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Abstract 

 

The meaning of the Markan Jesus’ citation of Psalm 22:2 has long been a matter of 
debate amongst scholars in the field. More specifically, this debate centers on 
whether the citation is atomistic or contextual. In an effort both to join and move 
forward the dialogue on this subject, the primary question of this thesis is: How 
would Jesus’ cry from the cross of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 have been understood by 
Mark’s first-century readers given its context in the entire narrative of the gospel? 
The contribution of this thesis is in its multi-level approach to the above question by 
the examination of a variety of evidence that, in the end, indicates that Mark’s 
earliest readers would have read and understood this psalmic citation as contextual. It 
is argued that, contra the opinion of the majority of Markan scholarship, a contextual 
reading of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 does not serve to negate or dilute the presentation 
of Jesus as one in distress and agony, but rather enhances this aspect of his death by 
underscoring his identity as a Righteous Sufferer who experiences suffering but has 
the promise of vindication. Among the evidence that supports a contextual reading of 
the citation in the Markan narrative is, (a) the importance of Jesus’ impending 
resurrection/vindication and its foreshadowing in the Markan narrative; (b) the 
relatively consistent contextual use of the scriptures in the narrative prior to Mark 
15:34; (c) the patterns of the textual and liturgical use of the psalms and the presence 
of the motif of the Righteous Sufferer in Mark’s socio-cultural milieu; (d) the 
Markan presentation of Jesus as the Righteous Sufferer throughout the narrative; and 
(e) an exegesis of Mark 15:34 and the surrounding Markan passion-resurrection 
narrative with regard to the function of Ps 22 in the story of Jesus’ death and 
resurrection. A test case of the argument presented in the previous chapters of the 
thesis is undertaken at the close of the study, when both Matthew and Luke’s 
treatment of Ps 22 and other Righteous Sufferer language is considered, regarding 
their readings of Ps 22 in Mark as the earliest tangible evidence of the interpretation 
of the use of Ps 22 in his gospel.   
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Chapter 1 

Setting the Scene: Mark 15:34 in the Current Debate 

 

Introduction 

Throughout the centuries there have been a variety of interpretations 
regarding the meaning of Jesus’ lament in Mark 15:34, “My God, my God, why have 
you forsaken me?” (NRSV).1 This diversity has resulted in varying theological 
assertions concerning Jesus’ incarnation,2 the nature of the Trinity,3 and the function 
of Jesus’ death, i.e. atonement theologies4 and the like, a fact which underscores the 
importance of this passage for understanding the nature of Jesus’ life and death. It is 
clear that Mark is portraying Jesus as one who bemoans his state of affairs at the 
moment immediately prior to his death, but is it true that this is an indication that he 
is experiencing utter abandonment by God? Or is this a cry of despair uttered as a 
result of his pain and suffering, i.e. an expression of his total helplessness at the 
moment of his death? These are just two of the ways to read the Markan Jesus’ 
perplexing statement in this passage. 

                                                 
1 All abbreviations used in this study follow The SBL Handbook of Style: For Ancient Near 

Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies (eds. P. H. Alexander, et al; Peabody, Mass: 
Hendrickson, 1999).  

2 Ambrose, Of the Christian Faith (NPNF 2; 10:230), argued that it is the human soul of 
Jesus that doubts, not his divine nature: “As God he was not distressed, but as a human he was capable 
of being distressed. It was not as God he died, but as man.” He believed that Jesus’ words on the cross 
indicate that he bore our (humanity’s) terrors. In arguing against the Christian belief that Jesus was 
divine, the pagan Celsus (see Origin’s Contra Celsum 2.5-2.55) regards the manner in which Jesus 
dies (e. g., his cry from the cross as he died, Cels. 2.55) as an indication that he was merely human. 
See Loveday Alexander, “The Four Among Pagans,” in The Written Gospel (eds. M. Bockmuehl and 
D. Hagner; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 222-37, for a helpful introduction to 
Celsus’ antagonism toward the gospel.   

3 E. g., Leon Morris, The Cross in the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), 49; 
and William L. Lane, The Gospel According to Mark (New London Commentary on the New 
Testament; London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1974), 573, whose wording on the subject (for 
example, “separation” and “alienation”) raises questions concerning the Trinity which he fails to 
address. See Georg Braumann, “Wozu (Mk 15:34),” in Theokratia: Jahrbuch des Institutum Judaicum 
Delitzschianum II 1970-1972, Festgabe für Karl Heinrich Rengstorf zum 70 (Leiden: Brill, 1973), 
155-65, for a summary of early German commentaries that address this issue. 

4 Such as the view that Jesus took on the sins of the world while on the cross (see footnote 5). 
Although this passage does not portray a Markan atonement theology, those who hold to this type of 
reading may be importing a Pauline atonement theology (cf. 2 Cor 5:21; Gal 3:13). 
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 The fact that the Markan Jesus is quoting Ps 22:25 here is not in debate. The 
more important questions for this study are: Why does Mark have Jesus quote this 
verse just moments before his death, and how would first-century readers have read 
and interpreted it in light of its place in Mark’s narrative? To put the thesis question 
another way: How would Jesus’ cry from the cross in Mark 15:34 have been 
understood by Mark’s first-century readers given its context in the entire narrative of 
the gospel? Given the focus of this study on a narrative reading of Mark, questions 
concerning historical Jesus matters (What did Jesus really say on the cross?  Did 
Jesus actually quote the entire psalm?) and form-critical or redaction-critical issues 
will not be of concern here. 

Some believe Jesus’ words here indicate that he has truly been abandoned by 
God, rejected by him because he has taken on or become the sins of the world.6 
Others also read this lament as an indication of abandonment, arguing that Jesus’ 
extreme suffering is the author’s singular focus here. These interpretations rely on an 
atomistic reading of the psalmic citation, ignoring the impact that the context of the 
original lament (Ps 22) may have on this occurrence of the lament from the mouth of 
the dying Jesus. On the other hand, other scholars believe Jesus’ words to point 
toward the whole psalm, indicating that his (Jesus’) thoughts are not only on his 
distress, but also on the deliverance that comes to the psalmist at the end of the 
psalm.7  

The debate swirls around whether or not one should read in Jesus’ cry of Ps 
22:2 a reference to the original context of Ps 22, which narrates the sufferings of an 
anonymous pious man at the hands of his enemies and concludes with his vindication 

                                                 
5 Psalm versification in this study follows the MT and LXX translations. I will refer to the 

psalm as “Ps 22” for two reasons: (1) it is not certain that Mark is using the LXX as his source for the 
citation or Greek translation (see my discussion of this issue in Chapter 6); and (2) the psalm itself is 
most often referred to as “Ps 22” in both academic and ecclesial settings. 

6 E. g., Ernest Best, The Temptation and the Passion (2d ed; SNTSMS 2; Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1990), lxiv-lxviii; Lane, Gospel, 572-73; and Augustine, Letters of St. 
Augustine, 140 to Honoratus 5 (FC 20:68). Morton S. Enslin, The Prophet from Nazareth (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1961), 208, asserts that Jesus’ despair comes because his confidence has collapsed due 
to the fact that he has failed God and God has failed him. However, Enslin’s point is merely an 
assertion, containing no argument or explanation as to why he interprets Jesus’ words in this manner. 

7 Allan Menzies, The Earliest Gospel: A Historical Study of the Gospel According to Mark, 
with a Text and English Version (New York: Macmillian, 1901), 280-81, is one example of several 
scholars who seek to understand the meaning of Mark 15:34 from the standpoint of the historical 
Jesus.    
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by Yahweh and his subsequent praise to God in the presence of his community. In 
this study I will refer to the type of reading which embraces the original context of 
the psalm as a contextual reading of the psalmic citation of Mark 15:34. The 
alternative reading, which does not allow the larger context of the psalm to influence 
the interpretation of Mark 15:34, will be referred to as “atomistic.” This term is not 
used pejoratively; it is, in fact, often used by those who support this type of reading 
intertexts.8 It merely indicates that the portion of the psalm actually cited (Ps 22:2) is 
the only portion of the passage that is relevant for interpretation in its new context 
(Mark 15:34).  

