sense a mosaic work, composed 
from little pieces' .1 The method adopted is that which we have seen 
in our account of Lohmeyer's exposition: each verse is examined 
and a demonstration provided that it does not suit its context. Mk. 
13. 6 gives the impression of being 'an erratic block'; it owes its 
present position to a verbal contact with v. 5, the f3Mrr€T€ µ,~ TLS 
vµ,as rrAaV7Jan of 5 is balanced by the rrol\.Aotis rrAaV7Jaovaiv of 6. 
Verse 8 with its yap should offer a ground for the statement of 7, 
but it simply repeats its substance. It is noted that Luke separates 
the two verses with the expression TOT€ EA€y1cv avToZs-, which 
points to a fresh source for the second statement. 9-15 need not be 
regarded as eschatological in nature; Matthew gives them in a dif
ferent kind of context, showing that he found them elsewhere. The 
paragraph contains two parallel sections, each having a climax: 
9b-11 tells of persecutions through governing powers, 12-13 of the 
same through relatives, and so generally; the former section gives 
the encouraging thought that persecution will not hinder God's 
kingdom, the latter is concerned only with the personal destiny of 
the disciples. 15-16 is repeated by Luke in a different context, Lk. 
17. 3 I, but neither Evangelist has preserved the true context; Luke 
found the saying with the addition 'remember Lot's wife', and that 
occasioned the context in which he placed it, while in Mark it 
disturbs the flow of thought in 14. 17-18. Verses 19-20, unlike 14. 

17-18, relate to a general catastrophe which none can escape, not a 
Judean invasion from which one should fly, cf. the rraaa aapg of 
v. 20. Verses 21-23 come from another context, for 24 harks back 
to 19-20, while Luke gives the passage (in part) in the Q apoca
lypse (Lk. 17. 23). Mk. 24-27 are allowed to remain, Lk. 26a could 
well be inserted in the midst of v. 25, while Lk. 28 would well 
round off the passage. That Mk. 28 f. comes from another source 
is shown in Luke's introductory clause Kai ElrrEv 1Tapa/30A~v avToZs 
and in any case it does not suit the discourse. The softening of the 
fig tree's branches shows the kindly power of summer; a better 
parallel to the distresses that herald the kingdom would be the 
storms of spring! It is possible that this parable provides the 
answer to the disciples' question, v. 4; Jesus meant to say, 'When 

1 Op. cit., pp. 22-:1,4, 
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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 iyyv, def>aviaµ,ov'. These 'summer-like powers' are 
the effects of the ministry of Jesus and the founding of the Chris
tian Church. Mk. 13. 32, on the other hand, comes from a context 
which speaks of the 'day' of the Lord.1 An incidental conclusion 
from the above analysis will be that 'That presumed (Little) Apoca
lypse breaks in one's hands when it is examined more closely'. 2 

Not all this discussion carries equal conviction, but it is admit
tedly less arbitrary than Lohmeyer's analysis. Had Haupt been 
more reasonable in his application of this result, he would probably 
have gained an immediate following. In reality, his purpose in con
ducting this analysis was akin to that of Weisse who first pro
pounded it, viz. to rid Jesus of a 'materialistic' eschatology. The 
impossible interpretation of the fig tree parable, reproduced above, 
hints of what is in Haupt's mind.3 He wishes to extend the para
bolic method of Jesus' instruction to his eschatology. Insisting that 
it is impossible to express the supersensuous through sensuous, 
conceptual material, he maintains that Jesus did not attempt it; for 
the first time he reached the thought of the supernatural life in all 
its purity and in sharp distinction from everything relating to this 
world. 4 The only coming of which Jesus spoke is a continual com
ing, cf. Mt. 18. 20, 28. 20. Inevitably this view provoked opposition 
among Haupt's contemporaries and in rejecting his eschatology 
they rejected his criticism. 5 

F. C. Burkitt seems to have undergone a development in his 
views on the significance of our Lord's eschatology and of Mk. 13 
in particular. Not that he ever embraced the Little Apocalypse 
theory. 'Both the general purport of the discourse and most of the 
single sayings seem to me, if I may venture to give an opinion, per
fectly to harmonise with what we otherwise know of the teaching 
of Jesus.' But the literary form is different from the rest of Mark; 
it was probably not a composition of his own. 'The hypothesis that 

1 Op. cit., pp. 27-39. 2 Op. cit., p. 33. 
3 Haupt went astray in trying to make the mii-Ta of the application, v. 29, 

relate to something within the parable, an inexcusable procedure. Cf. Schwartz
kopff, 'Logically it is absolutely demanded to understand by "this", since it 
signifies the compared object, something other than that with which it is com
pared', Die WeissagungenJesu Christi, p. I7'2. 

4 Op. cit., pp. rr7 ff. 
6 See Schwartzkopff, Weissaungen, pp. 172-175; Titius, Jesu Lehre vom Reiche 

Gottes, pp. 141-145. 
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the eschatological discourse in Mk. 13 once circulated, very much 
in its present form, as a separate fly-sheet, explains the allusion to 
"him that readeth" .'1 We gather that Burkitt at this time did not 
greatly desire to 'read'. 'The hope of the Second Coming of the 
Son of Man has faded with us into an unsubstantial dream. We are 
not expecting a new heaven and new earth-at least, not in our 
time.' Our best recourse is 'to accept the Coming of Messiah upon 
the clouds of heaven to gather together his elect from every 
quarter as the natural picture, the natural way of expressing faith 
and hope in the triumph of the good over evil, all that people mean 
nowadays by the vague word Progress.' 2 We hazard a guess that 
Burkitt, after writing this, was shaken not a little when reading 
Schweitzer. In an essay contributed by him to the volume of 
Biblical studies edited by Swete the emphasis is wholly changed. 
It is stressed that the modern doctrine of progress is the precise 
opposite of the convictions of the Gospels, and that that doctrine is 
less defensible than it used to be: 'There are not wanting indica
tions that our race, like the ruling race in the time of the Antonines, 
is beginning to get tired.' While declining to enter upon apocalyptic 
prophecy on his own account he urges, 'If we really are confronted 
with disquieting signs of great and fundamental changes in the 
social and political system that has lasted so long, it is the Gospel 
above all things that can reassure us.' 3 Burkitt had begun to 'read'! 
Indeed, he had gone to another extreme. Believing the funda
mental idea of apocalyptic to be the hope of a future kingdom of 
God, he writes: 'Without the belief in the Good Time Coming I do 
not see how we can be Christians at all. The belief in the Good 
Time Coming as the most important thing in the world, and there
with the duty of preparing ourselves and our fellow-men to be 
ready as the first duty and privilege of humanity-this is the 
foundation of the Gospel.' 4 

In an article published in I 929 Burkitt gave his maturest thoughts 
on the eschatological discourse. 5 The setting of the discourse seems 
to him singularly appropriate. 'What Mark puts down in Ch. 13 is 
in some of its main characteristics historical reminiscence and not 

1 The Gospel History and its Transmission, 1906, 3rd ed., 19u, p. 63. 
• Op. cit., p. 179. 
3 The Eschatological Idea in the Gospel, Essays on some Biblical Questions of 

the Day by members of the University of Cambridge, 1909, p. 208. 
4 Op. cit., pp. 209-210. 
5 'Jesus Christ, An Historical Outline', a contribution to A History of Chris

tianity in the Light of Modem Knowledge, 1929. The article was re-issued sep
arately with additions in 1932. The citations are taken from the later edition. 
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literary invention. '1 This is so unlike the usual critical account that 
some explanation is required. 'I regard Mk. 13. 3-37 as a literary 
composition, the literary composition of the Evangelist. In it he has 
put together the Sayings of Jesus which he had about the future, 
just as in 4. 2-32 he has put together his store of Galilean Parables. 
I do not think that Mk. 13. 3-37, or the portions of it which are 
often called "the Little Apocalypse", ever had a separate literary 
existence before incorporation in the Gospel of Mark. Some of the 
single sayings may be genuine utterances of Jesus belonging to 
other occasions, others may be sayings never really said by Jesus.'2 

To this last class the word about the 'abomination' belongs, prob
ably originating in the Caligula episode. 'But I am not thinking of 
these details. What I have in mind is the difference in tone between 
Mark 13 and the Galilean gospel which began and ended with "the 
kingdom of God is at hand". The burden of Mark 13 is, "Wait: do 
not be always imagining that the End is just coming. It will seem a 
long time to you, and you will have a hard time of it; but be firm and 
patient, and above all things be ready, and you will not lose your 
reward ... ". '3 Burkitt observes, 'These ideas fit curiously well 
with what we might fancy to be in the mind of a Prophet who had 
come up to Jerusalem to hasten the coming of the kingdom of God 
-and it had not come! It is just in this interval, between the action 
of Jesus and the action of the chief priests, when Jesus had aban
doned Jerusalem, that this new conviction, that the End was not so 
near after all, would show itself'. 4 The background of this interpre
tation is the view that Jesus started with the belief that 'the king
dom of God should immediately appear'; the Gospel story is the 
narration of how Jesus came to realise that the time was not yet 
ripe and that he must die at Jerusalem as the condition for the 
coming of the new age. 'Jesus was fully persuaded that unless he 
did of his own initiative court failure and a violent death the new 
state of things, so ardently expected and longed for, would not 
arrive.' There follow the famous words of Schweitzer about Jesus 
taking hold of the wheel of the world to end history and being 
crushed by it. 5 It is clear, even without this quotation, that Burkitt 
has capitulated to Schweitzer, despite the modifications he has 
made in the latter's construction. In contrast to the advocates of 
the Little Apocalypse theory, Burkitt has accepted Mk. 13 at the 
cost of giving up the relevance of the earlier eschatology of Jesus, a 

K 

1 Op. cit., p. 49. 
• Op. cit., p. 50. 

2 Ibid. 3 Op. cit., pp. 49-50. 
5 Op. cit., pp. 18, 37-38. 
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position as unsatisfactory as the other. It is extraordinary that it 
should be thought that Jesus had adopted this new view about the 
delay of the End during the last week of his life. What of the sayings 
like Mt. 10. 23, Mk. 9. 1, which assume an interval between the 
death of Jesus and his parousia, the former also presuming a time 
of mission preaching for the disciples? What are we to make of the 
policy of Jesus in calling out and preparing for the building of the 
Church, if no thought had been taken of an interval between his 
death and coming again? In this matter it very much looks as 
though this most careful and competent scholar had not exercised 
his gift of incisive thinking in his customary manner .1 

6. RECENT APPROACHES TOWARDS A SYNTHESIS 

It will have become apparent that certain exegetes whose work 
we have considered combine more than one viewpoint in their 
interpretation of our discourse, although we have attempted to 
make clear their distinctive approach in each case. From about the 
year 1930, however, distinctions break down and a fair measure of 
agreement becomes manifest among the critics and theologians 
who reject the Little Apocalypse theory. It is more usually assumed 
than denied that Mk. 13 is composed of related material, some at 
least of which is drawn from other occasions than the situation 
presumed in the chapter. Most incline to accept the shortened per
spective of Jesus as a factor to be reckoned with, however it is to be 
explained. On that basis there is a tendency to believe that Jesus in 
some way associated the fall of Jerusalem with his parousia. It 
then becomes easier to read the discourse as a fairly straightforward 
prophecy, even if it is expanded by other elements, and it is often 
felt that the discourse offers aspects of things to come rather than an 
unveiling of the future in quasi-historical order. One is tempted to 
make a division of expositions and characterise them as theological 
and critical, but that would be unfair to the theologians and critics 
alike. Nevertheless, we have come to the period when scholars have 
become more interested in the teaching of our Gospels than in their 
analysis, and this is reflected in the treatment of Mk. 13. We shall 
accordingly review in order of appearance the rest of the contribu
tions to our study. 

1 The view that Mk. 13 contains sayings uttered on more than one occasion 
appears also in Swete's commentary on the Apocalypse of St. John. David 
'.'mith, _in The Disciple's Commentary on the Gospels, pp. 390 f., makes the 
mterestmg suggestion that in Mk. 13 we have only fragments of the discourse given 
on the Mount of Olives, the scattered nature of which inevitably has created 
difficulties for us which did not exist originally. 
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We begin with a writer whose work on eschatology is generally 
considered to be of first importance, Gerhard Gloege.1 Here we 
are confronted with a strictly theological treatment of our subject. 
Gloege does not once mention the Little Apocalypse, but his use of 
Mk. 13 shows beyond doubt that he accepts the discourse as auth
entic teaching of Jesus. He approaches it from the angle of his 
fundamental belief that to Jesus 'the conception of the sovereignty 
of God is thoroughly dynamic'. God is central to his thinking, 
revealing himself as 'the royally working world-will'. 2 ' "God ruled, 
rules, and will rule." That is the theme which perpetually sounds out 
in the most varied sayings-compositions of Jesus.' 3 Here is to be 
found the long-sought unity of present and futurist eschatology: 'If 
the conception of God is set with deliberate decision in the centre 
of the entire preaching, then that alternative in fact is surpassed 
and therewith antiquated; present and future completely concur on 
the ground of the New Testament view of the kingdom.' 4 In the 
present the inbreaking of the future is already given, the future is 
only the working out of what is already begun in the present. 
'Neither is thinkable without the other, both moments are indis
solubly bound with one another.' 5 With this clue in our hands, 
several characteristics of the eschatological discourse receive illu
mination. (i) The emphasis in the discourse falls on the final event, 
to which the whole leads. 'The parousia itself is ... introduced or 
prepared for through terrestrial-cosmic signs and catastrophes 
(Mk. 13. 5-37 par.) of such proportions, that all statements about 
it must be looked on as hints of an intervention of God far surpass
ing the forms of expression.' 6 It is suggested that as the cloud at the 
Ascension (Acts 1. 9) signifies a veiling of the event, rather than a 
vehicle, so the description of the coming in the clouds denotes the 
'sudden becoming-again-unveiled' of the invisible Kurios. Any 
exact prediction is lacking. 7 (ii) No detailed description of prelimi
nary signs is afforded. 'Because the dynamic conception of God 
stands in the foreground and expresses itself in the unconditioned 
working of the Christ, Jesus' proclamation contains no particular in
formation as to the individual stages of the powerful "unconditioned" 

1 The book by which he is generally known is his Reich Gottes und Kirche im 
Neuen Testament, 1929. The eschatological views expounded therein are con
veniently summarised in a doctoral thesis published in the previous year, Das 
Reich Gottes im Neuen Testament. 

2 Reich Gottes und Kirche, pp. 56, 57. 
3 Reich Gottes im Neuen Testament, p. II. 
4 Reich Gottes und Kirche, p. 109. 5 Op. cit., p. I 10. 
6 Op. cit., p. 178. ' Op. cit., p. 190. 



148 JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

event.' If the discourse be compared with Judaistic eschatology 
we see 'a modest silence as to all that could excite human 
curiosity'. And the same consideration applies to what follows the 
parousia. 'It is a plain mark of the prophecy of Jesus, that it ends 
at that point when he makes himself visible again to the com
munity. '1 (iii) The parousia is linked with the catastrophe falling 
upon Jerusalem, but not with the intention of affording a date for 
the disciples. This inter-relation of historical catastrophe and the 
end of history is due to something more than the nature of pro
phecy, which pushes temporally separated events on and into one 
another; it is part of that 'dynamic conception of the reign of God, 

· which comprises present and future, historical and final event, and 
causes the end time to break in with the crucifixion and resurrec
tion of Christ.' 2 A most important principle is involved here, not 
explicitly brought out by Gloege: the present era is an eschato
logical present, wherein the reign of God is manifest not alone in 
sovereign blessing, but in the exercise of sovereign judgment. 
The judgments of God belong not only to the end; they belong 
to the administration of God throughout the entire period be
tween the resurrection and parousia. Otherwise expressed, this 
era is necessarily characterised by signs; the manifestation will be 
more apparent at the end, because that is the time of a special 
unveiling of the invisible God. In the same way, the 'eschatological' 
sufferings of the Church, if we may so term them, belong to the 
whole period as well as to the end, and to the end more than to the 
rest of the era. The reign of God is one, but the climax, as the 
initiation, particularly manifests it. 

A not dissimilar outlook may be discerned in the work of H. D. 
Wendland. 8 He also does not provide a critical discussion of the 
discourse of Mk. 13, yet his unreserved use of it for our Lord's 
teaching on eschatology leaves no doubt as to his acceptance of its 
authenticity. Curiously enough, he always cites the discourse in its 
Matthaean version, perhaps because he often wishes to allude to 
Mt. 25 together with Mt. 24. In Wendland's view it is necessary to 
recall that the idea of the consummation contains a 'double 
polarity'. It reveals final salvation and final judgment on the one 
hand, and it is personal and cosmic-universal on the other. 4 On the 
former antithesis Wendland does not dwell; Mt. 25. 46 is cited, but 

1 Ibid. The last saying comes from Schlatter's Die Geschichte des Christus, p. 
469. 

1 Op. cit., p. r91. 
3 Die Eschatologie des Reiches GottesbeiJesus, r931. • Op. cit., p. 245. 
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we have already seen how it has frequently been a matter of wonder 
that Mk. r 3 should contain no hint as to the lot of the reprobate. The 
second is more relevant to the discourse for it has bearing on the 
question of signs. 'If Jesus had given up the forms of expression 
for the universal-cosmic eschatology, the pictures of the cata
strophies affecting mankind and the universe (Mt. 24- 6-8, 29-30 
=Mk. 13. 7-8, 24-26), then the universal horizon of the coming 
sovereignty of God would have been lost, to which the world is con
trasted as a unity and to which it is subordinated as a unity, and it 
would have threatened the omnipotent character of the God who 
comes to us.'1 If Jesus held to the character of the messianic office 
respecting mankind, he must have held also to this universal
eschatological view; and he must have equally maintained the per
sonal aspect, for the messianic community is gathered to him. 'This 
indivisible unity of personal and universal eschatology in equal 
absoluteness of conception denotes the dividing line over against 
a groundless apocalyptic speculation as to the form of the coming 
world and the appearance of God. It is characteristic that these two 
questions remain completely in the background in the discourse in 
Matthew. No single declaration as to the new world is given, and 
only the dealing of the Son of Man with mankind is depicted, not 
the dealing of God himself. The personal-soteriological eschatology 
is the central thing. The abundance of related questions and con
ceptions of Jewish eschatology is and remains excluded. All 
expectation is directed to the ethical decision: the coming of the 
Messiah, the judgment and the gift of life .. .' 2 In this connection 
Wendland cites Lutgert, 'Eschatology is only an object of the pro
phecy of Jesus in so far as it is the prophecy of redemption and 
should be a motive of behaviour'; he adds, 'In all these funda
mental points the eschatology of Mt. 24 and 25 is completely one 
with the kingdom proclamation of Jesus'. 3 Like Gloege, Wendland 
stresses the view of the Church in the discourse. The apostolic 
commission is to gather the Church, not to set up the kingdom. It 
is a work of preparation. The consummation takes place 'when all 
peoples are gathered around the throne of the Son of Man, the 
elect are brought together from all four quarters of the wind and 
the righteous go into Life (Mt. 24.31, 25. 32, 46).' 4 The Church of 
the present era must be distinguished from the perfected community 

1 Op. cit., pp. 245-246. The last phrase, Zu-uns-kommen Gott, is a play on 
Zukunft, the term for the Coming of Christ. 

2 Op. cit., p. 246. 3 Op. cit., p. 247. 
4 Op. cit., p. 160. 
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of the discourse: 'The former can only be a preparation of 
the latter, in the same sense as we have spoken of a beginning of the 
End-time, a beginning of this end as the eschatological present. 
The kingdom of God gathers the men who belong to it through the 
word and work of Jesus and the disciples, but it only perfects the 
community through the judgment of the world.'1 

J. Mackinnon rejected the Little Apocalypse theory on the basis 
of one consideration, generally neglected by critics: the discourse 
in the main echoes what Jesus had repeatedly taught in his inter
course with the disciples, especially following upon Peter' s confession 
at C aesarea Philippi. 2 From that time on Jesus dwells on the suffer
ings of the Son of Man, the persecutions of his disciples, and the 
coming of the Son of Man in glory (Mk. 8. 31 ff.). By an extra
ordinary coincidence the one monograph on Mk. 13 written in this 
century appeared not long after this book and announced as its 
major premiss the similarity between Mk. 8. 34ff. and the discourse. 

The volume issued by F. Busch3 has exercised considerable in
fluence in Germany and must be given careful consideration. This 
author first lays down the affirmation that Mk. 13 possesses a train 
of thought. The question of its originality and whether the indivi
dual sayings permit of being separated can only be settled if this 
prior fact is recognised. It is further to be acknowledged that 'the 
evangelist, when he wrote down the discourse, must have seen in 
its connection an unambiguous sense, even if he had welded to
gether ingredients that were originally diverse'. 4 If we ask what 
this 'train of thought' is, we are told that it 'proceeds from the con
struction of the entire gospel' .5 Peter's- confession of Jesus' Mes
siahship is closely connected with the first announcement of 
the passion, and with the transference of the proclamation of 
suffering to the disciples also. Following Jesus now means carrying 
a cross. Confession of his name and proclamation of the gospel 
amidst persecution are part of the renunciation of life which gains 
the life of the age to come. On this discipleship amidst suffering 
rests the issue of the judgment which takes place at the coming of 
the Son of Man in glory (Mk. 8. 27-9. 1). The same conception is 
to be seen in the conversations following the scene at Caesarea 
(9. 30--32, 33-37; IO. 32-34, 34-45): the Lord's proclamations of 
suffering are not isolated preparations of the passion story, but 

1 Op. cit., p. 16r. • The Historic Jesus, 1931, pp. 193 f. 
3 Zum Verstiindnis der synoptischen Eschatologie; Markus 13 neu untersucht, 

1938. The book was written several years before its publication 
4 Op. cit., pp. 38-39. 5 Op. cit., p. 39. 
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form a whole with the exhortations to the disciples; they, too, must 
drink the cup of suffering with Jesus (10. 38). Looking at Mk. 13 
from this angle, it will be observed that the discourse beginning at 
v. 5 corresponds to the whole of the Gospel: 'As truly as the confes
sion of messiahship could not occur without proclamation of suffer
ing, so little can the announcement of the parousia stand without 
developing the proclamation of suffering for the band of disciples. 
Mk. 13 is an explication of Mk. 8. 34.'1 The chapter, coming as it 
does between Mk. Chs. 8-12 and 14 ff., is to be understood, like 
Lk. 22 and Jn. 14-16, as the 'Farewell Discourse' of Jesus, not in a 
biographical-historical sense, but as 'a factual construction which 
arranges in this place sayings relating to the significance of the cross 
for the disciples who remain behind, and to the confession and 
suffering of the community'. 2 

On this basis the section 5-23 may be interpreted in the light of 
such a saying as Jn. 16. 33, 'In the world you have 0>..'iipts.' 'There 
is no question here of premonitory signs which can be objectively 
established as symptoms of the End .... Here are meant tempta
tions, which rob the disciples of the patience required for "watch
ing" .'3 Consequently the reference of 29, 'Whenever you see these 
things happen .. .' is to the whole description of 0>..tipts in 5-23, as 
v. 23 itself shows. 28 and 30 speak of conditions which are daily 
fulfilled for the Church since Easter and Pentecost. Clearly, then, 
the parousia passage, 24-27, must be separated from the foregoing 
as something new: 'after the tribulation' of v. 24 will answer the 
question as to 'When'. Matthew's Ev0ews has nothing to do with 
the fall of Jerusalem. 'In all that precedes and follows any calcula
tion is refused, because the parousia comes in a flash, like lightning, 
surprising, contrary to expectation, in a sudden act, without a long 
drama such as Judaism knew .... The parousia and world-judg
ment take place without many stages and preliminary periods pre
ceding the 0>..'iipts, they come Eu0ews.' 4 

Busch believes that the supreme motive of the Little Apocalypse 
theory is a weakened Christology. 'The first presupposition for the 
grounding of that hypothesis is the construction of a Christ who in 
every respect was adapted to the colourless features of a century 
whose representatives must needs perpetually call the artless, mag
nificent view of Mk. 13 "bizarre". If this presupposition, this pre
judice is renounced, then all the reasons for the hypothesis tumble 

1 Op. cit., p. 48. 
3 Op. cit., p. 50. 

1 Op. cit., p. 44. 
• Op. cit., p. sz. 
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down.'1 By assuming that v. 4 does not fit 5 and that 30 and 32 
contradict each other, 5-31 are removed as a disturbing interrup
tion: 'That is, one removes the roots from the tree and marvels then at 
t"ts dryness!' No agreement exists as to where the Little Apocalypse 
begins, where it ends, and what lies between. But an even graver 
mistake is the low estimate of Jewish apocalyptic thought sub
sumed in this hypothesis. Schniewind is cited as saying, 'We must 
free ourselves from the fancy that Jewish eschatology is a collec
tion of absurdities.' 2 Yet such an exegete as Wellhausen looses 
Jesus from the world of his day and even distances him from Old 
Testament prophecy. 'The thesis of the Little Apocalypse in this 
its root is false.'3 

We must surely be grateful to Busch for calling our attention to 
the parallel between Mk. 8. 34-9. 1 and the eschatological dis
course: the association of the impending passion of Jesus, suffer
ings for disciples, and the heavenly kingdom that dawns with the 
parousia is fundamental to all that we know of the mind of our 
Lord in this closing period of his life. This remains, even if we 
admit that 8. 34-9. 1 is a compilation, for the context of the say
ings, whatever the historic order of their utterance, must be the 
post-Caesarea period. It is probably healthy, too, to link the 
thought of the disciples' sufferings with those of the world in Mk. 
13, since they together characterise the period between the resur
rection and parousia. Nevertheless, we are not convinced that it is 
a just reading of Mk. 13 to deny that 5-23 partake of the nature of 
'signs' of the End. The endeavour to do so leads to the virtual 
interpretation of Matthew's ev0ew,; as 'suddenly', a procedure 
which is not open to us, while it makes impossible Mark's ev e1<etvais 
Ta'i, ~µ,epai,;. If these expressions be regarded as interpolations 
of the Evangelists or their sources, at least it must be postulated 
that they regarded Mk. 5-23 as signs of the End; yet part of 
Busch's thesis lies in the appeal to take seriously the interpretation 
placed by Mark on the sayings! We shall probably pursue a sounder 
course if we regard the 'signs' of Ch. 13 as relating to the eschato
logical present, and to the End in particular. The denial of either 
aspect is of doubtful validity. 

Our study is not without its lighter moments, as when one con
trasts the attitudes towards the Little Apocalypse theory on the 

1 Op. cit., p. 54. 
= Op, cit., p. 59. From the Introduction to A. Schneider's Ges. Aufsiitzen, p. x. 
3 Op. cit., p. 59. 
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part of such critics as Holtzmann ('Few hypotheses have proved so 
unavoidable') and Muirhead ('If certainty belongs to any literary 
theory in the Gospels it may be claimed for this') with that of C. C. 
Torrey ('No scientific basis for it exists!'). Never has Mk. 13 been 
dealt with so trenchantly and confidently than by the last-named 
critic, perhaps because the issues had simmered in his mind for so 
long a time. Torrey's views on the Little Apocalypse were known 
as long ago as 1925 through B. W. Bacon, who modified them for 
his own purpose.1 They were incidentally referred to in Torrey's 
The Four Gospels, 2 but not until the publication of his Documents 
of the Primitive Church in 1941 did he give a full-scale treatment of 
the chapter, at which time it was difficult for British scholars to 
procure the book owing to the progress of the war. 

Torrey is always emphatic, but the explosiveness of a life-time's 
indignation comes to expression in this article. He first endeavours 
to demonstrate that Mk. 13 is not an apocalypse at all. 'The use of 
this term ("Little Apocalypse") applied to some part of the 
eschatological discourse contained in Mk. 13 and its parallels is one 
of the curi"osa of Synoptic criticism.'3 Technically, the word d.110-

KaAvip is does not cover any or every statement of eschatological 
beliefs; it is a literary term connoting certain characteristic fea
tures of a well-defined type of writing. An apocalypse purports to 
contain a direct revelation of truths or coming events, disclosed by 
God through a vision or dream, usually by the mediation of angels, 
occasionally by the voice of the Most High himself. By the very 
nature of the scene and its accessories an atmosphere of mystery is 
created. '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 received from heaven for the purpose in hand. 
Whatever may be thought of the material of the chapter, or con
jectured as to its composition, there is nothing in any part of it that 
can justify the use of the term "apocalyptic" .'4 It should be noted 
that the features characteristic of apocalyptic literature in Mk. 13 
enumerated by Colani all derive from half a verse-the abomina
tion passage. Of that there is more to be said. 

Torrey rightly challenges Moffatt's characterisation of the 'Little 
Apocalypse' as 'An intelligible unity': 'No one ever reconstructed 

1 In The Gospel of Mark, its Composition and Date, Bacon referred to unpub
lished communications given by Torrey to the Society of Biblical Literature in 
1919 and elsewhere. 

• 1933, especially pp. 261-262. a Op. cit., p. 13. • Op. cit., pp. 14-15. 



154 JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

the supposed apocalypse, or succeeded in exhibiting anything else 
than a mere fragment. And 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 is perfectly incom
prehensible. It would be necessary to suppose another chapter, 
exactly like Ch. 13, from which this great section was transferred!' 1 

This assertion, of course, proceeds on the assumption that the 
Little Apocalypse is incomplete. It will be recalled that several 
critics realised its inadequacy as a document; that which Charles 
postulated in his commentary on Revelation comes very near what 
Torrey regards as the reductio ad absurdum of the theory. It is 
further maintained that the method of excising a coherent passage 
from a text, as Colani did, is fundamentally false. 'If any and every 
passage which can be excised from a document without leaving an 
obvious gap is therefore liable to be pronounced an interpolation, 
there is an end of sane criticism of authorship and composition.' 
Consequently Torrey makes bold to affirm, 'No scientific basis 
exists for supposing Mk. 13 to have been expanded by interpola
tion after it left the hands of the Evangelist, nor for regarding the 
great discourse as anything else than an original unity .... Every 
portion of this material is needed in its present place, no word of it 
could be omitted. ' 2 This last sentence introduces us to Torrey's 
own reading of the chapter. The background presumed is that of 
Old Testament prophecy. There was an outline of events of the 
end familiar to all Jews through their reading of the prophets; a 
hostile army is to capture Jerusalem, and half of its inhabitants will 
be transported (Zech. 14. 2); tribulations will follow for 'a time, 
times and a half' (Dan. 12. 7); this interval will witness great mis
sionary activity, to Israel and all the world, that Scriptures like Is. 
45. 14, 49. 22 f., 66. 19 f., may be fulfilled; a final onslaught on 
Jerusalem will occur, accompanied by portents in heaven (Joel 2. 

30 f., 3. 4) and the coming of the Messiah (Dan. 7. 13 f.), but by 
the hand of Yahweh Israel's enemies will be destroyed (Is. 41. 12 f., 
45. 1, Hab. 3. 13). This background will have been in the disciples' 
minds when they asked, 'When will these things be?' They did not 
want new information, they simply wished to know how it could be 
realised that the Day is near and how long they had to wait. The 
request is partly answered, partly denied. Jesus confirms the pro
gramme of the prophets and applies it in many details, but declines 

1 Op. cit., p. 16. • Op. cit., p. 17. 
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to fix a date. The only element in the discourse that is unsuitable 
to Jesus is Mk. 13. 14a; this is due to the Caligula episode. If Jesus 
accepted the prophetic programme of the End, he will have uttered 
the prediction given in Lk. 21. 20 f., but we must have sympathy 
with the situation of the earliest believers. 'To the already numer
ous Christian communities in Judea and Galilee it is easy to see 
what the events of the years 39 and 40 and especially the edict of 
Caligula must have meant. Here at last was the realisation of their 
great hope and the triumph of their faith .... The Nazarenes saw 
before their eyes not merely the royal blasphemer desecrating the 
sanctuary, but the very thing, the "Abomination bringing Devasta
tion", foretold as the beginning of the mysteriously numbered" days" 
or "times" which must elapse before the coming of the Messiah in 
the clouds of heaven. If ever in the world fulfilment of prophecy 
was recognised with certainty, this was the time. When all the cir
cumstances are taken into account, it would be difficult to find in 
history, with all its astonishing coincidences, anything to match 
this instance .. .'1 Jesus had given the indefinite sign from Zecha
riah about the surrounding of Jerusalem by armies. Mark, followed 
by Matthew, was impelled to insert the far more definite sign, the 
erection of Caligula's statue on the altar in the temple. 'Should not 
the fulfilment of Daniel's prophecy be mentioned? This must have 
seemed most important, for every reason. The evangelist gives a 
plain hint that he is editing: Jesus did not say to Peter, James, John 
and Andrew, "Let him who reads understand!" '2 This event, there
fore, occasioned, not the writing of the eschatological discourse, but 
its modification in the one point of the great sign. The Gospel of 
Mark was compiled for the purpose of evangelism and issued im
mediately-in Aramaic for Jews and in a Greek translation for 
Gentiles. When the expected clash was averted the work of 
evangelisation was postponed. 

It may be freely admitted that this is the most persuasive pre
sentation of the case for the influence of the Caligula affair on Mk. 
13 that we have read. The distinction so plainly drawn between 
prophecy and apocalyptic, as it affects this chapter, can be over
looked by no one. The criticisms of the Little Apocalypse theory 
have no small weight. Yet the major premiss of Torrey's view 
leaves us with grave doubts: it presumes an interpretation of Old 
Testament prophecy which has to be read into Mk. 13; it is not 
there on the surface, and we are not at all sure that it reflects our 

1 Op. cit., p. 33. 2 Op. cit., p. 35. 
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Lord's usual manner of dealing with the Old Testament. This is 
illustrated by Torrey's interpretation of Mk. 13. 2, which closely 
follows that of Johannes Weiss: 'The conception of "new heavens 
and new earth" meant either a totally different world or at least the 
present world greatly changed in its physical features. Earthquakes 
will shatter and refashion it, Is. 13. 13, 24. 19 f. Mic. 1.4 ... Jeru
salem and the temple hill in particular will have a new form, Is. 2. 

2, Joel 4. 18, Zech. 14. 8, Ezk. 47. 1 f .... This, of course, involved 
the wiping out of the present city of Jerusalem, and could have 
nothing to do with the impending conquest by the Romans.'1 We 
cannot dogmatically affirm that Jesus did not hold this belief, but 
at least it will be granted that it reads a great deal into the language 
of Mk. 13. 2, more than we are warranted in doing. And Torrey 
has viewed the whole discourse in similar light. We must urge, as 
we have done before, that Mk. 13 is silent about any blotting out of 
multitudes about Jerusalem, and where silence is maintained we 
are not at liberty to fill in according to our own ideas as to the mind 
of the Author. In particular, this interpretation depends on the 
assumption that Luke's version is more original than Mark's as 
concerning the fate of Jerusalem: it is maintained that Lk. 21. 20 is 
less definite than Mk. 13. 14. Our final decision will partly depend 
on textual grounds, but at least it should not be forgotten that most 
exegetes have felt that Lk. 21. 20 is more definite than Mk. 13. 14 
and bears marks of interpretation-whether innocent or otherwise 
is irrelevant for the moment. Our last word on this cannot be said 
without a detailed consideration of Mk. 13. 14, but meanwhile we 
have to admit that Torrey's interpretation in this respect is ques
tionable. 

The careful and exhaustive study of our Lord's eschatological 
teaching by C. J. Cadoux appeared in the same year as Torrey's 
work.2 The measure of agreement between the two scholars is sur
prising, although their approach differed widely. Cadoux did not 
find it easy to imagine how Mark, writing at Rome, either could or 
would have incorporated in his book 'an alien document produced 
(ex hypothesi) in Judea, possibly within a few years of the time at 
which he himself was writing'. Neither was it plausible to imagine 
that the document was embodied in the Gospel after Mark had 
finished it. The parallels with the 'Little Apocalypse' in other 
Gospel passages have also to be taken into account. 'It seems on 
the whole preferable to explain such discrepancies as the chapter 

1 Op. cit., p. 20. 1 The Historic Mission of Jesus, 1941. 
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contains partly by the natural tendency of Mark ( as of the other 
evangelists) to put in close proximity to one another sayings origin
ally spoken on different occasions, and partly to the tendency of the 
early Church to modify radically certain remembered sayings of 
Jesus and even to ascribe to him (without any dishonest intent) 
some sayings which in point of fact he never actually uttered.'1 

Although Cadoux recognised the latter possibility, in practice he 
scarcely appealed to it in individual statements of the chapter. He 
admitted that critical uncertainty as to the origin and relation of the 
contents of Mk. 13 makes its use difficult; nevertheless he em
ployed it in constructing our Lord's eschatological teaching, in the 
conviction that 'on the main point, its evidence is in line with that 
which is abundantly provided elsewhere'. 2 A possible modification 
of the original utterance is seen in Mk. 13. 14, where Luke may be 
following a more authentic tradition; if otherwise, Luke in any case 
'is only making explicit what Mark expresses less concretely, and 
his operations cannot rightly be taken as discrediting his reports 
when no Markan parallel is in question'. 3 As against Streeter's view 
that Mark was referring in 13. 14 to the temple's desecration by 
Antichrist, rather than its destruction in A.D. 70, Cadoux asks, 
whether Mark would clearly distinguish between the two calamities 
if he was writing before A.D. 70. The persecution of disciples was a 
natural expectation for Jesus to hold, both in view of his own experi
ence and the description of the sufferings of the saints in Daniel's 
vision of the Son of Man. 4 Such a persecution, as he probably fore
saw, was to become the opportunity for wider missionary activity. 
While it is doubtful whether Jesus placed the fall of Jerusalem and 
his Advent in such close temporal proximity as we see them in the 
discourse, 'In the nature of things, we should expect some positive 
and definite relationship to have existed between the two anticipa
tions, seeing that both arose out of Jesus' certainty that his 
enemies would encompass his death, and both were expected to 
materialise before the generation then living had died out.' 5 Even 
the element of privacy in the instruction of the disciples by Jesus 
fits in with the consistent phenomenon that' almost all the Son of 

, Man sayings concern Christ's redemptive mission and were spoken 
to the disciples, not to the public. 6 On the whole we feel that C. J. 
Cadoux had no great quarrel with Mk. 1 3 as a representation of the 
teaching of Jesus. 