An interesting (and disappointing) aspect of this debate is that it is not really 
a debate after all! On the whole, most of the advocates of either side tend to dismiss 
the other argument with what amounts to either, (a) an assumption that their view is 
correct; or (b) one or two lines of defense of their position, with little evidence to 
support it. Those who advocate an atomistic reading of Ps 22:2 in Mark’s passion 
narrative often accuse those who read it contextually of simply wanting to explain 
away the difficulties of the notion that Jesus suffered and was abandoned by God. 
We might imagine that the former would diagnose the latter with a severe case of 
“happy-ending syndrome”! On the other hand, those who believe that the whole 
context of Ps 22 should be used to interpret Mark 15:34 often fail to argue the case, 
defaulting to the standard “It is known that the ancients would cite the first line of a 
psalm or text in order to convey the meaning of the whole,” or something to that 
effect. There are very few works that give significant attention to this issue with 
regard to Mark. The rationale for appealing to the whole psalm must be established 
before an examination of its function within Mark’s passion narrative can take place. 
One could argue that if this was the design of the author (to point to the entire 
psalm), then this is an odd way of going about it, since this is the “least suitable 
verse” in Ps 22 to use as a pointer toward future deliverance.9 Why should one 
consult the whole when only the first line is cited? Is this how Mark’s first-century 
readers would have read or heard it?  

                                                 
8 E. g., Donald Juel, Messianic Exegesis: Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament 

in Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), 21, 56-57. 
9 For example, A. M. Hunter, The Gospel According to Saint Mark (TBC; London: SCM 

Press, 1948), 144, provides this type of argument. 
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As mentioned above, it has often been a complaint that those who read Mark 
15:34 with the whole context of Ps 22 in view are ignoring the verses’ own meaning 
while underscoring the “happy ending” at the conclusion of the psalm.10 R. Gundry 
argues that the possibility that Jesus’ citation is an indication of confidence in the 
deliverance of which Ps 22:23-32 speaks is weakened by the fact that there are 
instances throughout the gospels where citations are made from the middle of 
scriptural passages.11 He believes the despairing cry in Ps 22:2 to be a “singularly 
inapt pointer” to the confidence that is found in the latter part of the psalm. In a 
similar argument, R. France is convinced that reading the exegesis of the whole 
psalm into the few words of Jesus is to undermine the effect that Mark intended, 
which was one of extreme agony.12 M. Hooker sees in this reading an attempt to hide 
the horror that is conveyed in the crucifixion scene, and finds no evidence that Mark 
had the rest of the psalm in mind at this point in the narrative.13 Although there are 
those who advocate a contextual reading of the psalmic citation precisely for this 
purpose, this desire to “water down” the suffering of Jesus does not have to be the 
necessary motivation or result of this view.14 

In this study, I will argue that the dichotomy between these two “camps” does 
not have to exist. Even further I would argue that to take one against the other would 
be to miss the point of the narrative here.15 It cannot be denied that the Markan Jesus 
experienced profound suffering and distress. Mark provides additional indications in 
his passion narrative that Jesus is in distress, both at the anticipation of and during 
his suffering.16 Even if one took out this citation altogether, it is quite clear that Jesus 

                                                 
10 Douglas J. Moo, The Old Testament in the Gospel Passion Narratives (Sheffield: Almond 

Press, 1983), 272. 
11 Robert H. Gundry, Mark: A Commentary on His Apology for the Cross (Grand Rapids: 

Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1993), 966. 
12 R. T. France, The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand 

Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2002), 652-53. 
13 Morna D. Hooker, The Gospel According to Saint Mark (BNTC 2; Peabody, Mass.: 

Hendrickson, 1991), 376. 
14 See Gundry, Apology, 966, for a list of those scholars who attempt to deny the despair of 

Jesus on the cross. 
15 Along with Larry W. Hurtado, Mark (NIBCNT; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1983), 267. 
16 See Reinhard Feldmeier, Die Krisis des Gottessohnes: Die Gethsemaneerzählung als 

Schlüssel der Markuspassion (WUNT 2:21; Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1987), regarding 
Jesus’ prayer in the garden of Gethesmane (Mark 14:32-42). Jesus’ “loud cry” at his death (Mark 
15:37) may also indicate his suffering.   
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experienced suffering and agony at the hands of his persecutors. Reading Jesus’ 
citation of Ps 22:2 with the rest of the psalm’s context need not subtract from the 
sense of Jesus’ distress, but rather can enhance it by guiding the reader to identify 
him with the Righteous Sufferer of the psalm.  

 The suffering of the protagonist of Ps 22 is not in doubt. The psalm 
elaborates on the injustice of his predicament, his pain, his shame, and his distress. 
Mark identifies Jesus with this Righteous Sufferer by inviting his readers to 
recognize these sharp similarities between the two characters, preparing the readers 
for this comparison by several methods, the clearest of which is the dispersion of 
allusions to this psalm throughout his passion narrative. Additionally, it is clear from 
the psalm that the Righteous Sufferer is in true agony and distress, and that his 
wretched state is not alleviated at the very instant he calls on God. Rather, he 
experiences a period of suffering, and the vindication that comes at the end of this 
torment does not negate the suffering that precluded it. Instead, the vindication 
stands in stark contrast to it, underscoring the Righteous Sufferer’s predicament 
before this deliverance. Similarly, Mark does not attempt to soften the image of 
Jesus’ crucifixion. Instead, he recounts the horror and shame that Jesus experienced, 
enhancing his portrayal of this suffering by alluding to Ps 22 throughout his passion 
narrative. If first-century readers took seriously Mark’s allusion to the whole context 
of the psalm in 15:34, they could not have denied the acute sufferings that this 
Righteous Sufferer also experienced.   

At the completion of this study, I hope to have demonstrated that the tension 
between the two (suffering and vindication) fits well in the narrative of Mark’s 
gospel, and that first-century readers would have been able to recognize this (and that 
it would have been meaningful to them) because it would have been familiar to 
them.17 This tension between the suffering of God’s chosen one(s) and his/her 
ultimate vindication by him is a theme found repeatedly in the scriptures and extra-
canonical literature.18 This study will seek to explore in-depth one aspect of this 

                                                                                                                                           
 

17 Mark often uses this technique of placing two (apparent) opposites in tension in his 
narrative. See Robert M. Fowler, Let the Reader Understand: Reader-Response Criticism and the 
Gospel of Mark (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), for a thorough discussion of the literary 
techniques Mark uses that create this type of tension and ambiguity.  

18 Rather than adopt the pervasive terminology “OT in the NT” found in the literature on 
intertextuality in biblical studies, I choose to avoid such anachronistic language (there was no “New 
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theme, the “Righteous Sufferer” figure, and will address other manifestations of this 
tension when appropriate. It will also be argued that Mark’s narrative fully prepares 
the competent first-century reader to expect this tension to take place with regard to 
the person of Jesus, and subsequently to his followers (Mark 8:33-35).   

Without the full context of Ps 22 in view, Mark’s readers could not make this 
connection of identity and would miss the intention of the narrative here. A 
contextual reading of the citation of Ps 22:2 in Jesus’ cry of Mark 15:34 does not 
necessarily eliminate the fact that Jesus was in agony and distress. Rather, by making 
Ps 22 the prayer of Christ (Mark 14:61, 62) during his suffering on the cross, Mark 
finds in the words of the prayer an expression of Jesus’ own experience. Those who 
argue against this view may wrongly imply that this reading either necessitates a 
denial of Jesus’ suffering, or indicates an attempt to overshadow or display this 
suffering in a falsely positive light. However, a reading of Mark 15:34 with the 
whole context of Ps 22 in view (suffering and vindication) should guard against such 
interpretations. 

Given the diversity of opinion on the function of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 and 
the fundamental effect this passage can have on one’s understanding of such issues 
as the manner of Jesus’ death, the relationship between God and Jesus in the gospel, 
and the suffering and vindication of God’s people, it is surprising that there exists no 
treatment of this subject which focuses on its meaning in light of the entire narrative 
of Mark’s gospel from a first-century reader’s perspective. This lacuna in Markan 
scholarship will become apparent in a review of the current state of research on Ps 
22:2 in Mark 15:34 below. 