1 Op. cit., pp. 11-12. 2 Op. cit., p. 292. 
'Op. cit., p. 101,302 ff. 6 Op. cit., p. 318. 

3 Op. cit., p. 275, n. 3. 
8 Op. cit., pp. 96-97. 
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H. H. Rowley provides a valuable discussion on Mk. 13 in his 
review of Jewish and Christian apocalyptic literature. The problems 
of the chapter are approached from the angle of the phenomena of 
apocalypses generally. The question of authenticity, for example, 
is viewed in the light of the pseudonymity adopted in almost all 
these writings: 'If it (the discourse) does not really represent the 
teaching of Jesus, then it shares the pseudonymous character of so 
much apocalyptic work, while if it does represent his teaching, we 
have here at last a clear breach with that tradition.' 1 The discourse 
is not to be refused on account of the element of secrecy, since this 
feature is characteristic of apocalyptic, and does not necessarily 
entail the authenticity of its contents. 2 The unity of the chapter is 
to be viewed in a similar light, for apocalyptic writings are notori
ously inharmonious, a fact which has often led to complicated 
analyses where they are not required: 'It seems wiser to recognise 
that the strictly logical integration of the elements into a whole is 
not characteristic of apocalyptic, and is not to be sought here.'3 

Rowley therefore concludes: 'I find no reason to deny that most of 
the material of this chapter consists of genuine utterances of Jesus, 
and if we had these utterances in their original setting, the transi
tions might be less baffling. Even the linking together of the Fall of 
Jesusalem and the end of the age may be due to him, who expressly 
disclaimed omniscience in this matter.'4 It is precisely this con
fessed limitation of knowledge which distinguishes the discourse 
from apocalypses generally; for while Daniel endeavoured to indi
cate the time of the end exactly, Jesus declared that it was unknown 
to him. 

It will be noted that Professor Rowley does not commit himself 
to accept the chapter as authentic in every respect. He finds one 
clear exception to the general reliability of the discourse in the 
abomination passage, Mk. 13. 14. That verse must be relegated to 
a later age since it relates to the fears inspired by the Caligula 
episode. Like B. W. Bacon, Rowley finds it difficult to believe that 
Jesus could foresee that Caligula would command his statue to be 
placed in the temple, but not foresee that it would not happen. 
Nevertheless, in so far as the discourse contains the utterance of 
Jesus, 'it may be understood to proclaim his certainty that a time of 
dire tribulation for Jerusalem lay in the not distant future, that a 
time of bitter persecution for his followers was before them, and 

1 The Relevance of Apocalyptic, 1944, pp. 109-110. 
• Op. cit., p. IIO, n. 1. 8 Op. cit., p. 138. 'Op. cit., p. 139. 
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that the glorious kingdom to which the book of Daniel had looked 
forward was to come with divine power. He believed these things 
to be associated with one another, but expressly disclaimed any 
precise knowledge. '1 

It would be difficult to find a more striking illustration of the 
recent change of attitude to Mark 13 than this defence of its authen
ticity on the basis of its relation to Jewish apocalyptic. The similarities 
and divergencies alike shed light on its problems and are believed 
to ease them, rather than increase them. The interpretation of the 
abomination of desolation may be found to be questionable, for we 
have already seen reason to believe that the connection with Cali
gula may not be so strong as was formerly thought, but to that we 
shall return later. Meanwhile we note the positive contribution to 
our study that we have found here. 

Adolf Schlatter evidently regarded the discourse as an original 
unity, delivered on one occasion, though perhaps not retained in its 
completeness. The destruction of the temple, and of Israel, is 
linked with the end as 'a real member in the judgments of God 
which precede his kingdom'. The two events, however, concerning 
Jerusalem and the world are not o be confounded, there is a clear 
distinction between them in the course: 'He does not come at the 
destruction of Jerusalem, nor to bring the time of distress upon 
Israel. He does not appear as avenger of the sins committed against 
him. Their consequence must certainly be manifested, but that be
longs to the course of earthly history and precedes his coming. 
Only after the time when Israel is trodden down does he put his 
appearing, but at the same time after it.' 2 The nature of the signs 
of this chapter is hinted at in the parable of the fig tree: whereas the 
disciples wanted an external definition, a calendar date, Jesus 
speaks on a different plane. 'He makes them consider that the 
course of history has its inner conditions .... They should not wish 
to define Jesus' coming with outward calculations, but pay atten
tion to what God's providential rule creates before their eyes.'3 

Herein is given a clue for the time perspective of the chapter. Jesus 
had taken conjointly the disciples' lifetime with that of the world, 
for he was considering not them alone but the entire community 
that was to be. 'Those, however, whom Jesus has strengthened 
with the word, that this generation will experience all this, assur
edly do not lament that Jesus' word has deceived them ... God's 

10 p. cit., p. IIJ. 
1Das Evangelium nach Matthiius, 7, p. 354. 3 Op. cit., p. 361. 
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providential rule is the sole true exposition for every prophecy, even for 
those of Jesus.' 1 Such a conclusion is in line with much else that we 
have considered, and indicates perhaps the direction in which a 
right solution of this problem is to be found. 

0. Cullmann apparently takes for granted the authenticity of the 
eschatological discourse. His use of it and discussion of its problems 
are confined to the same two points of the nearness of the end and 
the nature of the signs. 2 The preaching of the proximity of the 
kingdom indicates that this nearness is bound up with Christ him
self, with his person and action. If the kingdom is near, it is because 
it has been brought near (rfyy,KEv, Mk. 1. 15). The announcement 
of the nearness of the end, therefore, affects the nature of the 
present rather than the future. Its special insistence towards the 
close of the ministry of Jesus points to a relationship with his pros
pective death. Cullmann affirms, 'The essential element in the 
proximity of the kingdom is not the final date, but rather the certi
tude that the expiatory work of Christ on the cross constitutes the 
decisive event in the approach of the kingdom of God.'3 In that case 
the entire time which elapses after the death and resurrection is the 
time of the end, and this conclusion cannot be affected by the delay 
of the parousia. It inevitably affects our reading of the signs of the 
end of which Mk. 13 speaks so much: 'Because the present time, 
admittedly extended over many generations, constitutes an escha
tological unity, all these signs, which will be produced at the 
extreme limit of the present, belong already to the last phase in 
which we find ourselves since the resurrection of Christ.' 4 That is, 
since signs characterise the time of the end, they characterise the 
whole of this present era, for the whole is eschatological. Events 
which before Christ might have been deemed of no significance 
take on a new value, 'they bind together faith in the present and 
that in the future, without wishing to create opportunity for an 
illegitimate calculation'. 5 In this way the preaching of the Gospel 
to pagans becomes significant of the end; in each generation it is 
announced by the Church as a sign of the end which approaches. 

Paul Althaus, in his most impressive treatment of eschatology, 
declines to discuss the critical questions raised in our discourse. 'It 
has been desired to deny this "little apocalypse" to Jesus, the com
munity is said to have taken it over from Judaism. But this distinc-

1 Op. cit., p. 363. 
s SeeLeRetourdu Christ, 1948, pp. 22 ff.; Christ and Time, 1951, pp. 84 ff. 
3 Retour, p. 27. • Op. cit., p. 30. 
' Op. cit., p. 31. 
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tion between Jesus and the first community, even if it were surer 
than it is, could have no significance theologically, i.e. for the com
prehension of the primitive Christian gospel.' 1 Presumably Althaus 
trusts the primitive community to have handed on the teaching in 
the discourse reasonably well, for he uses it without qualification in 
his subsequent review of our Lord's eschatology. He believes that 
it is not possible to remove apocalyptic features from the tradition 
of Jesus' teaching, yet they acquire therein a different aspect from 
what we see in Jewish apocalyptic. 'Despite its apocalyptic features, 
Jesus' eschatological message in its fundamental points is com
pletely unapocalyptic. The decisive thing is not what Jesus takes 
over from the apocalyptic material of Judaism, but the particular 
character of his eschatological message, which gives to everything a 
quite other tone.' The peculiar characteristics in mind are the 
emphasis on the nearness of the end, and the attitude towards signs. 
'Everything apocalyptic in Jesus, and then in Paul, remains wholly 
in the bounds of the near expectation. It is true that Judaism also, 
in the succession of prophetism, in general expected the great turn
ing point to be quite near. But the near expectation gains an 
earnestness unheard of in Judaism in the case of Jesus and primi
tive Christianity: "This generation will not pass ... " (Mk. 13. 30). 
Therewith all eschatological utterances gain the highest actuality. 
They give no plan of the coming end-history, they prepare the liv
ing for the magnitude of the distress, the severity of the tempta
tion. The stress lies alone on this preparation, not on a theoretic 
picture of the coming course of the world.' 2 The aspect under 
which 'signs' are viewed brings home a similar lesson: the com
munity must observe signs of the times (Mk. 13. 28 f.), yet the end 
cannot be reckoned from such signs, it comes with incalculable 
suddenness (Lk. 17. 20 ff.); it has portents, but only the Father 
knows when it comes (Mk. 13. 32); believers must watch for signs, 
yet be prepared for it at every moment (Mk. 13. 35). 'Hence the 
near expectation is no dogma. It is limited through the secret of the 
Father, it stands under the precondition of his free decision. The 
livingness of God is above all portents. Alongside the predominat-

- ing near expectation, therefore, the possibility can also be con
sidered that the end will yet be protracted.'3 This is why the 
primitive Church was able to surmount the lack of fulfilment of the 
hope of the immediate nearness of the end without shock: 'They 

L 

1 Die LetztenDinge, 5thed, 1949, p. 271, 
1 Op. cit., p. 272. 

1 Ibid. 
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were not so sunk in the near expectation that they did not recog
nise at all times in respect of it the livi''ng God and the decisiveness of 
his freedom.' 1 It is because of this stress on the 'actuality' of the 
various elements of our Lord's teaching on the end that Althaus 
makes the startling assertion, 'Eschatology must refuse to treat of the 
last epoch of history.' 2 As a definition of the limits of eschatology 
that is extreme, but as a corrective to point us to the ethical inten
tion of Christian teaching on the end it is salutary. 

A similar view to that of Althaus is expressed in the com
mentaries of Julius Schniewind.3 He approaches in the same way 
the question whether it is possible or necessary to distinguish a 
Jewish apocalypse within Mk. 13. 'It is more probable that the 
same thing applies here as in everything hitherto: a rich possession 
of Jewish hope is presupposed in the Gospel tradition, but it re
ceives a new determination from Jesus. And the question which 
then arises, whether Jesus himself speaks here or his earliest com
munity is not otherwise resolved than as in former cases: each 
single word has such a stamp as is only possible from the reality 
( signified by) "Jesus", and therewith the question of "genuineness" 
becomes a question of secondary importance.' 4 In practice Schniewind 
seeks to show the 'Jesus' stamp on the contents of the discourse by 
noting sayings in other strata of the Gospel tradition parallel to 
those of Mk. 13; while therefore the above statement could have 
been equally made by a scholar like Lightfoot, who hesitates to 
draw a line between what comes from Jesus and what from the 
community, in the case of Schniewind it is consonant with an 
attitude of practical acceptance of the authenticity of the discourse. 
He recognises that the chapter is as little unified as Mk. 4, and that 
therefore each saying has to be investigated on its own merits. 
From that an important conclusion is to be drawn in regard to the 
discourse: 'There is no question of looking on it as a programme of 
future individual events in their necessary sequence; rather some
thing fundamental, something typical is said about the events of the 
world's end, and it will generally be seen that with that a compre
hension and estimation of these sayings is immediately given.' 5 

Like Althaus, Schniewind recognises the presence in Jesus of the 
expectation of signs together with the hope of a speedy end; his 
reconciliation of them is fundamentally the same: 'Both correspond 

1 Ibid. 2 Op. cit., p. 296, 
3 Das Evangelium nach Markus, 5th ed. 1949; Da1 Evangelium nach Matthiius, 

5th ed. 1950. 
'Markus, p. 166. 6 Ibid. 
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to the fact that the end solely depends on God's plan. He causes 
the times, and what happens in them, to be developed and fulfilled; 
and he alone knows the time and season.'1 

As examples of the all but complete victory gained among con
servative scholars by the view that Mk. 13 is a compilation of say
ings, we may note that it is advocated by K. H. Rengstorf in his 
commentary on Luke, 2 P. Feine and J. Behm in their introduction 
to the New Testament,3 and the Roman Catholic scholar Josef 
Schmid in his commentary on Mark.4 The views of the last-named 
writer are interesting as showing how modem opinions on Mk. 13 
are reflected in the Roman Church as elsewhere. But while it is 
recognised that the question of the disciples shows that they had 
in mind both the destruction of the temple and the end of the age, 
it is not admitted that Jesus held the same view. The discourse is 
divided into general warnings, 5-13, the judgment on Jerusalem, 
14-23, 30, the parousia and the end of the world, 24-27, 32, with 
exhortations to the disciples, 33-37, and an assurance as to the 
truth of Christ's words, 31. The Holy See could not complain 
about that analysis. 

Lest we be allowed to conclude our review on an optimistic 
note, providence has somewhat whimsically decreed that we should 
be called on to deal with a puzzle-Austin Farrer's, A Study of St. 
Mark (1951). The perspective point of the study, in so far as it 
affects Mk. 13, is declared to be that of 'Christ and his disciples, 
and St. Mark in the Holy Ghost'. 5 How the two points merge into 
one is not clear. It is insisted that the first is to be taken seriously. 
The prophecy is authentic, being presupposed in I and II Thes
salonians. 'Christ proclaimed himself Son of Man, and supported 
the prophecy of his advent with that context in which Daniel had 
set it. According to Daniel, to be the Son of Man is to be the sup
planter of Antichrist. The roles are inseparable. Christ made no 
special apocalyptic predictions. He simply affirmed the old pro
phetic images as they stood, and left the decoding of them to the 
action of God in future events.' 6 The purpose of this discourse, 
with its 'shadowy mysteries', its 'painted pictures on the clouds of 
prophecy' was to set out the relation between Christ's passion and 
the End, and to show that 'the destiny of the Church was the re
enactment of his passion and resurrection'.7 It will be recalled that 

1 Matthiius, p. 239. 2 Das Evangelium nach Lukas, 5th ed. 1949. 
3 Einleitung in das neue Testament, 1950. 
4 Das Evangelium nach Markus, 1950. 5 Op. cit., p. 361. 
6 Ibid. 7 Ibid. 
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R. H. Lightfoot had treated of the relation between the eschato
logical discourse and the passion narrative; in his view the latter 
was represented as in some sense a prior fulfilment of the former, 
so that the passion is regarded as an eschatological event. Farrer's 
contention works in the reverse direction: the discourse is a type of 
the passion, the tyranny of Antichrist sets forth the historic suffer
ings of the Messiah. No doubt this appears to be topsy-turvy, but, 
it is pointed out, 'In the history of our faith, the image of Anti
christ came first and the passion of Christ came afterwards. Long 
before Israel had heard of a suffering Messiah it had been accepted 
that Israel would go through great sufferings, a sort of national 
martyrdom, before the glorious days of Messiah come. The pro
phecy of Daniel is largely devoted to such a theme, and it is the 
prophecy of Daniel which gives its decisive shape to Christ's pre
diction on the Mount of Olives. When Christ began to speak of the 
sufferings of the Son of Man he appeared to be talking not of what 
Caiaphas or Pilate did, for they had not yet done it, but about the 
figures of prophecy. He was saying that the Messiah would be first 
in the sufferings, as he would be first in the deliverance of Israel.' 
From the point of view of Jesus before his death it was more 
natural to think of his sufferings as a summing-up of those which 
his Church would meet in the End time than to think of the latter 
as a second 'Calvary'. That is the same thing as saying that 'the 
images foreshadowing the tyranny of Antichrist were once the 
natural images of Christ's passion'.1 In what ways does the dis
course foreshadow the passion? The following are noted: (i) Mark's 
story of the death of Jesus runs from the Wednesday evening when 
Judas betrayed him till the Sunday morning of the resurrection, 
i.e. three and a half days! The sufferings of Jesus epitomise the 
future sufferings of his Church. (ii) This 'apocalyptic half-week' 
ends with the empty tomb; the discourse ends with the appearance 
of the Son of Man; the silence of the Evangelist on the joy of the 
resurrection appearances is matched by the silence of Jesus con
cerning the resurrection of the Church, the judgment, the con
sumated kingdom, etc. 'The apocalyptic prediction breaks off at 
the same point as the Gospel does, that is, with the end of the half 
week.' (iii) The last words of the discourse seem to draw a parallel 
between the disciples facing the imminence of Christ's passion and 
Christians facing the imminence of Antichrist's persecution: 'What 
I say unto you, I say unto all, Watch.' (iv) The events preceding 

1 Ibid. 
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the passion reflect the conceptions of the discourse: 'On Wednes
day evening betrayal, the desolating abomination, was set up in the 
true and spiritual temple of Christ's company. On Thursday at 
midnight the Eleven saw it standing where it ought not, within the 
very garden of Christ's prayer. "When ye see the abomination 
stand where he ought not", Christ had said, "then let them that 
are in Judea flee to the mountains, ... and let not him that is in the 
field tum back to fetch his coat." When the disciples saw the 
abomination they were in the field, and they fled fast enough. And 
one of them, a young man, feeling the hands of the enemy upon his 
coat, left it to them, and fled without it .... The young man puts 
off his sindon and escapes alive. Christ is destined at this season to 
wear his sindon alone. The Arimathaean wraps him in it: it is his 
shroud.' 1 

So much for the relation of passion and apocalyptic. What of the 
precedents of the discourse? Farrer had said at the beginning of his 
discussion on Mk. 13 that its authenticity is demonstrated if he 
can show that it 'results from the imaginative process which pro
duced the whole book, that it builds on what precedes and is built 
into what follows, and that it is the very stuff of the author's mind' .2 

We have seen in what manner the discourse is 'built into what fol
lows', we must now look at the material on which it is builded. The 
relevant section of Mark is the parabolic discourse of 3. 20-4. 34. 
Farrer's contention is, 'The evangelist started with the Lord's pre
dictive utterances in mind, shaped as they were in Danielic figures, 
and passing over the parabolic discourses in 3. 20-4. 34 took from 
them such points as could be applied to the matter of Christ's pre
dictions'. 3 Compare, e.g., 3. 22-26 with 13. 8: 'His disciples will 
live to see ungodly power rising against itself, nation against 
nation, and kingship against kingship. They might well think that 
this is the end (v. 26), but it is not, it is only the beginning-pains of 
the world's travail. ... ' 3.28-30 speak of resistance to and blas
phemy against the Holy Spirit by opponents of the Gospel; 13. 9-
11 tell of the inspiration the Holy Spirit will give to the disciples 
facing opponents of the Gospel. 3. 31-3 5 narrate a family division, 
13. 12-13 predict a more terrible condition of the same. In 4. 1-20 
(especially 16--17) we read of those who break down through op
pression and persecution, 13. 13-20 describe Antichrist's oppres
sion. 4. 26-29 speak of one harvest, 13. 24-27 another. 4- 35-41 
tell of a time when Jesus slept and the disciples were awake, 

1 Op. cit., p. 141. 2 0p. cit., p. :z6i. 3 Op. cit., p. 165. 
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fretfully; 13. 32-37 reveal a time when it will be right to keep watch 
and awake. It will thus be seen that the topics of the parabolic dis
course are taken up into the eschatological discourse, so that they 
have one set of applications to the present and another to the 
future. 'Because both sets of applications can be made, it is pos
sible to compose an apocalyptic discourse by running over the 
topics of the parabolic discourses with the pattern of Christ's pro
phetic doctrine in one's head.'1 

If this be a true account of the origin of Mk. 13, then the 
'imaginative process' by which it came into being certainly needed 
the Holy Ghost to bring it through, no merely human ratiocination 
could have achieved it. To us it seems more ingenious than con
vincing. The exposition of the discourse in relation to the passion 
is too allegorical to be possible; the last point in particular would 
have made even Origen uneasy. The comparisons between the 
parabolic discourse and Mk. 13 admittedly contain some striking 
features, but they are insufficient to demonstrate the desired thesis. 
If Mark formed the eschatological discourse by the aid of topics 
from the parabolic discourse, then either our Lord himself had 
repeated those former topics while seated on Mount Olivet and 
little else, or he had spoken at great length and Mark had deli
berately reproduced a selected portion of the whole. Neither alter
native seems likely. In so far as Mk. 3. 20 ff. and Mk. 13 speak of 
antagonism between the Christ and the forces of evil, there is 
bound to be some coincidence of topic and even of language. In 
lesser measure the same will apply to the narrative of the passion, 
except that here perhaps we have more justification for seeing a 
general parallel; the Son of Man in Dan. 7 suffers tribulation, it is 
echoed in Mk. 13, and the supreme instance of it is described in 
Mk. 14-16. It may be true that the eschatological discourse and the 
passion illuminate each other, but it is going beyond the evidence to 
make either the exposition of the other. 

(In addition to the foregoing, the following writers also accept 
the authenticity of Mark 13 in their expositions: E. H. Plumptre, 
'The Gospel according to St. Matthew, St. Mark and St. Luke', in 
Ellicott's Bible Commentary; S. R. Driver, article 'Abomination of 
Desolation' in Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible, vol. 1, 1898, pp. 
12 f.; G. Papini, The Story of Christ, E.T. 3rd ed., pp. 276 ff.; P. 

1 Op. cit., p, 167. 
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Fiebig, Der Menschensohn, 1901, pp. u8 f.; L. A. Muirhead, The 
Eschatology of Jesus, 3rd ed. 1906, pp. 41 ff., II7 ff., 128 ff.; article 
'Eschatology', Hastings' Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, vol. 1, 
1906, p. 529; F. J. A. Hort, The Apocalypse of St. John I-III, 1908, 
p. xiii; G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus, E.T. 1909, pp. 179, 257, 
Sacred Sites and Ways, E.T. 1935, p. 265; E. F. Scott, The King
dom and the Messiah, 1911, p. 244. N. P. Williams, Oxford Studies 
in the Synoptic Problem, 1911, pp. 416 f.; E. C. Dewick, Primitive 
Christian Eschatology, 1912, pp. 175 ff.; A. B. Bruce, 'The Synoptic 
Gospels', Expositor's Greek Testament, 1912, pp. 294 ff.; R. F. 
Horton, The Growth of the New Testament, 1913, p. 193; G. Milli
gan, The New Testament Documents, 1913, p. 146; A. Plummer, 
'The Gospel according to St. Mark', Cambridge Greek Testament, 
1914, pp. 294 ff., A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the 
Gospelaccordi'ng to S. Luke, 5thed. 1922, pp. 476 ff.; F. W. Worsley, 
The Apocalypse of Jesus, 1912, pp. 133 ff.; H. Monnier, La Mi'ssion 
Histori'que de Jesus, 2nd ed. 1914, pp. 222 ff.; E. C. Selwyn, The 
Oracles in the New Testament, 1912, pp. 323 ff.; E. G. Selwyn, The 
Teaching of Christ, 1915, pp. 39 ff.; H. R. Mackintosh, Immortality 
and the Future, 1915, 2nd ed. 1917, pp. 44, 49; J. H. Leckie, The 
World to come and Final Destiny, 1918, pp. 36 ff.; A. C. Headlam, 
The Life and Teaching of Jesus the Christ, 1923, pp. 14 f.; Lord 
Charnwood, According to St. John, 1925, p. 215; T. H. Robinson, 
The Gospel of Matthew, 1928, p. 203; P. P. Levertoff and H. H. 
Goudge, 'The Gospel according to St. Matthew' in A New Com
mentary on Holy Scripture, 1928, Part III, p. 190; A. G. Hogg, 
Christ's Message of the Kingdom, 1913, pp. 46 ff.; Sir E. Hoskyns 
and N. Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament, 1931, 3rd ed. 
1936, pp. 109, I 14 f., 136; F. Mauriac, Vie de Jesus, 2nd ed., 1936, 
pp. 227 ff.; K. and S. Lake, An Introduction to the New Testament, 
2nd ed. 1938, pp. 31 f.; N. B. Stonehouse, The Witness of Matthew 
and Mark to Christ, 1944, pp. 113 f.; M. Black, An Aramaic Ap
proach to the Gospels and Acts, 1946, cf. pp. 38 ff.; H. G. Wood, 
'Mark', in Peake's Commentary, 1920, p. 196, expresses hesitation; 
W. Michaelis,Der Herrverziehtnicht die Verheissung, 1944,pp. 19 ff.) 

ADDITIONAL NOTE: THE PAROUSIA FULFILLED AT THE 

FALL OF JERUSALEM 

A considerable number of exegetes, including Beyschlag, Zahn 
and Lagrange, have given assent to the view that statements of our 
Lord, such as Mt. 10. 23, Mk. 9. 1, 13. 30, relating to a parousia 
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within a generation, have specific reference to the fall of Jeru
salem. This resort has been compelled by the natural desire to save 
the inerrancy of Jesus, but in all other eschatological contexts the 
usual interpretation is adhered to. The inconsistency of this pro
cedure is abolished by those bold spirits who regard the entire 
eschatological material of the New Testament as related to the 
epoch of A.D. 70. The most cogent application of their argument is 
directed to the eschatological discourse of Mk. 13. In his examina
tion of this chapter, J. S. Russell made the following observations:1 

(i) Expositors ought not to produce 'double, triple, and mul
tiple meanings, prophecies within prophecies, and mysteries wrapt 
in mysteries, where we might reasonably have expected a plain 
answer to a plain question'. (ii) If such theories had any truth, it is 
useless to imagine that the disciples could have even faintly com
prehended the meaning of the discourse. (iii) While the question of 
the disciples is usually regarded as dealing with three different sub
jects, it clearly has only one in mind. (iv) The phrase avvdAHa 
rofJ alwvos does not mean 'end of the world' as is commonly 
thought, but simply the termination of the Jewish age. (v) There is 
no hint in the discourse that Jesus passes from the doom of Jeru
salem to the judgment of the world. Attempts to draw transition 
lines will not bear a moment's examination. Everything in the dis
course can be satisfactorily related to the generation of the original 
disciples, including the evangelism of the world (Col. I. 5 f., 23), 
in fact 'the whole passage is evidently addressed to the disciples, 
and speaks of what they shall see, they shall do, they shall suffer; 
the whole falls within their own observation and experience, and 
cannot be spoken of or to an invisible audience in a far distant era 
of futurity, which even yet has not appeared on the earth.' In short, 
the supreme contention is for the unity and continuity of the whole 
discourse: 'From the beginning of the 24th chapter of St. Matthew 
to the close of the 25th, it is one and indivisible. The theme is the 
approaching consummation of the age, with its attendant and con
comitant events; the woes which were to overtake that "wicked 
generation", comprehending the invasion of the Roman armies, 
the siege and capture of Jerusalem, the total destruction of the 
temple, the frightful calamities of the people. Along with this we 
find the true parousia ... .' (vi) The importance of the event which 
forms the burden of this prophecy must not be minimised. It is the 

1 The Parousia, a Critical Enquiry into the New Testament Doctrine of Our 
Lord's Second Coming, 1878, pp. 54-115. 
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consummation of the age, the abrogation of the Jewish dispensa
tion. 'If it was fitting that the introduction of that economy should 
be signalised by portents and wonders-earthquakes, lightnings, 
thunders and trumpet blasts-it was no less fitting that it should 
go out amid similar phenomena-"fearful sights and great signs 
from heaven".' The siege of Jerusalem does not merely mark the 
closing scene in the annals of a nation, it has a relation to God and 
the human race. The changes wrought in this event include the full 
entry upon their heavenly inheritance by the saints of God (Rev. 
14. 13), the replacement of Law by the Gospel, the one favoured 
nation by a covenant embracing all peoples, the dispensation of cere
monial religion by that of the spirit. 'It made a new world; it was 
"the world to come", the olKovµ,€VT[ µ,€AAovaa of Heb. 2. 5; and 
the magnitude and importance of the change it is impossible to 
over-estimate.'1 (vii) The application to the fall of Jerusalem of 
language which seems to relate to the dissolution of the universe is 
explicable by reference to the Old Testament. 'Symbol and meta
phor belong to the grammar of prophecy .... Is it not reasonable 
that the doom of Jerusalem should be depicted in language as glow
ing and rhetorical as the destruction of Babylon, of Bozrah, or 
Tyre?' Cf. Is. 13. 9 f., 34. 4 f. 2 (viii) Mk. 13. 30 should suffice to 
settle the interpretation of the chapter. 'One would reasonably sup
pose that after a note of time so clear and express there could not 
be room for controversy. Our Lord himself has settled the ques
tion .... We are placed therefore in this dilemma-either the words 
of Jesus have failed and the hopes of his disciples have been falsi
fied; or else those words and hopes have been fully accomplished. 
One thing is certain, the veracity of our Lord is committed to the 
assertion that the whole and every part of the events contained in 
this prophecy were to take place before the close of the existing 
generation.' The conclusion is: 'We find but one parousia; one end 
of the age; one impending catastrophe; one terminus ad quem
"this generation".' 3 

The logical consistency of this view is admirable. It has the 
merit of facing plainly the great stumbling-block of an early par
ousia and of transforming it into the corner-stone of New Testa
ment eschatology. Little wonder that it gained the assent of not a 
few gifted scholars.4 Nevertheless, it is an impossible interpretation, 

1 Op. cit., pp. 56-65. • Op. cit., pp. 80 f. 3 Op. cit., pp. II3-n4. 
• Among others we may name Alexander Brown, whose exposition The Great 

Day of the Lord deeply impressed James Hastings (the latter thought its inter
pretation of the Book of Revelation the most satisfying that had appeared); D. 
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for it fails in several cardinal points. (i) Chiefly it overlooks 
that the New Testament expectation of the End of the Age and the 
Kingdom of God within a generation occurs also in the Old Testa
ment. It was the normal expectation of a prophet that his visions 
of the End would be fulfilled within a measurably short time. It is 
hard to resist the impression that Isaiah looked for the end of the 
age with the fall of Assyria (Is. 7-9, 10-n), that Habakkuk looked 
for it to follow the overthrow of Babylon (Hab. 2. 2 f.), that Jere
miah, Ezekiel, and Deutero-Isaiah anticipated its coming at the 
close of the exile (Jer. 29-31, Ezk. 36, Is. 49, 51), and Haggai hoped 
for it when the temple had been reconstructed (Hag. 2). To shirk 
this conclusion by regarding the Day of the Lord as a day of the 
Lord-any act of judgment-is as inadmissible as the many eva
sions of the plain language of Mk. 13 which Russell and his fol
lowers so severely castigate. It was this consideration that turned 
Sanday from the idea of interpreting the parousia as historical 
comings; at his request Driver sent him a note on the significance 
of the 'Day of the Lord' in the Old Testament, the conclusion of 
which ran, 'I do not think that a succession of judgments is repre
sented under this figure-except of course in so far as what the 
prophet pictured as taking place in a single day was in reality 
effected gradually' .1 On the interpretation of Russell, the kind of 
thing which he postulated as happening in A.D. 70-the resurrec
tion and the new age-should have happened at every epoch of 
which the Old Testament prophets spoke. (ii) The understanding 
of what the New Testament means by the new age and resurrec
tion is unduly weakened on this theory. However true it be that 
the fall of Jerusalem finally freed Christianity from the shackles of 
Judaism, it is an optimistic reading of subsequent history to regard 
it as 'the world to come' of Biblical hope. We doubt very much 
whether the tortured Christians of the various Roman persecutions 
after A.D. 70 thought they were in the age of bliss, any more than 
we feel that we are in it now. The concept of 'resurrection' becomes 
simply one of a change of state in the heavenly realms; before A.D. 

70 believers who died 'slept' in Christ, at A.D. 70 they entered his 
presence, from that time on dying believers pass straight into that 
presence without 'sleeping'. All this is gained from Rev. 14. 13, 
'Blessed are the dead who die in the Lord from henceforth ... '. 
Lamont, Christ and the World of Thought, 1934; E. P. Gould, A Critical and 
Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to St. Mark (I.C.C.), 1896; A. 
Naime, The Epistle of Priesthood, 1913. 

1 Outlines of the Life of Christ, p. 154. 
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Quite apart from the question whether we ought to read in this 
verse aTTapTt 'surely', instead of a.?T 'apn 'henceforth', and so elimi
nate the idea of temporal significance, 1 this is a totally unworthy 
interpretation of the plain language of the New Testament, a sub
terfuge to bolster up an unhappy argument. It is inconsistent to 
criticise others for lack of realism, e.g. in regard to the plain read
ing of the time limitation in Mk. 13, if one is not prepared to use 
the same frankness generally. In this respect the supporters of the 
view we are discussing fail lamentably. (iii) The dilemma presented, 
that Jesus is either without authority at all or the whole of Mk. 13 

was fulfilled within a generation, is unreal. If it were to be pressed, 
the Bible would have to be rejected as a whole, for the same kind 
of outlook on the future is presupposed in at least the greater part 
of it. But the discussions we have outlined on the shortened per
spective of the Biblical writers should have sufficed to show the 
falsity of this view. (iv) The interpretation of the parousia as tak
ing place at the fall of Jerusalem proceeded on the assumption 
that the Book of Revelation was issued before that date, for the 
same theme is dealt with in that book as in Mk. 13. While no 
scholar can say without shadow of doubt that the Revelation was 
written in the reign of Domitian, neither can any overlook the fact 
that the majority of ancient and modern exegetes have concurred 
in placing it about A.D. 95. If that view be correct the whole 
exposition collapses. 

We conclude that although the interpretation of the parousia as 
fulfilled in A.D. 70 explains some of the Biblical data, it is irreconcil
able with its general import. 

1 A. Debrunner has drawn attention to the variant readiog in the Chester 
Beatty papyrus at Rev. r4. r3, where the term vat is omitted. He would link 
AIIAPTI with the followiog My« To llvdiµa instead of the preceding a.1ro0vriaKoVTES, 
and recounts the suggestion made by Anton Fridrichsen to him that AIIAPTI 
h~re ou~h; t? be r~ad ,as a.1r_apTl and n?t d1r', G.pn. The saying t_!-ien,read~: MaKapw, 
o.c. vEKpaL OL EV Kvpup a1T08Vf]GKOVTES • a7rapTt., A.eye, TO Ilvevµ,a, ,wa ava1Ta"}aOVTaL KTA, 

and the form of the sentence is comparable to that of Rev. 22. 20. See Debrun
ner's article, -C-ber einige Lesarten der Chester Beatty Papyri des Neuen Testa
ments, in Coniectanea Neotestamentica XI, Lund r947. 



CHAPTER 5 

THETHEOLOGYOFMARK13ANDITS 
RELATIONS TO OTHER WRITINGS 

M
ANY advocates of the Little Apocalypse theory are willing 
to see in that supposed document some approximation to 
the authentic teaching of Jesus; such a view seems to be 

demanded by the early and widespread acceptance of the document 
as a genuine utterance of Jesus. Moffatt, for example, wrote, 'The 
incorporation of the small apocalyptic fly-leaf is an incidental proof 
not only of their (i.e. Palestinian Christians') outlook upon the 
situation, but of the basis which that outlook must have had in the 
authentic teaching of Jesus himself.' 1 An attempt will be made in 
this chapter to show that the teaching of the eschatological dis
course approximates so closely to the otherwise attested teaching 
of our Lord as to preclude the necessity for postulating an extran
eous origin for it. The chief features of the discourse will be con
sidered not so much in their logical order, as in the order of their 
importance from the point of view of our study. 

I. THE SUDDENNESS OF THE END AND ITS SIGNS 

The difficulty of reconciling these two elements of eschatological 
expectation has been the chief stumbling-block in the way of 
accepting Mk. 13 as authentic. Rawlinson voices the opinion of 
many in saying: 'He (Jesus) professed no knowledge of the day or 
the hour (v. 32); he dwells in this very chapter on the unexpected
ness of the End (vv. 35-37); he discourages elsewhere the demand 
for a "sign" (Mk. 8. 11-12); and yet Ch. 13, as it now stands in the 
Gospel, is very largely concerned with the mapping out, in con
siderable detail, of the premonitory "signs" and distinguishable 
stages of the last great eschatological drarna.' 2 Manson further 
urged that the expectation of signs is irreconcilable with the teach
ing in Q and the Pauline letters, 3 and Ki.immel asserted the same 
of its relation to Mk. 12. 25 and Lk. 17. 20. 4 Here, then, are stated 

1 The Theology of the Gospels, 1912, p. 44. 2 St. Mark, p. 18r. 
3 The Teaching of Jesus, pp. 261-262. 'Verheissung undEr/iillung, p. 6r. 
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the three chief grounds for rejecting the idea of premonitory signs: 
(i) Jesus refused to give Pharisees a sign when demanded; (ii) he 
spoke of the end as sudden and unexpected; (iii) he declared that 
the kingdom comes 'without observation'. 

Before we venture any comment on these facts, we would ask 
that three more should also be considered: (i) Jesus denounced his 
contemporaries in strongest terms for not reading the signs already 
perceptible to discerning eyes; Lk. 12. 54-56; (ii) he uttered at 
least one unambiguous parable which invites attention to signs 
heralding the approach of the future kingdom, Mk. 13. 28-29; (iii) 
he described the coming of the consummated kingdom in terms 
implying its external manifestation, so that in some sense the king
dom comes 'with observation', Mk. 14. 62 ('You shall see', said to 
his judges). The problem is considerably more complex than is 
commonly represented. If we add that the apostle Paul and the 
seer of Revelation (note carefully I Thess. 5. 1 ff., Rev. 3. 3) ex
pressed in the pages of one letter or book the two views, that Jesus 
comes suddenly and yet heralded by signs, we ought to make an 
effort to understand how they did it, and to ask whether this hold
ing concurrently two such opposed views is really a piece of 
irrational apocalypticism, or whether it expresses a fundamental 
principle which cannot be surrendered. 

First, let us be clear that the refusal of Jesus to give a 'sign' to 
the Pharisees has nothing to do with our discussion. Their request 
is interpreted by Mark, surely correctly, as designed to trip up 
Jesus (Mk. 8. 11 ). They are not concerned with the coming of the 
kingdom. It is the authority of Jesus as a teacher that is in ques
tion, and he declines to grant their request, as he did in the case of 
Herod later. 'This generation will certainly not be given a sign' 
(Mk. 8. 12) refers to the kind of sign they wanted; signs of the 
relation of Jesus to the kingdom have been granted, and they are 
upbraided for not being able to perceive them.1 The real difficulty 
lies in the significance of Lk. 17. 20 f., but it would be hard to find 
a more ambiguous saying of Jesus, and in the matter of its inter
pretation there is no room for dogmatism. 2 

1 Lk. 12. 54-56. In the context wherein Luke has inserted this paragraph, the 
primary reference may be to the darkening political situation, see 13. l ff., 6 ff. 
If that be so, the saying is even more pertinent to our discussion, for the 'signs' 
would be of a similar order to those in Mk. 13. 7 f., 14 ff. But Mt. 11. 4 f. un
doubtedly relates to the (miraculous) signs of the ministry of Jesus, by which 
John ~should understand the nature of the time-and of the Teacher. 

• A brilliant interpretation, overlooked by expositors generally, but which 
would ease the difficulties of this verse, was given by A. Meyer in his Jesu 
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The view that oJ ... µeTa 1rapaTIJpfiaews in Lk. 17. 20 means 
'not externally', and makes the phrase a repudiation of all the 
'futurist' eschatology elsewhere attributed to Jesus,1 need not be 
considered. We ought not to interpret a saying in such a manner as 
to make it contradict every stratum of Gospel tradition preserved 
to us, when an equally straightforward interpretation obviates the 
necessity. A more popular reading of this saying paraphrases it as 
follows: 'No calculation or watching for signs will avail anything, 
nor will men be able to tell one another that it has appeared in this 
locality or that; for behold-before any can tell the news-the 
kingdom is in your midst: all in a moment.' 2 In this way the saying 
conforms to the following context and expresses the idea of a 
sudden coming, with the completest exclusion of premonitory 
signs. The weakness of such a view, however, lies in the necessity 
for interpolating something which is not there, 'all in a moment', 
as Winstanley put it, or some other expression to denote sudden
ness; without an interpolation of this kind the saying cannot be 
made to yield this meaning, which surely ought to suffice to show 
the falsity of this exegesis.3 It would seem, despite the protest of 
Professor Dodd, that we ought to translate Jvros vµwv as 'among 
you', but with him consider the reference to be to the presence of 
the kingdom, 4 not, however, in the hearts of men but in the person 
Muttersprache, p. 87. He held that 1TapaT'Jpe'iv frequently represents the Aramaic 
itil, the substantive of which is i"t?t . JLETa 1TapaT'Jp~a£ws is then i't?t:;l , but 

that means 'secretly'. He compares Job. 4. 12, adduced by Levi: i•t?~:;i i?JNJ"lN 
l:lll"l!) "Z,,?, 'to me a word was spoken under observation', i.e. secretly ( =Heb
rew :I~;, 'there stole to me'). The meaning of Lk. 17. 20 will then simply be, 
'The kingdom of God does not come secretly', which is the opposite of what the 
saying is usually taken to mean. It would suit both the view that the signs of the 
Kingdom are already manifest and that which regards it as suddenly to be 
revealed in the future. Hering, Royaume de Dieu, pp. 42-43, regards this explana
tion as the only satisfactory one that has appeared. Dalman, on the other hand, 
W.J., pp. 143 f., doubts its likelihood, and translates i"t?t~ 'by lying in wait 

for'. As a possible alternative to ,-,r;,t~ he suggests ;:i', tif?r=? , 'if one lies in 
wait for it'. In view of the uncertainty of this kind ;f reconstruction, we have 
dealt with the text as it stands. 

1 So Dougall and Emmet, The Lord of Thought, pp. 264, 287. 
• E. W. Winstanley, Jesus and the Future, p. 35. So also Bousset, Jesus, p. 78, 

n. 1; Loisy, Les Evangiles Synoptiques, vol. 2, p. 402; T. W. Manson, Mission and 
Message of Jesus, p. 596; Hering, Le Royaume de Dieu, pp. 42-43; Buhmann, Die 
Geschichte der syn. Tradition, p. 128. 

3 Such is the contention of Gloege, Reich Gottes und Kirche, pp. 130-132. 
<1 Parables of the Kingdom, p. 84. Against Dodd's view, note that Ps. 87. 6 in 

the version of Symmachus reads .1VTos vEKpwv a<{,£0£1-s where LXX has ev 
VEKpo'is lAEvfJ<:pos, proving that iVTos can mean 'among'. P. M. S. Allen dis
puted this in Exp. Times, Feb. 1939, pp. 233-5; but in the same issue A. Sledd 
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and ministry of the Christ who stood there. We may then para
phrase, 'The kingdom of God requires no calculation of dates, nor 
is it to be searched for: look, it is in your midst!' By so rendering it, 
the saying is less concerned with 'observation' than with the pres
ence of the desired kingdom, the stress is on 'Lo'. As Otto put it, 
'The statement is by no means identical with rejection ( of para
teresis ). It is meant to be confirmation: it is meant to give a fact 
whose consequence is-(a) that the apocalyptic methods of para
teresis are not in place, and (b) that there can be no talk of a Here 
and a There. Evidently (a) and (b) both actually result if he is 
speaking of the kingdom which ... is already present in its first dawn
ing. If that were true, then indeed all parateresis would be foolish. 
And then also all talk of Here and There would be foolish, for the 
matter in question was not something relating to place or space, 
but something dynamic, in view of whose nature a Here and There 
is not applicable.'1 

If it is objected that this is a questionable way of evading the 
force of ov • •• µ,E-ra 1rapaTTJp~uEws, and that the phrase repre
sents a vital principle, at least we ought to bear in mind who were 
being addressed, viz. Pharisees. They had asked when the kingdom 
would come and Jesus replies ov µ,E-ra 1rapa77Jp~uEws. It is surely 
relevant to recall that the Pharisees were convinced it would come 
f1,ETa 1rapa77Jp~uEws, and that it could be narrowly calculated. If 
anyone wishes to understand why Jesus rejected the Pharisaic para
teresis, let him read the forty pages of close type that make up the 
excursus on 'Preliminary signs and calculations of the days of the 
Messiah' in Strack-Billerbeck's commentary from the Talmud.2 

He will there read how that all time is divided into twelve periods, 
or ten periods, or seven periods, or four periods, or three periods; 
how the years are apportioned out in three groups of two thousand, 
or two of two thousand five hundred with one thousand for the 
Messianic kingdom; how by careful manipulation of Daniel's 
seventy weeks, particularly the last 1290 days, a precise date is fixed 
for the beginning of the Messianic kingdom; how it was supposed 
to come in A.D. 70 and how its tarrying was explained. The famous 
saying of Rabbi Ze'ira, c. A.D. 300, 'Three things come unex
pectedly: the Messiah, a discovery, and a scorpion' (Sanh. 97a. 42), 

made a strong case for the view that when the dependent genitive after .!n6s is 
in the plural, the phrase may mean within the group; it need not mean, and fre
quently cannot mean inside of any member or members of that group. 

1 The Kingdom of God and Son of Man, p. 132. 
2 Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, Vierter Band, Zweiter Teil, pp. 977 ff. 
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is not at all representative of Rabbinical speculation. Some voices, 
it is true, were raised against the ceaseless calculations of the End. 
R. Jonathan (c. A.D. 220), for example, said, 'May the bones of the 
end-time calculators be scattered who, when the date of the End 
comes without the Messiah arriving, say, "He will never come at 
all". Rather tarry for him, as it is written, "If he delays, tarry for 
him" ' (Sanh. 97b, 25).1 But it is clear from this that the calcula
tions of the would-be-prophets must have created much mischief, 
far more amongst their fellows than in their own minds; the trend 
of the times, however, favoured them rather than their opponents. 
Unfortunately, the evidence on this matter, as in Rabbinical theo
logy generally, is later than the fall of Jerusalem, but it shows 
without doubt that from that time on, the quest after the date of 
the end was eager and unabated; there is good reason to believe 
that it existed with at least equal strength before that time, and 
that the contemporaries of Jesus shared it. 2 

If the parateresis refused by Jesus related to this kind of specula
tion, we hope it will be granted that it has no bearing on the 
question of the origin of Mk. 13, for no trace of mathematical 
calculation lies in that document. The conviction that the end will 
come shortly, within a generation, is due to prophetic certainty and 
must not be confused with prophecy-mongering. 3 But as little does 
Mk. 13 agree with the spirit of Jewish Apocalypses as to the nature 
of the signs of the end. We advisedly use the term 'spirit', for as the 
Old Testament is the common source for Jewish Apocalyptists and 
New Testament speakers and writers, there are inevitably many 
contacts. Nevertheless, the way in which ancient prophecies are 
used is different. For example, our Lord certainly used Mic. 7. 6, 
compare Mt. 10. 34-36; in Mk. 13. 12 it is possible that 
we may also see the influence of Hag. 2. 22, Zech. 14. 13; 
but in En. 100. 1 ff. we have the saying in typical apocalyptic 
exaggeration: 

1 Op. cit., p. 1015. 
2 A tragic instance of false calculations of the End is mentioned by Josephus, 

Wars of the Jews, 6, 5, z: 6,ooc women and children were burned alive by the 
Roman soldiers in the outer court of the temple. 'A false prophet was the occa
sion of these people's destruction, who had made a public proclamation in the 
city that very day, that God commanded them to get up upon the temple, and 
that there they should receive miraculous signs of their deliverance.'According 
to Strack-Billerbeck, this prophecy rested on an interpretation of the 70 weeks 
of Daniel whereby the End was made to fall on 9th Ab A.D. 70, a quite common 
calculation. See the volume of S.B. cited, p. 1003. 

a It is, as Althaus puts it, Weissagung, not Wahrsagung. Die Letzten Dinge, 
pp. 267ff. 
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And in those days in one place the fathers together with their sons 

shall be smitten, 

And brothers one with another shall fall in death 
Till the streams flow with their blood. 

For a man shall not withhold his hand from slaying his sons and his 
sons' sons, 

And the sinner shall not withhold his hand from his honoured 
brother; 

From dawn till sunset they shall slay one another. 

And the horse shall walk up to the breast in the blood of sinners, 
And the chariot shall be submerged to its height. 

That the tribulation of the end will consist of war, famine, earth
quake, etc., is repeated throughout the Old Testament prophets, 
but the apocalyptist goes further in his descriptions. Either he ap
portions out the woes or he exaggerates them beyond measure. As 
an example of the former, consider II Bar. 26-28: 

I answered and said: Will that tribulation which is to come continue 
a long time, and will that necessity embrace many years? And he an
swered and said unto me: Into twelve parts is that time divided, and 
each one of them is reserved for that which is appointed for it. In the first 
part there shall be the beginnings of commotions. And in the second 
part there shall be slayings of the great ones. And in the third part the 
fall of many by death. And in the fourth part the sending of the sword. 
And in the fifth part famine and the withholding of rain. And in the 
sixth part earthquakes and terrors ... (text incomplete). And in the 
eighth part a multitude of spectres and attacks of the Shedim. And in 
the ninth part the fall of fire. And in the tenth part rapine and much 
oppression. And in the eleventh part wickedness and unchastity. And 
in the twelfth part confusion from the mingling together of all those 
things aforesaid .... Whosoever understandeth shall be wise. For the 
measure and reckoning of that time are two parts of a week of seven 
weeks. 

For an example of imagination let loose on the conjuring of woes 
of the end, consider the well-known passage from II Esdras 5: 

Behold the days come when the inhabitants of earth shall be 
seized with great panic •••• 

Then shall the sun suddenly shine forth by night and the moon by 
day; 

And the blood shall trickle forth from wood, and the stone utter 
its voice: 

M 
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The peoples shall be in commotion, and the outgoings of the stars 
shall change .... 

And the earth o'er wide regions shall open, and fire burst forth for a 
long period: 

The wild beasts shall desert their haunts, and women bear monsters. 
And one year old children shall speak with their voices; pregnant 

women shall bring forth untimely births at three or four months, and 
these shall live and dance. And suddenly shall the sown places appear 
unsown, and the full storehouses shall suddenly be found empty. 

Salt waters shall be found in the sweet; friends shall attack one 
another suddenly .... 

Such are the signs I am permitted to tell thee; but if thou wilt pray 
again, and weep as now, and fast seven days, thou shaft hear again greater 
things than these.(!) 

Comparison is often made between Mk. 13 and the Apocalypse 
of Peter, with the intention of bracketing the two works together. 
It would seem altogether more likely, however, that as the books 
of Enoch and his ancient friends have developed prophetic concep
tions, so the Apocalypse of Peter has elaborated the eschatological 
discourse. Its signs of the end are presented in the same style as 
those we have quoted, but it goes a stage further. After the descrip
tion of the parousia, an account of the torments of hell and the 
blessedness of paradise is provided. The pictures of hell are revolt
ing to an extent of which no Jewish apocalypse is guilty. Punish
ments are made to fit the crimes, so that blasphemers hang by their 
tongues above unquenchable fire, women who plaited their hair to 
allure to fornication are suspended by their hair, adulterous men 
by their loins, murderers have venomous beasts as well as the fire, 
'and their worms shall be as many in number as a dark cloud'. A 
pit of diarrhoea is reserved for certain offenders: for women who 
caused abortions, from whose children go lightnings that pierce 
their eyes; for parents who exposed their children, 'and the milk of 
their mothers flowing from their breasts shall congeal, and from it 
shall come beasts devouring flesh, which shall come forth and turn 
and torment them for ever with their husbands ... .' We marvel 
that critics have ever persuaded themselves to place this document 
alongside Mk. 13 as coming from the same stock.1 Why have they 
not seen that it is exactly because Mk. I 3 does not contain these 
fantastic notions that the author of the Petrine apocalypse was 

1 'The Apocalypse of Peter must probably be ranged alongside the Synoptic 
Apocalypse on account of its scope and nature.' Dibelius, A Fresh Approach to 
the New Testament, p. 121. 
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compelled to transform the Gospel document in order to make 
room for them? Does this not illustrate that the eschatological dis
course as it stands cannot satisfy the usual apocalyptist, who must 
fill in what is lacking and give rein to his imagination? Again we 
repeat, if this is the kind of background presumed in Lk. 17. 20 f., 
it should not be cited as the authentic condemnation by Jesus of 
premonitory signs, nor as a final proof of the spuriousness of Mk. 
13. He himself stood in the prophetic tradition, but we can 
understand that he revolted against these abuses of it. 

What, then, is the significance of signs? If Jesus called attention 
to signs announcing the presence of the kingdom and, according to 
the parable of the fig tree, spoke of signs that should herald the 
triumph of the kingdom, he must have had good reasons for doing 
so. We have already mentioned the views of certain exegetes on 
this matter; signs reveal the universality of the coming sovereignty 
of God (Wendland), the eschatological nature of the present era 
(Cullman), and they remind the Church of its mission to the world 
(J. Weiss). Inasmuch, however, as the kingdom is one, whether 
present or future, perhaps the simplest procedure is to relate the 
signs of its consummation to the signs of its beginning. In the 
preaching of Jesus it seems that he regarded signs as an indication 
to his contemporaries (i) that the kingdom had come upon them, 
and (ii) as an incitement to repentance (Mt. 12. 28, Mk. I. 15). The 
same dual implication of signs apparently attaches to the develop
ment and final victory of the kingdom; they unveil the divine 
{JaatAEta and call for a moral response. The sovereignty of God is 
revealed in this era in the exercise of judgment (Mk. 13. 7 f.), and 
in the power of the Gospel (Mk. 13. 10); the end-time will reveal 
the consummation of that sovereignty in the victorious manifesta
tion of the Messiah with His glorified community (Mk. 13. 24-27). 
It should be noted that Paul reveals exactly the same viewpoint in 
the Epistle to the Romans: Rom. I. 18-2. 16 show the sovereignty 
of God in his present judgment on the world, heading up to the 
Day when he will judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ.1 Rom. 

1 Compare Sanday and Headlam on a,roKaAihrreT<u, Rom. 1. 18: 'How is this 
revelation made? Is the reference to the Final Judgment, or to the actual condi
tion, as St. Paul saw it, of the heathen world? Probably not to either exclusively, 
but to both in close combination. The condition of the world seems to the 
Apostle ripe for judgment; he sees around him on all hands signs of the approach
ing end. In the latter half of this chapter St. Paul lays stress on these signs: he 
develops the a1ToKaA111TT£Tm, present. In the first half of the next chapter he 
brings out the final doom to which the signs are pointing.' A Critical and Exegeti
cal Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, 5th ed., p. 41. 
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1. 16-17 declares the power of the Gospel to bestow upon men the 
saving power of the righteousness of God (a good working defini
tion of the kingdom of God), while Rom. 11. 25 anticipates the day 
when the 'fulness of the Gentiles' is gathered. The difference be
tween Romans and the eschatological discourse is mainly in form: 
the epistle gives theology and a concluding ethical application; 
Mk. 13 mixes eschatological statement with implied appeal, the 
whole having the purpose of incitement to moral endurance. Unlike 
the public preaching of Jesus, the eschatological discourse is 
directed to disciples only; hence the appeal to repentance is re
placed by that to steadfastness. The revelation of signs, both in 
relation to world affairs, Israel's doom, and the experience of per
secution, has an ethical aim rather than a didactic one, it reveals 
Jesus as Pastor rather than Teacher. His warnings apply especially 
to the community in Palestine, for their danger in Israel's distress 
was more acute than the situation of disciples in the outer world; 
they were in peril of not being able to discern wherein their path of 
duty lay.1 Beyschlag accordingly wrote, 'For the sake of his growing 
church he dared not leave unexpressed (the warnings concerning 
Jerusalem's fate); for his desire was to detach the Church in spirit 
from the old national communion, and so preserve it in the decisive 
moment from being entangled in the nation's fate.' 2 

Here, then, in the moral sphere, we find the clue to reconciling 
the description of signs with the teaching on a sudden coming: the 
end will come with unexpected suddenness, it will take the un
godly unawares, for they do not know the issue of their distresses; 
the believer also does not know when the end will come, but the 
understanding of the nature of the times will encourage him to endure 
stead/ astly and not lose his crown. Is not this implied in Lk. 17. 22 f.? 
Schwartzkopff believed so: 'In such times (of distress) they must 
have yearned for the end of the tribulation which should bring the 
coming of their Lord (Lk. 17. 22 f.). Then, however, it naturally 
came too slowly for them. The Lord had every reason, therefore, 
in regard to such times to exhort his own to continued patience, 
that they should not forfeit the salvation of their souls (Lk. 21. 19, 
Mk. 13. 20).'a In this position we see neither lack of reasoning 
powers nor mere repetition of incoherent and traditional apoca
lyptic motifs: it is the pastoral care of the Chief Shepherd for his 

1 Compare Nairne's belief as to the situation presupposed in the Letter to the 
Hebrews, The Epistle of Priesthood, Ch. I. 

2 New Testament Theology, vol. r, p. 202. 
• Die WeissagungenJesu Christi, p. 180. 
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own, warning them at all costs to be both ready and strong to 
endure to the End. 

Before concluding this discussion, it will be instructive to recall a 
critical inquiry which ran on very similar lines to that concerning 
Mk. 13. In 1801 J.E. C. Schmidt affirmed that II Thess. 2. 1-12 was 
a Montanist interpolation in that letter, on the ground of its discrep
ancy with I Thess. 4. 13-5.11; the latter represents a sudden parousia, 
the former a parousia preceded by signs. In 1839 the thesis was de
veloped by Kem, who thought that the background of II Thess. 2 was 
the expectation of Antichrist appearing as Nero redivivus, the 
'restrainer' was Vespasian and his son Titus, the 'apostasy' the wicked
ness of the Jews during the war with Rome. This unfulfilled prophecy 
belongs to the years A.D. 68-70 and could not have been written by 
Paul; it became the nucleus of a letter, being preceded by an introduc
tion and followed by an exhortation drawn from the genuine letter of 
Paul. In this Kem was followed by a number of scholars, including 
Weizsacker, Boltzmann, Schmiedel and Wrede, who, however, pro
gressively put the emphasis on the literary relationships of I and II 
Thessalonians. Wrede felt that differences of eschatology only had 
weight in connection with that of the literary dependence of II Thess. 
on I Thess.; with Hilgenfeld he placed the letter at the end of the first 
century or the beginning of the second. Finally Hollmann brought the 
argument back to eschatology, feeling that the other arguments were 
of less moment. The simple excision of II Thess. 2. 1-12 was too tame 
for the analytic bent of some critics: P. Schmidt regarded 1. 1-41 

2. 1-2a, 2. 13-3. 18 as genuine, the rest as expansion. Pierson and 
Naber found a pre-Christian Jewish apocalypse in 1. 5-10, 2. 1-121 

3· 1-6, 14-15.1 
Naturally these analyses did not go unchallenged. Spitta urged that 

the conception of a parousia heralded by signs and one that is sudden 
is characteristic of apocalyptic thought and is not to be regarded as 
contradictory. The same tension is seen even in the familiar figures of 
Noah's Flood and the escape of Lot from Sodom, for Noah was 
advised beforehand, and by his building the ark gave warning to the 
world, while Lot pleaded in vain with his sons-in-law to flee from the 
destruction. 'Accordingly no conclusion can be drawn from the fact 
that in I Thess. the suddenness of the parousia is made known, while 
in II Thess. its calculability (Berechenbarkeit) is declared. It happens 
that the two various sides of the parousia conception are applied in the 
letters, in each case that one being emphasised which befits the necessity OJ 

1 For these details, see Frame's Commentary on the Thessalonian Epistles pp. 
40 ff., and Moffatt's Introduction to the New Testament ,p. 82. 
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the community.'1 McGiffert adopted a similar position. Apart from the 
reconcilability of the two conceptions of the parousia, he urged: 'It 
can hardly be supposed that any one would venture to produce such a 
pseudonymous epistle during Paul's lifetime, or that it would find 
acceptance if he did. On the other hand, if Paul's first epistle gave rise 
to misunderstandings .•. we should expect those misunderstandings 
to have arisen immediately, not after an interval of many years, when 
the expectation expressed in the epistle was already at least partially 
discredited by Paul's own death. And if the fanatical abuse of his 
words appeared during his lifetime, it would be strange if he took no 
notice of it. The sole purpose of the eschatological passage is clearly to 
put a stop to the fanaticism to which the belief in the speedy consumma
tion was giving rise.' 2 Frame added an even more important observa
tion, so obvious that it is difficult to understand how it could ever 
have been overlooked: the natural inference from I Thess. 5. 1-4 is 
that the readers are acquainted with Paul's teaching that certain signs 
will herald the Day of the Lord. The apparently contradictory escha
tological views thus stand in immediate juxtaposition in I Thessa
lonians. The different emphasis in the two letters is due to difference 
of situation: 'In 5. 1-11 Paul is not concerned with giving new in
struction, either on times and seasons in general, or in particular on 
the suddenness of the coming of the day; he is interested solely in 
encouraging the fainthearted to remember that though the day is to 
come suddenly upon all, believer and unbeliever alike, it will not 
catch the believer unprepared, the tacit assumption being that the 
readers already know accurately about the times and seasons includ
ing, as II Thess. 2. 5 expressly declares, a knowledge of the premoni
tory signs. In II Thess. 2. 1-12 Paul is writing with the same faint
hearted persons in mind and with the same purpose of encouragement, 
but he is facing a different situation and a different need. The faint
hearted have become more discouraged because of the assertion, sup
ported, it was alleged, by the authority of Paul, that the day of the 
Lord had actually dawned. In order to show the absurdity of that 
opinion, it became necessary for Paul to remind them of his teaching 
on premonitory signs.'3 

It will be admitted that the parallel with the Little Apocalypse 
hypothesis is remarkable. Most critics today have been persuaded, in 
respect of the Thessalonian letters, by the kind of arguments adduced 
by Frame and others; it is curious that they have accepted in Paul 
what they have denied to Jesus. Perhaps the difference of situation 

1 Zur Geschichte und Litteratur des Urchristentums, Erster Band, 1893, pp. 1:,:9-
130. 

2 Encyclopaedia Biblica, vol. 4, cols. 5041 ff. 
3 A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistles of St. Paul to the Thes

salonians, pp. 43-44. 
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between the first and second letters to the Thessalonians is more 
obvious, but is not the difference between, say, Lk. 17. 22 ff. and 
Mk. I 3 also partly explicable on the same lines? The point cannot be 
pressed, for we do not know the background of the ingredients of the 
former discourse, but that of the latter discourse, in the main, is 
plausible. If Jesus gave any instruction to his leading disciples just 
before his death, it was natural to warn them of coming dangers, with 
impending consolation also, and to adapt his more usual form of 
teaching to the situation of his followers in coming days. However 
that may be, the concord between the representation of the End as 
coming suddenly and as preceded by signs ought to be accorded full 
recognition. 

2. THE NEARNESS OF THE END 

In no section of our study is courageous thinking more required 
than in this. It has been regarded as 'among the most difficult ques
tions of historical theology', 1 yet it has to be frankly admitted that 
the difficulty only exists for faith. Titius said of the sayings akin to 
Mk. 9. 1, 'The real dogmatic difficulty of Mk. 9. 1, etc., is not to be 
denied; there is no room to speak of an exegetical difficulty. ' 2 To 
agnostics the issue is simple: Jesus was wrong in his prophecies, he 
is therefore discredited. We recall that on this ground Sidgwick 
felt compelled to abandon Christian faith. Christian believers 
shrink from admitting that their Lord was mistaken in a major 
item of his preaching and not unnaturally cast about to see if there 
is any other explanation of the Gospel material. It will have be
come clear to the reader that the present writer inclines to con
servative views; he freely admits that on this matter he hesitated 
long before capitulating before the facts. Yet facts they appear to 
be and the Christian must come to terms with them; to resist what 
appears to be truth is to deny the Lord in whose interests it is done. 

Let us briefly review the evidence. The parables of growth 
(Mustard Seed, Leaven, Seed growing secretly, etc.) are often con
sidered to prove that Jesus thought of his kingdom as developing 
gradually over a long course of time. This is almost certainly a mis
take. Easton said of these figures, 'We should naturally not over
stress time elements in a parable, but we have at least the duty to 
note that there is no parable of Jesus' that compares the develop
ment of the present kingdom to the growth of an oak tree from an 
acorn; grain and mustard seed grow up in a few weeks, while leaven 

1 L. A. Muirhead, Hastings' Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, vol. I, p. 532. 
2 Jesu Lehre vom Reiche Gottes, p. 145. 
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works overnight' .1 Bultmann cites a parable similar to those of the 
Gospels from the Epistle of Clement, wherein the interpretation is 
provided by the author: 

'O you fools, consider a plant, a grapevine for example. First, it 
sheds the old leaves, then the young shoots sprout, then leaves, then 
flowers, then the green grapes, finally the ripe grapes appear. You see 
how quickly the fruit is ripe. Even so quickly and suddenly will God's fina 
judgment come, as the Scripture testifies: He will come quickly and will 
not tarry, suddenly will the Lord come to his temple, the Holy One 
for whom you wait. •z 

There is no reason to imagine that the parables spoken by our Lord 
had a different meaning. Clement was still near enough the time of 
the apostles to feel it unnecessary to modernise them. The relation
ship of our Lord's teaching to the disciples requires to be taken 
into account also. We earlier cited the contention of Russell that in 
all that our Lord said of his advent and the end of this age he had 
the disciples in mind. This was recognised by Haupt: 'Everything 
said about the parousia and the events that precede it continually 
moves in the second person plural, hence the presupposition is 
that those addressed would live to see it; further, not in one single 
place is the possibility reckoned with that they all would die before
hand.'3 This is underscored by the manner in which Jesus endea
voured to prepare the disciples for the coming of the Day: it pre
supposes not merely the possibility that he would come soon, but 
the probability, 'otherwise he could not have exhorted so urgently 
his own to watchfulness in all those sayings and parables, in order 
that they should not let themselves be surprised by the day of the 
Lord'. 4 With these are to be related the sayings apparently placing 
the end within the contemporary generation, Mk. 9. 1, 13. 30, 14. 
62, Mt. 10. 23. It is true that it has been the custom of many to 
refer these sayings to Pentecost and the fall of Jerusalem, but we 
have noted how unsatisfactory such a procedure is. Strong language 
is used about this resort by more than one exegete. Robertson, in 
his Bampton Lectures, affirmed: 'To refer "the kingdom of God 
coming with power" to the first Pentecost, or to anything short of 
the Return of Christ, appears like flinching from the plain and in
exorable reference of this group of passages.' 5 Guignebert wrote in 

1 Christ in the Gospels, p. 163. 
• I Clem. 23. 4-5, cited by Bultmann,Jesus and the Word, pp. 36-37. 
"Die eschatologischen AussagenJesu, p. 138. 
'Schwartzkopff, Die Weissagungen Jesu Christi, p. 174. See also Michaelis, 

Der Herr verzieht nicht die V erheissung, pp. 5 ff. 
• Regnum Dei, p. 71, n. 4. 
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a like strain although he believed the sayings unauthentic: of Mk. 
9. 1 he said: 'If its genuineness be once admitted, it must be acknow
ledged that its meaning is entirely unambiguous', of 13. 30, 'It is 
idle to try and persuade ourselves that this verse also does not refer 
to the parousia but merely to the Fall of Jerusalem', while Mt. 
10. 23 'confirms the force of the two already mentioned' .1 

It is hard to deny the correctness of these observations. Mk. 9. I 

can scarcely refer to Pentecost, for Jesus said that only some of the 
bystanders should not die before the kingdom's triumph, implying 
that a number would die before the event. The same consideration 
excludes the transfiguration from possessing a vital relation to the 
saying, even though it be regarded as a divine confirmation of its 
ultimate truth. Matthew rightly paraphrases 'the kingdom coming 
with power' with an expression of the parousia hope, and we have 
given reasons for denying the fulfilment of that hope in the events 
of A.D. 70. 2 If Matthew has rightly interpreted Mk. 9. 1, there need 
be no hesitation to accept Mt. 10. 23, at least on the ground of the 
time factor; while almost all British exegetes refuse the authenticity 
of the latter saying, almost all Continental scholars agree in accept
ing it. Mk. 14. 62 presumes the same viewpoint consistently adopted 
by our Lord in addressing his disciples concerning the end: his 
judges themselves shall see his exaltation in glory at his parousia. 
'Since this "seeing" can only have the meaning of personal experi
ence, Christ here proclaims to his enemies, with the same signifi
cance as in the former places, the coming of the Son of Man in their 
lifetime.' 3 In view of all this, there seems no valid reason for deny
ing a similar meaning to Mk. 13. 30. Attempts to avoid the plain 
meaning of the statement by referring 'generation' to the human 
race or the race of Israel, etc., must be regarded as unworthy eva
sions of a perfectly clear statement. Conservative expositors who 
have other ways of interpreting the eschatological discourse are 
even stronger in their rejection of this mode of exegesis than the 
critics. J. S. Russell e.g. writes on this verse: 'It is demonstrable 
without any shadow of doubt that the expression "this generation", 
so often employed by our Lord, always refers solely and exclusively 
to his contemporaries, the Jewish people of his own period. (He 
cites Mt. 23. 36, 11. 16, 12. 39, 41, 42, 45, Lk. 11. 50--51, 17. 25, 

1 Jesus, pp. 344-345. 
2 See Schwartzkopff, Weissagungen, p. 163; Titius, Jesu Lehre, p. 146; Mic

haelis, Der Herr verzieht nicht, pp. 34-43; Ki.immel, Verheissung und Erfullung, 
pp. 15 ff. 

3 Schwartzkopff, p. 64. 
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Mk. 8. 38-the total instances of the phrase in our Lord's sayings.) 
Can anyone believe that the assertion so solemnly made by our 
Lord, "Verily I say unto you ... " amounts to no more than this, 
"The Hebrew race shall not become extinct till all these things be 
fulfilled"? Imagine a prophet in our own times predicting a great 
catastrophe in which London would be destroyed, St. Paul's and 
the Houses of Parliament levelled with the ground, and a fearful 
slaughter of the inhabitants perpetrated; and that when asked, 
"When shall these things come to pass?" he should reply, "The 
Anglo-Saxon race shaU not become extinct till aU these things be 
fulfiUed"! ... The bare supposition of such a sense in our Lord's 
prediction shows itself to be a reductio ad absurdum.'1 We fear the 
same kind of stricture requires to be levelled at other explanations, 
such as that which interprets yEvEa as meaning 'kind, species', i.e. 
men of unbelieving character like the Jews, even though it claims 
such respected names as Lohmeyer, Schniewind and Michaelis. 
The plain sense of the passage must be allowed to stand. 

What are we to make of this expectation? Does it mean that 
Jesus is discredited, at least as regards the content of his prophecies, 
if not in his other teaching? By no means. We remember that even 
Strauss saw that if the fundamental belief of Jesus, as to the exist
ence of a spiritual realm beyond this, be granted, then the question 
of date could be accounted as a merely human mistake. Balden
sperger in a similar strain, wrote: 'This mistake is irrelevant, a 
purely formal one; it is not due to a lack in religious or moral con
sciousness ( on the contrary, in this case it is too far driven!), but it 
is simply the objective proof that religious perfection does not include 
omniscience.'2 Everything we know about Jesus points to the 
naturalness of his believing in a speedy coming of the End. We list 
the following points, which at least enable us to appreciate how it 
was that Jesus so consistently referred to the end of the age as occur
ring within a generation. 

(i) Intensity and certainty of prophetic convictions invariably ex
press themselves in terms of a speedy fulfilment. 'The media of 
time and space fail wherever a genuine prophetic message of divine 
reality is proclaimed,' affirmed Lietzmann. 3 'Great religious 
geniuses, like all the greatest reformers, have but two words in their 
vocabulary, now and here,' said G. S. Hall. 4 Every Old Testament 

1 The Parousia, p. 85. • Das SelbstbewusstseinJesu, p. 148. 
3 The Beginnings of the Christian Church, p. 52. 
• Jesus Christ in the Light of Psychology, p. 266, cited by H. A. Guy, New 

Testament Prophecy, p. 59. 
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prophet may be quoted as an example of the truth of these words, 
even if the latter statement has expressed the sentiment a little too 
strongly. No scholar who has studied the Old Testament prophets 
sympathetically will be prepared to say that they saw nothing; the 
coming of Christ and of his Church has in no small measure vindi
cated their message. Both Christ, and his Church in dependence 
on him, affirm that there is more to follow. The time perspective 
can as little discredit the message of Christ and his followers as it 
has that of the prophets who anticipated them. The more pro
nounced the conviction of the Lord, the more this observation 
applies to him. 'In times of intense thought we "can crowd eternity 
into an hour",' wrote J. A. MacCulloch. 'Christ's deeper knowledge 
and conviction of his position as Judge of men's thoughts and 
deeds took shape in his surface thoughts, mainly, though not 
always, in intense eschatological convictions, which ... then as
sumed the form of an imminent and catastrophic parousia.'1 The 
convictions, related as they are to our Lord's resurrection hope, 
were true, the perspective mistaken, but that is the least important 
element in them. 

(ii) The faith of our Lord in his Father's power would confirm him 
in his natural prophetic consciousness. This insight is particularly 
associated with the writing of A. G. Hogg. 'Our Lord knew that 
with the Father all things were possible-that nothing could be too 
glorious for God. Would he not, then, have been false to his Father 
if he had counted an early consummation unlikely? Would he not 
have been contradicting the spirit of all Old Testament prophecy ?'2 

This is a not unreasonable deduction from our Lord's teaching. 
His attitude to the future was not so much conditioned by an un
qualified acceptance of the letter of Scripture as by complete con
fidence in the power and goodness of his Father to fulfil the hopes 
made known therein. That he sought to impart that same faith to 
his disciples is plain, nowhere more so than in the prayer he taught 
them. 'Thy kingdom come .. .' is to be prayed with a view to its 
fulfilment, for it lies in God's power to give it. Jesus had no reason 
to imagine that it would be withheld. 

(iii) With this trust in God, some expositors would conjoin a 
similar confidence in his followers. This is denied by the entire 
Lutheran tradition of scholarship, but in so far as the coming of 
the kingdom is at all subject to the prayers of God's people and the 

1 Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, vol. 5, p. 384. 
• Christ's Message of the Kingdom, pp. 36-37. 
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spread of the Gospel, it is hard to deny this element in our Lord's 
expectation. This does not rob God of his initiative, but it does 
take the moral signs of the End seriously. As E. F. Scott said, 'He 
did not claim that men had themselves the power to bring in the 
Kingdom, or to determine the form or manner in which it would 
appear. As against the Zealots, with their reliance on political 
agitation, he was in sympathy with the Pharisees, who left the 
future deliverance solely to the good pleasure of God. But although 
he looked for a supernatural coming of the kingdom, he required 
that men should do their part. While trusting in God alone to 
accomplish His purpose, they could wait upon Him with fervent 
desire and longing. They could wrestle with Him in the power of 
faith till they prevailed on His will.' 1 In so far as the disciples of 
Jesus and the Church after them came short in faith, in prayer and 
in witness, in that respect they failed to vindicate the faith of Jesus 
in them, and delayed the kingdom. 