 
History of Interpretation 
 In this type of study, where many different issues are examined with a view 
toward presenting a multifaceted argument (in this case concerning a first-century 
reading of Mark 15:34), it is difficult to determine the parameters for a survey of 
relevant scholarship. A comprehensive examination of the history of interpretation 
for all of the issues discussed could very well consume the entire study! In light of 

                                                                                                                                           
Testament” at the time that the gospels were written with which to compare the “old,” and no clear 
evidence that there was a set “canon” of the scriptures by the first century) when referring to the 
authoritative texts of the Jews. The term “extra-canonical” will also replace “intertestamental.” 
Although it is unfortunately also anachronistic, other alternatives present similar problems.  
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this, the following survey has been divided into several categories that comprise the 
main topics that will be touched upon in this study. These categories are: (a) the use 
of the scriptures in the NT; (b) the use of the scriptures in Mark; and (c) Psalm 22:2 
in Mark. Within the first two categories only one or two important texts are 
surveyed. A bibliography of additional important works on the topic is listed in a 
footnote. The section devoted to the issue of the function of Ps 22:2 in Mark, 
however, is an exception to this pattern. Since this topic is the primary focus of this 
study, a more detailed and lengthy survey of the important works is included. This 
final section is limited to a synopsis of those works that specifically address the 
function of Ps 22:2 in Mark.19 The works selected represent a sampling of the variety 
of interpretations and methodologies attributed to this passage and to Ps 22 in Mark 
in general.   
 
(A) The Use of the Scriptures in the NT20 
 
D. Juel’s major work concerning the broad issue of early Christian use of the 
scriptures, and more specifically this use in the NT, has been selected for survey 
because it is one of the “classics” on this issue. In addition, his premise concerning 
how NT writers cited the scriptures and intended their readers to understand it within 
its new context is fundamentally opposed to the arguments of my study. Juel also 
devotes significant attention to the specific issue of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34.   
 

                                                 
19 Works that do not focus specifically on Ps 22 in Mark (for example, those that primarily 

concentrate on the interpretation of Ps 22 itself) will be discussed when appropriate in the body of this 
study. Although some of the works addressed here do aim some of their focus on Ps 22 in Matthew 
and Luke, this study will concentrate on their exegesis of Mark since it relates to the primary concern 
of this thesis. 

20 Other works on this broader issue include: C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures 
(London: Nisbet, 1952); Barnabas Lindars, New Testament Apologetic: The Doctrinal Significance of 
the Old Testament Quotations (London: SCM Press LTD, 1961); Anthony T. Hanson, The Living 
Utterances of God: The New Testament Exegesis of the Old (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 
1983); Jan de Waard, A Comparative Study of the Old Testament Text in the Dead Sea Scrolls and in 
the New Testament (STDJ 4; Leiden: Brill, 1965); Richard N. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the 
Apostolic Period (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975); Walter C. Kaiser, Jr., The Uses of the Old 
Testament in the New (Chicago: Moody Press, 1985); David S. New, Old Testament Quotations in the 
Synoptic Gospels, and the Two-Document Hypothesis (SBLSCS 37; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993). 
The specific issues of intertextuality and the problem of defining citations and allusions will require 
extensive discussion and will therefore be addressed in the body of the thesis. Relevant works 
concerning these topics will be provided at that time.   
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Donald Juel, Messianic Exegesis: Christological Interpretation of the Old  
Testament in Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988). 

 

Juel begins his work with this self-described thesis: “The beginnings of Christian 
reflection can be traced to interpretations of Israel’s Scriptures, and the major focus 
of that scriptural interpretation was Jesus, the crucified and risen Messiah.”21 In 
response to C. H. Dodd and Barnabas Lindars, Juel argues that the use of the 
scriptures was to understand the gospel, rather than defend it. The scriptures, then, 
were used “to clarify the implications of faith in Jesus for one’s relationship with 
Israel’s God and with the world.”22 Juel also argues that it is the view of Jesus as 
Messiah that shapes the use of the scriptures (this role as Messiah is primary, as 
opposed to other ways of describing Jesus, such as the Suffering Servant, Son of 
Man, Wisdom, Righteous Sufferer, etc). 

In his excursus on Dodd’s work, Juel argues that, contra Dodd’s view, 
atomistic exegesis was practiced by Christian and Jewish interpreters, who would 
extract a text from its original context in order to make an argument or bring a fresh 
interpretation. He also chastises Dodd for believing that the “Righteous Sufferer” 
psalms and Isa 53 provided a plot for understanding a typical Righteous Sufferer, 
stating that, 

. . . if there is no evidence of such unified interpretation, however, it is 
difficult to rule out the possibility that Christians made use of bits of pieces of 
psalms or Isaiah 53 until finally a unified interpretation was produced. That 
would mean, however, that some other explanation would have to be offered 
for the use of precisely these texts. If there existed no mythic construct such 
as an apocalyptic Son of man or a Suffering Servant or a Righteous Sufferer, 
but only the scriptural potential for the construction of these figures, what 
appears to us as coherent interpretative traditions may well be the product of 
our imaginations. The so-called plots of Psalm 22 and Isaiah 53 may not have 
been the starting point for Christian interpretation at all but only a later 
byproduct.23  

                                                 
21 Juel, Exegesis, 1. 
22 Juel, Exegesis, 1. 
23 Juel, Exegesis, 22. 
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As a result of this, Juel asserts that the psalms used in the passion narratives were 
read as messianic because Jesus had died accused of being a messianic pretender. 
Thus, although there was no Jewish precedent for reading Ps 22 as messianic, Juel 
argues that Christians made it such because they recognized the Messiah Jesus’ 
experience as being described in the psalms. The evidence for this falls on his 
argument that these psalms are linked as messianic through another psalm that was 
already regarded as messianic by Jewish interpreters: Ps 89. Therefore, Juel argues 
that the precedent for viewing these psalms in light of Jesus’ death is found in 
messianic traditions rather than Righteous Sufferer traditions.  

Juel also gives a critique of H. Gese in which he accuses him of 
misunderstanding first-century midrash, arguing that the Jewish interpreters were not 
interested in the “formal issues” that Gese attributes to them (for example, 
eschatology and the coming of the kingdom of God). He also notes that the second 
main argument of Gese is that Ps 22 depicts a paradigmatic Righteous Sufferer. 
However, as mentioned above, Juel (siding with Hengel) believes there to be no 
Righteous Sufferer tradition, arguing that Jesus is instead executed as king. How, 
then, was Ps 22 brought in to talk of Jesus’ experience? Rather than the general plot 
of the psalm, Juel argues that it is the ascription to David in the title and the similar 
suffering vocabulary with Ps 89 and 69 that led the early Christian writers to this 
psalm. Why this psalm? Juel ultimately concludes that the only thing that the use of 
this psalm tells us is that Jesus’ death was “scriptural.”   

Juel is right to point out that both Jewish and Christian interpreters practiced 
atomistic exegesis; however, the question is whether Mark did this with respect to Ps 
22. Just because atomistic exegesis was practiced during that time does not mean that 
this is how Mark used the citation, and vice versa. We must look at the narrative 
clues (or lack thereof) that are given to us in order to determine whether an atomistic 
reading or a contextual reading is what Mark desires of his readers. It is also not clear 
that Mark’s narrative presents Jesus as a King-Messiah to the exclusion of all other 
figures. The narrative here is more multidimensional, presenting Jesus as king, 
messiah, suffering servant, Righteous Sufferer, and son, to name a few examples. 
Mark’s narrative suggests no such dichotomy between figures, although it is fair to 
say that he emphasizes some roles over others. However, like Juel I do not agree with 
the form-critical claim of Gese and others that it was a Righteous Sufferer tradition 
within which the conceptions of messiah had to be derived. On the other hand, unlike 
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Juel, I believe that it is possible to see the narrative as using both Righteous Sufferer 
and messianic language and traditions (as well as some others) to describe the 
uniqueness of Jesus (in essence, Mark’s many allusions serve to present the fullest 
picture of Jesus possible. The Righteous Sufferer is just one of those!).24 

In the end, Juel’s solution to the question of what the narratives tell us of 
Jesus’ death in their use of Ps 22 (that Jesus’ death was “scriptural”) rings hollow. 
Certainly the gospel writers attribute more significance to the psalm than this! 