(iv) The significance of the messianic vocation of Jesus and of his 
redemptive work would necessarily intensify in his mind the expecta
tion of the nearness of the final kingdom. In his life and ministry 
the powers of the kingdom were at work, fulfilling the hopes of 
ancient prophecy. The supreme act whereby the powers of evil 
would be overcome and the kingdom would be released in power 
was about to be achieved. How then should the End not come soon? 
The realisation in our Lord's mind that he stood at the end of a 
long process of development, in the hour which prophets and kings 
earnestly desired to see, yet further increased his consciousness of 
the climactic character of his ministry. 'Exactly the long time of 
preparation, in connection with the circumstance that his short 
time of ministry had to suffice for the sowing, according to the will 
of God, necessitated that he expected the harvest to be not too far 
off, especially towards the end of his activity.'2 This, combined 
with the critical importance of his redemptive death and resurrec
tion, will also have thrown into prominence the gravity of the 
Jewish rejection and the inevitability of a speedy judgment upon 
the guilty nation. If, as we believe, the overthrow of Jerusalem was 
bound up with the judgments of the end, the two expectations 
would have reacted on each other. 

(v) Mk. 13. 32 implies that all the expressions of Jesus' confidence 
1 The Kingdom and the Messiah, p. 144. See also Hogg, op. cit., pp. 42 f.; 

H. R. Mackintosh, Immortality and the Future, p. 146; L. Hodgson, And was 
made man, p. 74. 

2 Schwartzkopf!, p. 184. 
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t"n the proximate coming of the kingdom stand under the decision of the 
Father's good pleasure. Undoubtedly the immediate sense of the 
saying defines the limits of Jesus' knowledge of the time of the end: 
it does not say that he knows nothing at all as to its coming; it 
affirms that it does not lie in his power to define it more closely. 
The ridicule and scorn poured upon that interpretation by a multi
tude of expositors, as though it were absurd for Jesus to claim to 
know in which generation the end would come but not the day, 
overlooks the fact that for Jesus there was only one generation in 
question, his own: he was simply stating the limits of his prophetic 
certitude in its relation to time. Nevertheless, the terms in which 
he made this confession imply that the Father's solitary knowledge 
of the day is due to its determination by him; he knows it because 
he introduces it when he sees fit. If the last word is with the 
Father, then all the words of the Son are subject to it, including 
the expressed conviction that this generation will not pass until all 
be fulfilled. The curious situation is here observable, that a saying 
which implies the incidence of the End in a short time nevertheless 
leaves room for the correction of all statements that declare it will 
come shortly. Michaelis believes that all utterances of Jesus as to 
the time of the End must be considered as provisional in the light 
of this saying, and that their non-fulfilment was itself provided for 
by it.1 This leads directly to the next point. 

( vi) The utterances concerning the near approach of the End have 
the same motive as those dealing with signs, viz. the pastoral care 
of Jesus. For their sakes he desired the time of testing to be short 
and for their sakes he urged them to be prepared for its speedy 
coming. This was seen as long ago as Titius, 2 but it is freshly urged 
by Michaelis, whose book deals at length with this theme: 'It is 
clear that the love which Jesus had for his disciples was in fact the 
sole motive to keep them ever on the watch and to emphasise to 
them that they should continually reckon only with the nearness, 
never with the remoteness of the last day.' 3 Exactly the same 
motive will also have led Jesus to warn his disciples to be prepared 
for delay, as in the eschatological discourse. From this point of 
view the Church can never afford to neglect the warnings of Jesus. 
It is because the Church has more or less banished from its belief 

sut.L n-,ac -..,-"-Y"'""atN.=co. ~',.t,h.e..Rr-d.t.bn±..B.ih\u--,_Le=_b<itn.!,Qav h:i~ he
come remote and has completely lost ethical power. At best it is a 

1 Der Herr verzieht nicht, pp. 45 ff. 
3 Der Herr verzieht nicht, p. 17. 

• Jesu Lehre, p. 147. 
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dogma to be believed, but it no longer inspires. Althaus wrote, 'The 
Church has been led out of the near-expectation of the New Testa
ment. But it would be bad if the Church replaced the self-evident 
near expectation by a self-evident and unreserved far expectation.'1 

The conditional sentence ought to be replaced by an indicative 
statement; it has proved a bad thing that the Church has, for 
practical purposes, removed the Last Day to a distance. It has been 
content to hand over its living hope to the Marxists, to whom the 
expectation of a future kingdom is a driving force. Admittedly, the 
Church cannot pretend to a conviction that has proved untenable, 
but it should be clear on where it is going, remembering, to quote 
Althaus again: 'What in the first community lived as certainty 
moves us at all times as continuous possibility.' 2 When that be
comes true of us again, eschatology will prove an ethical force and 
no longer a dead dogma. 

(vii) The final point takes us back to our first: the prophetic 
feeling of certainty by itself is inadequate to comprehend the 
unique consciousness of Jesus; we believe we have a right to 
advance beyond this and say that his conviction of the nearness of the 
victory was due to the clarity of that vision in his soul. Streeter 
affirmed this in memorable words: 'The summits of certain moun
tains are seen only at rare moments when, their cloud cap rolled 
away, they stand out stark and clear. So in ordinary life ultimate 
values and eternal issues are normally obscured by minor duties, 
petty cares, and small ambitions; at the bedside of a dying man the 
cloud is often lifted. In virtue of the eschatological hope our Lord 
and his first disciples found themselves standing, as it were, at the 
bedside of a dying world. Thus for a whole generation the cloud of 
lesser interests was rolled away, and ultimate values and eternal 
issues stood out before them stark and clear, as never before or 
since in the history of our race. The majority of men in all ages 
best serve their kind by a life of quiet duty, in the family, in their 
daily work, and in the support of certain definite and limited public 
and philanthropic causes. Such is the normal way of progress. But 
it has been well for humanity that during one great epoch the belief 
that the end of all was near turned the thoughts of the highest 
minds away from practical and local interests, even of the first 
importance, like the condition of slaves in Capernaum or the 
sanitation of Tarsus.'3 The vision of the End proceeded from the 

1 Die Letzten Dinge, p. 276. 2 Op. cit., p. 275. 
3 'The Historic Christ', Essay in Foundations, pp. ug-120. 
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same Teacher who has given us his vision of God. That vision of 
God was seen most clearly in the cross and resurrection; by that 
same death and resurrection the End was brought nigh and its 
power liberated in the hearts of his followers. He who believes that 
will not find it hard to anticipate that the Son of God will, in the 
Father's time, reveal the glory of God in the consummated King
dom of the End. 

3. THE PROVISION FOR A PERIOD BETWEEN THE RESUR

RECTION AND THE PAROUSIA 

The 'near expectation' of Jesus has been interpreted in certain 
quarters as implying that the period between his death and resur
rection would be negligible. A. Menzies, on the basis of the pre
dictions of a return from the dead after three days, and Mk. 14. 

25, 28, thought that an interval between Christ's death and the 
coming of the kingdom was excluded.1 C. H. Dodd assented 
to this view, adding that the 'three days' in the predictions of 
resurrection and the restoration of the temple (Mk. 14. 58) belong 
to apocalyptic categories and derived from Hos. 6; with this would 
fit the avowal of Jesus that the Chief Priests would witness his 
speedy victory, Mk. 14. 62. 2 R. H. Lightfoot followed Lohmeyer 
in suggesting that Mk. 14. 28 and 16. 7 point to an expectation that 
the parousia would take place in Galilee immediately after the 
resurrection.3 The interpretation of Schweitzer and M. Werner, 
in which the death, resurrection and parousia follow in immediate 
succession is even better known. 

Had the eschatological discourse been taken seriously, none of 
these theories would have been possible, but the critical elimination 
of Mk. 13 was considered by all these scholars as something that 
could be taken for granted. On the other hand, the data of the pre
vious section will as little fit this reconstruction. The parables of 
growth signify same lapse of time for development; the idea that 

1 The Earliest Gospel, p. z33. 
2 Parables of the Kingdom, p. 103. It would seem that Professor Dodd has 

since modified this position; see above, p. 100. 
3 Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels, pp. 63-64. Lightfoot cites the ingenious 

parallel drawn by Lohmeyer between Test. Zeb. 9. 8 and Mk. 16. 7, illustrating 
how the words 'There ye shall see him' relate to the parousia: 

Test. Zeb. 9. 8: Mk. 16. 7: 
€1riTplifier€ £ls T~V yfjv Uµ.Wv 1rpol1.yn Vµ.as £ls- 'T~V raA.,,Aalav 
"al. Vµt::Ls 01/J€<J8€ cuiTdv b iKE'i aVTOv 0if,£a8E. 
'JEpovaa>.~µ,. 

Lightfoot admits that this is precarious argument and contents himself by sug
gesting that Mark simply wished to hold together as closely as possible the 
supreme events of the ministry, death, resurrection and parousia, pp. 73-77. 
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the period of growth lies in the past and culminates in the present 
(of Jesus) seems nullified by the future reference of the fig tree 
parable ('Whenever you see these things happening .. .' must 
relate to coming days). Mk. 9. 1 and 13. 30 seem to presuppose 
that a number of years will intervene before the kingdom comes 
with power, not exceeding a generation but evidently not much 
less, for at least some (disciples?) will have died before the event. 
With this anticipation the sayings which imply the relative 
distance of the End from the time of Jesus are congruous; Ktimmel 
cites Mt. 23. 38 f., Mk. 2. 18 f., 14. 25, 28 as belonging to this 
category,1 Michaelis adds Mk. 12. 1 ff. (the Wicked Husbandmen) 
and Mt. 16. 18,2 which Kiimmel, however, rejects. Since Mk. 14. 
28 has been so much called in question, we may cite Ktimmel's 
verdict on it: 'There is no necessity to understand Mk. 14. 28 as a 
parousia prophecy, the interpretation of this verse in Mk. 16. 7 
still remains the most probable. The text then yields, however, not 
the expectation of a narrow temporal connection of resurrection 
and parousia, but the hope that Jesus will appear after his resurrec
tion to the disciples in Galilee; and this hope only possesses mean
ing if such an appearance reveals the heavenly life of the Crucified, 
while his appearance in p.eavenly glory at the parousia must be 
considered as an event still lying in the future.' 3 In the light of 
these considerations it is difficult to deny that our Lord's expecta
tion of a period of historical development after his death and 
resurrection is as well attested as his conviction of a relatively near 
consummation of the kingdom; the two conceptions are comple
mentary and cannot be divorced without injury to the wholeness 
of our Lord's teaching. 

What, then, are the characteristics of this period? Before all else, 
as far as the disciples are concerned, a necessity to share the suffer
ings of Christ and the advancement of the Gospel amidst persecu
tion. Rawlinson drew attention to Johannes Weiss' description of 
Mk. 8. 27-10. 45 as 'virtually an impressive sermon addressed to 
the reader. It enshrines in the guise of narration the kernel of a 
religious ethic appropriate to the martyr and missionary church of 
Nero's time', and he himself explains the origin of these chapters 
as a collection of 'sayings on renunciation, and on the nature of the 
Christian life as a via crucis for the disciple as for the Master'.4 

1 Verheissung und Erfullung, pp. 15 ff., 41 ff. 
2 Der Herr verzieht nicht, pp. 18 f. 
3 Opcit., p. 44. •St.Mark, pp. 108,110. 
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While admitting the strong possibility that Mark wrote his gospel 
for the 'church of Nero's time', we need not infer that the relevance 
of this message was first seen in the seventh decade of our era; that 
strain of teaching would have been cherished by the disciples from 
the time they rejoiced to be deemed worthy to suffer disgrace for 
the sake of the name (Acts 5. 41). The community of believers in 
Palestine was a persecuted community at least from the days of 
Stephen, as Saul and many others ensured. For this situation Jesus 
took provision. He knew the pain of opposition from his own 
family (Mk. 3. 21, Jn. 7. 1 ff.), and warned his followers to expect 
the same (Lk. 12. 51 ff.). He must have realised that the mounting 
opposttion of the authorities could not but be extended to the dis
ciples after his death; if he warned those accompanying him to 
Jerusalem to be prepared for crucifixion (Mk. 8. 34), he had no 
illusions as to what was in store for them later. They must be pre
pared to drink his own cup (Mk. 10. 38 f.). And his cup was bitter, 
not least because of the hatred of the people he had come to 
deliver. In view of these considerations it is not difficult to believe 
that on the eve of his betrayal Jesus gave such counsels as Mk. 13. 

9, 12-13, including the reference to the hatred of all men-all, that 
is, who rejected his message. It was Gloege's conviction that suffer
ing is part of the ordained mission of the Church in the world. It is 
the reverse side of fellowship with Christ in glory (Rom. 8. 17, 
II Tim. 2. 11 f.); and it is therefore fitting that it should be stressed 
in an eschatological discourse. 'No stone of the "house" can experi
ence another destiny than that which is meted out to the Christ as 
its corner- and foundation-stone.'1 Jesus pronounced blessed all 
who shared this destiny with him (Mt. 5. 10 f.). 

We are so used to envisaging the preacher's task amidst a sympa
thetic, or at worst indifferent, environment, that it requires an 
effort of imagination to realise that Jesus invariably associated 
evangelism with opposition. If Mt. 23. 34 f. was intended by him 
to apply to the mission of his disciples, he could scarcely have 
expressed more vividly his conviction that Gospel preaching was a 

. dangerous occupation. The Q logion as to the aid of the Holy 
Spirit in the proclamation of the Word is set explicitly in the con
text of arraignment before judges (Lk. 12. 11 f., Mt. 10. 19 f.). It is 
thereby suggested that one of the chief methods of disseminating 
the Word would be through such testimony before courts of justice, 
held, of course, in synagogues in Palestinian towns, as well as in the 

1 Reich Gottes und Kirche, pp. 337,340. 

N 
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Great Sanhedrin at Jerusalem. A moment's reflection will serve to 
show that no small part of the preaching in the Acts of the Apostles 
is represented as given in just such situations (Peter and John 
before the Sanhedrin, Acts 4. 8-21, 5. 29 ff.; Stephen in like cir
cumstances, Acts 7; Paul addressing the Jerusalem mob, Acts 22; 
before the Sanhedrin, Acts 23; before Felix, Acts 24; before Festus, 
Acts 25; before Agrippa, Acts 26; in a Roman prison, Acts 28). 
The evangelism of despised Samaria and the first missionary efforts 
among the Gentiles were specifically connected with the persecu
tion that arose about Stephen (Acts 8. 3 ff., 11. 19). Paul's mis
sionary journeys are one long story of the planting of Churches 
amid severe suffering, of uproars, trials, intrigues, floggings, per
secutions of them that believed. 

It is commonly alleged that all this fits Mk. 13. 9 ff. so well, that 
that paragraph must reflect the history it foreshadows. Does the 
same apply to the Q logion about being brought before magis
trates, Lk. 12. 11 f.? to the drinking of the cup of suffering by James 
and John, Mk. 10. 38 f.? to the prediction of persecution by 
relatives, Lk. 12. 51 f.? to the blessing of Mt. 5. 10 f.? to the warn
ing not to fear them that kill the body, Lk. 12. 4 f.? to the warning 
of consequences of denying Christ, Lk. 12. 9? to the declaration 
that the only way to save one's life is to lose it, Mk. 8. 35? There 
are not wanting critics who are prepared to jettison every one of 
those sayings, t but few agree with them in so doing. If Jesus anti
cipated that his disciples would encounter hostility similar to what 
he himself endured, he could express it in no other ways than he 
adopted: authorities meant Jewish courts, Roman governors and 
petty kings. Plain speech suited Jesus better than vague allusions; 
he had no need to be ambiguous. The warnings given are in no 
sense fortune-telling. Hostility within the family circle and with
out was attested by Scripture and his own experience. When the 
message was proclaimed more widely increased opposition was cer
tain to arise, even where success was most pronounced; the two 
reactions would proceed pari passu. There is no need to attri
bute undue pessimism to Jesus, but he had every reason to be a 
realist. 

How far did Jesus anticipate his Gospel would travel before the 
End came? Mk. 13. 10 says that the nations will hear. Therein we 
are plunged into controversy once more, for Jesus is said never to 
have dreamed of that possibility. 'The humanistic concept of uni 

1 As Case,Jesus, A New Biography, pp. 407 f.; Guignebert,Jesus, z84ff. 
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versality is wholly foreign to him.'1 'Jesus never even dreamed of 
being a prophet or Messiah to the non-J ews.' 2 The idea is 'prob
ably due to the influence of Paul'. 3 The main reasons for this 
sceptical attitude centre upon the Jewishness of Jesus-he keeps 
the ceremonial law, observes the feasts, summarises the moral law 
like the Rabbis, declares it necessary to keep the commandments 
to enter into life, and confines his ministry to Jews; for full seven
teen years his disciples followed his example and neglected the 
Gentiles. 4 These facts are not to be disputed, but they form only 
part of the picture. 

We would present another aspect in the following observations. 
(i) Jesus certainly was 'Jewish' in his conduct. It would have been 
unnatural had it been otherwise. He could not have fulfilled his 
messianic vocation if he had overthrown his people's customs and 
the Scriptures of the Old Covenant. Hort long ago observed that to 
regard Jesus as cosmopolitan is to cut him off from all the historical 
circumstances of his Incarnation; he could fulfil the divine purpose 
in no other way than by observing the Law and ministering to 
Israel.5 (ii) The Messiah must needs be the leader of his people. 
But the messianic concept of Jesus was not exclusively J udaistic. 
The self-chosen appellation of Jesus was not 'Son of David' but 
'Son of Man', and in his use of that concept everything particular
istic is excluded; it is fitted for application to the supra-nationalist 
community of Jesus.6 (iii) The dominion of the Messiah-Son of 
Man was traditionally universal. Jesus preached that the kingdom 
had come with his ministry; did he imagine that Messiah's domi
nion would be confined to the consummated kingdom? The prac
tical certainty that the reverse is true is demonstrated by the signi
ficance he attached to his death, which is never conceived to be for 
Jews only.7 {iv) The Pharisees themselves were not against pro
selytising; Mt. 23. 15 presumes that Jesus knew of the enthusiasm 
of at least some about this practice. Was Jesus more narrow in his 
outlook than the Pharisees? (v) We have good grounds for believ
ing that the Scriptures nearest the heart of our Lord were Is. 40 ff., 
the most universal writing in the Old Testament. Above all the task 
of the Servant, in whom he saw himself mirrored, was to be 'a light 

1 Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, p. 46. 
2 Klausner,Jesus of Nazareth, p. 363. 3 Loisy, Evangile selon Marc, p. 372. 
• Klausner, op. cit., pp. 363 ff. 
6 Judaistic Christianity, pp. 34, 37. 
6 S.> Fiebig, Der Menschensohn, pp. 78 f., u6. 
7 So Moffatt, Theology of the Gospels, pp. 68-69; Scott, The Kingdom and the 

Messiah, pp. 219-220. 
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of the Gentiles', God's salvation to the ends of the earth (Is. 42. 6, 
49. 6). This element in his vocation would have been as gladly 
accepted as his vocation to die for the world. (vi) The message of 
Jesus was as contrary to particularism as that of his forerunner 
John. His renunciation of this prized element of Judaism would 
have made him as hated by the Pharisees as he was by the Zealots 
for refusing their excessive patriotism. This factor in the situation 
has been perceived by many critics,1 but never has it been more 
strikingly demonstrated than by Klausner, who, by his condemna
tion of Jesus for non-nationalist tendencies, shows the same spirit 
as animated the Pharisees. He writes: 'The nation as a whole could 
only see in such public ideals as those of Jesus an abnormal and 
even dangerous phantasy; the majority, who followed the Pharisees 
and Scribes, the leaders of the popular party in the nation, could 
on no account accept Jesus' teaching. This teaching Jesus had im
bibed from the breast of prophetic and, to a certain extent, Phara
saic Judaism; yet it became, on the one hand, the negation of every
thing that had vitalised Judaism; and on the other hand it brought 
Judaism to such an extreme that it became, in a sense, non-Judaism. 
Hence the strange sight: Judaism brought forth Christianity in its 
first form(the teaching of Jesus), but itthrustasideitsdaughterwhen 
it saw that she would slay the mother with a deadly kiss.'2 Com
menting on the same theme Klausner later asserted: 'He both 
annulled Judaism as the life-force of the Jewish nation, and also 
the nation itself as a nation. For a religion which only possesses acer
tain conception of God and a morality acceptable to all mankind, does 
not belong to any special nation, and, consciously or unconsciously, 
breaks down the barriers of nationality. This inevitably brought it to 
pass that his people Israel rejected him.'3 Despite his repudiation 
of the Gospel traditions that ref er to Jesus' hope for the nations
for Klausner would deny Jesus to the Gentile as well as the Jew
this writer has touched on the real issue: Jesus called on men to lose 
their life in order to find it. Jesus desired his people to rise to 
their prophetic calling and bring the nations to God. For this 
reason he devoted himself to ministry among them; he would give 

1 E.g. W. 0. E. Oesterley, The Doctrine of the Last Things, p. 178; A. T. 
Cadoux, The Lord of Life, pp. 71 f.; Moffatt, The Theology of the New Testament, 
p. 66; C. J. Cadoux thinks it is the reason for Jesus saying so little about his 
wider convictions-he would never have gained a hearing at all (cf. Acts 22. 21 ff., 
Paul was shouted down when he spoke of his commission to preach to the 
Gentiles); TheHistoricMissionofj8SUS,p. 162. 

• jesus of Nazareth, p. 376. 
1 Op. cit., p. 390. 
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them every opportunity, for the children must first be fed. If the 
nation would not accept their calling, then the Remnant must 
undertake it for them; his disciples must take his message to the 
obdurate nation and thence to the peoples beyond. The cost would 
be great; the way of the Messiah must be trodden by Messiah's 
followers, but though Jewish and Gentile authority resist, 'the 
gospel must first be preached'. 

We have deliberately avoided the critical questions concerning 
Mk. 13. 10, for the major issue has to be settled first. Admittedly 
this verse has been regarded as an interpolation into the series 9, 
11-13, but that is irrelevant, for neither is it certain that v. 12 

originally followed v. u; v. 10 could have been added in the same 
way as vv. 9, II, 12, 13 were themselves conjoined to form a 
separate section. More serious is the view that v. 10 has arisen as 
an expansion of Mt. 10. 18, thus: 

Mt. 10. 18. Mk. 13. 9-10. 
\ , \ r / ~\ \ /3 Kat E1n 7JYEfLOVa,; oE Kai aa,-

AEt,; ax0fia-E0'0E EVEKEV eµ,oii, 
E{S µ,apTvpiov aVTOt,; Kal TOtS' 

WvEa-iv. 

< 1 \ /3 ). I E1TL 1JYEfLOVWV Kai aO-U\EWV 
a-ra0fio-Ea0E •.• El,; µ,ap-rvp,ov 

1 ...,, \ -, I \ a VTO ,, . Kai EiS' 1TaVTa Ta 

e0V7J 1rpw-rov SEt K7Jpvx0fjvai -,-, /). 

TO EvayyEI\WV. 

B. S. Easton would account for Matthew's Kai. Tot,; Wvw,v as 
itself an addition to the original wording, more perfectly preserved 
in the Q saying Lk. 12. 11 f., but this is unlikely, for the Q saying 
has no direct reference to µ,apTVpiov. We cannot be sure that 
Matthew has not shortened Mark's version, especially if he read 
the saying as the early versions did, putting a stop after El,; 1TaVTa 
Ta l0V7], and taking 1rpw-rov (Se) Set K7Jpvx8fjva, ... as an indepen
dent clause. 

On the whole the most likely solution seems to be one hinted at 
by C. F. Burney; he thought that the phrase Kai. Tots WvEaiv is a 
relic of a couplet which originally followed on Mk. 13. 9.1 It is our 
conviction that Mk. 13. 10 contains yet more of that 'lost' couplet. 
For a tentative reconstruction of the kind of saying that may have 
originally been uttered by our Lord, see Note 2 in the appendix. 
Meanwhile we observe that in this context the phrase Kai. -rot,; 

e0vwiv by itself implies a mission beyond Palestine. 2 Certainly 

1 The Poetry of Our Lord, pp. II8-II9. 2 McNeile, St. Matthew, p. 140. 
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the mention of Gentiles, apart from governors and kings, shows 
that this evangelism in the law courts is directed as truly to them 
as to Jews, which is a new feature as contrasted with the limita
tions imposed by Jesus upon himself. If Mk. 13. ro really expands 
Ka/, TOf, e0vww, it will presumably be an independent piece of 
tradition, attached to the former saying. It is not the only saying of 
this kind in this discourse. A good deal of the chapter is due to 
arrangement of sayings put together at the discretion of the 
editor; and if we are dependent upon him in this verse it is no more 
so than throughout the rest of the discourse. We have seen good 
reason to believe that the other sayings in this paragraph, 13. 9-13 
fairly represent the mind of our Lord, even if they have been 
pieced together. If it be admitted that v. ro also truly represents 
his views, we must either accept the verse as authentic or con
gratulate the editor on an astonishingly accurate piece of expan
sion! The former view is much the more probable. The omission 
of the saying by Luke is no argument to the contrary, for his ver
sion differs too widely from Mark's to allow it to be decisive. If 
necessary we should perhaps compare it with the Western 'non
interpolation' at Lk. 23. 34, 'Father forgive them ... ', a saying 
which needs no other attestation than its content. 

The necessity of the proclamation of the Gospel under hazard
ous conditions before the end comes is attested by another saying, 
often set over against this one with the intention of denying the 
authenticity of the one or the other, viz. Mt. 10. 23: 'Whenever 
they persecute you in this city flee into the next; for truly I tell you, 
you will not complete the cities of Israel until the Son of Man 
comes.' The two halves of the saying are sometimes regarded as 
independent, but if so they are cunningly put together. They form 
a coherent whole as they stand. The sense of TEAEUTJTE should be 
noted; it means 'bring to an end' rather than 'come to an end' 
(Lk. 12. 50), i.e. to finish a task. 'The disciples cannot completely 
execute their missionary commission to their nation before the 
parousia occurs.' 1 To Kummel this is decisive evidence that Jesus 
could not imagine the possibility of a mission to the heathen. On 
the contrary, if the time is short then all must hear in all lands, the 
Jews as the people of Messiah and the Gentiles for whom also he 
was sent. The Apostle Paul must have held a view very similar to 
this: on the one hand he agreed that the 'apostles of the circum
cision' were appointed to preach to Israel; on the other hand his 

1 Kiimmel, Verheissung undErfiillung, p. 35. 
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own task was to take the good news to the Gentiles, for before the 
end arrives the 'fulness of the Gentiles' must come in (Rom. 11. 

25); consonant with his expectation of a relatively near consumma
tion, he believed that this commission was being well fulfilled (Col. 
I. 6). In this there is nothing contradictory or strange, once the 
perspective of the primitive Church be adopted. And there is 
nothing incomprehensible in Jesus urging his disciples to this dual 
occupation-'To the Jew first, and also to the Greek'. Johannes 
Weiss may have been wrong in thinking that Mt. 10. 23 once 
formed part of the eschatological discourse, but there is little doubt 
that it could take its place alongside Mk. 13. 10 with perfect ease, 
providing that 13. 30 be taken seriously.1 

4. THE DooM OF JERUSALEM AND THE END OF THE AGE 

The problem of the relation between these two events has con
tinually risen in the course of our investigation. Bound up as it is 
with the question of the time perspective, it constitutes a major 
difficulty of the discourse. If our inquiry thus far has achieved any
thing, it should not be necessary for us to consider either the 
identification of the fall of the city with the parousia, or the view 
that Jesus provided for milleniums between the two events. The 
two chief issues requiring to be faced are the extent to which the 
doom of the city is regarded as a political event, and its relation, in 
the mind of our Lord, to the consummation of the age. 

The simplest solution of the problem is to affirm that only one 
of these two elements comes into view, and that the other is an 
importation, due either to the Evangelists or to our own lack of 
perception. V. G. Simkhovitch wrote a persuasive essay, widely 
influential amongst British scholars, setting forth the view that 
Jesus looked upon the impending ruin of the city as the inevitable 
result of the Jewish attitude to Rome. Of Mk. 13. 2 he wrote: 'I 
have always found that it takes an enormous amount of learning to 
get away from the most obvious and simple truth. So our modern 
theologians are explaining this statement eschatologically; that is, 
they see in it a prophecy of the end of the world. If it refers to the 
end of the world, what difference does it make whether that end is 
to come in the winter or in the summer? Such obvious misinterpre
tation of this text indicates a complete lack of understanding of 

1 From his conjoining Mt. 10. 23 and Mk. 13. 10 together, it would seem that 
Cullmann would not be averse to this interpretation; see Le Retour de Christ, pp. 
24 f. The best discussion of our Lord's attitude to the Gentiles is given in C. J. 
Cadou:x's Historic Mission of Jesus, pp. 136-162. 
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other texts. For indeed no understanding of the sayings of Christ is 
at all possible without at least a rudimentary insight into the his
torical background.'1 The background alluded to is described as a 
tremendous tension in the mind of the populace between the years 
A.D. 6-70, the period of Roman domination of Judea. It is impos
sible to imagine that Jesus could close his eyes to the agonising 
problems of his people, either in his meditation or in his public 
teaching. His solution took the form of an appeal for the nation to 
respond to their vocation to be the light of the Gentiles, and in par
ticular to love their enemy, Rome. For this the nation was not pre
pared. To the leaders it was dangerous talk. 'The Pharisees could 
probably have overlooked the heresies in Christ's religious teach
ings, as they overlooked those of the Sadducees .... The great and 
fundamental cleavage was constituted by Christ's non-resistance 
to Rome.' 2 The obduracy of the Jews caused Jesus to utter repeated 
warnings of coming desolation (Lk. 13. 1-3, 19. 41-44, 23. 28-31). 
In this light Mk. 13 should be read. 13. 2, 14-18 relate to an his
torical catastrophe, 9-13 the hostility which the disciples would 
share with Jesus when they preached his message. Verse 12 in par
ticular describes the bitterness of the Zealots: 'For the God of their 
fathers and the freedom of their country they would unflinchingly 
sacrifice not only their own lives, but the lives of a11 who were dear 
to them. What doubt could there be how they were bound to view 
the teaching of Christ even if their own brother, their own child 
should profess it?' 3 Simkhovitch does not explain how he under
stands the eschatological language of the chapter. He declares his 
conviction that the kingdom, being an inward disposition, like aU 
other elements of human understanding, is 'a matter of slow 
growth'. 4 Presumably he must view the language as symbolic, or 
unauthentic. 

A similar interpretation of the predictions concerning the fall of 
Jerusalem is commonly accepted today in this country. C. H. Dodd 
points out that Mk. 13. 15-16 admirably suits the thought of quick 
marching Roman armies threatening Jerusalem; in such a context 
the prayer that it might not happen in winter is appropriate, but 
not in an apocalyptic context. 5 C. J. Cadoux would extend this 
interpretation to the woes pronounced on unbelieving Galilean 
towns (Lk. 10. 13 ff.) and to most of the 'Q apocalypse', Lk. 17. 
22-37; sudden destruction by invading armies is weU illustrated by 

1 Toward the Understanding of Jesus, 1921, p. 39. 2 Op. cit., pp. 40-41. 
• Op. cit. p. 55. • Op. cit., pp. 82-83. 6 Parables of the Kingdom, pp. 64-65. 
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the catastrophes of Noah's Flood and the overthrow of Sodom. The 
link between the ruin of the Jewish capital and the coming in glory 
consists in the twin facts that both are to happen within a genera
tion, and both are bound up with the Jewish rejection of Jesus.1 

T. W. Manson is more thorough-going than all. Complete sever
ance of the events of A.D. 70 from eschatological prediction is ex
pressed in his well known assertion: 'The ruthless suppression by a 
great military empire of an insane rebellion in an outlying part of 
its territory has as much-or as little-to do with the coming of the 
kingdom of God in power as the suppression of the Indian 
Mutiny.' 2 

All these views proceed on the assumption that the eschato
logical setting of the prediction of Jerusalem's destruction is false, 
and that the connection of the latter with events of the End is due 
to a misunderstanding of the disciples. Not only is the discourse 
proper set in a misleading context (between Mk. 13. 1-2 and 33-
37); its two chief motifs are erroneously joined together. But it 
would seem that Mk. 13 is not alone in setting predictions of 
Israel's judgment in an eschatological context; it is especially plain 
in Mt. 23. 34 ff., and it is probably to be assumed in the woes on 
the cities, Lk. 10. 13 ff. It would seem that some link with eschato
logical conceptions must be admitted. The least offensive way of 
achieving this connection is to call in the Old Testament prophets 
as witness to the habit of describing earthly judgments in the lan
guage of celestial portents. We recall Selwyn's belief: 'It is the 
custom of the prophets, when they depict the woe which hangs 
over some city or nation, to give the historical event a cosmic set
ting. The fires of a Sodom or a Nineveh are seen against a back
ground of mingled cloud and flame ... .'3 Hugh Martin described 
this language as 'richly coloured emphasis on the greatness of the 
event. The Fall of Jerusalem to the Jews was a Day of the Lord, a 
religious and national upheaval calling for vivid language.' 4 How
ever comforting this interpretation may be, it overlooks the 
obstinate fact that the prophets did not look for a day of the Lord, 
their burden was the Day of the Lord. The doom of tyrant cities, 
as of the holy city, signified the passing of one age and the dawn of 
another. Consequently, exegetes who take seriously the eschato
logical background of the doom of Jerusalem tend to identify that 

1 The Historic Mission of Jesus, pp. 166-178, 318-320. 
• The Teaching of Jesus, p. 281. 3 The Teaching of Christ, pp. 39-40, 
• The Necessity of the Second Coming, p. 40. 
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event with the consummation of the age. Both Wendt1 and Balden
sperger2 view the threatened judgment on Jerusalem as an integral 
part of the judgment executed by the Messiah at his coming: it was 
the Day of Judgment as it affected the Jewish nation. Johannes 
Weiss, we remember, accounted for the setting of the eschato
logical discourse by the conviction of the disciples that the end of 
the age entailed the end of this physical world, and that of the 
temple by way of consequence, but he hesitated to attribute this 
conviction to Jesus. 3 Where he hesitated Torrey affirmed. 4 Joachim 
Jeremias strengthened this view by linking it with the age-old con
ception that a new reign commences with a newly-consecrated 
temple: Mk. 13. 2 must be placed alongside Mk. 14. 58, Acts 6. 14. 
'The Temple will be destroyed, but after the destruction of the 
Temple the parousia of Jesus will take place and the building of 
the heavenly temple, the glorified community.' 5 Jeremias inter
prets the conception in the light of Rev. 21. 22: the new world 
itself, comprising heaven and earth, is a single temple for the wor
ship of God.6 Schniewind in like manner meets the objection that 
Mk. 13. 14-18 does not suit an eschatological event by calling 
attention to Old Testament parallels: 'The flight motif itself be
longs to the expectation of the last things; it is not permissible to 
think on any historical event. The time of Yahweh's judgment is 
always described thus: "Flee"!' Jer. 49. 8. (cf. Gen. 19. 26, Is. 15. 
5, Amos 5. 19 f., Jer. 4- 29, Ezk. 7. 16).7 

Here is a pretty dilemma! We suspect the reader will have not a 
little sympathy with the view expressed by Simkhovitch. Some
thing, however, must be done with the eschatological background, 
for it is not permissible to blot it out. The problem is concentrated 
for us in one verse alone, Mk. 13. 14: the use of the term f3oDrnyµ,a 
'abomination' strikes immediately an eschatological note, but 'Flee 
to the mountains', despite Schniewind, does not signify that the 
mountains are about to collapse. Similarly 15-16, 17-18 presume 
solid earth, with not too much rain, it is hoped; but 19-20 use 
Daniel's language about the end of the age immediately prior to 
the resurrection (Dan. 12. 1). A similar juxtaposition of the two 
themes is apparent at the close of Mt. 23: 'Your house is abandoned 
unto you', cries Jesus (v. 38); a deserted temple means a deserted 

1 Die LehreJesu, pp. 622-623. 2 Das SelbstbewusstseinJesu, p. 149. 
• Das iilteste Evangelium, pp. 72-73. 
4 Documents of the Primitive Church, p. 20. 

• Jesus als Weltvollender, pp. 39-40. 
• Op. cit., p. 81. 'Das Evangelium nach Markus, p. 172. 
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city, and neither can continue if they are intended to be the 
temple and city of God (cf. Jer. 22. 5). This could be referred to a 
historic judgment, yet v. 35 indicates that this judgment, falling on 
the present generation, is to partake of finality, summing up in its 
severity the requital of all the wrong of history from the dawn of 
time ('from the blood of Abel .. .'). For this reason it is as mis
leading to compare 'the destruction of Jerusalem with the Indian 
Mutiny as it is to put the crucifixion of Jesus on the same level as 
that of the criminals on either side of him; outwardly they may be 
indistinguishable events, but in their significance for man and God 
they differ widely. Jerusalem's chief rebellion was directed against· 
God, not Caesar; and in the tragedy that followed Rome played the 
lesser part. In the mind of Jesus this was no mere demolition, but 
a part of the judgments of God in the time of the End. But note
a part, not the whole. Despite assertions to the contrary, the logion 
of Mt. 23. 39 seems to be in a superior setting to that in Luke (13. 
34 f.); it is almost certainly a parousia saying. If so, the abandon
ment of the 'house' is separated from the parousia of Jesus by the 
repentance of his people. 

Here we must exercise caution. When was the house 'aban
doned'? We have cited J er. 22. 5 as a parallel to this saying, but 
Ezk. cc. 10-11 should also be considered; the temple is there 
abandoned by God as a judgment on the sinful people, but the 
desolation of the city delayed to come for some years. A similar 
delay can be presupposed in our text. Nevertheless, there is no 
thought of the nation repenting before the threatened judgment, 
otherwise the temple and the city would be spared. It is assumed 
that the repentance must be preceded by chastisement.1 Admit
tedly there is no hint of a delay of the End in Mk. 13. 14 ff., but an 
interval between the destruction and the parousia is presupposed 
in Lk. 21. 24. Failure to understand the Biblical perspective of the 
End has caused this saying to be misinterpreted, as though it 
implied an interval of many years, or even centuries. On the con
trary, the logion merely describes the well-known period of domi
nation by forces opposed to the divine Rule, the 'time, times and a 
half' of Daniel and Revelation. Harnack asserted: 'St. Luke does 
not say how long the time of the triumph of the world-power and 
the slavery of the Jews lasts; but, as the parallel passages in the 

1 So Kiimmel: 'Next to this eschatological punishment for the unbelieving 
Jews is set the present punishment: Jesus, who is appointed as Messiah, will be 
removed from men till they can greet the Messiah with a benediction, at which 
Jesus will then appear in glory.' Verheissung und Erfilllung, p. 47. 
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other gospel teach us, he could only have thought of weeks ormonths.' 1 

In this Harnack has gone too far. So far as Luke was concerned 
he could have thought of three years. At least it will be 
admitted, however, that Lk. 21. 20-24, far from being com
posed in a different spirit from Mk. 13. 14-20, has the same 
fundamental viewpoint; the two accounts supplement one 
another. 

The conclusion to be drawn is that Mk. 13 describes the fall of 
the temple, bound up with that of the city, in the context of the 
woes of the End. The destruction is related to the parousia, not 
merely because the two events must occur within a generation, but 
because the former is an integral part of the judgments of God that 
prepare for the latter. The fall of Jerusalem is an historical event, 
but not an isolated event; it is bound up with the distress of the 
nations. If we have rightly interpreted Mt. 23. 39, the discipline is 
expected to have a happy issue, to which Paul also alludes in the 
vivid saying, 'If their rejection be the reconciliation of the world, 
what shall their reception be but life from the dead?' (Rom. 11. 15). 
Mk. 13 is silent on what lies between the ruin of the city and the 
parousia of the Son of Man; it is enough for the connection be
tween the two events to be established. 'Jerusalem destroyed, the 
curtain falls.' 2 In this respect Mk. 13 truly represents the mind of 
Christ. It does not reveal all that mind; it does not even give all 
that Jesus spoke on the occasion described; but it is right in show
ing that Jesus did not know the ebb and flow of time and history. 
Its nature he knew; its End he knew; but not its extent. Behind the 
fallen curtain, many an act of the drama of humanity was to be 
played. The intermediate scenes were hidden from his eyes, the 
last unveiled. Beyond desolation he saw restoration. When at last 
the curtain rises, the wonder of the closing scene eclipses the 
tragedy of the earlier acts. Even that is not played before us, we are 
given but a glimpse; no description of future blessedness is afforded, 
only an assurance of its coming. Though the drama continues, and 
the finale is yet to come, the word of hope is spoken by the Son of 
God himself; that is better than ten thousand panoramas from 
apocalyptic visionaries. 3 

1 The Date of the Acts and of the Synoptic Gospels, p. 121. 
2 A. B. Bruce, Expositor's Greek Testament, vol. 1, p. z96. 
3 The view that Mk. 13 represents the fall of Jerusalem as part of the woes 

preceding the End, rather than the End itself, is advocated by E.W. Winstanley, 
Jesus and the Future, pp. 31-32, 319-320; H. Monnier, La Mission Historique de 
Jesus, p. 266; H. H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic, pp. rr2-113; A. 
Farrer, A Study in St. Mark, pp. 361 ff. 
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5. PRIVACY OF TEACHING AND MK. 13. 3: WAS THE 

DISCOURSE DELIVERED AS A UNITY? 

The value of the eschatological discourse is independent of the 
question as to when it was spoken and whether or not it is a fusion 
of separate sayings. All the discourses attributed to our Lord are 
in some measure compilations, usually effected through the expan
sion of an original nucleus of sayings. It is strange that the belief 
that Mk. I 3 is composite should be regarded as a mark of its 
unauthenticity; no critic would think of using that feature as a 
yardstick for measuring the reliability of the discourses of Matthew 
and Luke. The matter has perhaps taken on a serious aspect 
through the representation that this address was given to a favoured 
group of disciples in private. To many critics that is a hall-mark of 
secondary redaction. 'The fiction of secret information', wrote 
Holscher, 'corresponds to the apocalyptic style.'1 K. L. Schmidt 
even maintained that the idea of Jesus seated on a mountain top 
when addressing his disciples has nothing to do with topography; 
as in the call of the disciples (Mk. 3. 13 ff.) and the transfiguration 
(9. 2 ff.), a supra-historical representation is in his mind: 'He who 
would understand the text in its original sense should consider the 
catacomb pictures and ancient Christian mosaics in which Christ 
in lofty solitariness, surrounded only by his twelve disciples or by 
a little selection of disciples, sits on a mountain height .... The 
Ka0Tjµ,lvov a1hov could almost be rendered, 'as he sat enthroned'. 2 

There would, however, seem to be no reason for supposing that 
Jesus avoided sitting on his native hills of Judea and Galilee. It is 
also difficult to understand why a conversation of the Teacher
Messiah with his disciples should automatically be suspect. 
According to Mark, Jesus 'appointed twelve that they should be with 
h£m, and that he might send them forth to preach' (3. 14). Presum
ably their companying with him was for the purpose of learning. 
They could not preach without doing so. Were they never to be 
taught anything except by way of public address among the 
crowds? Must they never ask questions? And if they learned any
thing in this way from their Master, were they never to pass it on? 
Such questions seem to answer themselves. Our Lord's parabolic 
method of teaching would have perpetually raised queries in the 
disciples' minds and led them to seek more light on them, just as 

1 Theologische Bliitter, July 1933, p. 193. See also C. H. Dodd, Apostolic 
Preaching, p. 61. 

2 Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, p. 290. 
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the gospels describe. That would extend to enigmatic sayings like 
Mk. 7. 15. The Jewish scholar David Daube affirmed: 'That Jesus 
should be represented as giving private instruction to his disciples 
concerning difficult or controversial problems is only natural.' He 
supported that view by citing parallels from Rabbinic sources in 
which statements publicly made by Jewish teachers were later 
explained to their disciples.1 While the procedure cited does not 
cover Mk. 13. 2, it is sufficiently close to other instances of this 
practice to be relevant. 

More than one New Testament scholar has pointed out that the 
teaching of Jesus was not uniform; he suited it to the audience 
addressed. T. W. Manson distinguished three strains in our Lord's 
proclamation: (i) that to Scribes and Pharisees, in the main polemi
cal owing to their constant hostility; (ii) that to the crowds, whose 
capacities for learning were small, hence they received many par
ables; (iii) that to the disciples, to whom he gave his confidence and 
spoke without reserve. 2 Maurice Goguel made a similar division, 
describing the hearers as 'intimate friends who were called to 
become veritable fellow-workers, disciples in a less strict sense of 
the word, occasional hearers who needed to be won rather than 
strengthened in a nascent attachment, and finally adversaries'. 3 

Naturally, hard and fast lines of distinction cannot be drawn, 
either between the groups or the instruction accorded them. A 
modern pastor, however, finds himself in a similar position: he will 
vary his mode of address when addressing an audience in a factory 
canteen and when preaching in his church; his evangelistic ad
dresses will not precisely conform to his attempts to edify his con
gregation; his catechetical instruction will be distinct from all 
these; if he holds a preachers' class his manner and matter will be 
different again. The ministry of our Lord was richer than that of 
any of his followers, and we may be sure he knew how best to deal 
with each class of hearers. Nor must we fail to notice that in the 
latter part of the ministry Jesus gave more time than he had earlier 
done to the training of the apostolic circle. In this connection 
J. H. Ropes4 called attention to the significance of Mk. 9. 30-31: 
after Peter's confession, Jesus passed through Galilee, and 'he 
would not that any one should know him, for he was teaching his 
disciples'. If Jesus knew what was ahead of him at this juncture, as 

1 'Public Pronouncement and Private Explanation in the Gospels', Expository 
Times, April 1946, vol. LVII, no. 7. 

2 The Teaching of Jesus, pp. 17-19 3 The Life of Jesus, p. 307, 
' The Synoptic Gospels, p. 8. 
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is certain from his reply to Peter's acknowledgement of his messiah
ship, this was his most urgent task. For our subject, it is note
worthy that the chief item of instruction to the disciples appears to 
have concerned the necessity of Jesus' death, resurrection and 
parousia, with all that these would mean to his followers in the 
way of suffering and glory. Such matters could scarcely have 
formed part of his public preaching; they had to be communi
cated privately. When we turn to Mk. 13 we find that a large pro
portion of the chapter is of such a nature that only the disciples 
could have received it, while all of it was appropriate to their 
needs. That it was not in the style of the Sermon on the Mount is 
only to be expected. Jesus was here not even addressing the twelve; 
he was speaking to but four of them. C. H. Turner felt that this 
was a necessary clue to understanding the discourse: details about 
the trend of events prior to the parousia were no part of the gospel, 
and were discussed only with his most trusted friends. 1 Since so 
much of the address concerned the disciples personally and the 
situation in which the community of the future would be involved, 
it is credible that Jesus should nave spoken in this way to these four 
and to them only. 

But did he instruct them on this occasion? Did he utter the 
whole discourse then, or only a part of it? Or is the original address 
lost and Mk. 13 a compilation drawn entirely from other contexts? 
The answer is more difficult than is usually thought, for the data 
do not point in one direction. (i) There is no necessity to doubt 
that the prediction of Jerusalem's fall in 13. 2 is rightly placed. It 
is true that Bultmann considers v. 1 to be composed for the pro
phecy: 'The address of v. 1 sounds too much as though con
structed for the purpose to provoke the professed prophecy.' 2 His 
fellow-form critic K. L. Schmidt, however, commented on v. 2: 

'Here the place of utterance is firmly anchored in the saying 
itself.' 3 In that case we require to know whether the tradition that 
Jesus gave further teaching on the saying, in response to a ques
tion of his chief disciples, is a true one. There is every reason for 
assuming it to be genuine. For one thing, we have the tradition; it 
is not unfounded supposition. For another, the disciples' question 
is natural. To us the prediction is a matter for discussion; to them 

1 The Gospel according to St. Mark (A New Commentary on Holy Scripture), 
p.102. 

• Die Geschichte der syn. Tradition, p. 36. So also Wellhausen, Evangelium Marci, 
p. 99; Bacon, Mark, its Composition and Date, p. 178; Holscher, op. cit., p. 146. 

3 Der Rahmtnder GeschichteJesu, p. 290. 



208 JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

it was a shocking revelation that ran counter to all their beliefs 
and appalled them beyond measure. One could say with con
fidence that these Jewish disciples of Jesus, with their natural 
patriotic pride, their inbred eschatological hopes and their belief 
that their Master was destined soon to assume his messianic autho
rity, could not possibly have received this announcement calmly. 
They would naturally have questioned Jesus about it at the earliest 
moment. We may call it curiosity, but when a man's beliefs, 
cherished since childhood days, are challenged he naturally wants 
to know reasons for the demanded change. (ii) The topographical 
setting for the discourse is good. Despite the contention of Schmidt, 
Lohmeyer and others, that a prophetic utterance from a mountain 
is a purely apocalyptic or mythological trait, it cannot be over
looked that Jesus had to traverse the Mount of Olives after leaving 
the Temple in order to reach Bethany, and further that the view of 
the temple from that hill was unusually good. Schmidt contends: 
'Between vv. 2 and 3 there lies a suture. How Jesus comes on the 
mount of Olives does not interest the narrator. Jesus sits on one 
occasion on this mountain.' 1 But Jesus spoke the saying as he was 
leaving the temple, about to go to Bethany via the Mount. If our 
belief that the disciples were amazed at the prophecy is right, it is 
natural to imagine them following Jesus, whether in silence or in 
animated conversation, endeavouring to puzzle out its significance. 
Ascending the mountain they would have seen the temple in the 
evening sun, resplendent with its flashing gold and gleaming 
marble walls. 'A shimmer of the ancient glory still lies upon the 
ancient sanctuary when viewed from the Mount of Olives,' wrote 
Dalman. 'To Jesus the view gave occasion to call the disciples 
aside, to sit down with them at the edge of the height and there to 
speak at length to them concerning the end which awaits not only 
this temple.' 2 Dalman momentarily forgot that the disciples made 
the first approach to Jesus on the subject, but the fitness of the 
situation remains. (iii) The setting in the ministry of Jesus is plaus
ible. It is but two or three days at most before his death. His public 
ministry is over. Mark represents it as having ended with a series 
of encounters with the Jewish leaders in the temple, at the conclu
sion of which 'No one dared to ask him any more questions' (Mk. 
12. 34), and Jesus left them with an enigma to settle (Mk. 12. 35 ff.). 
Burkitt comments on this: 'The greater part of the Wednesday and 
Thursday, then, was passed in retirement outside the City with a 

1 Op. cit., p. 290. a Sacred Sites and Ways, p. 265. 
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few chosen friends. I cannot but feel that there is a singular appro
priateness when Mark tells us that this time of inaction and waiting 
was spent in talk about the future.'1 It was not only 'appropriate' 
that Jesus should have so communed with them, it was urgently 
necessary. These were the last opportunities for instructing them. 
They needed to be prepared for opposition, yet they must see it in 
its right perspective. Their suffering would not be solitary. The 
powers of evil and brute force would be abroad, but the end was 
assured, and their cause was destined for triumph. This was excel
lently stated by J. Middleton Murry, who believed the discourse 
to be expanded by extraneous material, but the framework genuine: 
'He leaves behind a band of followers; he is not certain of them, 
but on the whole he trusts them. They do not understand his 
teaching, yet they will be loyal to that in it which they do under
stand. They will suffer grievously for their loyalty, but perhaps 
they have learned enough of the nature of God the Father to 
endure steadfastly until the coming of the unknown Day when 
Jesus will return as his Deputy and Judge. So Jesus sought to 
animate his disciples with a courage not unworthy of his own, that 
they might endure through the interspace of tribulation before the 
unknown day of his coming as Messiah.' 2 The discourse, naturally, 
is more than warnings of opposition to disciples; but the entire 
contents affect them, especially the distress of Jerusalem and Judea, 
for they were a Palestinian community. Interestingly enough, the 
element in the discourse that has caused so much offence, the 
eschatological setting of the catastrophe of Jerusalem, is peculiarly 
fitting for this juncture of the life of Jesus. He would be more con
cerned with the ultimate end of things at this point than with 
merely historical episodes. Denney defended the authenticity of 
Mk. 14. 9, the prediction that his anointing by a woman would be 
proclaimed throughout the world, on the ground of the emotional 
reaction of Jesus to the woman's act: 'Anything which suddenly 
and deeply moved him seems to have opened to his mind the vast 
issues of his work-the devotion of this woman, or the faith of the 
centurion-which called up the vision of the multitud.es who 
should come from the East and the West, and sit down with 
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in the Kingdom of God.' 3 One recalls 
our Lord's utterance at the return of the Seventy from their mis
sion (Lk. 10. 18), and the flash of vision opened up to him by the 

1 Jesus Christ, An Historical Outline, p. 49. 2 The Life of Jesus, p. 270. 
• Jesus and the Gospel, p. 357. 
0 
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request of the Greeks to see him (Jn. 12. 31-32). Was not this such 
an occasion, with the temple over which he had pronounced sen
tence of doom shimmering in a haze of glory beneath his feet, his 
leading disciples beside him, and his whole life's work about to be 
brought to its destined climax in death? There is no situation in the 
ministry of Jesus more fitted for the giving of a glimpse into the issues 
of history than this. (iv) At least one item in Mk. 13 demands that 
an exposition of signs of the End should have preceded it, viz. the 
parable of the Fig Tree, vv. 28 f. This was noted by Latimer 
Jackson, but he had qualms about the authenticity of the chapter. 
He postulated that 'the parable was really preceded by a discourse, 
no longer recoverable, in which Jesus, predicting the destruction 
of the temple, had treated of the parousia in particular. The "he" 
(or the "it", of Mk. r3. 29) accordingly refers to the parousia of the 
lost discourse.' 1 Yet V. H. Stanton considered that Mark had good 
reason for including the apocalyptic document at this point: 'The 
author of our second gospel ... may have been guided by genuine 
tradition as to a discourse of Jesus concerning things to come, 
which he addressed to his disciples when his public ministry had 
just been closed.' 2 If the tradition that Jesus delivered an eschato
logical discourse at the end of his ministry was genuine; if Mk. 13. 
28-29 itself demands a discourse for which it forms in some sense 
a climax; if, as Jackson admitted, much of Mk. 13 is authentic 
reminiscence; and if it be agreed that the setting of Mk. 13 is the 
most suitable occasion of which we know for an eschatological dis
course; it must be admitted that the case is strong for Mk. 13 con
taining at least some of the address delivered to the disciples on that 
occasion. (v) The question arises, How much of the discourse was 
delivered on the occasion represented by Mk. 13. 4 f.? Torrey's 
answer is unambiguous: no reason exists for regarding the discourse 
as anything else than an original unity; 'Every portion of 
this material is needed in its present place, no word of it could be 
omitted.'3 In favour of Torrey's view is the excellence of the order 
of the chapter. A multitude of exegetes could be adduced for the 
judgment that the discourse is incoherent and hopelessly contra
dictory. But this does not conform to the facts. That the discourse 
does not follow a chronological order is admitted, but prophecies 
never do, except perhaps in Old Moore. We can see no confusion in 

1 The Eschatology of Jesus, p. 103. 
2 The Gospels as Historical Documents, Part II, p. 121. 
3 Documents of the Primitive Church, p. 17. 
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the warning of 13. 21 ff. following the description of tribulation; it 
is meant to apply to the distress therein described. That the fig tree 
parable, relating to signs, should follow the parousia passage is per
fectly natural; it conveys an instruction after the outline just com
pleted. Our interpretation of vv. 30 and 32 does not admit of their 
standing in irreconcilable contradiction. 33 ff. is parabolic and 
ought not tq be dissected with the surgeon's knife. Torrey is 
justified in nf.iintaining that the discourse is well constructed. 

Nevertheless, this is not the whole story. Mk. 13. 9, 11-13 occur 
in almost identical language in Mt. 10. 17-22. It is not possible to 
give a final verdict on the question whether Matthew found this 
passage in a source other than the eschatological discourse, but 
presumption favours the supposition that he did. 13. 10 may have 
been inserted separately into this pericope. 13. 1.5-16 occur with 
verbal variations in Lk. 17. 31, and v. 21, in Lk. 17. 23, Mk. 13. 
28-3 1 have often been regarded as separate logia strung together 
by catchwords (cf. Taih-a y,v6µ,eva of 29 with -raiJTa 1rana y€VT)-ra, 
of 30; 1rapl11.0yJ of 30 with 1rape11.evaov-ra, of 31). 13. 33-37 have 
been similarly estimated (cf. dypv1rveZ-re of 33 with yp71yopfj of 34 
and yp11yope~-re of 35. 37). Consequently the majority of critics 
including the most conservative of them, believe that the discourse 
is of composite origin. Yet one further factor must be taken into 
account: The major passages cited as contained in other gospels are 
in obviously wrong contexts in those gospels! Mk. 13. 9, u-13 can
not have been spoken by our Lord on the occasion of sending out 
the Twelve; the sayings presuppose a severity of opposition no
where met with at so early a stage in the ministry, and there was no 
likelihood of its being encountered by them at that time. Matthew 
has set this paragraph in Ch. 10, as he has other relevant sayings, 
in order to make the instructions as comprehensive as possible for 
the witnessing community of his day. Similarly Lk. 17. 31 relates 
to flight from an invading army; it manifestly belongs to the pro
phecy of Jerusalem's fall, yet it is set in a context describing the 
suddenness of the Second Advent. It is not as though it precedes 
or follows the description of the advent; it breaks the context in 
such a manner that many have interpreted it of the parousia, though 
this is most unnatural. The explanation which sees it placed here 
because of the reference to Lot's wife is probably correct; Luke or 
his source has 'agglomerated' exactly as Matthew. On the other 
hand, it is equally to be admitted that the saying as reproduced in 
Mk. 13. 15-16 looks very much like an insertion between vv. 14, 
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17, 18, for the group connects very well together; yet 15-16 deal 
with the same situation. 

Two possible solutions of the problem suggest themselves: (i) 
the original discourse that followed 13. 3 has been expanded by 
sayings uttered on other occasions; (ii) the discourse was spoken on 
one occasion, but it was reproduced in a fragmentary condition, 
either through its narration at various times by the apostles or be
cause it was too long to be remembered in its entirety. Between 
these alternatives no final decision seems possible. If (i) be adopted, 
the attempt to extract the original discourse by analysis should be 
discouraged; the unsatisfactory nature of the myriad number of 
analyses is such that it is unnecessary to add to their number. We 
hope that (ii) will not be considered to be out of the question; if 
our arguments are at all sound, it is not impossible that the apostles 
reproduced parts of this discourse at various times, even in odd 
sentences (which would account for the appearance of Mk. 13. 
15-16 in Q), so that when a Christian teacher came to write up the 
discourse for the benefit of the churches he had to do his best with 
the fragments. If such be the case, the anonymous teacher seems 
to have achieved a very satisfactory result. 

6. THE DISCOURSE AS PARACLESIS 

It has been urged by a long line of critics that Mk. 13 presents a 
flat, unoriginal piece of apocalypticism. 'Its construction is on the 
conventional lines of apocalyptic,' said Streeter.1 'It has very slight 
interest for us today and little or no religious value,' decided 
Montefiore. 2 Blunt spoke of its' elaborate and fantastic predictions', 
and regarded it as a 'map of the future', a 'horoscope of mankind'. 3 

Over against these judgments we must set the consideration urged 
by an equally significant group of scholars, notably Lohmeyer and 
Vincent Taylor, that many customary features of Jewish apoca
lyptic are lacking in the discourse, for example, the great apostasy, 
the triumph and subsequent destruction of Antichrist and his hosts, 
and the felicity of the elect in the age of bliss. If the sole intention 
of this discourse was to reproduce conventional apocalyptic beliefs, 
its compiler could have read few apocalypses. 

More important is the hortatory character of the discourse. Well-
hausen, it will be remembered, admitted that the address with 'You' 

1 Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, p. 189. 
• The Synoptic Gospels, 1909, p. 299. 
3 The Gospel according to St. Mark, pp. 72, 237. 
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is not Jewish. 'It belongs to the form of real Jewish apocalypses 
that the Seer himself ... is addressed, whether by God or an angel 
of God, or that he recounts with an "I" what he has been per
mitted to see and hear.'1 Now this 'un-Jewish' element in the dis
course is not confined to one or two sayings, or even paragraphs; it 
is consistently maintained throughout the chapter. From v. 5, the 
real beginning of the discourse, to the end, v. 37, there are eigh
teen imperatives, apart from the interjected clause 'Let the reader 
understand'. They are distributed as follows: 5 ffAe1TETE, 7 p,~ 
0poE'ia0e, 9 f3M1rETE, 11 p,~ 1rpop,Eptp,vo.TE, -rowo ,\a.\ElTE, 14 <pEV
ye-rwaav (originally <pEvyE-rd See Note 3 in Appendix), 15 p,~ 
Ka-raf3a-rw, p,718J Elad0a-rw, 16 µ,~ Jma-rpEijiarw, 18 1rpoaEVXEa8E, 
21 µ,~ 1TWT€V€TE, 23 {3AE1TETE, 28 p,a0ETE, 29 yivwaKETE, 33 {3AE1T€TE, 
aypv1rvE'iTE, 35 and 37 yp'Y)yopEfrc Not surprisingly Lohmeyer 
maintained that the 'apocalyptic parenesis' receives a far greater 
space than the 'apocalyptic prophecy'.2 But if that be so, it can 
hardly be maintained that the discourse is 'constructed on con
ventional lines'. For no other apocalypse can be adduced in which 
teaching and exhortation are so intermixed. Even II Thess. 2. 1-12 

contains only an entreaty in vv. 1-2, followed by two imperatives 
in the rest of the apocalyptic section (vv. 3, 5). 

The repetition of f3M1rETE, 'Keep on the watch', must be ob
served, for here lies the answer to the frequent objection that v. 5 
(and the discourse generally) has nothing to do with the question 
asked by the disciples. It is vitally related to the desire of the dis
ciples, but in taking up their question Jesus directs attention to 
something of yet greater moment, viz. their own spiritual integrity. 
Zahn observed: 'The answer of Jesus, as so often happened, con
tains at the same time a correction of the viewpoint from which he 
was questioned. He applies himself immediately to the impatience 
which the disciples had earlier shown over the suffering that lay 
ahead (Mt. 16. 22 ff., Mk. 9. 32 ff.), and which they were now 
manifesting in respect of the distressing result of the conflict be
tween Jesus and his nation; they wished to fly away and be removed 
into the glory of the kingdom. In this impatience lies the danger that 
they may fall a prey to the deceptive announcements of his coming 
again.'3 It is odd that so many critics should have seen the affinity 
of vv. 6 and 21-23, and even considered them to be doublets, yet 

1 Das EvangeliumMarci, p. 100. 
• Das Evangelium des Markus, p. 286. 
3 Das Evangelium des Matthiius, at Mt, 24. 4. 
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have overlooked how appropriate the warnings are to eschato
logical enthusiasts, such as the disciples were. They lived among a 
nation prolific in heralds of imminent deliverance, quasi-messianic 
leaders, and prophets who knew exactly when and where redemp
tion was to appear. It was because the Jews outside the Christian 
Church gave ear to these deluded prophets of the End that the 
nation hastened to its doom in A.D. 70, torn into piteous factions by 
these very enthusiasts. The disciples of Jesus were, of themselves, 
no less prone to eschatological suggestion than their fellows ( cf. 
Mk. 9. 11 ); such warning advice was of the utmost importance to 
their welfare and to the survival of the infant Church. f3M7TETE was 
needed. They required to be aroused to their danger. Wohlenberg 
rightly commented, 'If the question of the disciples ... by any 
chance arose from morally worthless curiosity, Jesus fashioned his 
prophetic address that it should produce above all an awakening of 
conscience.'1 The repetition of the imperative mood effectively 
achieves that result in the discourse as it now lies before us. It is 
no horoscope. It is a warning to prepare for conflicts, public cala
mities, persecutions, false alarms, and the ruin of their own nation, 
but withal to maintain faith and hope, with endurance. 'This', 
affirmed Lord Charnwood, referring to the total situation, 'is of a 
piece with his special teaching elsewhere'. 2 

It was this kind of emphasis that lay at the heart of Busch's 
interpretation. 3 He maintained that Mk. 13 is not to be treated as 
eschatological revelation, at least not the heart of the discourse, 
5-23; it is an 'explication' of Mk. 8. 34, the element of succession 
does not enter the picture. While he has gone too far in divorcing 
vv. 5-23 from the fundamental conception of 'signs' of the end, 
Kiimmel has also, it would appear, over-reached himself in his 
rebuttal of Busch. He maintains that the chapter is intended to set 
forth 'a revelation of the eschatological events in their sequence'. 4 

To this end he cites as marks of time oVTrw To TI.Ao, (7), apx'iJ 
cMUvwv (8), 7TPWTOV OEt K'r;pvx0fjvat TO Evayyl.Awv (10), TOT~ 
cpwyl.Twuav (14), Ka~ TOT€ €11,V Tl, vp,tv €t1T'[) (21), /J-ETG. TiJ-;0A'irp,v 
€K€tVfJV (24), Kai TOT€ oif;ovrat (26), Kai TOT€ lt7TOUT€AEt (27). 

To place a string of time indications together like this is impres-
1 Das Evangeliumdes Markus, pp. 330-331. 
2 According to St.John, p. 216. 
3 He explicitly noted the importance of the imperatives: 'Verses 5-37 repeat 

the same thought in modulated variations: fJ)hreu:! The almost monotonous 
repetition of this thought gives the chapter its character.' Zum Verstiindnis der 
synoptischen Eschatolagie, p. 48. 

• V erheissung und Erfiillung, pp. 57-58. 
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sive, but nevertheless misleading. We cannot overlook that Loh
meyer, purely on considerations of metre, agrees with those who 
look on apxii wS{vwv of v. 8 as a marginal gloss, and EV EKEfvais 
'Tal, ~µipats µera 'TTJV 0Al!pLV EKE{vryv in 24 as an explanatory 
phrase. In 14 the -roTE is not relative to the progress of the dis
course but to the sight of the f3Si>i.vyµa: 'When you seethe f3Si>..vyµa 
... then flee!' Inv. 21 TOTE probably includes the period of tribula
tion for Judea, described in 14-20. Inv. 26 it relates the parousia 
of the Son of Man to cosmic disturbances, though inevitably it must 
come last in the events of the end, as it must also introduce the 
gathering of the elect (v. 27). 

· The time sequence is much reduced with this pruning. The end 
does not arrive with the incidence of public calamities, ov1rw; the 
gospel must be preached before the end, 1rpwTov; the parousia and 
gathering of the saints will occur after, or in the midst of, heavenly 
portents. This is scarcely a map of the future, a chart wherein one 
can declare at any given point where one stands in the eschato
logical process. It indicates in general terms things that must come 
to pass before the conclusion of the age. Distress and gospel preach
ing are characteristic of the whole period. The one unmistakable 
sign in the discourse is that of the f3Si>..vyµa, v. 14; almost certainly 
it entails the destruction of the temple as the greater event compre
hending the lesser. The prior occurrence of the judgment on Israel 
is an obvious necessity, but if we are allowed to interpret Mk. 13 by 
the aid of Mt. 23. 39 and Lk. 21. 24, the fall of Jerusalem is a sign 
that yet leaves the period before the coming of the Messiah un
certain. 

On the whole, we will probably be most just to the discourse if 
we regard it as neither simple prediction nor unalloyed eschato
logical exhortation, but as a combination of both with emphasis on 
the latter. There is, for example, no imperative in 24-27, as there 
is none in the 'most authentic' statement, v. 32. We need not 
apologise for lack of imperatives where they are absent, it is their 
juxtaposition that is significant. This is the kind of thing Paul had 
in mind in his discussion on the function of prophecy in the Church; 
the true prophet ministers for 'edification, exhortation, and com
fort' (olKoS0µ77, 1rapa.KA71uis, napaµv0la), I Cor. 14. 3. The same 
principle could be extended, of course, to all instruction recorded 
by the Evangelists. The sayings of Jesus were valued because they 
came from him, the Son of God incarnate. As such they were 
accounted as words of life: 'People wanted to order their lives 
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according to them.'1 The sayings of our discourse would be viewed 
in such a manner from the first. And for that reason they were 
given. 'The aim was not to foretell like a soothsayer,' wrote A. B. 
Bruce, 'but to forewarn and forearm the representatives of a new 
faith, so that they might not lose their heads or their hearts in an 
evil perplexing time.' 2 Edification, encouragement, entreaty are all 
bound up with the eschatofogical teaching of Jesus generally, and 
in this respect the eschatological discourse in no way falls short of 
the teaching contained in the other traditions. 

7. THE DISCOURSE AND THE DEATH OF JESUS 

It has long been recognised that the discourse holds a significant 
place in the Gospel of Mark, in that it forms both a conclusion to 
the teaching ministry of Jesus and an introduction to the passion 
narrated immediately afterwards. The horror of the betrayal and 
execution is not minimised, but the proportion of the tragedy is 
changed. The cross for Jesus is the pathway to glory; he knows 
whither he goes, and the shadow of impending judgment falls upon 
the people that reject their king. Jesus is no helpless victim of 
intrigue, but the Lord advancing to his self-chosen destiny; his 
cross is less a martyrdom than a sacrifice. Through all the malice 
of men the purpose of God shines, illuminating the means by the 
splendour of the end in view. 

This has been admitted by writers as different as Loisy and 
Dodd, Guignebert and Lightfoot, but the question as to whether 
this view corresponds with the mind of Jesus is answered differ
ently. For Loisy and Guignebert the situation is wholly fictitious; 
Jesus held no such prospects before himself or the disciples. Even 
for writers who do not share the presuppositions of these critics, 
the doubtfulness of the situation in Mk. 13 arises by virtue of one 
strange omission: there is no mention of the death of Jesus in this 
discourse. How is this feature to be explained? If it be granted that 
some progress has been made in the discussions of this chapter, it 
ought to be possible to approach this from a positive angle, rather 
than with the desire of revealing a weakness in the Evangelist's pre
sentation. The chief suggestion we have to make lies in the nature 
of the parousia hope: the idea of a coming of Christ, that is of the 
Christ who is Jesus, must entail the death and resurrection as a 
prior event. Every parousia saying presupposes the death of Jesus. It 

1 Dibelius, Gospel Criticism and Christology, p. 38. 
2 Expositor's Greek Testament, vol. 1, p. 287. 
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is not necessary to mention it every time the coming is spoken of; 
it is an assumption that can be consistently made when once the 
prior fact is understood. In the situation implied when this dis
course was uttered, the stage had been reached when such an 
assumption was possible. The counsel given to the disciples only 
makes sense if they have realised that in such times their Lord will 
be absent. 

This is another instance where an effort of imagination is re
quired to understand the teaching of our Lord. We are so used to 
viewing the eschatological instruction from a post-resurrection 
viewpoint that both the portentous nature and the uniqueness of 
this teaching are not always appreciated. We hear so constantly of 
the Jewishness of the parousia conception, we tend to overlook that 
the Gospel teaching in this respect is as unique as the idea that the 
Messiah must die; for the Messiah who is to come from heaven is 
the incarnate Lord of Nazareth, present with his people through 
the power of his resurrection. That is not Jewish, as Montefiore 
freely acknowledged.1 It is so un-Jewish and has such wide reper
cussions on Christology, that to a writer like Wrede it is an impos
sible conception on the lips of Jesus. Wrede's statement of the issue 
bears so closely upon our problem that it is worth quoting in 
extenso. 'Any Jew could speak of the coming of the Messiah,' he 
wrote. 'But there is a great difference whether a third person so 
speaks or whether Jesus himself is the speaker. The "coming" is 
naturally to the earth. Jesus, however, speaks on the earth. Conse
quently the death which removes him from the earth is included in 
these prophecies. The evangelists have not thought about that; they 
give these words from their own standpoint, after the death of 
Jesus .... For us, however, there lies here an insuperable offence. 
Whether Jesus reckoned with the possibility or probability of his 
death does not come into consideration here. For anyone who spoke 
like this, death was neither the one nor the other, it had become a fore
gone conclusion. It did not need to be mentioned any more when it came 
i"nto view. If Jesus had spoken in this way, he must have presup
posed in the case of his hearers that they were so familiar with the 
thought, that they supplied without anything further the connect
ing link that is glossed over. A threat of Jesus before the judges that 

1 The two conceptions of 'a crucified Messiah, and a Messiah whose history 
should consist of two parts-the first part an ordinary human life ending in a 
shameful death; the second a later, yet unfulfilled appearance in heavenly glory' 
are 'both of them conceptions unknown to Judaism'. The Synoptic Gospels, voL 1, 
p.xc. 
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he will come on the clouds of heaven admittedly appears compre
hensible, if the execution was a determined fact; but the evangelists 
also make Jesus speak like this on other occasions. '1 The scepticism 
of Wrede may not impress us, but the clarity with which he per
ceived the issue and stated it for us is notable. That Jesus should 
link his coming with his death when in the presence of his judges, 
and the sentence of death is about to be pronounced, is possible to 
Wrede. According to Mark, Jesus did the same when he shared a 
cup with his disciples several hours earlier: 'I will not henceforth 
drink of the fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it in a new 
way ... .' (Mk. 14. 25). The discourse was probably given twenty
four hours before that, following on an open breach with the 
Jewish authorities and with the city spread below him. Do not 
these events illuminate each other, especially when we remember 
that Gethsemane falls between them? In the Garden Jesus faced 
the issue with his Father for the last time and won his battle before 
it was fought. The distress of the prayer enabled him to be calm 
before the judges; he had received the sentence at other hands. 
The certainty of death of which Wrede speaks was therefore no 
fiction; it was the reverse side of the parousia hope and the way to 
it. At the table with the disciples it was the death side which was 
uppermost; in the court before his judges it was the heavenly aspect 
that filled his soul; and such was the prospect before him on the 
Mount of Olives. 

We do not perhaps sufficiently remember that the close connec-
,., tion of death and victory are apparent in the two passages of the 

Old Testament most significant for the messianic consciousness of 
Jesus, viz. the Fourth Servant Song in Is. 53 and the vision of the 
Son of Man in Dan. 7. It may be allowable to see in the former a 
stress on the sufferings of the Servant and in the latter a stress on 
the triumph of the Son of Man; but the description of the Servant's 
sorrows is bounded on either side by stanzas celebrating his tri
umph, while the glory of the Son of Man is intended to hearten the 
'people of the saints of the Most High' in their present distresses. 
If Jesus fused the two conceptions with that of the Davidic Messiah, 
as is probable, the twin ideas of death and glory must have been 
inseparable to him. The slowness of the disciples in grasping this 
association must not lead us to assume that there was confusion in 
our Lord's mind over it. An association that has become axiomatic 
does not always require overt expression. This may be illustrated 

1 Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien, 1901, p. :z19. 
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in the group of sayings on the End preserved in Lk. 17. 22 ff. That 
the parousia is the chief theme of these sayings can hardly be con
tested with justice. It is to come upon the heedless with devastating 
suddenness, like the Flood of Noah and the overthrow of Sodom. 
Quite incidentally the passage contains one saying relative to the 
death of Jesus: 'But first he must suffer much and be rejected by 
this generation' (Lk. 17. 25). Its authenticity is contested and still 
more the correctness of its present position. A case can be made out 
for its interruption of the flow of thought in the context. N everthe
less, the wording of the saying is unusually vague, and there is no 
reference to a following resurrection; it can scarcely be a vati"cinium 
ex eventu. From our point of view it is noteworthy as an occasion 
when our Lord made explicit the necessity of his death as a pre
condition of his parousia. The very lightness of the reference is 
significant; the passage would read almost the same without it. The 
statement merely makes explicit the background of the whole 
group of sayings, hence there is no need to do more than remind 
the disciples of it. If it is almost an accident that Lk. 17. 22 ff. con
tains an allusion to the sufferings of Jesus, it is to be accounted as 
equally accidental-and irrelevant-that Mk. 13 does not contain 
such a saying. The presupposition of both discourses is identical, 
and has had its sufficient explanation after Peter's confession and 
during periods of instruction since that event. 