 
(B) The Use of the Scriptures in Mark25 

                                                 
24  I do not share Juel’s conviction that the events in the life of Jesus provided a type of 

“script” which then allowed the NT writers to find parallels in the scriptures over against the view that 
the scriptures provided the “script” and the Jesus events were made to fit the pattern(s). I believe that 
the dynamic between the events of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection and the language and traditions 
of Jewish types or figures is more fluid and integrated in the gospels than Juel seems to allow. 

25 Other major works that deal with this topic: 1) form-critical: S. Schulz, “Markus und das 
Alte Testament, “ ZTK 58 (1961), 184-97; 2) “source-oriented” (Here I have borrowed Hatina’s 
terminology for those that are concerned with the allusions to the scriptures that form the foundation 
for understanding Mark’s presentation of Jesus): John W. Bowman, The Gospel of Mark: The 
Christian Jewish Passover Haggadah (Studia Postbiblica 8; Leiden: Brill, 1965); J. Duncan M. 
Derrett, The Making of Mark: The Scriptural Bases of the Earliest Gospel (2 vols; Shipston-on-Stour: 
P. Drinkwater, 1985); Wolfgang Roth, Hebrew Gospel: Cracking the Code of Mark (Oak Park, IL: 
Meyer-Stone Books, 1988); Dale and Patricia Miller, The Gospel of Mark as Midrash on Earlier 
Jewish and New Testament Literature (Studies in the Bible and Early Christianity 21; Lewiston, NY: 
Edwin Mellen Press, 1990); Willard M. Swartley, Israel’s Scripture Traditions and the Synoptic 
Gospels: Story Shaping Story (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1994); Rikki E. Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus 
and Mark (WUNT 2:88; Tübingen: J.C. B. Mohr, 1997); 3) redaction-critical: Ulrich W. Mauser, 
Christ in the Wilderness: The Wilderness Theme in the Second Gospel and its Basis in the Biblical 
Tradition (SBT; London: SCM Press, 1963); Hugh Anderson, “The Old Testament in Mark’s 
Gospel,” in James M. Efird (ed.), The Use of the Old Testament in the New and Other Essays: Studies 
in Honor of William Franklin Stinespring (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1972); Howard C. 
Kee, “The Function of Scriptural Quotations and Allusions in Mark 11-16,”  in E. E. Ellis and E. 
Grässer (eds.), Jesus und Paulus: Festschrift für Werner Georg Kümmel zum 70. Geburtstag 
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975): 165-88; Hans-Jörg Steichele, Der leidende Sohn 
Gottes: Eine Untersuchung einiger alttestamentlicher Motive in der Christologie des 
Markusevangeliums (Biblische Untersuchungen 14; Regensburg: Pustet, 1980), although Steichele’s 
interest in the use of the scriptures in Mark seems only to suit his larger aim of locating a theme of the 
Righteous Sufferer; Willem S. Vorster, “The Function of the Use of the Old Testament in Mark,” Neot 
14 (1981), 62-72; Moo, Old Testament; 4) combined methods: Joel Marcus, The Way of the Lord: 
Christological Exegesis of the Old Testament in the Gospel of Mark (Louisville, KY: 
Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992); Richard Schneck, Isaiah in the Gospel of Mark, I-VIII 
(Berkeley Institute  of Biblical Archaeology and Literature Dissertation Series 1; Vallejo, CA: BIBAL 
Press, 1994). 
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I have selected T. Hatina’s work on the scriptures in Mark for a survey because it is 
broader in scope than other works on this subject. This is due to his methodology, 
which has a narrative-critical emphasis while maintaining a concern for historical-
critical issues as well as redaction-critical. In addition, Hatina’s narrative emphasis is 
in line with the emphasis of this study. A. Suhl’s monograph on the scriptures in 
Mark is also surveyed below because it constitutes the only work that examines all of 
the “formal” scriptural citations in the gospel to date, and is thus a primary source to 
be reckoned with when addressing this topic.  
 
 
Thomas R. Hatina, In Search of a Context: The Function of Scripture in Mark’s  

Narrative (JSNTSup 232; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002). 
 

Hatina’s focus in this book based on his University of Bristol PhD dissertation is 
clearly stated from the beginning. It has two objectives: (a) to survey and critique 
those works that have sought to explain and examine Mark’s use of the scriptures in 
his gospel, especially focusing on the various methodologies used to undertake this 
task; and (b) to advocate a model for reading these passages that takes seriously their 
function in the entire narrative of Mark’s gospel, while still maintaining the value of 
and remaining sensitive to the historical setting of the gospel. 
 It is Hatina’s persistent call for readers to give priority to the narrative of the 
gospel, allowing it to be the primary influence and context within which the citation 
is interpreted, that distinguishes his methodology and his readings of key passages 
where Mark cites the scriptures. He laments the fact that the narrative context is often 
relegated to a subordinate status in the previous works that have addressed Mark’s 
use of the scriptures. He argues against reading pericopae in light of the external 
context (for example, historical setting or tradition history) before reading them in 
light of the surrounding narrative. His claim is that “the order of enquiry should 
begin with the latter if at all possible.”26 
 Hatina deals with a selective group of scriptural citations in Mark: (1) Exod 
23:20; Mal 3:1; and Isa 40:3 in Mark 1:2-3; (2) Isa 6:9-10 in Mark 4:12; (3) Isa 29:13 
in Mark 7:6-7; (4) Ps 118:26 in Mark 11:9; and (5) Isa 13:10; 34:4; Dan 7:13; Zech 
2:10 and Deut 30:4 in Mark 13:24-27. One might wonder why he chooses these and 

                                                 
26 Hatina, Search, 2. 
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excludes others, but his reasoning becomes clear as the book and his argument 
progresses. According to Hatina, what holds the scriptural citations and allusions in 
Mark’s gospel together is “the ideological point of view, shared by Jesus and the 
narrator, that the kingdom of God has come in and through Jesus,” a “hermeneutical 
key” to the interpretation of the narrative.27 Thus, the conflict between the Jewish 
religious authorities, who are representatives of the kingdom of Satan, and Jesus, the 
representative of the kingdom of God, drives the plot of Mark’s gospel, and his 
scriptural citations and allusions are intended to be understood within this 
framework. 
 However, contra Hatina, it is not clear that a thematic framework is necessary 
in order to understand the intention of the narrative. Is the continuity of the story 
found in a theme, or in the person of Jesus? Is it not sufficient to say that the focus of 
the narrative is on the person of Jesus, and that it is the intention of the narrative to 
elucidate exactly whom Jesus is which holds the meaning of these scriptural citations 
and allusions together? This broader focus of the narrative can then house several 
themes that contribute to the portrayal of the identity of Jesus, within which Hatina’s 
“hermeneutical key” can be found. Similarly, Hatina’s framework of the conflict 
between the kingdom of God (Jesus) and the kingdom of Satan (the Jewish religious 
authorities) does not account for some of the key scriptural passages cited or alluded 
to within the narrative (for instance, he does not attempt to explain how our passage, 
Ps 22 in Mark 15:34, fits into this schema). Hatina also sets himself up for criticism 
when he consistently argues against allowing the original context of a citation to aid 
in its interpretation in Mark’s gospel (arguing that it is external to the narrative 
within which the citation is used), except when the original context fits into his 
overall hermeneutical framework!28 
 Hatina’s focus on the narrative’s role in shaping the meaning of Mark’s 
citations and allusions has clear affinities with the focus of my study. It appears that 
Hatina’s distinction from the other works on the scriptures in Mark is a matter of 
emphasis; the narrative is given first priority and the external issues are given 

                                                 
27 Hatina, Search, 3. 
28 For example, in Hatina, Search, 238, he argues that there is a parallel drawn between the 

blindness of Israel during the time of Isaiah, and the blindness of Israel as represented by the crowd in 
Mark’s passage. He allows the context of Isaiah to interpret this passage because he states that it is 
consistent with the narrative (and because it fits with his own hermeneutical key?).   
. 
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second, which adheres with the intent of this study. His assertion that a framework 
within which to interpret the citations and allusions should be found within the 
narrative itself and not imported from other contexts (for example, Isaiah’s new 
exodus29) takes seriously the new context within which the citation is found, while 
not denying the possible influence which the original context might have on the 
interpretation of the passage.   
 
 
Alfred Suhl, Die Funktion der alttestamentlichen Zitate und Anspielungen im  

Markusevangelium (Gütersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1965). 
 