It should be noted that if the Parable of the Vinedressers is 
rightly placed by Mark, it will have been delivered earlier in the 
same day as the eschatological discourse was spoken (Mk. 12. 1 ff.). 
There is nothing improbable in that; on the contrary, there is good 
reason for accepting it as reliable tradition. It belongs to the period 
when the hostility of the Jewish leaders was at its height, and is 
most plausibly placed at the conclusion of our Lord's public mini
stry. Did he intend more than a hint in the representation that the 
Heir of the Vineyard was killed by the tenants? It is the conviction 
of Michaelis that 'after this parable even the opponents of Jesus 

· knew that he expected his death' .1 Admittedly the parable is con
tested by many critics, but as it provides another glimpse of the 
extent to which the impending End filled the mind of Jesus, as 
well as his readiness to speak plainly of the doom for which Israel 
was heading, it fits all that we know of him in the last days of his 
earthly life, and ought probably to be accepted. It will have served 
at least as a further reminder to the disciples of teaching given by 

1 Der Herr verzieht nicht, p. 26. 
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our Lord on the necessity of his suffering. The eschatological dis
course would both strengthen that teaching and be the more com
prehensible in view of it. If it is true, as William Manson wrote, 
'We do not approach the parousia prediction rightly unless we 
come to it by way of Gethsemane and Calvary,'1 the reverse is also 
true: it requires the vindication of the parousia to set Gethsemane 
and Calvary in their right context. The New Testament was 
written in that conviction. 'The sufferings of Christ and the glory 
that should follow' is a fixed association of ideas, applying equally 
to the servant as to his Master; and that association goes back to the 
Lord himself. 

8. JESUS AND JUDAISM 

The relationship between the teaching of Jesus and that of his 
Jewish contemporaries is not easily determined. Grounds exist for 
drawing quite opposite conclusions, and it is easy to stress one set 
of factors at the expense of others. Klausner has a chapter entitled, 
'The Jewishness of Jesus', which is an exposition of a text provided 
by Wellhausen: 'Jesus was not a Christian; he was a Jew.' The cor
rectness of the text is demonstrated by dwelling on the loyalty of 
Jesus to the Law of Moses, a loyalty embracing not only the 
moral law but the ceremonial laws, and by drawing attention to the 
declared purpose of Jesus to fulfil the law and prophets. The ethics 
of Jesus are similarly comprehended under the title 'Jewish': 'With 
Geiger and Graetz we can aver, without laying ourselves open to 
the charge of subjectivity and without any desire to argue in de
fence of Judaism, that throughout the gospels there is not one item 
of ethical teaching which cannot be paralleled either in the Old 
Testament, the Apocrypha, or in the Talmud and Midrashic 
literature of the period near to the time of Jesus. ' 2 The truth of this 
statement can be verified by anyone who will consult Strack
Billerbeck's commentary on the New Testament. And yet it is mis
leading. That Jesus was a Jew in more respects than in birth is 
apparent, yet his crucifixion was instigated by Jewish leaders, and 
a modern Jewish teacher like Klausner is compelled to reject his 
teaching. The deceptive element in Klausner's statement will be 
clear if we tum to another section of his book, where he notes that 
the same claim was made a century earlier by Salvador: 'He finds the 
whole of the "Sermon on the Mount" in Ben Sira. '3 But how different 

1 Christ's View of the Kingdom of God, p. 163. 
2 Jesus of Nazareth, p. 384. • Op. cit., p. 107. 
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is the tone of Ecclesiasticus from the Great Sermon! By no stretch 
of imagination could one equate the religion of Ben Sira with the 
revelation of Jesus. Klausner claims that Jesus sought for himself 
among the overwhelming mass accumulated by the Scribes and 
Pharisees the 'one pearl'; yet he also states that Jesus 'concerned 
himself with neither Halakha, nor the secular knowledge requisite for 
Halakha, nor( except to a limited extent) with scriptural exposition' .1 

There appears to be a contradiction here, unless we are asked to 
conclude that the entire teaching of Jesus was drawn from current 
oral tradition of Scribes known by everybody; but that is asking 
too much. Burkitt is nearer the mark in describing Christianity as 
'Judaism recreated'.2 It is the old faith reborn, or as Jesus expressed 
it, the fulfilment of law and prophets, the bringing of principles 
imperfectly revealed to their truest expression. The stumbling
block for Judaism finally proved to be the claim that this consum
mation of law and prophets, and the initiation of the promised 
kingdom, centred on a personal revelation, on the Redeemer
Messiah himself. For that claim he had to be removed. 

The link between the religion of Jesus and contemporary Juda
ism exists in virtue of the adherence of both to the scriptures of the 
Old Testament. Whatever may be said of the freedom of Jesus in 
his dealing with those scriptures, it can scarcely be denied that they 
were the nourishment of his soul; on them he built as on an autho
ritative foundation. It is not simply that he cited texts; his revela
tion of God was rooted in that of the Old Testament. Gloege 
maintained that the dynamic conception of the kingdom in our 
Lord's proclamation was taken over from the prophets, and that 
the ultimate difference between Jesus and his contemporaries was 
the centrality of the conception of God in his thought; it was not 
one among others as with the Rabbis. 'With that hangs together a 
further fact, that the theological and scholastic idea (of God) when 
joined to the person of Jesus, stepped out of the world of learning 
into the world of real things and of human and natural conditions.'3 

In the same way one can discern the difference between 
Jesus' teaching of God and that of the apocalyptists: the author of 
the book of Enoch could also have spoken of God as 'Lord of 
heaven and earth', but only Jesus seemed to know him as 'Father, 
Lord of heaven and earth' (Mt. I I. 25). The additional appellation 

1 Op. cit., pp. 389-390. 
2 The Earliest Sources for the Life of Jesus, 2nd ed., p. 67. 
3 Reich Gottes im Neuen Testament, pp. g-10; cf. Reich Gottu und Kirche, p. 57, 
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was distinctive because it was so vital. The few occasions on which 
God is mentioned as Father in the 'Sayings of the Fathers' illus
trates the contention of Gloege that Jesus made central what to the 
Rabbis was of less importance. 

The conception of the Messiah in our Lord's teaching agrees with 
what we have said about his teaching on the Father. That Jesus 
found his view of the Messiah in the Old Testament is undeniable, 
yet it is equally clear that it was a unique view. None other but the 
Son of God could have created it. It is not simply that he read the 
Servant Songs as part of the Scriptures, but that their content 
responded to his own intuitions as to the task of the Messiah, as 
truly as the vision of 'one like unto a Son of Man' found a similar 
echo in his breast. There was none other who could have made such 
a fusion of prophetic teaching, for he alone had the vocation to 
fulfil it. And not only to fulfil it in himself, but to gather a com
munity with whom his own destiny was to be shared. Here we may 
recall what was earlier said about the uniqueness of the teaching on 
the return of the Son of Man; it is to be a return, not simply a 
coming. It would be interesting to know to what extent even the 
conception of a coming of the Son of Man was general in the Israel 
of our Lord's day. There is good ground for thinking that this was 
far less frequent than is commonly supposed. Hering considers 
that the opposition between the Jewish Messiah of the first cen
tury A.D. and the Danielic Son of Man was complete and that the 
thought of the Messiah coming on the clouds was inconceivable to 
the Jews of that time. He cites Klausner's view that the transcen
dent 'kingdom of heaven' cannot be identified with the messianic 
kingdom of popular expectation, and even more pertinently his 
belief that 'The people in their heart abhorred the Son of Man who 
did not take his part in the national sorrow' .1 It is therefore not to be 
taken for granted that a Jew would readily abstract Dan. 7. 13 and 
apply it to the expected coming of Messiah, as is sometimes postu
lated in connection with Mk. 13. 26. The spirit of Daniel is not to 
be identified with that of first-century Judaism. Busch points out 
that there is a more vivid hope in the canonical book than in the 
first-century A.D. Jewish writings. In Daniel, 'Judgment and salva
tion are united, as in the older prophets. The book unites the prayer 
of penitence, in face of the ruin of the nation, with sure hope in the 
God-given -d>..os through faith in God's work in his kingdom. Not 
so in the post-canonical writings .... Hope turns to doubt. Faith 

1 Le RoyaumedeDieu etsa Venue, pp. 76 n. 1, 79,87. 



THEOLOGY AND RELATIONS TO OTHER WRITINGS - 223 

in the auVTEAeia0ai becomes a ground for anxious questioning 
which remains unanswered, cf. 4 Ezra and Apoc. Baruch.'1 

Here we arrive once more at the question of how to relate the 
eschatological teaching of our Lord, and especially Mk. 13 to 
Jewish apocalyptic. It has already been emphasised that the basic 
hopes of Jewish apocalyptic, like the more popular Judaism of 
Jesus' day, were grounded in the Old Testament. Indeed, Old 
Testament prophecy itself issues in apocalyptic within the canon 
in the book of Daniel (with which we may compare, but not equate, 
such pieces as Is. 24-27, Zech. 9-14). Inevitably, therefore, the 
teaching of our Lord on the last things will have much affinity with 
that of the Jewish apocalyptists. Already, before the Old Testament 
canon closes, we see how prophetic terminology is tending to be
come stereotyped, notably in descriptions of the Day of the Lord. 
It is not surprising that Jesus should utilise its language in his 
eschatological teaching. 2 Yet this must not be exaggerated. Torrey 
is fully justified in insisting that we should not confuse an expres
sion of eschatological anticipations with apocalyptic writing. A 
consideration of the characteristics of Jewish apocalyptic will 
speedily show this. Dibelius lists them as follows: (i) The writing 
of history as prophecy. (ii) Heavenly scenery, the description of 
God's royal and heavenly court and the like. (iii) Astronomical 
speculation, the stars, etc., being conceived as part of the celestial 
world. (iv) Animal symbolism, in which mythology and astrology 
play an important part. (v) Visionary character, by which the mes
sage is represented as mediated through an angelic deliverance or 
heavenly vision. 3 In this enumeration the phenomenon of pseudo
nymity is curiously omitted. None of these six (including the last) 
characteristics can be said to be present in Mk. 13. The first is 
sometimes alleged in vv. 9-13, but these are among the most 
usually accepted statements of the discourse, and at most it can 
only be fairly maintained that the wording has been affected. We 
have already drawn attention to the sobriety of description of signs 
in this chapter, as compared with what is to be found in the most 
popular post-canonical apocalypses. The similarities of form, to 

1 Zum V erstiindnis der synoptischen Eschatologie, p. 78. 
• This use of the Old Testament is not confined to teaching on the parousia, 

but extends to all the moments of the redemption to be wrought by Jesus. Cf. 
the 0£1 Mk. 8. 31 with the yeypan-ra< of Mk. 9. 12, 14- 21, 14. 27. The signifi
cance of his death is stated by him at the supper (Mk. 14. 24) with a similar use 
of Old Testament phraseology as in Mk. 13, 26, while Mk. 10. 45 has been justly 
claimed to epitomise the thought of Is. 53. 

3 A Fresh Approach to the New Testament, pp. r 14 f. 
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which Professor Rowley alluded, are basic to any description of 
the End, but the parallels which would set Mk. 13 in the class of 
genuinely apocalyptic writings are absent.1 

Of greater importance is the contrast between the content of our 
Lord's eschatological teaching and that of the apocalyptists. Here 
we may recall our discussion on the stress placed by Jesus on the 
nearness of the End, an accent which falls equally on such passages 
as Mk. 9. 1, Mt. 10. 23, as on Mk. 13, neither more nor less.Althaus 
found in this 'unheard-of earnestness' an expression of the actuality 
presupposed in the eschatological teaching of Jesus: it is intended 
to prepare the present generation for the last event rather than in
struct them about it. 2 Klimmel has essentially the same interpreta
tion, except that he links it with the preaching of the presence of 
the kingdom and with the significance of Jesus for that kingdom. 
To him the chief import of Mk. 9. 1 lies in the future judgment 
entailed by the present attitude to Jesus. 'Here is plainly said what 
was certainly to be concluded from Lk. 17. 24, 26, that the relation 
to Jesus in the present is regulative for the decision that will be 
pronounced on a man in the final judgment. Therewith it is seen 
afresh that the eschaton is joined by Jesus to the present in a com
pletely new way: the present is not only, as any present, the time 
when a man by his deeds prejudices the judgment that will meet 
him in the last Day; the present is itself already an eschatological, 
final time of decision, because in this present the man Jesus has 
appeared; each man is compelled to a refusal or recognition of him, 
and by it he determines beforehand for himself his judgment at the 
Last J udgment.'3 On this basis the real meaning of the proclama
tion of the nearness of the End is the eschatological significance of 
the present through the presence of Jesus: that is, it is a reflection 
of the significance of Jesus himself. As Ktimmel expresses it: 'Not 
apocalyptic instruction but mysterious yet unambiguous pro
clamation of the God at work in Jesus is the real meaning of the 
eschatological preaching of Jesus.' 4 

The excellence of this statement, and its undoubted importance, 
will be admitted, but it may be asked, 'What has this to do with 

1 Compare also the brief but vivid description of the characteristics of apoca
lypses in Einfuhrung in das neue Testament, R. Knopf, H. Lietzmann, H. Weinel, 
5th ed. pp. 147 f. 

2 'The stress lies solely on this preparation, not on a theoretic picture of the 
coming course of the world.' Die Letzten Dinge, p. 271. 

8 V erheissung und Erfullung, pp. 24-25. 
'Op. cit, p. 65. A similar thought appears in Wendland, Die Eschatologie des 

Reiches Gottes, p. 246. 
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Mk. 13?' Certainly Kiimmel himself would feel that it is remote 
from the discourse. Yet the eschatological significance of the present 
may be as well perceived in Mk. 13 as in Mk. 9. 1, only the 'present' 
is assumed to be the 'present' of the resurrection period. It requires 
no straining of exegesis to see subsumed throughout this chapter 
the figure of the Christ, once manifested and about to appear. R. H. 
Lightfoot affirmed: 'In eh. 13 ... the Lord upon the Mount of 
Olives, using language taken from the book of Daniel, tells four 
disciples of the final triumph, after unspeakable horrors, of good 
over evil, of salvation over destruction; and in one way or another it 
is all connected with and hangs upon the person and manifestation of 
the Son of Man.' 1 Lightfoot does not illustrate his contention, but 
it can easily be demonstrated by a glance at the chapter. The judg
ment on the temple, vv. 1-2, which is also the theme of the chapter, 
is a direct result of the impending death and resurrection of Jesus, 
viewed both from its redemptive and judicial aspects, and is part of 
the judgments of the End leading up to the coming of Jesus 
Messiah. The warning against credence in false Christs in vv. 5-6 
is directly related to Jesus. The 8d of 7-8 is part of the divine 
necessity which conditioned the redemption of Jesus (Mk. 8. 31 ). 
9-13 as a whole revolves about the person of Jesus; he is the one 
for whose sake distress is to fall upon the disciples and whose 
Gospel must yet go into all the world (cf. EV€K€V eµov, v. 9, 8ui. 
To ovoµcf. µov, v. 13, the latter explaining the intensity of opposi
tion to disciples within and without the family circle). 14-20 we 
regard as bound up with the prediction of 2 as concomitant with 
and the occasion of the destruction of the temple. 21-23, like 5-6, 
again have to do with false representations of the coming of the 
Messiah whom the disciples know to be Jesus; v. 23 stresses the 
importance of the warning given by him. 24-27 describe the 
parousia of the Lord. 28-29 warn of its approach, 30-32 of its 
nearness yet indefinableness, with a solemn ratifica
tion of the truth of the words of Jesus. 33-37 exhort to watchful
ness so as to be prepared for the coming of the 'lord of the house'. 
The whole chapter, we repeat, is bound up with 'the person and 
manifestation of the Son of Man'. What Kiimmel asserts of the 
eschatological present, presumed in the nearness of the final end, 
Cullmann has already stressed as characteristic of this chapter, 
through its display of signs that apply to the whole period between 
the resurrection and parousia. One has to import very little into 

1 The Gospel Message of St. Mark, p. 12. 

p 
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Mk. I 3 to see that it fits the rest of the eschatological scheme of 
Jesus, no more, in fact, than is required in a true understanding of 
Mk. 9. I, 14. 25, 14. 62, each of which requires the whole outlook 
of Jesus for its right interpretation. 

The conclusion we would draw from this discussion is that our 
Lord's teaching on the End of the age is related to the Judaism of 
his day through their mutual dependence on the Old Testament, 
but is divided from it through the significance claimed for the 
Person of the Messiah, who is the Bearer of the Kingdom, the 
Revelation of God, and is identified with himself. To this teaching 
the eschatological discourse makes its own contribution, har
moniously with the teaching contained in the other traditions of 
the Gospels. 

9· THE RELATIONS OF MK. 13 TO OTHER DOCUMENTS 

i. Luke 21. 

The common view among earlier critics saw in the Lucan ver
sion of the eschatological discourse a modification of the Marean, 
due to Luke's editing. Holtzmann, in his earliest work on the 
Gospels, ref erred to the 'very free behaviour' of Luke in this 
chapter.1 In Creed's view, the dependence of Luke on Mark here 
is 'not doubtful'. 2 B. W. Bacon said of Luke's version, 'From 
beginning to end it reads like one long vati"cinium ex eventu.'3 

Burkitt agreed that Luke is secondary, but not unreliable: 'What 
concerns us here is not that Luke has changed so much, but that 
he has invented so little .... The wording of the speech is quite 
different-the wording, but not the general sense. For after all, the 
chief point is, that the general tenor of Lk. 21. 7-36 and Mk. 13. 
4-37 is one and the same.'' 

Over against this view there have never been wanting some to 
assert the priority of Luke over Mark. In the earliest days of criti
cism Neander took this view, and it is now affirmed by Goguel and 
T. W. Manson. The issue mainly depends on how one under
stands the 'abomination' passage, and here we concur with those 
who regard Luke as interpretative in this saying, even though his 
interpretation be according to the mind of Christ. 

On the whole there is much to be said for the view that Luke's 
version represents an independent tradition of the discourse. In 

1 Die synoptischen Evangelien, 1863, pp. 235 ff. 
2 The Gospel according to St. Luke, p. 252. 
1 The Gospel of Mark, p. 125. 
4 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 2, p. 115. 
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support of this it can be urged: (a) that Luke does not normally 
edit his sources so drastically as the theory of his dependence 
requires; (b) the introduction, vv. 5-6, is better explained as due to 
Luke's ( original) ignorance of the location of the discourse than his 
modification of it, for the address could not have been delivered to 
all and sundry; (c) 13-15 do not look like editorial modifications, 
especially the omission by Luke of a reference to the Holy Spirit, 
in whose activity he is specially interested; (d) 18-19 would 
scarcely be written by an editor after Neronic times; it is hard to 
conceive them appearing after the first severe outbreak of persecu
tion about the time of Stephen's death; (e) 20--24 both depend on 
Old Testament scriptures and are poetic in structure; it is unlikely 
that Luke is responsible for this; (/) 28 reads like an authentic 
saying well placed; (g) we know that Luke had many independent 
sources in the construction of his gospel; if his passion narrative is 
to be numbered with these, as is likely, it strengthens the proba
bility that the eschatological discourse similarly is derived from a 
source independent of Mark's. 

It is impossible to be dogmatic on the matter, but the evidence 
seems to incline to the view that Lk. 21 came to the Evangelist 
before he read Mark's version. This conclusion would be streng
thened if we could be sure, with Charles, that Rev. 6. 7-8 presumes 
a version of the discourse which included the 'Ao,µot of Lk. 21. 11. 

ii. Matthew 24-
Since Matthew generally follows Mark in his Gospel, and his 

version of the discourse is manifestly closer to the Marean than the 
Lucan, there should be no difficulty in attributing it to the editorial 
activity of the Evangelist, working on Mk. 13. Such is the view 
most frequently held. Streeter could find one point only in which 
Matthew appeared to be more original than Mark, the inclusion in 
v. 29 of 1;.001.ws over against Mark's iv EKE{va,s Ta'is ~µl.pais. 
'None of the other Matthaean variants have the slightest claim to 
be considered original.'1 Bacon similarly affirmed, 'The assump
tion of any non-Marean source save Daniel, to whom Matthew 
makes reference by name, is wholly gratuitous'. 2 The problem, how
ever, is not so simple as these two assured dicta imply. Streeter 
later admitted that Matthew may have employed, together with 

1 Oxford Studies, p. 183. Streeter thought Mark's omission of evfUw~ was due 
to copyists. 

• The Gospel of Mark, p. 65. 
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Mark 13, an independent version of the discourse containing cer
tain textual variations.1 Bacon finds it necessary to interpret Mt. 
24. 1 5 of a historical profanation of the synagogue in Caesarea, at 
the outbreak of the Jewish rebellion, and to regard Mt. 24 as 
an adaptation of Mk. I 3 to the book of Daniel, thereby detaching 
the discourse from the temple prophecy and making it refer exclu
sively to the end of the world. 2 In this interpretation he has been 
followed by few. In contrast to these exegetes Bernard Weiss, 3 

Bousset, 4 Jtilicher, 5 Moffatt,6 and Hauck,7 all maintained that 
Matthew is more original in his version of the discourse; while 
others believe that Matthew had access to other sources with 
which to correct Mark. 

The matter is complicated through the employment by the first 
Evangelist in Mt. 10. 17-22 of the paragraph contained in Mk. 13. 
9-13. The question arises whether Matthew transferred this peri
cope from the discourse found in Mk. 13, or whether he found it in 
another source; and if the latter assumption is correct, whether 
Mark inserted the pericope into his discourse where it did not be
long, and whether Matthew omitted it from chapter 24 to avoid 
repetition. No certain answer can be given to these questions. On 
the whole it seems more probable that Matthew found the pericope 
in a separate source and included it in the Mission Charge than 
that he transferred it from Mk. 13 to that discourse. 

A large group of critics attribute the section to Q. 8 This is un
likely, for there is no other contact between Mark and Q like this; 
and the one logion paralleled in Q, Lk. 12. 11-12=Mt. 10. 19-20, 
Mk. 13. 11, happens to be reproduced in a more original form in 
Matthew's version; the first Evangelist speaks of To 1rvefJµa Tofi 

1raTpo, vµwv, which is more likely on the lips of Jesus than the To 
ciy,ov 1rvefJµa of Mark and Luke. As we have already suggested 
that the pericope Mt. 10. 17-22 is historically better suited to the 
eschatological discourse than to the Mission Charge, we may con-

The Four Gospels, p. 264, n. r. • Op. cit., pp. 104-105. 
3 Die Evangelien des Markus und Lukas, 8th ed., p. 219. 
• The Antichrist Legend, p. 23. 
'Einleitung in das neue Testament, 1894, p. 199. 
• Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, 3rd ed., p. 208. 
1 Das Evangelium des Markus, p. 153. 
• V. H. Stanton, The Gospels as Historical Documents, vol. 2, p. u6; Loisy, 

Les Evangiles Synoptiques, p. 413; Easton, The Gospel according to St. Luke, p. 
3u; Busch, Zurn Verstiindnis der synoptischen Eschatologie, p. 22; Burney, The 
Poetry of Our Lord, pp. 8-9, 120. Wendling traces Mt. ro. 17-20, 23 only to Q, 
Die Entstehung des Marcus-Evangeliums, pp. 155-57. Montefiore thinks if this 
be correct-so mucb the worse for Q ! The Synoptic Gospels, vol. r, p. 303. 
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sider that this sayings-group circulated freely, on account of its 
pertinence to the situation of the early Christians. This will not 
prejudice its position in Mk. 13; the presumption will be that 
Matthew found the pericope both in his version of the discourse 
and without a context, and that his inclusion of it in the earlier 
discourse determined his omission of it in the later one. This will 
also mean that the originality of Mt. 10. 19-20 cannot affect our 
view of the relation of Mt. 24 to Mk. 13, for we cannot tell whence 
the passage in the Mission Charge was derived. 

The Q elements in the discourse can obviously be discounted, 
since they were incorporated by the Evangelist on the principle of 
conflating similar material (Mt. 24. 26-28=Lk. 17. 23-24, 27; vv. 
37-41 =Lk. 17. 26-27, 34-35; vv. 43-51 =Lk. 12. 39-40, 42-46). 
The hand of the editor could well be admitted in the addition of 
o XPHrro, in Mt. 24. 5, to make the sense clearer; of -rwv e0vwv in 
v. 9, words which are not found in Mt. 10. 22; and the wording of 
v. 14, which makes Mk. 13. 10 more explicit. On the other hand, 
if the Syriac tradition be followed in v. 15, the 'abomination' pas
sage would seem to have been better preserved than in Mk. 13. 14, 
which may well have been assimilated to the Danielic prophecy 
before it reached Mark's hands.1 The inclusion of µ:'18e aa/3/3&-rcp in 
v. 20, despite all that is said about the Judaistic prejudice of the 
Evangelist, is more likely than its omission. It was relevant to the 
disciples; it would be more relevant to later Palestinian believers, 
whom our Lord could well envisage on this occasion; and it would 
be still more relevant to non-Christian Jews. If our Lord could 
think of the last named in his previous utterance ( as surely he did, 
v. 19), he might compassionately have had them in his thought at 
this point. This need not determine the origin of the further addi
tional phrase in v. 20, ~ rpvyi/ vµ,wv, which may or may not be 
editorial. The d,18Jw, of v. 29 certainly seems more primitive than 
Mark's phrase in 13. 26, even if we cannot be sure that either is 
original. The phenomena of vv. 30-31 will suit the atmosphere of 
these previous additions: the sign of the Son of Man, which so 
deeply fascinated early Christian exegesis, may be found to be 
more than exotic apocalypticism, for it balances in an extraordinary 
fashion the Syriac version of v. 14. There are textual grounds for 
believing that the citation from Zechariah may be imported from 

1 Zahn came to this conclusion without taking account of the textual variation, 
believing Mark's version to have been modified in the light of the Caligula 
crisis. 



230 JESUS AND THE FUTURE 

Rev. 1. 7, as Merx and Bousset thought. 1 If these variations are all 
due to Matthew's editing of Mark, he is to be congratulated on a 
most acute piece of re-writing. We suspect, however, that he had 
better grounds for his work than merely Jewish inclinations. This 
will reflect on our view of vv. 10-12; in all probability they come 
from the same source as the above readings, even if their present 
position in the discourse is due to Matthew. More dubiously the 
same may apply to the introductory question of v. 3, but there is 
less room for confidence here. 

A decision which would meet with general assent is hardly pos
sible, but we feel that the case for the employment by Matthew of 
another source in his version of the eschatological discourse is 
relatively strong, and certainly more plausible than the notion that 
he simply edited Mark's version according to taste. If that be so, 
we have three traditions of the eschatological discourse in our 
Gospels, not one as was formerly thought. 

iii. Mark 13 and Q. 
It has already been mentioned that a number of critics believed 

Mk. 13. 9-13 to be derived from Q. Blunt asserted that this depend
ence of Mark on Q here is 'generally agreed'. 2 Wendling extended 
the view by regarding Q as one of the three sources of the dis
course; abstracting from the chapter what has come from Ur
Marcus and the Little Apocalypse, he attributed the rest to Q (vv. 
3-6, 9b-u, 13a, 19?, zob-23, 31, 32, 37).3 Bacon went still further 
and held not only that 9-13 mainly consists of Q logia, but that 
14-23 is a mixture of Q sayings with apocalyptic Scripture. 4 The 
reconstructions of the two last-named critics have not commended 
themselves to students of the Gospels generally, nor is it likely that 
the derivation of Mk. 13. 9-13 from Q will hold the field. The 
conviction is growing that Mark and Q are independent of each 
other, and that their contacts are due to the overlapping of Mark's 
sources with Q rather than his dependence on that document (or 
stratum).5 

1 See Merx's Das Evangelium Matthiius in loco, Bousset's O.ffenbarung 
Johannison Rev. I. 7. 

3 The Gospel according to St. Mark, p. 75. It is, however, just possible that 
Blunt is referring to Bacon's views. 

3 Die Entstehung des Marcus Evangeliums, p. r 6 5. 
' The Gospel of Mark, p. 124. 
• The main objection to Mark's use of Q is the sparing manner in which he 

must have utilised it, to say nothing of his divergences from it. While Rawlinson 
in his commentary on Mark (p. xi) affirmed Mark's knowledge of Q, he later 
expressed the opinion that the two documents were wholly independent (Christ 
in the Gospels, p. 108). Wernle thought that Mark knew Q but scarcely employed 
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The main question in the matter of the relation of Mk. 13 to Q 
falls in the sphere of theology. How are their respective representa
tions of the eschatology of Jesus to be correlated, if at all? The 
chief point of comparison has already been discussed: while Q 
dwells on the unexpectedness of the End, Mk. 13 delineates the 
signs heralding the End. We have found reason to believe that 
these two views are not contradictory but supplementary, and that 
in the main it is a question of emphasis. Much more fundamental 
is the agreement of Mark and Q on the chief emphases of our Lord's 
eschatology. Both sources indubitably represent the kingdom as a 
developing force, though not in the modem sense of a slowly 
evolving principle (Mk. 4. 26 ff., the Seed growing Secretly, Mt. 
13. 31 f.=Lk. 13. 18 f., the Mustard Seed), and both describe its 
catastrophic conclusion (Mk. 13, Lk. 17. 22 ff.,). It ought not to be 
overlooked that the figures of Noah's Flood and the overthrow of 
Sodom do not presume a world submissive to the Gospel at the 
End of the age, although their purpose is to illustrate the sudden
ness of the End rather than its character. The non-eschatological 
temper of Q has frequently been exaggerated, especially when un
natural methods of exegesis have been applied to Lk. 17. 22 ff. In 
reality, the eschatological view is as truly represented in Q as in 
Mark; it is only the presence of the eschatological discourse in 
Mark which gives the impression that the second Evangelist is far 
more concerned about eschatology than the compiler of Q. If 
account be taken of the parabolic teaching on this subject in Q 
(Lk. 12. 35 ff., the Watching Servants, Thief in the Night, Faithful 
Steward, Many and Few Stripes, Fire on Earth; Lk. r9. II ff., 
Parable of the Pounds?), together with other eschatological sayings 
(Woes on the Cities, Lk. 10. 13 ff., Condemnation of Jews by 
Queen of Sheba and Ninevites in the Last Day, Lk. 11. 31 f., the 
Strait Gate, Shut Door, Entrance of the Gentiles in the kingdom, 
Lk. 13. 24 ff.), and the probability that the compiler of Q arranged 
the Q apocalypse, whereas Mark simply took over the eschato
logical discourse, it will be seen that the former busied himself 
with eschatological teaching, at least as much as Mark did. The 
views of the two writers are not to be opposed, as has been the 
fashion so long: in respect of details they are complementary; and 
fundamentally they are united. 
it, since a knowledge of it could be presupposed in his readers: Sources of our 
Knowledge of the Life of Jesus, p. no. Good discussions of the problem will be 
found in A. T. Cadoux's Sources of the Second Gospel, pp. 13-14, and also in 
Streeter's The Four Gospels, pp. I 86--191, 
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iv. The Pauline Epistles. 
The older view of Paul's dependence on the eschatological dis

course is well stated by Zahn, who considered that the 'common 
Christian view of the issue of history', as seen in II Thess. 2, is 
historically incomprehensible without an impetus from Jesus, such 
as is found in Mk. 13.1 Kennedy further believed that Paul's 
acquaintance with Mk. 13 explains the general emphasis on the 
parousia in his writings.2 Not unnaturally, critical uncertainty as to 
the origin of the eschatological discourse has reacted unfavourably 
on this view. Dodd believes that II Thess. r. 7-10, 2. 3-10 are 
probably derived from a current apocalypse, whether Jewish or 
Jewish-Christian, and that the qualifications as to the nearness of 
the parousia introduced by Paul in this letter are an afterthought, of 
which he had said nothing in his preaching to the Thessalonians. 3 

Streeter identified this apocalyptic document with the 'Little 
Apocalypse' embodied in Mk. 13,4 but Bacon reversed the process 
and made Mk. 13 the development of the short apocalypse contained 
in II Thess. 2. 1-4;5 the 'word of the Lord', reproduced in I Thess. 
4. 15-17, was regarded by him as an utterance of a Christian pro
phet, believed to be inspired by the Risen Lord.6 Bacon's mistake 
lay in confining the parallels between Mk. 13 and the Thessalonian 
letters to the short 'apocalypse' of II Thess. 2. 1-4 and the 'word of 
the Lord' in I Thess. 4. 15 ff. This was seen by Holscher, who, 
it will be recalled, felt that II Thessalonians needed for its 
presuppositions the Little Apocalypse with certain Christian addi
tions like Mk. 13. 21 f., 32-37.7 To us that belief indicates an un
commonly close approach to the traditional view. Since this is a 
matter which cannot be discussed without reference to the text, we 
urge the reader to examine the parallels between the Thessalonian 
Letters and Mk. 13 as observable in the following passages: 

I Thess. 4. 15-17 = Mk. 13. 26-27, Mt. 24. 31. 
,, 5- 1-5 ,, 1 3· 32 -33, Lk. 21. 34-35. 
,, 5. 6-8 ,, 13. 35-36 (cf. 33, 37). 
,, 5. 4-10 

II Thess. I. 3-5 

" 
r. 6-10 

= 

= 

,, 13. 22. 

" 13· 9-i3. 
,, 13. 26-27. 

1 Das Evangelium des Matthiius, p. 651, n. r. 
2 St. Paul's Conceptions of the Last Things, pp. 166-168. 
1 Apostolic Preaching, pp. 38-39. 'Four Gospels, p. 493. 
6 The Gospel of Mark, pp. 88 ff. • Op. cit., p. 83. 
7 Theologische Blatter, July 1933, p. 199. 
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II Thess. 1. 11-12 Lk. 21. 36. 
,, 2. 1-2 

" 2.3 
,, 2.4-6 

" 2.7 
,, 2.8-12 

" 2. 13 
,, 2. 15 

= Mk. 13. 26-27 .. 

= 
= 

,, 13. 5, Mt. 24. 12. 

,, 13. 14. 
Mt. 24. 12. 

Mk. 13. 22 (cf. Lk. 24. 11, Mk. 1. 36). 

,, 13. 27 (cf. Lk. 21. 8). 

,, 13. 23 (cf. v. 31). 

It will be seen from a perusal of these parallels that there is no 
question of associating merely the abomination saying ofMk. r 3. 14 

with II Thess. 2. 1-14; the entire eschatological passages of I and 
II Thessalonians reflect the spirit of the eschatological discourse. 
In II Thessalonians we can see the idea of each section of the dis
course reproduced in Paul's language, and in the case of 13. 14 ff., 
21 ff., 24 ff., 32 ff., there appear to be contacts of diction as well as 
of thought. Contrary to what is frequently expressed, the idea of 
I Thess. 4. 15-17 is in at least one cardinal respect closer to the 
spirit of the discourse than II Thess. 2. The latter passage dwells 
much on the destruction of Antichrist, and in Ch. 1 the destruction 
of unbelievers is also mentioned; but I Thess. 4. 15 ff. is solely 
concerned with the relation between the parousia and the Church, 
which is the dominant theme of Mk. 13. 24 ff. We have already 
pointed out that I Thess. 5. 1 f. presumes prior instruction by Paul 
as to the 'times and seasons' that precede the coming of the Lord; 
to such instruction II Thess. 2. 5 will refer. It becomes difficult, 
consequently, to understand the position either of Professor Dodd 
or Professor Manson, that II Thess. 2 represents an afterthought 
or that Mk. 13 clashes with Paul's teaching. Paul's view of signs 
heralding the End is surely a settled item of his teaching. This is 
strikingly confirmed by an echo of the eschatological discourse in 
I Cor. 7. 26 ff., where Paul's advice on marriage is conditioned not 
merely by the 'near-expectation' of the End, but by an expectation 
of a period of distress preceding it. The whole paragraph echoes the 
sentiments of Mk. 13. 14-20. The tribulation is 'impending', lvea
rwaav, and the time is 'shortened', uvvw-ra.Ap,€vos, cf. Mk. 13. 20; 

the married will suffer peculiar 'distress', 0Mif;w, an echo of Mk. 
13. 17; the Christian must therefore sit loosely to the ties of this 
world and be awake, for this world is on the point of passing away. 
It is an incidental point of interest that Paul applies the prophecy 
generally to believers in the Gentile world, an application made the 
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more easy in view of the universal significance of Mk. 13. 7-8, 24-
27. 