As stated above, Suhl’s book is currently the only work that examines all of the 
“formal” scriptural citations in Mark’s gospel. In it he argues that the Parousia was 
imminent for Mark and thus forms the eschatological emphasis for his work (since it 
was of importance for his implied readers). He rejects the assertion that Mark’s use 
of scriptural citations belongs in the category of promise-fulfillment (as in Matthew’s 
gospel) because salvation history is not a concern of Mark. Instead, Suhl believes 
that Mark is primarily concerned with the apocalyptic present. He even argues 
against interpreting as promise-fulfillment those texts that appear to be explicit in 
calling for this interpretive schema (such as Mark 9:12,13 and 14:49). For Suhl, the 
function of scripture in Mark is simply its presentation of Jesus as one who is in 
accordance with God’s will.   
 This interpretation of the function of the scriptures in Mark is evident in his 
brief comments upon the Markan Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34. Here Suhl 
once again reiterates his main argument that Mark’s scriptural citations do not 
represent a promise-fulfillment schema. Instead, according to Suhl, these words 
indicate that Jesus remained in harmony with God while dying.   
 Suhl has been rightly criticized for ignoring the fact that there are passages in 
Mark that indeed belong under the umbrella of promise-fulfillment.30 Although it is 
true that many of Mark’s scriptural citations are not formulaic, as in Matthew’s 
gospel, Suhl’s overbearing interpretive schema silences those that are clearly 
functioning within the category of promise-fulfillment. Suhl’s fundamental problem 

                                                 
29 E. g., Watts, New Exodus. 
30 E. g., Hatina, Search, 25-28. 
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in this regard is his simplistic definition of promise-fulfillment as a one-to-one 
correspondence between the predicted event and the occurring event. In addition, 
Suhl’s outright rejection of the existence of a Markan interest in salvation history 
might lead one to question why Mark would use the scriptures at all, since these 
references draw a line of continuity between the story of Israel and the story of Jesus. 
I would argue that Suhl’s thesis (that Mark’s use of the scriptures signifies that Jesus 
is in accordance with the will of God) implicitly affirms that, for Mark, the scriptures 
were the expression of God’s will, and it was within these scriptures that God’s will 
was manifested through his salvific acts toward his people Israel. In other words, one 
cannot draw a sharp line between Israel’s scriptures and Israel’s salvation history.   
 
(C) Psalm 22:2 in Mark31 
 
Vernon K. Robbins, “The Reversed Contextualization of Psalm 22 in the   

Markan Crucifixion: A Socio-Rhetorical Analysis,” in The Four Gospels 
1992: Festschrift Frans Neirynck (ed. F. Van Segbroeck; Leuven: Leuven 
University Press, 1992), 1161-83. 
 

Using his methodology of socio-rhetorical criticism, Robbins provides an intertextual 
study of Ps 22 in Mark’s crucifixion account. In this essay he seeks to push the 
boundaries of intertextual interpretation of the passion narrative beyond Jewish and 
Christian literature, arguing that Dio Chrysostom’s Oration 4 presents an “alternative 
to traditional interpretation of the scenes” of Mark’s passion narrative. Before 
discussing this, however, he examines Mark’s account of the crucifixion (15:1-46). 
He then underscores the parallel events of the gospel account and Dio Chrysostom’s 
account of a Persian ritual during the Sacian feast. These similarities include: (a) 
taking a condemned prisoner (Dio 4:67; Mark 15:15-16); and (b) treating him as a 
king (Dio 4:67; Mark 15:17-19); then (c) stripping and scourging him before hanging 
him (Dio 4:67; Mark 15:15, 20, 25) with his response being; (d) crying out or wailing 
(Dio 4:69; Mark 15:34).   
 Robbins then examines the rhetorical language of Ps 22 in Mark’s passion 
narrative in order to discover how Mark includes language from the psalm. He 
concludes by arguing that the allusions and citation of Ps 22 are found in the 

                                                 
31 Additional works that address this topic will be engaged in the body of this study. 
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narrative in reverse order from the psalm itself. Thus, Robbins postulates, Mark’s 
account is a subversion of the rhetoric of the psalm. He accuses those who read Mark 
15:34 as a cry that carries with it a positive meaning of imposing the rhetoric of Ps 
22 on the rhetoric of Mark’s passion narrative. The psalmist expresses hope to the 
end, while Jesus ends with an expression of abandonment. He reads Jesus’ 
expression as a question that is void of any hope for rescue.   

Robbins’ socio-rhetorical methodology provides a refreshing way of looking 
at familiar material. His emphasis on a wider range of intertextual possibilities is 
especially interesting. Since I will interact with Robbins’ work more closely in the 
latter part of my study, it will be adequate at this point simply to observe that his 
methodology raises a fundamental question about how the narrative is read in light of 
the events it narrates. This involves a consideration of the nature of the relationship 
between the events in the story of Jesus’ crucifixion as narrated in Mark and the 
events that take place in the account of the persecution of the Righteous Sufferer in 
Ps 22. For instance, do the events of the narrative of Jesus’ crucifixion lead the writer 
to see affinities between the Jesus story and Ps 22 or does Mark’s “reverse” use of Ps 
22 become primary and thus drives the narrative of the passion? Robbins’ approach 
assumes the latter, so much so that, according to his schema, the presence of the 
(supposed) reversed order of the psalm becomes the primary rubric with which to 
interpret the events of Jesus’ death. In the following study I will argue that to take the 
Markan narrative as the driving force is to guard against this type of interpretation. 
Although Robbins asserts that his interpretation gives priority to Mark’s narrative, in 
the end his focus is not on the Markan narrative of Jesus’ death, but on the subverted 
narrative of the psalmist.  

Moreover, if the issue of “mockery” is the lynchpin between these two texts, 
as Robbins’ suggests, one could ask why Mark chose this psalm, a psalm that clearly 
concludes in hope and vindication for the sufferer? And how do we know that this 
mockery is the connecting point rather than one of the other allusions to Ps 22? It 
appears that Robbins has chosen this motif because it provides a connection with the 
Dio Chrysostom passage. 

In addition, the supposed reversed order of Ps 22 in the Markan narrative is 
interrupted if one takes the centurion’s confession of 15:39 as an allusion to the 
worship of the nations in the thanksgiving section of the psalm. Again, these issues 
will be addressed in detail in the body of this study. 
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Hartmut Gese, “Psalm 22 und das Neue Testament: Der älteste Bericht vom  
Tode Jesu und die Entstehung des Herrenmahles,” in Vom Sinai zum 
Zion (BevT 64; Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1974), 180-201. 

 
Gese’s essay is a foundational work on Ps 22 and its function in the gospel passion 
narratives. In it, he searches for the significance of Ps 22:2 in its placement on the 
lips of Jesus at the moment of his death in the narratives. He begins by asserting that 
“Es ist ja von vornherein wahrscheinlich, daß das Zitat des Psalmafangs den ganzen 
Psalm meint. . . .”32 It is from this premise that he proceeds to an exegesis of the 
psalm itself, an endeavor which makes up the bulk of his work here.  
 Gese, operating with a form-critical approach, argues that Ps 22 is composed 
of an individual lamentation (Klagelied) followed by an individual thanksgiving  
(Danklied). He exegetes the psalm with a concentration on the structure of the psalm 
as a key to understanding its meaning. This is evidenced by his concern with parallel 
structures throughout the psalm, such as the doppelte Rückgriff of Ps 22:11b (“My 
God are you”) and Ps 22:12a (“Be not far”), which recalls the similar statements in 
Ps 22:2,33 and the three-fold self-description in Ps 22:15-16 paralleling the three-fold 
description of his enemies in Ps 22:18-19. True to his form-critical methodology, 
Gese is concerned with discerning which portions of the psalm are the earliest 
materials and underscoring the two genres (lament and thanksgiving) within the 
psalm.   
 Gese finds the tôdā, or the thanksgiving-sacrifice meal, the Sitz im Leben of 
the thanksgiving portion of the psalm (Ps 22:23-32). Inherent in the tôdā is the offer 
of praise to Yahweh as Rescuer in the presence of one’s community. He argues that 
the significance of the tôdā in the psalm is found in the speaker’s renewed existence 
in the community after his existence has just been threatened. According to Gese, the 
unity of Ps 22 proves that the lament is spoken in order to reconstruct the rescue in a 
cultic context, praising Yahweh for what he has done. He also sees in Ps 22 an 
apocalyptic theology, as the rescue of the individual from death brings about the in-
breaking of the basilei,a tou/ qeou/, evidenced by the conversion of the world (Ps 
22:28, 29), the resurrection of the dead (Ps 22:30), and the proclamation of the 
Heilstat of Yahweh into the future (Ps 22:31, 32). It is this in-breaking of the 

                                                 
32 Gese, “Psalm 22,” 180. 
33 Another request for God’s nearness to the speaker is again made in Ps 22:20. 
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kingdom of God that Gese believes draws the gospel writers to Ps 22 in their passion 
narratives. He argues that Ps 22 alone provides the background for the original 
crucifixion account in Mark (and that references to other psalms were added later, as 
were the other events that do not directly relate to Ps 22, i.e. the Elijah 
misunderstanding and the rending of the temple veil),  
 Wir sehen: Die älteste Darstellung des zentralen Ereignisses des Todes Jesu  

wird verborgen unter dem Schleier von Ps 22.  Damit werden wir hier nicht  
nur eine alte Interpretation des Todes Jesu vor uns haben, sondern, wie mir  
scheint, das älteste Verständnis des Golgathageschehens.34 

For Gese, the primary connection between Ps 22 and Mark’s passion narrative is the 
connection between the tôdā and the Eucharist, itself a reconstruction of the death 
and rescue of the Risen One: “Thus as often as you eat this bread and drink this cup, 
you proclaim the death of the Lord, until he comes” (1 Cor 11:26). Thus the in-
breaking of the kingdom of God that is reminiscent in Ps 22 is made a reality in the 
death (lament) and resurrection (tôdā) of Jesus Christ. The fulfillment of Ps 22 is 
carried out in the event of Jesus’ death and resurrection, and the Eucharist is a 
confession of this event, just as the tôdā was the confession of the individual’s rescue 
by Yahweh. 
 Gese’s form-critical approach necessarily leads him to omit the parts of 
Mark’s passion narrative which he regards as later traditions, and thus prohibits him 
from interpreting Ps 22 in Mark 15:34 in light of its surrounding narrative context. 
His connection of the tôdā with the Eucharist has also been roundly criticized as 
lacking sufficient evidence that the sacrament is in view in Mark’s account of Jesus’ 
death. As with others, Gese assumes that the whole context of the psalm is in view 
when the first line is cited.   
 
John H. Reumann, “Psalm 22 at the Cross: Lament and Thanksgiving for Jesus  

Christ,” Int 28 (1974): 39-58. 
 
Reumann begins his article by interpreting Ps 22 (or observing and agreeing with the 
interpretations of others). Like Caza (below), Reumann underscores the paradox of 
the cry of Ps 22:2: “ . . . the lament not only questions God’s goodness in current 
experience but also lays claim to him, thus setting up a tension which persists 

                                                 
34 Gese,”Psalm 22,” 196. 
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throughout.”35 In agreement with Gese, he sees the background of the thanksgiving 
section of the psalm as the tôdā. He then offers two possibilities for the use of Ps 22 
in Judaism. One possibility, in agreement with Gese, is that the psalm was recited in 
the tôdā ceremonies. The other is that pious Jews used the psalm when they faced 
sickness, oppression, or death. The latter might even have led to a use of the first 
verse as a proverbial saying.36 Unfortunately, Reumann merely leaves these as open 
possibilities and does not side with one or the other.   
 In his examination of Ps 22 in Mark, Reumann addresses what he refers to as 
“three levels of meaning”: (a) Mark’s interpretation in his gospel; (b) evidence of any 
earlier written or oral sources; and (c) Ps 22 in light of the historical Jesus. He argues 
that the meaning of Ps 22 in the Markan passion narrative is that “Jesus came, 
according to the will and plan of God (known from scripture), the Son of man, ‘to 
give his life a ransom for many’; suffering, in such a way as had become traditional 
in psalms of lament, obedient in sonship, and ultimately triumphant via the power of 
God. . . .”37 He then examines the Markan passion narrative from a form-critical 
standpoint, concluding that at least some of the allusions to the scriptures were 
present in the “pre-Markan account.” Where does Ps 22 come into this? He 
concludes that both the arguments for and against the historical Jesus actually 
quoting Ps 22:2 fall short, and that parts of Gese’s theory still need some work in 
order to be fully convincing. In the end, the result of Reumann’s efforts is to affirm 
that Ps 22 “came to supreme expression in Jesus” as one who lamented in his 
suffering and gave thanksgiving for God’s actions.   
 Perhaps the greatest value of Reumann’s article is that he combines a 
discussion of many of the important issues concerning Ps 22 in Mark in one place. 
He concentrates on this discussion from a form-critical standpoint, most often citing 
form-critical scholars, and thus has a singular methodological focus in this regard. It 
is unfortunate that in the process of critiquing others he rarely comes to his own 
solutions to the problem. One would be hard-pressed to find a scholar who would 
argue with his very general conclusion, that Ps 22 formed an important background 
for Mark’s understanding of Jesus’ suffering and death on the cross.   
 

                                                 
35 Reumann, “Psalm 22,” 44. 
36 Reumann, “Psalm 22,” 48, attributes this idea to his conversations with Geza Vermes. 
37 Reumann, “Psalm 22,” 52. 
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James L. Mays, “Prayer and Christology: Psalm 22 as Perspective on the  
Passion,” ThTo 42 (1985): 322-31. 

 
Mays begins by noting that Ps 22 is the primary scriptural resource from which the 
gospel writers draw their interpretations of Jesus’ passion. He joins with those who 
argue that the citation in Mark 15:34 has the whole psalm in view, underscoring its 
function as one of identification, identifying Jesus with the suffering psalmist. He 
states that Jews would often find meaning in their present situation by appealing to 
established tradition. He understands Ps 22 to be functioning this way in the passion 
narratives. Thus, his aim in this article is to view Jesus through the language and 
form of this prayer in order to bring out a clearer picture of the relation between the 
two. 
 Mays believes Ps 22 to have been composed for liturgical use, hence his 
focus on Ps 22 and the psalm in the gospel passion narratives as prayer. Thus, he 
regards it as paradigmatic, a prayer that individuals would pray in their time of 
distress. In the process of taking this psalm as their personal prayer, individuals 
would locate themselves in the company of those who likewise prayed the psalm. 
Therefore, in the gospel narratives, Jesus himself joins this company. Mays regards 
Ps 22 as the most appropriate of these psalms to be applied to Jesus because of its 
scope (suffering  vindication), intensity, and comprehensiveness.   
 Mays’ approach is a refreshing one. By taking the psalm as his starting point, 
he seeks to find thematic touch-points between it and the gospel presentations of 
Jesus in his passion. Of these touch-points, identity (of the psalmist and Jesus) is key. 
Although his approach is fundamentally different from my study, since he begins 
with the psalm and works his way toward the gospel passion narratives rather than 
beginning with the narrative itself, his insights are a useful addition to the present 
discussion. 
 
Raymond E. Brown, The Death of the Messiah—From Gethsemane to the Grave: 

A Commentary on the Passion Narratives (2 vols.; ABRL; New York: 
Doubleday, 1994). 