There can be little doubt on whose side dependence lies, the 
eschatological discourse or Paul. II Thess. 2 does not give the 
whole of Mk. 13, but Mk. 13, helped out by Q, can account for all 
I and II Thessalonians and a good deal else in Paul. Holscher was 
right in suggesting that the 'Little Apocalypse' with Christian addi
tions could account for II Thessalonians, only he did not allow 
sufficiently for the extent of these 'additions', nor rightly estimate 
the nature of the 'Little Apocalypse'. Paul's acquaintance with the 
eschatological discourse in a fairly complete edition will necessitate 
the hypothesis that it was in circulation before its incorporation in 
any of the Gospels and that it was compiled at a very early date. 

v. The Fourth Gospel. 
For a whole century it has been customary to contrast the escha

tological discourse with the Upper Room discourses of the Fourth 
Gospel as though they represented the antitheses of religious 
thought. Schenkel believed that the Fourth Evangelist alone 
perceived the real meaning of the address delivered over against 
the temple, but through the versions in the Synoptics, 'the lucid, 
divine conceptions of the future which Jesus had were condensed 
into gross, earthly expectations', and the eschatological discourse 
gave rise to Chiliasm, 'a remnant of literalist faith and delusion in 
the religion of the Spirit and of Truth.'1 In a work so recent as 
Streeter's Four Gospels there is no theological advance beyond that 
position. But there has been a perceptible change of emphasis in 
literature since Streeter, There is a greater readiness to apply to 
this Gospel the more realist method of exegesis that has been so 
fruitful in synoptic studies in the last two generations. Hoskyns 
and Davey cite Lagrange for the view that Jn. 15. 18-16. 4 origin
ally belonged to the eschatological discourse of Mk. 13. It is part of 
a complicated theory concerning the construction of Jn. 13-17 
which these authors find difficult to take seriously. Nevertheless, 
that such a view could be hazarded by a competent New Testament 
scholar suggests that the moods of Mk. 13 and Jn. 13-17 may not 
after all be so opposed. 2 Friedrich Buchsel suggests that the Upper 
Room Discourses have been composed from the material incor
porated by the synoptists in their varied addresses and conversa
tions; what they have reproduced on many occasions (the Mission 

1 bas CharakterbildJesu, p. 188. 
2 Hoskyns and Davey, The Fourth Gospel, 2nd ed., p. 465. 
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Charge, Mk. 6. 6-13 par; the Address on Cross-bearing, Mk. 8. 
34-9. 1 par; the second Address to Disciples, Mk. 9. 33-37 par; the 
Eschatological Discourse, Mk. 13, and other shorter pieces), John 
has put together in the farewell address of Jesus to his followers.1 

On such a view, naturally there will be many points of contact be
tween Mk. 13 and Jn. 13-17. 

It may be most convenient to consider the parallels under three 
heads: (i) concerning tribulation, (ii) concerning the Spirit, (iii) 
concerning the parousia. 

(i) W. F. Howard has drawn attention recently to the large space 
devoted in the J ohannine discourses to tribulations facing the dis
ciples; he cites especially Jn. 15. 18 ff., 16. 1 ff., 16. 19 ff., 16. 32 f. 2 

Of these, the first two paragraphs are most relevant: 
If the world hates you, you know that it has hated me before it 

hated you. If you were of the world, the world would love its own; but 
because you are not of the world, but I chose you out of the world, 
therefore the world hates you. Remember the word that I said unto 
you: A servant is not greater than his lord. If they persecuted me, they 
will also persecute you; if they kept my word, they will keep yours 
also. But all these things will they do unto you for my name's sake, because 
they do not know him that sent me .... 

These things have I spoken unto you, that you should not be made 
to stumble. They shall put you out of the synagogues: yea, the hour 
comes that whoever kills you will think that he offers service unto God. 
And these things they will do because they have not known the 
Father, nor me. But these things I have spoken to you, that when 
their hour comes, you may remember them, how that I told you. And 
these things I did not say to you from the beginning, because I was 
with you. (Jn. 15. 18-21, 16. 1-4.) 

It is not surprising that Lagrange wished to include these 
passages in the eschatological discourse; they are in the same 
strain as Mk. 13. 9, 13a, and provide independent evidence, if 
such were required, that Jesus gave warnings like these to the dis
ciples at the close of his life. We should note especially the phrase 
Sul TO ovaµ& µov in 15. 21, cf. Mk. 13. 13 and the EJ/€K€J/ eµ,ofi of 
1 3· 9· 

(ii) The Paraclete sayings have received fresh attention since 
Windisch propounded the view that they originally formed a unity 
and were only subsequently inserted into appropriate places within 
the discourses. It is an attractive view, though in the nature of the 

1 Das Evangelium nachJohannes, p. 138. 
• Christianity according to St.John, pp. r 14-115. 
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case speculative. Howard accepts it and draws attention to two 
features of the sayings: (a) they are eschatological in significance, 
for the possession of the Spirit is a pledge of the future inheritance, 
( b) their general context is right,for they form part of the eschatological 
hope.1 That is to say, both the sayings on the Spirit and the Dis
course in which they are found partake of an eschatological char
acter, a great change of view from what was usual a generation ago. 
For our purposes, it should be noted that this instruction as to the 
ministry of the Spirit is represented as taking place after the 
departure of Jesus, supremely in connection with the witness of 
the disciples in the world. Of the five Paraclete sayings the two 
most relevant are 15. 26-27 and 16. 5-11: 

When the Paraclete comes, whom I will send to you from the 
Father, the Spirit of truth who proceeds from the Father, he will bear 
witness of me; and you also bear witness, because you have been with me 
from the beginning . ... 

I tell you the truth; it is expedient for you that I go away; for if 
I do not go away, the Paraclete will not come to you; but if I go, I will 
send him to you. And he, when he comes, will expose the world in respect 
of sin, and of righteousness, and of judgment: of sin because they do 
not believe on me; of righteousness, because I go to the Father, and 
you no longer behold me; of J udgment, because the prince of this 
world has been judged. (Jn. 15. 26-27, 16. 7-11.) 

The similarity of content, though not of language, between these 
two passages and Mk. 13. 11 is striking, for the witness of the 
Spirit is explicitly connected with that of the disciples in the 
former passage and is probably to be assumed in the latter. We 
note that Luke represented Paul's preaching in Acts 24. 25 as con
cerning righteousness, self-control and coming judgment; and 
Felix trembled under it! It may be sheer coincidence, but that is 
the kind of testimony envisaged in Mk. 13. II, and the topics are 
provided in Jn. 16. 8 ff. 

(iii) The sayings concerning the 'coming' of Jesus are notoriously 
ambiguous and have been variously interpreted. On the strength 
of Windisch' s excision of the Paraclete sayings from the discourses, 
Howard follows those exegetes who interpret the sayings solely of 
the parousia. 2 This is unlikely, but there is no room for identifying 
the parousia with the coming of the Paraclete, as is so frequently 
done. The saying, 'Unless I go away, the Paraclete will not come to 
you' (Jn. 16. 7) is tautologous if the Paraclete is identified with 

1 Op. cit., p. 122. 2 Op. cit., p. 110. 
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Jesus, or if the coming of the Paraclete is meant to fulfil the promise 
of Jesus' coming; language could scarcely make the two 'comings' 
more distinct. There would appear to be a complexity of thought in 
this matter of the 'coming' of Jesus after his departure at death. In 
Jn. 16. 16 ff., 20-23, it seems incontrovertible that Jesus has his 
resurrection in mind, although the language deliberately recalls 
that of Old Testament eschatology: the coming of Jesus will 
initiate a new era of prayer for the disciples, and this is most natur
ally interpreted of the post-resurrection period. That suggests that 
we should interpret 14. 18 of a return in resurrection. In 14. 21 a 
mystic 'resurrection appearance' is promised to the individual be
liever, and in 14. 23 the same is assured under the figure of a 
parousia of the Father and Son, when the eschatological hope of 
the 'tabernacling of God' with men is to be fulfilled. 14. 2-3 must, 
however, relate to the parousia promise in its normal significance: 
Jesus has gone to prepare a dwelling for his followers, his Church, 
and at some time he will return to welcome them to the µova{. This 
cannot relate to the resurrection, or to the gift of the Spirit, and 
nowhere else are we told in the New Testament that Jesus comes 
for his own at death. Again, it may be purely accidental, but the 
precise term (and tense) for 'welcome' in 14. 3 is employed in the 
Q apocalypse in relation to the parousia: Myw vµiv, TaVT'l) rfi vvKTi. 
.. <:,, I \ \I ( ~) < < \ -'-0, \ < W EUOJ/Tat ovo e1n KIIWI], µ,ta, , 0 HS" 7rapa117J'f' 71aeTat Kat O ETEpo, 
~,J_ 0 I ~ <:, I > \ '0 > \ \ > I < I 
""f'E 7JU€Tat. €UOJ/Tat ovo a1171 otiaa, E1Tt TO aVTO, 71 µ,,a 7rapa-
A71cp0~aern, ~ OE £Tlpa dcpeB~aeTat. Lk. 17. 34-35. The most 
natural interpretation of the saying in Jn. 14. 3 is to refer it 
to the coming at the End of the age, conceived, of course, as every
where else in the New Testament, as taking place within a measur
able distance of time; had the latter consideration been borne in 
mind, it is doubtful if the understanding of this verse as relating to 
death would have been so frequent. Considered as a parousia say
ing, it connects well with I Thess. 4- 15 ff. and Mk. 13. 26-27, for 
both these passages in differing ways describe the coming of the 
Lord for his own, that they might be with him. The toning down 
of eschatological figures fits in with the characteristics of the 
Fourth Gospel, but the essential meaning of the saying remains. 1 

1 To insist, with Prof. Dodd (The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, 1953, 
pp. 403-6), that the sayings following Jn. 14. 3 must be viewed as the Evan
gelist's interpretation of the utterance seems to me as unlikely as the parallel 
belief that Lk. r7. 22 ff. must be viewed as the true explication of Lk. 17. 20-21. 
Nor does this view appear to me to take into account the complexity of the 
'parousia' conception in Jn. 14-16 as alluded to above. 
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No one would attempt to equate the eschatological discourse 
with the J ohannine discourses, and we have no intention of doing 
so. It is sufficient to show that the chief motif of the former is 
present in the latter, viz. the thought of the disciples witnessing to 
a hostile world by the aid of the Holy Spirit, amidst acute suffering, 
in the period between the death and resurrection of Jesus and the 
parousia. If the keynote of Jn. 13-17 is 'In the world you have 
tribulation, but be of good cheer, I have overcome the world' (16. 
33), in Mk. 13 the stress is on the future victory. Both these charac
teristic emphases of the gospels are needed. 

vi. The Book of Revelation. 

The similarity between Mk. 13 and the New Testament apoca
lypse in respect of form and content scarcely requires mention. In 
both cases a witnessing Church in a hostile world is warned of 
trials and calamities ahead, and encouraged by the prospect of 
victory for its cause at the coming of Christ. The likeness extends 
to the purpose of their composition: the revelation given is in each 
case no mere textbook on eschatology; it is intended to inspire 
vigilance, determination and confidence.1 Unlike the eschatological 
discourse, however, the Revelation makes no provision for delay 
before the breaking of the final woes upon the world; the stage is 
set for the last conflict, and the Church is summoned to meet it 
without flinching. 

Apart from this fundamental likeness in message and presenta
tion, close contact between Mk. 13 and the Revelation may be 
postulated in respect of Rev. 6, the vision of the opening of the 
sealed book of destiny. R. H. Charles has carefully examined the 
relations of the two chapters and presented a strong case for the 
dependence of Rev. 6 on the eschatological discourse, not, however, 
as reproduced in Mk. 13 alone, but as it is also given in Lk. 21.2 

The parallels are adduced as follows: 

1 It is not easy to understand how R. Heard could deny this purpose to the 
Book of Revelation: 'There is no "teaching" as such in Revelation ... the main 
purpose of the book as a whole is the revelation of the future,' An Introduction 
to the New Testament, p. 242. Contrast the view of E. F. Scott: 'From beginning 
to end it is a sublime manifesto of faith in God.' The book is 'a trumpet call to 
faith', rousing the Church to a sense of its dignity and the significance of its 
sufferings, with an assurance of the certainty of victory for the forces of the 
spirit. The Book of Revelation, pp. 173 f. 

2 A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelatwn of St. John, vol. i, 
pp. I 58 f. J. Behm also draws attention to the parallels between the discourse 
and Rev. 6, Die Offenbarung des Johannes, p. 38. 
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Mt. 24. Mk. 13. 
1. Wars. 1. Wars. 
2. International strife. 
3. Famines. 
4. Earthquakes. 
5. Persecutions 
6. Eclipses of the sun and moon; 

falling of the stars; shaking of 
powers of heaven. 

Lk. 21. 

1. Wars. 
2. International strife. 
3. Earthquakes. 
4. Famines. 
5. Pestilence. 
6. Persecutions. 
7. Signs in sun, moon and stars; 

men fainting for fear of things 
coming on the world; shaking 
of powers of heaven. 

2. International strife. 
3. Earthquakes. 
4. Famines. 
5. Persecutions. 
6. (As in Matthew.) 

Rev.6. 
1. Wars. 
2. International strife. 
3. Famine. 
4. Pestilence. 
5. Persecutions. 
6. Earthquakes, eclipse of sun, 

ensanguining of moon, falling 
of stars, men calling on rocks to 
fall on them, shaking of powers 
of heaven, destroying winds ( cf. 
Lk. 21. 25). 

The fourth plague in Rev. 6. 7 f. is given as 'death and hades', 
but that is due to the common translation of NM1~ by Oa.va-ros in 

T 

the LXX. The tables show that Rev. 6 reproduces, in picturesque 
fashion, the signs narrated in Mk. 13. 7-8, together with the item 
of pestilence mentioned in Lk. 21. n; the cosmic signs of Mk. 13. 

24 f. are described in closely similar language. The 'persecutions' 
are justly inferred from the presence of the martyrs beneath the 
throne, slain for 'the word of God and the testimony which they 
held', Rev. 6. 9 f.; the parallel with Mk. 13. 9, 13, and indeed the 
whole situation implied in that paragraph, is undeniable. That 
John should have omitted the central section Mk. 13. 14 ff. from 
his descriptions of the final woes is understandable, for the passage 
relates to conditions in Judea in the period of Jerusalem's devasta
tion, an event twenty-five years earlier than the time of John's 
writing; moreover, his horizon was the olKovp,ell'f}, not Palestine. 
The sources of the doctrine of Antichrist in the Revelation lie else
where, although the idea of the 'abomination' in Mk. 13. 14 coin
cides with the fundamental view of the Seer that an anti-god power 
rages in the world. There is much clearer contact between the 
deceptive pseudochrists and prophets of Mk. 13. 22 and the false 
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prophet of Rev. 13. 11 ff., whose 'signs and portents' lead astray 
the world. 

On the whole it seems to be a reasonable postulate that John 
knew the eschatological discourse and utilised it in the construc
tion of Rev. 6. Charles' belief that John knew the 'Little Apoca
lypse' with a section on the persecution of the saints is unnecessary; 
the document identified with that Little Apocalypse already lies 
before us conjoined with a description of persecution, and the two 
together make up the bulk of the eschatological discourse as it has 
been preserved to us; to conjure up two hypothetical documents 
and overlook one actual document that fits the requirements is 
curious criticism. If the Seer knew our eschatological discourse, it 
will have been in a form slightly different from any preserved by 
our Evangelists and presumably more primitive, since it contained 
elements preserved alone in Mark and Luke respectively; that pro
vides a confirmation of our view that the version in Luke rests on 
an independent tradition and is not a revision of Mark's, and 
further that the discourse circulated separately before any of our 
Gospels was written. 

vii. The Apocalypse of Peter. 
It would hardly have been necessary to discuss the relations of 

Mk. 13 with this document, were it not that several scholars of note 
have linked the two together. Dibelius connected the Petrine apoca
lypse and the eschatological discourse as similar in nature, 1 and 
Loisy thought that the original situation of the discourse has been 
preserved in pseudo-Peter, where it appears in a resurrection nar
rative. 2 Admittedly, the Petrine apocalypse is a comparatively early 
writing (James dates it in the early second century), but if the 
apostle Paul and the three Synoptic Evangelists (and the Seer of 
Revelation?) all knew the eschatological discourse in a fairly uni
form version, why should it be thought otherwise in the case of the 
apocalypse under consideration? A brief glance at the contents of 
this document should suffice to show its dependence on the 
canonical discourse. We reproduce a part of the Ethiopic version 
for the convenience of the reader:3 

The Second Coming of Christ and Resurrection of the Dead (which 
Christ revealed unto Peter) who died because of their sins, for that 
they kept not the commandment of God their creator. 
1 A Fresh Approach to the New Testament, p. 121. 

• The Origins of the New Testament, p. 299. 
• The translation is that of James, The Apocryphal New Testament, pp. 510 f. 
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And he (Peter) pondered thereon, that he might perceive the 
mystery of the Son of God, the merciful and lover of mercy. 

And when the Lord was seated upon the Mount of Olives, his dis
ciples came unto him. 

And we besought and entreated him severally and prayed him, say
ing unto him: Declare unto us what are the signs of thy coming and of 
the end of the world, that we may perceive and mark the time of thy 
coming and instruct them that come after us, unto whom we preach 
the word of thy gospel, and whom we set over (in) thy church, that 
they, when they hear it, may take heed to themselves and mark the 
time of thy coming. 

And our Lord answered us, saying: Take heed that no man deceive 
you, and that ye be not doubters and serve other gods. Many shall 
come in my name, saying: I am the Christ. Believe them not, neither 
draw near unto them. For the coming of the Son of God shall not be 
plain (i.e. foreseen); but as the lightning that shineth from the east 
unto the west, so will I come upon the clouds of heaven with a great 
host in my majesty; with my cross going before my face will I come in 
my majesty; shining sevenfold more than the sun will I come in my 
majesty with all my saints, mine holy angels. And my Father shall set 
a crown upon mine head, that I may judge the quick and the dead and 
recompense every man according to his works. 

And ye, take ye the likeness thereof from the fig tree: so soon as the 
shoot thereof is come forth and the twigs grown, the end of the world 
shall come. (There follows an exposition, at Peter's request, of the 
parable of the fig tree, in which the parable is allegorised to make 
Israel the fig tree, and in which Lk. 13. 6 ff. is incorporated.) 

The secondary nature of these extracts is evident from almost 
every sentence. The question of the disciples has become more 
complex, the prime desire apparently being to instruct the leaders 
of the Church that shall arise. The Lord's command not to be 
doubters and serve other gods presumes an atmosphere removed 
from Judaism. The description of the parousia similarly betrays 
later thought, notably the interpretation of the 'sign of the Son 
of Man' as his cross and his coming in light, both common ideas 
in patristic literature. That this version is nothing more than a 
development of the discourse of our Gospels seems clear also from 
the treatment accorded to the fig tree parable: for the parable has 
been turned into an allegory, in order to yield the beliefs of the 
writer. The discourse generally has become a treatise on the End 
and the realm of the dead, with the same end in view. We have no 
warrant for presuming with Loisy that the apocalyptist had access 
to a document more primitive than any in the canonical Gospels: 

Q 
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that idea is bound up with Loisy's view that all gospel teaching on 
the parousia is secondary and was originally represented as given 
by the Risen Lord. 

We conclude that the address contained in the Apocalypse of 
Peter is a late development of the eschatological discourse pre
served in the synoptic gospels, and is valueless for the determina
tion of the original text. 

viii. The Oracle of Eusebius. 
The Church historian Eusebius records that shortly before the 

Jewish war the leaders of the church in Jerusalem received a com
mand by divine revelation to leave the city.1 Since the eschato
logical discourse also contains an exhortation to flight at the 
appearance of the 'abomination', there has been much speculation 
as to the relationship of this oracle to the discourse. Colani urged 
that the oracle was none other than Mk. 13. 5-3i: 'It was circulated 
in the Church of Jerusalem and was accepted as a supernatural 
revelation of the glorified Christ.' Since the command to flee was 
regarded as urgent, and indeed would have been useless had the 
oracle been long in existence, we must set the date of its composi
tion at this time.2 In this view Colani has been followed by many, 
although there has been a tendency to restrict the contents of 
the oracle to Mk. 13. 14-20.8 

The reverse interpretation has been taken by Zahn' and recently 
by H.J. Schoeps,5 who regard the Eusebian oracle as an adaptation 
of the earlier discourse. It will perhaps be profitable to reproduce 
the saying in its context, that we may endeavour to judge of the 
matter for ourselves: 

After the ascension of our Saviour, the Jews, in addition to their 
wickedness against him, were now incessantly plotting mischief 
against his apostles. First they slew Stephen by stoning him, next 
James the son of Zebedee, and the brother of John, by beheading, and 
finally James, who first obtained the episcopal seat at Jerusalem, after 
the ascension of our Saviour, and was slain in the manner before 
related. But the rest of the apostles, who were harassed in innumer-

1 Ecclesiastical History, Book 3, Ch. 5. 
2 Jesus Christ et les Croyances Messianiques de son Temps, p. 218. 
3 So C. H. Dodd, Parables of the Kingdom, p. 65; David Smith, The Days of his 

Flesh, p. xxxi; H. D. A. Major, The Gospel according to St. Mark, p. 159; F. C. 
Grant, The Earliest Gospel, p. 62; H.J. Schonfield, Saints against Caesar, p. 126. 
The last named thinks that the entire 'Apocalypse' may be intended. 

'Introduction to the New Testament, p. 159. 
5 Theologie und Geschichte desJudenchristentums, pp. 264-265. 
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able ways with a view to destroy them and driven from the land of 
Judea, had gone forth to preach the gospel to all nations, relying upon 
the aid of Christ, when he said, 'Go, teach all nations in my name.' 
The whole body, howev~r, of the church at Jerusalem, having been com
manded by a divine revelation given to men of approved piety there before 
the war, removed from the city, and dwelt at a certain town beyond the 
Jordan, called Pella. Here, those that believed in Christ, having removed 
from Jerusalem, as if holy men had entirely abandoned the royal city 
itself, and the whole land of Judea; the divine justice, for their crimes 
against Christ and his apostles, finally overtook them, totally des
troying the whole generation of these evil-doers from the earth. 

It seems apparent that Eusebius believed this oracle originated 
after the departure of the apostles from Judea and just before the war 
further, that this oracle was 'given by divine revelation to approved 
men', i.e. to a group of men, not to an individual. One can hardly 
infer from this that the elders of the Jerusalem church, on ponder
ing the eschatological discourse, concluded that the time had at 
last arrived to carry out the injunction, given nearly forty years 
earlier, to flee from the city; much rather does it look like a revela
tion given through a Christian prophet in a gathering of 'approved 
men'. Whether this revelation itself was inspired through prior 
reflection on the prophet's part as to the Lord's prophecy cannot 
be known. It should not be overlooked that Eusebius himself 
repeats the story from Josephus, how one Jesus, the son of Ananias, 
at the feast of tabernacles four years before the war, cried out inces
santly, 'A voice from the east, a voice from the west, a voice from 
the four winds, a voice against Jerusalem and the temple, a voice 
against bridegrooms and brides, a voice against all people.'1 No 
amount of floggings appeared to be able to silence the man, and he 
continued his woes against Jerusalem till his death seven years 
later.2 In a charismatic community, such as the Jerusalem church 
would still have been at this period, there is no need to regard 
prophets as expositors of eschatological texts; if a Jew like Jesus, 
son of Ananias, could be so convinced of the impending end of 
Jerusalem, a group of Christian prophets could easily arrive at the 
same conviction under the inspiration of the Spirit. 

The connection of Mk. 13 with the oracle of Eusebius was first 
suggested with the discreditable intention of demonstrating the late 
appearance of the discourse. While it remains an interesting, if 

1 Op. cit., Book 3, Ch. 8. 
2 Josephus, Wars of the Jews, 6, 5, 3. 
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remote, possibility that the oracle echoes the discourse, in the 
absence of further evidence it is better to presume no connection 
between the two prophecies.1 

10. THE DATE OF THE EscHATOLOGICAL DISCOURSE 

After our resume of critical opinion on the origin of Mk. 13, it 
will be no surprise to learn that the time of its genesis has been set 
in every decade of the first century except the opening one. Robert 
Eisler reckoned with the possibility that at least the abomination 
prophecy was inspired by Pilate's defilement of the temple area in 
A.D. 19, while it was fairly certainly used again in the Caligula 
episode of A.D. 40. 2 Torrey places the composition of the entire 
discourse 'very shortly after the death of the Messiah', whether 
prior to A.D. 30 or just after that year he does not make plain. 3 

T. W. Manson sets the Lucan version in the fourth decade, the 
Marean after A.D. 40.4 Holscher5 and Piganiol6 date the Little 
Apocalypse precisely in the year 40, during the period of anxiety 
over Caligula's threat. A time subsequent to A.D. 40 but prior to 
A.D. 70 is favoured by many, e.g. Burkitt,7 Streeter,8 Schmiedel.9 
'Probably in the fifties' is Eduard Meyer's verdict,10 while C. H. 
Dodd selects the year A.D. 60 or thereabouts.11 The orthodox 
critical view regards the era of the Jewish war as the most probable 
date for the Little Apocalypse: Colani put it just before the war, 12 

Vincent Taylor 67-69,13 Menzies a few months before the fall of 
Jerusalem, 14 Knopf, Lietzmann and Weinel about the year 70, 15 von 
Soden,16 Wernle,17 and Jlilicher18 shortly after A.D. 70. Bacon 
decided for the late eighties, 19 N. Schmidt after Domitian's death. 20 

Baur thought the Bar-Cochba revolt was in view in Mt. 24 and 
accordingly dated it c. 130--134,21 while Arnold Meyer placed it 
c. A.D. 170.22 This is by no means an exhaustive list, but merely 

1 So Keim, The History of Jesus of Nazara, vol. 5, p. 239; Goguel, The Life of 
Jesus, p. 428; Busch, Verstiindnis, p. 128. 

s Messiah Jesus and John the Baptist, p. 3 I 7. 
• Documents of the Primitive Church, p. I 7. 
'Mission and Message of Jesus, pp. 617,629. 
5 Theol. Blatter, 1933, pp. 193 ff. 
• Revue d'Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses, 1924, pp. 24:5 ff. 
1 Jesus Christ, p. 40. 8 Four Gospels, p. 493. 
• Encyclopaedia Biblica, vol. 2, col. 18 57. 

10 Ursprung und Anfiinge des Christentums, vol. 1, p. 130. 
11 Parables of the Kingdom, p. 52, n. I. 12 Jesus Christ, pp. 208-209. 
13 Behind the Third Gospel, pp. 123-124. 14 The Earliest Gospel, p. 237. 
n Einfiihrung, p. 121. 16 Urchristliche Literaturgeschichte, p. 83. 
17 Sources of our Knowledge, pp. 106-107. 18 Einleitung, p. 199. 
19 Gospel of Mark, p. 325. 20 Prophet of Nazareth, p. 230 ff. 
01 Kritische Untersuchungen, p. 609. 22 Jesu Muttersprache, p. 100. 
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representative of the attempts that have been made to settle this 
elusive problem. Understandably enough, some critics have pro
tested against the whole process whereby these conjectures have 
been arrived at, and have suggested that there is no means of know
ing when the discourse was composed.1 

Within limits we have sympathy with the last-named critics. We 
know the circumstances of the delivery of Jesus' original prophecy 
but there are no certain means of fixing a date for the publication of 
the discourse, unless we suppose that part of it is a vaticinium ex 
eventu, and that is questionable. There are, however, external indi
cations of the terminus ad quem for the discourse. (i) Its indepen
dent use by the first three Evangelists shows it to be prior to the 
publication of them all; if the traditional date of Mark be correct, 
viz. A.D. 6 5-67, the discourse must have been circulating by that time. 
(ii) Its apparent employment by Paul when writing his letters to 
the Thessalonian church will bring the date to a period before 
A.D. 50, for those letters were probably written in the early part of 
that year. (iii) If it could be demonstrated that the masculine par
ticiple EUT1JK6rn of Mk. 13. 14 was the product of a deliberate 
change from a neuter Ju-r6s (Mt. 24. 15), in the light of Caligula's 
threat, the discourse will probably have been in circulation prior 
to A.D. 40; but it must be admitted that neither the premiss nor the 
conclusion is sure, for the alteration could have taken place in the 
light of an anticipation for the future. It is more than possible that 
the words EUT1JK6rn o7Tov ov OEt are a later addition to the original 
saying; they could have arisen through the events of A.D. 40, but 
they could as well be due to revision in the light of the text of 
Daniel. 

It is disappointing to be compelled to acknowledge that we can
not know the date when the discourse first began to circulate. 
Admittedly, all the circumstances required to encourage the com
pilation and issue of the discourse were present before the first 
decade of the Church's existence had passed: persecution was 
common, the political situation was unsettled, and even electric 
by the year A.D. 39, and the Church's expectation of the coming of 
Christ was never brighter. It is a plausible suggestion that the dis
course circulated widely during the terrible days of suspense 
aroused by Caligula; never would Christians more wish to know 

1 So Harnack, although he thinks pre-A.D. 70 necessary, The Date of the Acts 
and Synoptic Gospels, p. 126; Busch, Verstiindnis, p. 62; Hoskyns and Davey, 
Riddle of the New Testament, p. 245; Michaelis, Einleitung, p. 54. 
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what Jesus had taught of the End than in that epoch, but it has left 
no sure mark on the discourse. Nevertheless, if it was well known 
by the time Paul wrote his earliest letter, there is justification for 
the affirmation of Piganiol, even if we cannot be so precise as he in 
our dating: 'It should be considered the most ancient document of 
Christianity.' With that we should be content. 

11. THE LANGUAGE AND FORM OF MARK 13 

The Semitic character of the language of Mk. 13 has been 
noticed by many expositors. It has been opposed by some, notably 
Stanton, Glasson and Hunter, on the ground that many citations 
from the Septuagint are to be traced in the discourse. Stanton was 
cautious in his statements: 'It may possibly have been composed in 
Greek. The correspondences between some of its phrases and the 
LXX are more easily explicable if it was not a translation from 
Aramaic.' 1 He drew attention to Mk. 13. 14, 19, 24, 25, 27, especi
ally the last verse. Glasson added to Mk. 13. 24-27, Lk. 21. 24. We 
must consider these in order. 

The phrase -ro po,,\vyµ,a Tfjs lp71p,dJaews in v. 14 certainly echoes 
Dan. 9. 27, II. 31, as Stanton says. It is doubtful, however, that 
Tfjs lp71p,dJaews is authentic; if the original phrase was To UTJfJ,Efov 
Tov f38e,\vyµ,aTos there is no possibility of a citation from the LXX 
here (see Note 3 in the Appendix for the evidence). 

Verse 19 employs the language of Dan. 12. 1. In the LXX this is 
d d , / < < / 0,\'·1• ., , ' '0 , ,J.' .. ' , ren ere EKEtVTJ 71 71p,epa i't'ews, oia ovK eyev71 71 a'f' ov eyev71-

071aav lws Tfjs ~fl,Epas EKELV7Js- The diction of Mk. 13. 19, how
ever, is closer to the translation of Theodotion (second cen
tury A.D.): Ka2 ea-rat Kaipos 0Alif;ews, 0,\iif;is oia ov YEYOVEV dcp' -rys 
YEYEV7JTat Wvos lv -rij yfj €WS TOV Katpov EKElvov. The rendering 
in 13. 19 could quite well be due to an independent use of the 
Hebrew text: 

N"iiii n1m ,i: "iJ ni"i1~ iin.,;,~-N., ,~N Nil ni, ;,n"ii1 
0 

- .. T - : • T: : " •; :- TT •• T: T: 

Verses 24 and 25 cite various passages in the prophets, the 
closest to Mk. being Is. 13. 10: LXX aKona0'T)aETat Tov ~,\lov dvaTEA
Aov-ros, Ka2 ~ aeATJV7J ou 8dJan To cpws av-rfjs. Again it is clear that 
the LXX and Mk. 13. 24 independently reproduce the Hebrew: 

iiiN i:t.,~~-N, r:r1:,: inN~~ ~~~iJ 1ttiO . Stanton is mys-
tifying in asserting that in v. 25 7TL7TTov-res agrees with LXX and 

1 The Gospels as Historical Documents, Part II, p. 120. 
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not the Hebrew of Is. 34· 4: LXX, Kat mI,v-m Ta arrrpa 1TEO'EL'TaL &JS 

cf>vMa i! aµ,1TtAov, Heb. Z,i~; c~;~-Z,~1• In Mk. 25 the peri
phrastic laovTai eK TofJ ovpavofJ 1Tl1TT0VTES may well reflect an 
Aramaic rendering (so Lagrange). Whether the last phrase in the 
verse Kai ai 8vv&µ,eis at iv Tofs ovpavo'is aaAw0/iaoVTai reflects the 
first clause of Is. 34. 4 cannot be known with certainty: if it does, it 
is independent of the LXX, which renders 1p~~! (=moulder 

away) by rnK/iaoVTai; similarly in other places which speak of the 
shaking of the heavens, such as Joel 2. rn, Hag. 2. 6, 21, LXX uses 
the term aelw, not aaAevw. The case for the influence of the LXX 
in these two verses is decidedly weak. 

The idea, as well as language, of 13. 27, brwvv&!ei ToVs EKAeK
ToVs .•• is said to be due to the LXX of Zech. 2. 6, for the Heb. 
(2. 10: Cf.I;°I~ "I;l~'j~ C;~,ij nimi l1~7~f) refers to the 

scattering, not gathering of Israel. Nevertheless, Kittel recommends 
that the LXX text be adopted instead of the M.T.; he substitutes 
11~,N~ for 11~,N~, and "MElCN for "Mrziie. That could as 

-:-•• -:-: •:-T •:-•• 

well imply that the author of Mk. 13. 27 employed a pre-Massoretic 
text of Zech. 2. 6 as that he used the LXX; in view of the lack of 
proof of any use of the LXX in the previous citations, the former 
alternative is to be pref erred. Thus every instance of the alleged 
dependence of Mk. 13 upon the LXX has proved to be quite un
likely apart from v. 14, which we have yet to examine. 

The one exception to this judgment in respect of the discourse 
may perhaps be seen in Lk. 21. 24, 'IepovaaA1µ, lrrrai 1TaTovµ,tV7J 
v1To i0vwv. Zech. 12. 3 LXX reads, 0/iaoµ,ai riJv 'IepovaaA1µ, Al0ov 
KaTa1TaTovµ,evov 1Taaiv Tofs Wvwiv, which seems to misunderstand 
the idea of i19~~~ 1;~, 'a stone carried as a load'. On the other 

hand, the connection with Zech. 12. 3 may be purely accidental, 
for Jami 1TaTovµ,tV7J is a periphrastic future. The idea of Lk. 21. 24 
is that of Dan. 8. 13-14: LXX, Ta ayia EpY]µ,wB/iaeTat els KaTa-
1T<i7"TJµ,a, for which 0 reads avv7Ta'TT}0/iaETat ( cf. also Dan. 12. 7, 
and especially Ps. Sol. 17. 25, Ka0<ipiaov 'IEpovaaA~µ, a1To i0vwv 
KaTa1TaTovVTwv iv chwAe{q,). It must be admitted that the case is 
doubtful, but since the idea of Lk. 21. 24 is akin to that of the 
central prophecy of the discourse, as well as its starting point, the 
LXX of Zech. 12. 3 can scarcely be pressed. 

Over against these uncertainties, the positive indications of 
Semitic influence in the discourse are striking. On account- of their 
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number Holscher believed the 'Little Apocalypse' to be a Greek 
translation of a Hebrew original, 'manifestly composed in rhyth
mical lines'. 1 H.J. Schonfield agrees with this view, and observes 
that the employment of Hebrew will have given added authority 
to the Apocalypse; he extends the limits of the Little Apocalypse 
to cover almost all Mt. 24. 4-42.2 The notion of a Hebrew original 
is bound up with the belief that the core of the discourse from the 
beginning was a written document, and that Hebrew was adopted 
as the language of the Scriptures. If we presume the discourse to 
have been spoken before it was written, it will be more natural to 
assume an Aramaic original for it, the syntax of the two languages 
being closely similar. Such is the belief of most who recognise the 
Semitic background ofMk. 13. 

Dr. Matthew Black notes that asyndeton, which is highly char
acteristic of Aramaic, is frequent in the Marean sayings of Jesus, 
and in the discourse occurs in vv. 6, 7, twice in 8, 9, 15, 17. As it 
appears four times in the seven connected sentences of 6-9, he feels 
justified in looking on the paragraph as an instance of translation 
Greek. 3 In connection with v. 8, Charles viewed the occurrence of 
Bavaro, in Rev. 6. 8 as the translation of the term ~M10 , which 

T 

John read in the Aramaic 'Little Apocalypse' that lay before him: 
he adds, 'If he had the Little Apocalypse in Aramaic, we should 
have the explanation of this and other difficulties.'4 Burney further 
notes the parallelism in this same verse. 5 

We have seen that Black regards v. 9 as a piece of translation 
Greek. Burney maintained that the whole paragraph, 9-13, with 
the exception of v. 10, reveals the Kina rhythm characteristic of 
Hebrew poetry. He further suggested that the El, µ,ap-rvpwv 
av-roZ, of v. 9 is a relic of another couplet, balancing that which 
precedes it in this verse; this opens possibilities for conjecture as to 
what relation the present v. 10 may stand to that 'lost' couplet. 
Verse 11 yields clear proof of an Aramaic background: the casus 
pendens, ill' o lav i5o0fj vµ,'iv EV EKEt"TJ Tfj wpq., 'TOV'TO .\a.AetTE, 
though not specifically a Semitism, is much more frequent in 
Hebrew and Aramaic than in Hellenistic Greek. Black also ob
serves that in the Q version of the saying (Lk. 12. 12) lv EKEL"TJ -rfi 
wpq. occurs as EV avTfj rfj wpq,, which is a translation equivalent of 

1 Op. cit., p. 197. 2 Saints against Caesar, pp. 123-125. 
• An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, p. 42. 
'Revelation, vol. 1, p. lxvi, n. r. 
' The P/Jetry of Our Lord, p. r 18. 
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two similar Aramaic conjunctions, NM.S:t??-il:l 'in that moment, 
immediately' (in the Old Syriac=Mark'sEMvs), andNM1'C' N~ilil:l, 
'at that moment, then, thereupon'. It is thus fairly certain that v. 
11 comes from an Aramaic original.1 

A more Jewish piece of writing could scarcely be imagined than 
v. 14, with its Biblical terms and concepts; yet there is no Semitism 
in its grammatical construction, a fact which shows the limitations 
of this kind of discussion. Rather unexpectedly, 15-16 yield several 
indications of Semitic background: Vincent Taylor supports La
grange's suggestion that the µ,718E of v. 15 is the equivalent of Kat 
in a consecutive sense, thus giving a Semitic flavour to the sentence; 
the parallelism should also be noted, and the asyndeton at the be
ginning of 15 if, with B, etc., the particle 8J be omitted. 2 In D's 
text of v. 17 there is asyndeton, preserved in the Lucan parallel, 
21. 23. Verses 19-20 have an unusual number of Semitisms: the 
tautology in am' dpxffs- KTtaEWS" ~v EKTtUEV o 0EOS- is Semitic; 
ov ... miaa aapf is doubly a Semitism, 7rfiaa adpg means 'all men', 
ov ... 7rfiaa means 'nobody'; Kvpios- without the article occurs only 
thus in Old Testament quotations; the tenses are in the past; 
EKAEKTovs- presumes a Jewish background. Lohmeyer thought that 
the section was translated immediately from an Aramaic source, 3 

a noteworthy view if we recall Bacon's endeavours to prove that 
v. 20 was dependent on Rom. 9. 28. 