 
In his magisterial two-volume work on the death of Jesus, Brown covers a gamut of 
issues concerning the passion narratives of all four gospels. In his section on Jesus’ 
“Death Cry” of Mark 15:34/Matthew 27:46, Brown surveys several justifications or 
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motivations for rejecting the “surface import” that Jesus is expressing his 
forsakenness by God. Among these are: (a) a denial that this cry implies his own 
desperation, but rather the desperation on behalf of sinners or Jews; (b) an attempt to 
harmonize these words of Jesus in Mark and Matthew with Luke and John; (c) 
offering an obscure translation of the Aramaic or Hebrew (which goes against 
Mark’s own translation/interpretation in 15:34b); (d) arguing that a literal 
interpretation would result in a denial of Jesus’ divinity; and (e) believing that 
despair is a major sin, and that Jesus committed no sin. He focuses special attention 
on whether or not the general context of Ps 22 is in view in this passage. He argues 
that to incorporate the triumphant meaning of the second half of the psalm is “to take 
almost the opposite meaning of what Jesus is portrayed as saying.”38 
 Ultimately, Brown does not find any argument for reading the psalm 
contextually in Mark 15:34 persuasive, and sees the attribution of the literal feeling 
of forsakenness found in the psalm the appropriate way of reading the passage. In 
addition, he underscores the fact that the Markan passion narrative includes allusions 
to only the first portion (the lament) of Ps 22, but acknowledges the possibility that 
the gospel writers’ post-crucifixion account was influenced by the thanksgiving 
portion of the psalm (although ultimately he is not convinced by this on the grounds 
that there are no clear allusions to the second half of the psalm in the resurrection 
narrative).   
 In another section of his book, Brown discusses the role of Ps 22 in the 
passion narratives in general. He sees in Ps 22 a fitting background for Christian 
application to Jesus’ own experience of suffering, specifically in light of the parallels 
found in Qumran’s application of similar attributes and experiences to their 
Righteous Teacher in 1QH XIII, 5-19 (the speaker’s self-described suffering at the 
hands of his enemies, his assertion that God has heard his cry, his proclamation that 
God has delivered his soul).   
 Brown seems to fall into the same trap as those mentioned in the introductory 
section of this study. He assumes that the motivation for incorporating the meaning 
of the whole context of Ps 22 into Mark 15:34 must necessarily be to reject or soften 
the interpretation of the passage as one concerning the forsakenness of Jesus. 
Although this has been the trend in scholarship in the past, it must be reiterated that 
this dichotomy is not necessary, nor does it do justice to the integrity of Mark’s 

                                                 
38 Brown, Death, 1050. 
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narrative or the integrity of the psalm. With Ps 22 comes both distress at being 
forsaken and rejoicing in God’s vindication. The “literal” interpretation of the cry 
does not exclude the significance of the context of Ps 22.   
 
Tom Thatcher, “(Re)Mark(s) on the Cross,” BibInt 4 (1996): 346-61. 
 
The main focus of Thatcher’s article is to critique Raymond Brown’s interpretation 
of Ps 22 in Mark. However, since I have provided my own summary and critique of 
Brown above, I will focus here only on Thatcher’s own interpretation located in the 
latter half of his essay.   
 Using Michael Riffaterre’s semeiotics of poetry,39 Thatcher argues that, in 
order to understand the meaning of Ps 22 in Mark’s passion narrative, Ps 22 should 
be read in light of its use in Mark, rather than the “meaning” of Ps 22 being 
transferred onto the account of Jesus’ passion. This is based on his assertion that 
Christians read the scriptures christologically, i.e. against the background of the 
person of Jesus. Thus, Thatcher deems it inappropriate to interpret Ps 22 before 
examining how the gospel writers used it to illuminate the passion of Jesus.   
 Thatcher notes the differences between Mark’s allusions to the psalm and the 
events of the psalm itself. He points out that the overlapping events of the psalm and 
of the passion narrative are not in the same order, and that those events are taken 
from the lament portion of the psalm. This leads him to conclude that there is no 
positive element in Mark’s use of Ps 22; that this is an account of the despair of Jesus 
and has no hint of vindication narrated at the end of the psalm. He also observes that, 
although all of the events recounted in the psalm are situated with reference to the 
cry in the first verse, in Mark all events are situated around the crucifixion. He 
regards this as the key indication that “Mark is reading the psalm through the Jesus 
story, rather than the Jesus story through the psalm.”40 
 Thatcher’s work is helpful. However, it must be remembered that the early 
Christians were already familiar with the scriptures and had a long history of 
interpretation of them before Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection. It seems unlikely, 
and even impossible, that they would have been able to (or would want to, for that 

                                                 
39 Michael Riffaterre, Text Production (trans. Terese Lyons; New York: Columbia University 

Press, 1983). 
40 Thatcher, “(Re)Mark(s),” 360. 
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matter!) throw out all previous understanding of the scriptures and read it completely 
anew while wearing their “Jesus lenses.” Thus, the issue of intertextuality seems 
much more complicated than Thatcher makes it out to be. It is more likely that both 
the Jesus event and the scriptures were regarded in some sense as mutually 
interpretive. Therefore, an interpretation of Ps 22 can bring things to the text of 
Mark, just as Mark’s presentation of Jesus can brings things to the text of the psalm. 
 
Lorraine Caza, Mon Dieu, pourquoi m’as-tu abandonné? (Recherches Nouvelle  

Série 24; Montréal: Bellarmin, 1989). 
 

Caza argues that there is not sufficient evidence to show that citing the first line of a 
psalm or passage to invoke the whole context of that passage was a practice that was 
used in first-century literature or would even be recognized if it was practiced. In 
support of this, she points to Luke’s passion narrative, where he substitutes the 
citation of Ps 22:2 with an allusion to Ps 31 (and from the middle, no less!). In a 
different tactic, she appeals to the multiple allusions to the opponents of the sufferer 
throughout Mark’s passion narrative as the indication that the whole of Ps 22 is in 
view here. She finds a clear parallel between la presentation des ennemis in Ps 22:7-
9 and 13-19 and the opponents of Jesus in Mk 15:29-32 and 36.   

Jesus is to be seen as one who is in solidarity with the persecuted of Israel,    
i. e., all those who might have spoken this lamentation individually during their times 
of distress. She argues that, while being a cry of distress towards God, it also 
poignantly signifies a confidence in God and already indicates the salvation that 
awaits him and the community. Caza recognizes that this salvation is hard to 
comprehend in this singular cry of distress, but likens it to the seemingly antithetical 
images of abandonment in Ps 22:2 and the irruption of the basilei,a tou/ qeou/ in Ps 
22:28-32, and sees the counterpart to the cry of Jesus as the centurion’s confession in 
Mark 15:39. She sees in Jesus’ cry in Mark 15:34 the actual launching of the 
kingdom of God.   

Along with Gese, she sees an integration of the picture of the death of Jesus 
with praise and blessing in the context of a communion meal, which is conveyed in 
Mark 14:22-25, where Jesus blesses the bread and the cup which represents his death 
for the sake of the community.   

Although Caza’s work is a massive volume of information, she focuses only 
on the Markan passion narrative and does not address how the entire narrative might 
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help in illuminating Mark 15:34 and its immediate context. In fact, she delves into 
the rest of the gospel only to examine Mark’s presentation of Jesus’ opponents, 
which she believes is the central motivation for reading the whole context of Ps 22 
into the passion narrative.   

 
A. E. Schwemer, “Jesu letze Worte am Kreuz (Mk 15, 34; Lk 23, 46; Joh 19,  

28ff),” TBei 29 (1998): 5-29. 
 
Schwemer’s main focus in the Mark section of this article is to discover whether the 
Ps 22 citation in Mark 15:34 is part of the “historical kernel” underlying Mark’s 
passion narrative. She begins by discussing the Legendenmotiven found in Mark and 
especially in the passion account: the tearing of the sky and temple veil, and “the 
conversion of the executioner” (Bekehrung des Henkers). She then moves to the 
main issue: the Sterbegebet of Jesus. 
 Of primary concern to Schwemer is the language of Jesus’ cry on the cross. 
She argues that the phrase elwi elwi lema sabacqani is derived from the 
Aramaic Targum of the Psalms. Thus, she argues that Mark places in the mouth of 
Jesus correct Judean Aramaic. She also believes the Greek translation to be derived 
from the Aramaic and not the LXX version of the psalm, as most scholars hold. This 
is due to the absence of the additional phrases in the LXX (pro,scej moi and  makra.n 
avpo. th/j swthri,aj mou oi` lo,goi tw/n paraptwma,twn mou). According to Schwemer, 
an interpretation of Jesus’ cry as indicating confidence or triumph rather than 
complaint is an artificial one. However, she does hold that the entire psalm was 
“before the eyes” of the Evangelist, as it begins with the invocation to God as King 
and ends with his universal recognition as such. She concludes by asserting that 
Mark 15:34 is indeed part of the earliest tradition in Mark’s gospel.   

Due to her redaction-critical methodology, which guides her concern for 
finding the “historical kernel” within the Markan passion narrative, the majority of 
Schwemer’s study serves an entirely different purpose than will the current study. 
The reference to the whole of Mark’s narrative as a guide to understanding how his 
first-century readers would have read Mark 15:34 will set my work in a 
fundamentally different direction. However, the portion of Schwemer’s work that 
deals with the language of the Ps 22 citation and Mark’s translation of it is helpful 
and will be addressed in the appropriate section of this study.   
 