Verses 24-27 draw together various Old Testament citations, in 
which Lagrange singles out EaoVTat ..• 7Tt7TTOVTES" of 25 as an 
Aramaism; oif;ovTat in v. 26 is regarded by Black as an impersonal 
plural, frequent in sayings of Jesus and employed in Aramaic 
instead of the passive voice. Burney also points to the existence of 
an (imperfect) parallelism in the paragraph. Verse 33 is very abrupt, 
34 also has asyndeton, and its Kat before EVETElAaTo similarly 
suggests Semitic background here. 

It will have been noticed that in the foregoing sketch consider
able portions of each section of the discourse are included; 28-32 

alone has not been represented, but that happens to be the least 
questionable part of the whole. 

It is a point of interest to determine to what extent poetic form is 
present in the discourse. The judgment of linguists is apt to vary 
considerably; e.g. Burney singles out 9-13 alone as clearly poetic, 

1 So Vincent Taylor, The Gospel according to St. Mark, p. 508. 
• See Vincent Taylor, op. cit., in loco. 
• Das Evangelium des Markus, in loco; see also Lagrange, Evangile selon S. 

Marc, and V. Taylor. 
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and vv. 8, 24-27 as possessing parallelism and imperfect rhythm: 
'the remainder is unmarked by the characteristics of Hebrew 
poetry.'1 Holscher affirmed that the whole 'Little Apocalypse' (vv. 
7-8, 12, 14-20, 24-27) was originally cast into poetic form. Loh
meyer went all the way and declared that the entire discourse, from 
v. 5 to the end, was poetic; very attractively he set out the dis
course in a series of stanzas. Admittedly it is not precise poetry, 
such as we associate with the term, but our suspicions would be 
roused if it were so. For this reason it is a questionable practice to 
excise with Burney an introductory clause like f3A.l;rETE oJ vµ,Eis 
eavTovs in v. 9, on the ground that it does not fall into the paral
lelism of the following statement. If this is a spoken address, it is 
quite comprehensible that there should be breaks in the rhythm, 
for we presume that Jesus did not consistently talk in Kina. We 
may compare Paul's ability to use rhythmic periods in his speech, 
such as we see in I Cor. 13, but he does not maintain it with any 
regularity; in particular I Cor. 15. 42-49 presents a good example 
of two rhythmic sentences broken by a prose sentence (see Moffatt's 
translation, in which the poetic structure is shown). 

These many indications of Aramaic origin in the discourse, and 
its quasi-poetic structure, materially affect our view of its relia
bility as a report of utterances of our Lord. Dr. Taylor rightly 
maintains that the presence of Aramaisms does not automatically 
authenticate the individual sayings of the discourse; it would be 
consistent with the Jewish milieu in which the presumed apoca
lyptic basis arose. 2 If, however, on other grounds the unity of these 
sayings with the genuine dicta of Jesus has been shown, the 
Aramaic background of the discourse will confirm our belief that 
the discourse is authentic. 

1 Op. cit., p. 118. 2 Op. cit., p. 638. 
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THE AUTHENTICITY AND SCOPE OF THE TEMPLE 

PROPHECY, MARK l 3. 2 

THIS prophecy has often been regarded as a 'lifeless' version 
of the more 'brilliant' oracle, Mk. 14. 58, that was never 
fulfilled (Loisy: so also Colani, Wellhausen, Dodd). The 

Church is said to have been embarrassed by the original saying, 
which appeared to represent Jesus as the destroyer of the temple. 
This view can only be maintained on the ground of a confusion of 
traditions regarding the resurrection and parousia of Jesus, for the 
'three days' belong consistently to the former; the latter and the 
judgments associated with it are removed to the more distant part 
of 'this generation'. This logion stands on its own feet. It is linked 
with other predictions of the judgment on the city, and is limited 
to the fate of the temple by the occasion of its utterance. The 
positive element in 14. 58, corresponding to the expectation that 
the Messiah would build a new temple, may be assumed in this 
passage; it is related to the former, 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 (cf. Rev. 
21. 9-22. 5). 

An attempt has been made by D to express the neglected posi
tive element here by inserting KaL DUL TPlWV ~µ,cpwv a>J.os
avaO"T'1]0'ETal avw XElpwv. If a>J.os- is made to refer to an ante
cedent in this sentence, instead of the vaos- of Mk. 14. 58, it would 
have to relate to )..{0os-; cf. Dan. 2. 34, where it applies to the smit
ing stone which becomes a great mountain, i.e. the kingdom of 
God. Despite this remarkable coincidence, the known character of 
D hardly allows us to regard this addition as authentic; it will 
have to be regarded as due to the influence of Mk. 14. 58, Jn. 
2. 19. 

KaTaAv0fi is needlessly pressed by Lohmeyer to signify the des
truction of each individual stone; 'thrown down, demolished' 
adequately translates the term. But did this happen to the temple? 

251 
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The curious assertion, first made by Weiffenbach for apologetic 
reasons (to demonstrate that it is not a vaticinium ex eventu), and 
repeated through the years, is still maintained, and that for the 
same reason, by V. Taylor (Mark, in loco): viz. that the prediction 
was not literally fulfilled, for the temple was burned down by fire. 
Josephus certainly describes how the Roman soldiers, beyond con
trol by this time, fired the temple, despite the efforts of Titus to 
prevent them (Wars of the Jews, 6. 4, 5-7). Dr. Taylor cites 
Josephus as describing the subsequent desolation of the city, in 
such fashion that none would imagine it had been inhabited; but 
Josephus in this passage speaks explicitly of the temple also: 'As 
soon as the army had no more people to slay or to 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 ... .' (op. cit. 7. r. 1). Thus the temple was both burned 
with fire and demolished so as to be utterly ruined. It is uncertain 
whether even the foundations that remain at the present time be
longed to Herod's temple or to another period (see Lagrange in 
loco). While it is true that a writer composing a prophecy after the 
event would presumably mention the fire also, no exception can be 
taken to the language of Mk. 13. 2, which was fulfilled with fearful 
exactness. 

PREACHING BEFORE JUDGES AND GENTILES: A 

RECONSTRUCTION OF MARK 13. 9-10 

The provenance of the passage is disputed. Apart from the view 
that it is a vaticinium ex eventu, Lohmeyer considers that it reflects 
life in Jewish ghettos of the Diaspora; antagonistic Jews are thrust
ing out their Christian compatriots, judging them in their syna
gogal courts or arraigning them before Roman authorities and 
Oriental petty kings. Without denying that the language is applic
able to such situations, it is even more suitable to Palestinian con
ditions. Josephus describes Jewish judicial practice: in every city 
seven men are to be appointed to judge, 'men such as have been 
most zealous in the exercise of virtue and righteousness. . . . But 
if these judges be unable to give a just sentence about the causes 
that come before them, let them send the causes undetermined to 
the holy city, and there let the high priest, the prophet, and the 
sanhedrin, determine as it shall seem good to them' (Ant. 4- 8. 14). 
~yi::µ,6vE, Kai {3aaLAEZ, is a quite general expression, but it may 
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be noted that ~yEµ,wv is used of the Procurator of Judea in Mt. 27. 
2, Acts 23. 24, and Mark himself earlier described Herod Antipas 
as {3aaiAEvs (6. 14). Schniewind further 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 in lively 
fashion with conflicts between the highest powers of the state and 
the 'pious'. Accordingly, opinion is now largely for admitting the 
Palestinian provenance of this passage. 

Luke's a1rof11Jaerai vµ/iv ds µ,apTvpwv (21. 13) presumes an 
original Eis µ,apTvpwv vµ,'iv, instead of Mark's ELS µ,apTvpwv 
avToi:s; the difference of prepositions in Aramaic would be very 
slight and the meaning will not vary much, since the testimony is in 
any case borne by the disciples. Mt.'s Kat Tots Wvwiv after Mk.'s 
av-roi:s is more difficult. It perhaps represents Mk.'s Kat ds 
1rav-ra Ta. lfhnJ, v. 10. Burkitt favoured the extensive textual 
tradition which continues v. 9 into v. 10, puts a stop after Wvq and 
inserts 0€ after 1rpwTOV thus: Els µ,apTvpiov aVTOLS Kat els 1T<lVTa Ta 
Wv·q. 1rpwTOV 0€ OEt KTJpvx0f;vaL TO Evayy€A£OV. (The stop is 
placed after l0vri in W.0. 124, 108, 127, 131, 157, c d ff. g2i r vg. 
(lms) Syr. s. Cop. bo. (pler) Geo. Arm. U is added in W.0. 108, 
124, 127, 131, 565, b c d ff. g2 i r1 vg. (1 ms.) Syr. pesh. Cop.sah. 
Geo. enim is read in k Syr. sin. Geo. 2) The difficulty about this 
reading is that it completely destroys the poetic structure of the 
passage; on this ground Burney and Lohmeyer reject the saying, 
at least in its present form and in this context. 

It will be recalled that Burney thought that Mt.'s Kat Toi:s 
WvEatv represents a 'relic' of a further couplet after lvEKEV Jµ,ofJ. 
One wonders if the original saying resembled the following ver
s10n: 

1TapaOWUOVUtV VfJ,0.S ElS GVV€0pta, 
Kat Eis avvaywyas Oap7Jarn0E, 

' ') \ C' , ' f3 -\ , Kat E1TL TJYEfl,OVWV Kat aalJ\EWV 
EVEKEV [ Toil dv6µ,aT6s] µ,ov. 

ds µ,apTvptov vµ,i:v [ye~aETat,] 
Ka~ TOLS e0veatv [µ,apTVpTJ07JUETaL.] 
1rpwTOV DEL KTjpvx0fjvai TO dayylALDV 
[1rpo TOV EA0E'iv] TO TEAos. 

The chief merit of this reconstruction is that it incorporates almost 
all Mk.'s version, modifying it only in one particular from Mt. 
10. 18, and it embodies all that seems valuable in each tradition, 
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including Mt. 24. 14. The poetic form has been consistently main
tained. It will be noticed that we have diverged from Burney by 
putting aTa.0~aw0E in the third line of the first stanza, instead of 
the fourth line, and have adopted Mt.'s EV€K€V 'TOV ovoµ,a.TO!, 
µ,ov instead of Mk.'s EVEKEV lµ,oiJ. If the principle of difficilior 
lectio potior may be employed in a comparison of Gospel traditions, 
as well as in textual criticism, Lk.'s ei!. µ,a.pTVpwv vµ/iv claims 
priority over Mark, even if his chro/3~aETm may be viewed as too 
literary. It has long been felt that Mt.'s Ka.~ Tot!, e0vww is 
a fragment of something larger, and that it implies a ministry of 
some kind to Gentiles (so McNeile); the difficulty has been to sug
gest something not too explicit and yet in keeping with the context; 
the simple addition suggested above appears to fit the require
ments. The relative independence of 7rpwTov OEt wqpvx0ijva.i To 
eva.yyiAwv will account for the witness of the textual authorities 
above mentioned, although we reject the Se of W.0., etc., as sus
piciously like an example of dittography (cf. OEZ), or as an inser
tion due to the fragmentary state of the text; contrary to Burkitt's 
judgment, the context as reproduced above will demand that the 
KTJpvx0ijva.i include preaching beyond Israel's borders as well as 
within them (see Christian Beginnings, pp. 145 f.). 7rpo ToiJ lA0EZv 
To TEAM has the idea, but not the precision, of Mt. 24. 14b, and it 
makes clear the eschatological significance of the Gospel procla
mation. By retaining the connection of preaching to the Gentiles 
with testimony to persecutors the train of thought is not unduly 
broken; it becomes a natural development of the µa.prvpwv given 
to Gentile rulers ( ~yEµ,6ve!, ). The terms are purely general, precise 
statement is avoided. The supreme necessity of making known the 
Gospel is a natural thought for the Redeemer about to die for the 
world, in accordance with the Fourth Song of Deutero-Isaiah (Is. 
52. 13-53. 12). If the saying in some respects digresses from v. 9, 
and the main thought is again taken up in v. u, it is nevertheless a 
plausible digression and is rooted in the earlier statement. 

The fragmentary nature of the entire chapter is illustrated in 
this saying: its importance caused it to be constantly cited apart 
from its context, so that it now survives in varied forms, from which 
the original can only be conjectured; yet despite this uncertainty 
the main idea is unmistakable. 

We may finally note that the parallel saying to Mk. 13. 9 in Mt. 
24. 9 begins with an obvious generalisation of the original saying, 
7ra.pa8J,aovaw vµ,as el!. B.\Zifa,v, and briefly summarises Mk. 13. 12 
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with Ka~ a1TOK'TEVOV<7tv vµlis, concluding with Mk.'s v. 13a. Kai 
eaea0€ µiaovµevot V1TO 1TUV'TWJJ. Mt. 24. 10-12 are perhaps derived 
from a different tradition of the discourse. Mt. 24. 13 repeats 
Mk.'s 13b, o oe v1Toµelvas els -rl.Aos, oV-ros aw0~ae-ra,. 

THE ABOMINATION OF DESOLATION: A RECONSTRUCTION 

OF MARK 13. 14 

Since the interpretation of this verse depends on the establish
ment of the true text, we must first endeavour to recover its original 
form. 

The traditions in Mt. and Mk. have undoubtedly reacted 
upon each other. The addition in the Koine text of Mk., -ro p116ev 
ou1 Llavi~;\ -roiJ 1rporp~-rov, is manifestly due to assimilation to 
Mt.'s text. But Mt.'s has also suffered in like manner: 
ea-ros b -romp aytcp is omitted in Mt. by Syr. sin., supported 
by a cursive of fam. 1424; Merx and Streeter, independently of 
each other, suggested that the omission is correct (for the latter, see 
F.G., pp. 519 f.). Still more important, it would seem that in Mt. 
24. 15 the Greek text behind Syr. sin. did not read ep11µwaews after 
f38/.;\vyµa, but read o-rav 0€ 'tOYJ'TE 'TO O-YJf1,ELOV 'TOV f3oeAvyµa-ros; 
this reading is presumed in the Syriac tradition generally, includ
ing the Arabic Tatian and Ephraem (so Burkitt, with hesitation, in 
Evangelian da Mepharreshe, and Merx). A large number of scholars 
recognise that o avaywwaKWV voel-rw is an addition to the original 
logion, whether due to the Evangelist or to an early copyist. More 
speculatively, ol ev rfj 'lovoatg, ef,evyl.-rwaav has perhaps displaced 
an original ef,evye-re (Lohmeyer); the present text may be due to its 
repetition in quarters outside Palestine (Hauck), with perhaps an 
impetus towards the third person from v. 15. Finally, in place of 
-ra opYJ, di read montem, as also Sin. syr., and pesh. (l;°')· 

Tentatively the original text may be construed as: 
,r <:, ~<:, I ~ ~ /3" \ , ,I_ , l I ~ o-rav oe WYJTE To O"'/}µeiov -rov oel\vyµa-ros 'f'evye-re eis TO opos. 

With the text thus shorn of its interpretative additions, it will be 
at once perceived that there is no necessity to identify the f38/;\vyµa 
with the C~tzi 'tli'~ of Daniel. f ~i'~ is a detestable thing, 

notably an idol (the Danielic phrase probably referred to an altar 
and image of Zeus, erected on the Jewish altar in the temple, hence 
the frequent modern identification of the f3oe;\vyµa here with Calig
ula' s image, expected to be placed in the temple). The Sinaitic addi
tion of UYJµefov (lll) opens up fresh possibilities, for UYJµEfov trans
lates also O.➔ a standard or ensign; it is frequent in Josephus for the 
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Roman standards to which images of the emperor were affixed. Curi
ously, the incidents in which the offensiveness of these ensigns to 
the Jews is plainest both occur in the period with which we are 
concerned, one when Jesus was a young man, the other a few years 
after his death. When Pilate introduced Roman ensigns into Jeru
salem, Jews came to him at Caesarea in multitudes to ask for their 
removal. On his initial refusal they came to him day after day with 
the same request. In his exasperation, Pilate on the sixth day sur
rounded the Jews concerned with soldiers, and threatened them 
with immediate death if they did not depart; whereupon they lay 
on the ground and bared their necks. He was forced to order the 
standards to be removed (Jos., Ant., 8. 3. 1). A pleasanter incident 
occurred after Pilate's dismissal by the legate Vitellius. The latter 
was about to join battle with the Arabian Aretas and marched his 
men from Ptolemais through Judean territory. Jewish leaders met 
him with the request that he should not bring the army through 
their land, 'for that the laws of their country would not permit 
them to overlook those images which were brought into it, of 
which there were a great many in their ensigns; so he was persuaded 
by what they said, and changed that resolution of his, which he had 
before taken in this matter. Whereupon he ordered the army to 
march along the great plain, while he himself, with Herod the 
tetrarch, and his friends, went up to Jerusalem to offer sacrifice to 
God ... '. (Jos., Ant., 18. 5. 3). The latter incident is of importance, 
for Vitellius was marching his men through Judea, with no inten
tion of approaching Jerusalem; the Jews could not bear the ensigns 
even in their land. It is clear that the belief that Roman ensigns 
were a common sight to Jews is mistaken; while they were asso
ciated with Caesar's images, their presence in Judea was intoler
able. 

Accordingly, if a time was to come when the notorious 07Jµ,e'iov 
with its f1j'tq approached Jerusalem, it could only be with hostile 

intent; and in answer to the question of v. 4, it would signify the 
Roman armies marching on Jerusalem for battle, for an encounter 
that would result in the overthrow of Jerusalem and its temple. 
cpevyeTe els To opos said Jesus. There is no need to invoke 
mythology or history, whether of the Maccabees or of the subse
quent Church at Pella, to explain this. In Neh. 8. 15 it is said that 
proclamation must be made in all their cities and in Jerusalem say
ing, Go forth into the mount (LXX 2 Esd. 18.15, l!l),BeTE e'ts To 
opos ). From the occurrence of 7j dpew17 with a similar meaning in 
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Lk. 1. 39 and the Protevangelium of James, Dalman concluded that 
the district of Jerusalem was called simply~ opctv~ (as Pliny, Hist. 
Nat., v. 14, 70; see Dalman, Sacred Sites and Ways, pp. 52 f.). 
Jesus then told the disciples to flee from the doomed city into the 
surrounding country. 

In the above interpretation of Tci 0'7)f-LE'iov Tov /38Elufyµ,aTos we 
have taken {38EJ..ryµ,aTDs as a genitive of definition, the idolatrous 
ensign. It would be equally possible to regard it as a genitive of apposi
tion, the sign which is the detestable thing, in which case 0'7)f-LE'iov 
= MiN (Aram. MN), a sign of the end. The detestable thing could 

T 

still be associated with the ensigns of the Roman army. It is also pos
sible that its significance is intended to be wider and denote the 
Roman power generally; so Vincent Taylor, who compares the 
application of the name 'Babylon' to Rome in an apocalyptic sense 
(I Pt. 5. 13, Rev. 18. 2 ff.). 

Only in the last-named sense could we justly read into this state
ment the common doctrine of Antichrist. It is easy to see how that 
doctrine could be made to harmonise with it, and how natural it was 
to make more explicit what Jesus had left unexpressed; hence the 
elaborations of the text into its present condition and the development 
in II Thess. 2. It is almost impossible to believe that the present text 
has been reduced to its proportions in the Syriac tradition, while it is 
quite comprehensible that expansion should have taken place. 

Against the view that the f38'J..vyµ.a originally meant a statue or 
an individual Antichrist is the urgency of the command to flight: how 
will it be everywhere seen (in Judea) that a statue has been placed in 
the temple or a man has there taken his seat? The suddenness and 
notoriety of the event is sharply emphasised in the succeeding verses. 
Lohmeyer presumes that Antichrist is thought of as assuming his 
power in an appearance of light, but this is an unsupported conjecture. 
The advance of an army through the country would necessitate the 
kind of haste envisaged in this context and would become speedily 
known. 

If the text be read as in the common tradition, the activity of an 
individual Antichrist, at the head of an army, may be in view, but it is 
not certain. Even the masculine participle £UT7JK6ra cannot be 
pressed, in view of the similar phenomenon in Mk. 6. 29, ol µ.a0"1JTa"i. 
alrrov .•. ~pav Tci 7TTwµ.a aVTOU Kat W"f]KaJ/ aVTOII Ell f-Lll"1]P,El<[- (so 
N. W.). J. Weiss thought it wrong to ask how Mk. interpreted the 
oracle. Schlatter expressed a similar sentiment; noting the fitness of 
the language, both for a Roman army with its heathen insignia and a 
destructive Antichrist, he observed: 'We dare not define more closely 

R 
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such a word of prophecy. A prophecy has its limits and cannot say 
everything; we must not extend it ourselves. It was sufficient for Jesus 
to say to the disciples that the sanctuary, 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' (Matthaus ). 

Similarly the much-abused exhortation o avayivu'.iaKwv vo,drw does 
not require a knowledge of apocalyptic lore for its appreciation. Since 
there is no mention of Daniel in Mk., we should not presume a refer
ence here to the interpretation of the prophecies of that book. The 
simplest meaning of the advice will be a request to look beneath the 
surface, for more is said than what appears (so Turner). 

It will be obvious that Lk. 21. 20, on our view, must be regarded as 
an interpretation of the more original version of the saying contained 
in Mt. and Mk.; nevertheless, it is not a misleading exposition, and 
for the Gentile reader perhaps it was needful. 

THE PAROUSIAAND SIGN OF THE SON OF MAN, MARK I 3. 26 

In the Old Testament God's 'coming' to earth is always with 
clouds, whether as a vehicle for executingjudgment (Is. 19. 1) and 
redemption (Ps. 18. 12), or for manifesting his glory (Ex. 34. 5, 
etc.), and yet veiling it (Ps. rS. II, Hab. 3. 4). The clouds with 
which the 'one like unto a son of man' comes to the Ancient of 
Days (Dan. 7. 13) will have been thought of chiefly as a vehicle, 
although they also hint of his heavenly origin; the deepening of the 
Son of Man concept in our Lord's teaching will correspondingly 
demand that the wider associations of the Old Testament theo
phanies be included in this passage. The clouds unveil the hitherto 
hidden glory of the Son of Man; he is now seen to be the eternal 
Son of God, sharing in the majesty of God, coming for the redemp
tion of his people. 

Dalman, seeing the implications of divine majesty in a coming upon 
(fl.rri} clouds, thought that the (CP = Jv) of Dan. 7. 13 had been altered 

by a scrupulous scribe from an original ',l7 (LXX tr. by hrl), for only 

God travels upon the clouds; Mk.'s Jv = Cl; ( W.J., p. 241 ). In this he 

is followed by Oesterley, who believed that Jesus deliberately re
frained from employing the term E7Ti = i,,l: for the same reason (Last 

Things, p. 148). The distinction is extremely doubtful, for in the 
Pentateuch it is frequently said that God descends Jv vErpD,n( = 1~~~, 

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 
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necessarily connote divinity (so Lagrange). /Lera Svvdµews 1roA~:rys K. 

Sof17s could be translated as 'with a great host and with glory' (in Ezk. 
38. 15 the host of Gog is described as uvvaywYT] f1,eya.A17 Kal Svvaµ,i,; 
1roM~); but the associated idea in Mk. 9. 1, is where the end described 
as a coming of the kingdom iv Svv&.11-n, probably indicates that we 
should interpret this as a 'most powerful and glorious' revelation (so 
Kiimmel, p. 14). 

The authenticity of this verse has been questioned of late, on the 
ground that Dan. 7. 13 describes an ascension of the 'one like a son of 
man' to God, and that Jesus would have preserved its original mean
ing (as it is alleged to be in Mk. 14. 62; so Glasson, Second Advent, pp. 
64 ff. The idea is not new. It is in Colani, Jesus Christ, p. 20; Holsten, 
Zeitschriftf.wiss. Theologie, 1891, p. 62, cited byHoltzmann, Lehrbuch 
N. T. Theologie, p. 311, n. 1; Appel, Die Selbstbezeichnung Jesu, pp. 40 
ff., cited by Dalman, W.J., p. 241; Wellhausen, who got it from Smend, 
Einleitung in d. drei Evan., p. 86; Lagrange, on Mk. 14.62; Haupt, 
Esch. Aussag., p. n5, who, however, thinks that Jesus changed the 
meaning so as to represent a parousia. Duncan, without referring to 
Dan. 7. 13, thinks Jesus meant by it an Ascent, Jesus, Son of Man, 
pp. 176-181). The interpretation is highly improbable, for (i) no 
change of scene is suggested in Dan. 7. 9, the earth 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) it is distinctly stated in Dan. 
7. 22 that the Ancient of Days came, i.e. to earth; the Son of Man 
comes to him there to receive the kingdom on tarth (so Dalman, W.J., 
p. 241, n. 2; Rowley, Relevance of Apocalyptic, 2nd ed., p. 30, n. 1). 
Our Lord would have had no other thought in view than a parousia 
for the humanity of earth. 

Mt.'s version, apart from its citation of Zech. 12. ro f. (which may 
be imported from Rev. I. 7, see pp. 229 f.), alludes to the 'sign of the 
Son of Man'. cf,a~uerni TO <:TTJflE'iov Tov vfov Tov dv0pt.!nrov iv 
ovpav(p. It is doubtful whether Wt; should be rid of this by conjectur
ing a confusion of M~ with niN (so Charles, who suggested the 

original reading to have been CiNii-~!i-nN iiNi", Crit. Hist., 
TTT •: ·•: •:T .. 

p. 383, n. 4). The reference is probably to the 'standard' or ensign set 
up by Yahweh for the rallying of his dispersed people; cf. Is. r r. 12, Kal 
dpe'i <:TTJfLELOV els Ta WV1J Kal uvvdfei TOVS d1roAof1,EVovs 'fopai)A Kai Totis 
Siw1rapfLEVovs 'IovSa: this thought is doubtless continued in the men
tion of the 'trumpet' in Mt. 24. 31 (cf. Is. 27. 13). If our interpreta
tion of Mk. 13. 14 be right, the mention of the <:TTJflE'iov here is exceed
ingly appropriate: in response to the question of the disciples, 'When 
shall this be? And what shall be its sign?', Jesus gives two 'signs': the 
<:TTJflE'iov, ensign, of the invading army will signalise the destruction 
of the city; the <:TTJfle'iov, ensign, of the Son of Man will herald the 
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redemption of his own people. The 0'7/f.l-ELOV of the Son of Man will 
most probably signify the Shekinah glory with which he comes, a 
fitting counterpart to the impious r~prq on the 0'7/f.l,ELOV of the Romans.1 

THIS GENERATION AND THE END, MARK 13. 30 

The two contested items in this saying are the meaning of 71 
YEVEO. av77J and the reference of TafJTa 1TO.VTa. 

Most possible interpretations of yEvEa. seem to have been advo
cated in the history of the Church, and almost all of them are still 
represented. Among those who deny the meaning of 'contemporary 
generation' here, the favourite alternatives are that 71 yEvEa. = the 
Jews (Knabenbauer, Rengstorf) or kind, species (Michaelis, Der 
Herr verzieht nicht, p. 31; Schniewind). To Rengstorf this is a word 
of hope, for the Jews will not perish, despite their sin; they will 
survive to the last day; the saying is thus to be placed alongside 
Mt. 23. 39 (so Schniewind). Busch appears to derive the opposite 
mood from the text in holding that it=kind: the Messianic king
dom will not break in after a restoration of the Jewish people, nor 
will they perish by the way; they will persist in their unbelief to the 
very end (V erstandnis, pp. 133 ff.). 

Against these views it will suffice for most scholars to consult 
once more the passages in which the phrase ;, ym,a. avTYJ occurs 
on the lips of Jesus. Apart from parallels they are Mt. 11. 16, 12. 41, 

42, 45, 23. 36, Mk. 8. 12, 38, Lk. 17. 25. In every case it does not 
seem doubtful that the meaning is the contemporaries of Jesus. If 
dogmatic considerations were not at stake, that conclusion would 
not be questioned, but Biblical exegesis must control Biblical theo
logy, not vice versa. The close parallel to this verse in Mt. 23. 36 
for most will remove doubts as to the meaning of yEvEa. here; it 
signifies the Jews living in the same age as Jesus. 

Most recent scholars concur with this view. But Lagrange, 
Zahn, Wohlenberg, Plummer, and others, while admitting that ~ 
yEvEa aVTYJ =the contemporary generation, limit the reference of 
TaiJTa rra.VTa to the fall of Jerusalem, whether that be considered 

1 It is tempting to concur with those expositors who identify the G'l'//1-•iov with 
the Christ himself-so Bengel, who compares Lk. 2. 12, Schniewind, who com
pares Lk. II. 30, Bruce, Allen, Rengstorf. Still more pertinent to this view is 
Is. I I. 10: 'It shall come to pass in that day, that the root of Jesse, which standeth 
for an ensign of the peoples (C~~~ Oii'), unto him shall the nations seek.' It is 

I 

better, however, to offset one objective '"1/J-•'iov by another. Since the Shekinah 
is inseparable from the person of the Messiah, the view advocated above includes 
this alternative within itself. 
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as implied in vv. 5-13 (Zahn, Wohlenberg) or in 14-20 (as most). 
It is contended in support of this view that Tawa 1raVTa must have 
the same reference as rniha in 29, which manifestly relates to signs 
only, not to the End described in 24-27 (Zahn, Michaelis, op. cit., 
pp. 30 ff.). This interpretation overlooks: (i) the eschatological 
nature of the fall of Jerusalem in the predictions of Jesus (vv. 2, 

14-20); (ii) the unity of the process described in 5-23, which can
not be broken by assigning 5-13 to a period before or after 14-20; 
(iii) the fig tree parable teaches that the occurrence of the signs 
shows that the End is near, so that even if Jesus affirmed that only 
the signs would happen within a generation, he must have implied 
that the End would also be included in that period; (iv) Lk.'s 
version omits Tavrn (21. 32); there is no possibility of limiting 
1raVTa to a portion of the discourse in his case. 

This saying, accordingly, takes its place with Mk. 9. 1, Mt. 
10. 23, and the parables that urge the disciples to watchfulness. 

THE UNPREDICTABILITY OF THE PAROUSIA, 

MARK 13. 32 

The primary significance of this saying seems to have been 
missed through the prolonged controversy over its Christological 
implications. The parable of the fig tree was intended to inspire 
encouragement by the thought that adversities declare the near
ness of the End (28-29); the announcement of v. 30 further ex
tended the ground of hope. That is now tempered by the sobering 
affirmation that the time of the End, including Jerusalem's desola
tion and the Lord's parousia, can be known by no man. The 
imperative duty of watchfulness is thereby implied. The emphasis 
of the saying falls on ov8e-l, oWe-v, not on ov8e o vt6,. The con
fession of Jesus of his ignorance not unnaturally has engaged the 
attention of theologians, but it is incidental to his purpose. He had 
no intention of defining the limits of his theological knowledge; 
rather he wished to underscore the impossibility of a man calculat
ing the time of the End by adding that the angels do not know it, 
nor even the Son himself; that secret belongs to God alone. 
Whether 33 ff. rightly follow or not, only one conclusion can be 
drawn from this: ffM1re-Te- I 

So interpreted, this saying, often regarded as alien to its con
text, becomes livingly related to it. The parenetic interest, domi
nant throughout the discourse, is maintained, and the words fall 
naturally into the setting of the whole eschatological teaching of 
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Jesus. Their fundamental significance remains unchanged even if 
it be postulated, as by many, that v. 30 is misplaced, or that this 
saying is uttered in another context; it will still require to be 
related to the rest of our Lord's instruction, for it cannot be treated 
as though it is his only eschatological utterance. Such sayings as 
Mk. 9. 1, Mt. 10. 23, and the persistent exhortations to be pre
pared for the incidence of the End (as in the parables that follow) 
reveal a large measure of consistency; they are not determined by 
the mood of the moment, but, as Michaelis said, they 'must have 
proceeded from a quite clear fundamental attitude' (op. cit., p. 43). 
If, then, our Lord unwaveringly adopted a 'near-expectation' of 
the End, this logion cannot signify an unconditional ignorance as 
to the time of the End. It must denote a limitation in his otherwise 
assumed knowledge. He knows that the kingdom comes 'soon', 
but he cannot define the Kaipos more closely. With this agrees his 
employment of the precise terms eKdvr, ?J 11µ,epa ~ ?J wpa. In this 
context eschatological associations cannot but attach to them, but 
they do not constitute a natural way of expressing the Day of the 
Lord as such. ?J 11µ,epa eKetVYJ could represent it, or perhaps even 
,j wpa used absolutely; but in a nexus of this kind, with the con
junction ~. they seem to imply a tacit contrast with a more general 
knowledge assumed by Jesus. 

Inasmuch as the Father's solitary knowledge of the time of the 
End is due to its determination by him (cf. Acts 1. 7), there is some 
justification for the view that this saying reflects our Lord's con
scious submission to the Father's will in respect of his teaching on 
the nearness of the End. Admittedly, it is a latent, rather than 
explicit, conviction; but if it may be assumed as present to his 
thinking, it would mean that all such utterances as v. 30, Mk. 9. 1, 

Mt. 10. 23 are to that extent provisional. The intense faith in God 
which fostered the expectation of a speedy consummation would 
as readily accept the decision of God on that matter. 

This interpretation both of the terms and purport of the saying 
seems to be strongly supported by Mt. 25. 13: I'p71yopefre ovv, on 
OUK oi'.8aT€ T~V 11µ,epav ov8e T¥ wpav. Nevertheless, the attempt 
to reconcile vv. 30 and 32 is repudiated in strongest terms by some 
exegetes. To Beyschlag, such an interpretation of 'day or hour' is 
'so insipid and so alien to the prophetic style' as to be inconceiv
able in the mind of Jesus (N.T. Theol., vol. 1, p. 197). To Denney it 
is 'trivial, not to say grotesque' and practically incredible (Jesus and 
Gospel, p. 355). To Lagrange it reduces v. 32 to a confession that 
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Jesus knows nothing of any use. These expositors agree in relating 
v. 30 to the fall of Jerusalem and this verse to the End of the age. 
The expedient is valueless, however, as is shown in our comments 
on v. 30. 

McNeile suggests that Jesus meant that he knew nothing con
cerning the nature of the Day of the Lord, rather than concerning 
its time. That is an impossible confession, in view of all that Jesus 
elsewhere spoke of that Day. He had much to say of its character 
and effects, as did the prophets. It is the resulting conditions on 
which he, as they, exercises reserve. 

The one plausible alternative to the above exegesis seems to lie 
in regarding the saying as a virtual repudiation of all previous 
statements on the nearness of the End: so Goguel, who traces a 
development in our Lord's gradual shedding of eschatological 
ideas and believes this statement to imply a practical abandonment 
of eschatology (Life of Jesus, pp. 570 f.). Nevertheless, the ideas 
expressed in this discourse, quite apart from their setting, and 
Mk. 14. 25, 62 show this view to be untenable. If the saying is to 
be taken seriously, therefore, we must reject this alternative and 
interpret the words as an explicit limitation of knowledge el" 
where more generally stated. 

The nature of our Lord's 'ignorance', and the struggles of th 
Church to come to terms with it, are adequately discussed in 
manuals on Christology. It can no longer be regarded as an 
assumed ignorance, or set down as something known to him, but 
outside the scope of his commission to reveal. It was a genuine 
limitation of his human consciousness, a matter not contained in 
the revelation of the Father to the Son (Swete aptly cites Jn. 8. 26, 
15. 15). 

The unique contrast in the terms o vlos and o 7rarqp has 
affronted many. Dalman (W.J., p. 194) and J. Weiss (Mk.) 
regarded the two phrases as reflecting later Christian theology, 
interpolated into an originally Jewish saying; similarly Loisy (Ev. 
Syn.) and Bousset (Kurios Christos, p. 43 f.), who believed the 
motive to be Christian apologetic for the non-fulfilment of the 
parousia. Merx attributed them to the Monarchians (Mt.), Reville, 
like some Fathers, set them to the account of the Arians (J.N., 
p. 312). A. T. Cadoux thought that the whole verse was a marginal 
comment on v. 33 (Sources, p. 226). Against all such views, the 
unparalleled offence of the saying shows its genuineness. It is char
acteristic of Jesus to set forth his unique relation to God in a 
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context of humiliation. In that respect he here provides us with a 
profound insight into the nature of his incarnation. 

Rabbinical parallels to this saying, frequently referred to, are 
few. It is not characteristic of Rabbinism to assert that no one 
knew the day or hour of the End: to large numbers of Rabbis that 
was an absorbing problem, the material for the solution of which 
is provided in Scripture. The superiority of the knowledge of angels 
was, of course, taken for granted ('God does nothing without tak
ing counsel with the upper Family', R. Jochanan, third century). 
Strack-Billerbeck offers one saying in which knowledge of the End 
is denied to angels (R. Schimeon, c. A.D. 250, explained Is. 63. 4 as 
'To my heart I have revealed it; to the angels of service I have not 
revealed it'). In the nature of the case, the Jews could not think of 
the Messiah not knowing the day, for he was not to appear till its 
dawning. See S.B., vol. 1, p. 961, vol. 4, pp. 1013 ff., and compare 
our remarks on pp. 175 f. 
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