   31

Mark G. V. Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21) and the Crucifixion of Jesus” (Ph.D. 
diss., Yale University, 1996). 

 
In his quest to understand how early Christians found in Ps 22 meaning for Jesus’ 
crucifixion, Hoffman exegetes Ps 22 and discusses the various pre-Christian, 
rabbinic and early Church fathers interpretations of Ps 22. He examines the portions 
of Ps 22 that link it to several traditions about a son of God, a righteous person, a 
servant of the Lord, an heir of David, and a prophet in order to see how this psalm 
could have been linked to Jesus’ death as Messiah. 
 On the basis of  makra.n avpo. th/j swthri,aj mou oi` lo,goi tw/n paraptwma,twn 

mou (“my trespasses”) in the LXX version of Ps 22:2, Hoffman argues that Ps 22 was 
not necessarily understood as a psalm about a righteous man, and therefore argues 
against labeling this person (or Jesus) a “Righteous Sufferer.” He also maintains that 
Ps 22 was not regarded in the pre-Christian era as a messianic text. Rather, it was the 
parallel potential readings of Ps 22 with the events of Jesus’ death that lead the 
gospel authors to regard Ps 22 as a meaningful source for understanding the passion 
of Jesus. 
 Hoffman also discusses the pre-Christian history of interpretation of Ps 22:2. 
He notes that only one other time is God said to have abandoned someone (2 Chr 
32:31); most of the language of abandonment (evgkatalei,pw, bz:[') states that God did 
not abandon a person or people. The threat of abandonment by God was in response 
to a person’s sin. Thus, early Christian interpreters struggled to understand how this 
threat could be attributed to the righteous Jesus.  
 As most of his work refers to Ps 22 itself, Hoffman’s study devotes a 
relatively small space to the issue of Ps 22 in the NT, and even less to Mark’s gospel. 
Yet, Hoffman’s work in Ps 22 and its theological interpretation is quite helpful in 
setting the groundwork for an understanding of its use in Mark. Especially relevant 
for this study will be the issue of whether or not the use of Ps 22 in Mark would have 
led his first-century readers to identify Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer. This is 
contingent on whether they understood Ps 22 to be speaking of a righteous figure.   
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Frederick W. Danker, “The Demonic Secret in Mark: A Reexamination of the 
Cry of Dereliction (15 34),” ZNW 61 (1970): 48-69. 

 
In an effort to understand the meaning of Jesus’ cry from the cross in Mark 15:34, 
and also its relationship to the “loud cry” recorded at Jesus’ last breath in Mark 
15:37, Danker develops the rather creative argument that the explanation for such 
cries can be attributed to the Markan Jesus being demon-possessed. To substantiate 
this claim, Danker strives to show a link between the temptation of Jesus (Mark 
1:13), where he is initially possessed, and the end of the crucifixion scene (Mark 
15:34, 37), where Jesus’ words and actions are meant to indicate his self-exorcism of 
the demon, at the cost of his life. In the course of his argument, he sees such 
elements of the narrative as the charge of blasphemy in Mark 14:64 (which is meant 
to be understood as a charge of demonic influence) and the darkness which precedes 
the climax of Jesus’ death in Mark 15:33 (a sign of active demonic forces at work) as 
evidence which indicates Jesus’ demon-possession. According to Danker, there is 
Markan irony to be found in the fact that Jesus is presented as one who struggles 
with and ultimately overcomes demonic influence, while those who oppose him 
(such as the High Priest and the passers-by at the cross) are portrayed as in league 
with demons.  
 Although Danker’s article makes for interesting reading, his assertions 
receive no real support from Mark’s narrative. Despite Danker’s claims, the Markan 
Jesus is never presented as one who is possessed or controlled by a demon (see Mark 
3:20-30). In fact, Mark’s brevity on the subject of Jesus’ temptation in the wilderness 
might suggest just the opposite—that the episode was dealt with by Jesus without 
much incident. The mention of the angels at the end of the verse also indicates that 
Jesus overcame the temptation, not that he succumbed to it. An additional blow to 
Danker’s argument is the fact that he fails to account for the provenance of Jesus’ cry 
from the cross in Mark 15:34. He ignores the fact that the cry is a citation from Ps 
22, and prefers to read it as an indication that Jesus is struggling with Satan to the 
very end. Finally, the lack of any indication or reference to demonic possession in 
Mark’s passion-resurrection narrative deals a fatal blow to Danker’s thesis. 
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The Contributions of this Study and Its Approach:  
 Especially lacking from the works listed above is a reading of Mark 15:34 

that takes seriously its function in the whole narrative of the gospel (most readings 
are limited to the passion narrative alone), specifically in its portrayal of the person 
and work of Jesus. There is a need for an examination of the function of this passage 
in light of the narrative within which it is placed, for any clue to meaning examined 
in isolation from its context ceases to be information, but is merely data.41  It is 
possible that some of the theological difficulties that have stemmed from 
interpretations of this passage will be overcome when this examination takes place. 
That this study is from a narrative-critical perspective, then, means that the entire 
narrative of Mark’s gospel will be considered when interpreting the focal passage, 
Mark 15:34. This is in contrast to other studies that have considered either the 
passage itself in isolation from its context, or the passage only in light of the passion 
narrative proper.   

At the heart of this study is the desire to see the text “through the eyes,” and 
to hear the text “with the ears” of the first-century reader in order to understand more 
fully how the relationship between Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection and the 
sufferings and vindication of the lamenter in Ps 22 was perceived. Moreover, there is 
currently no work on this passage that seeks to examine it primarily from the 
perspective of the gospel’s first-century readers, the implied readers of Mark’s 
gospel. This is clearly a difficult task to undertake, as we do not now have access to 
the interpretations of Mark’s original target audience. Thus, a focus on the socio-
cultural milieu of Mark’s gospel with reference to various issues related to our 
passage and its presentation of Jesus (Chapter 5 of this study) may indicate how 
Mark’s implied readers would most likely have read and interpreted his use of Ps 22 
in that presentation. Also, an examination of how the writers of the other synoptic 
gospels adopted and adapted Mark’s narrative will be undertaken at the end of this 
study, as they are our only tangible first-century readers of the gospel. These 
strategies, along with a treatment of Mark’s gospel which is sensitive to the clues and 
connections that may indicate the intended effect upon the original audience, can 
help to paint a general portrait of Mark’s implied readers and their probable 

                                                 
41 I credit Margaret Barker, “Resurrection: Reflections on a New Approach,” in Resurrection 

(eds. S. Porter, M. Hayes, and D. Tombs; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 99, for this 
helpful distinction. 
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interpretations of the narrative and especially the focal passage of this study, Mark 
15:34. 

It must be stated at the outset that I am not using the term “implied reader” in 
the manner normally used in literary studies, i. e., a more abstract concept of a reader 
that is projected by the narrative and not one that necessarily corresponds to a “real” 
or historical reader.42 Although the implied reader of this study is understood as the 
reader projected by the narrative, I also envision that reader as one that corresponds 
in some sense to a historical community of readers and hearers (more will be said 
about this below). In other words, Mark is writing his gospel for a specific group 
whom he thought would be his readers. 

What can be said about Mark’s implied readers more generally from the 
outset can help to explain the relationship between the text, its readers, and its 
audience. The terms “readers” and “audience” are distinguished by the varying 
reading and interpretive competencies that might be expected of each, given the 
historical evidence of how texts were read in early Christian communities during the 
first century C.E. The vast majority of scholars agree that most early Christians were 
relatively illiterate, and thus were not technically “readers,” but were rather “hearers” 
of the gospels.43 Those who were literate read the gospels out loud in the context of 
worship, and it is likely that these readings were accompanied by questions and 
discussion from the audience.44 In this study the term “audience” will be used only 
when talking about the general Christian community (including those who could not 
read), while “reader” will refer specifically to individuals who might have read the 
text to the audience and who would have had the competencies to understand and 
explain it to them. The vast majority of references to the recipients of Mark’s gospel 
in this study will employ the term (implied) “reader,” with the understanding that his 
interpretation/explanation of the passage would then be disseminated to the larger 

                                                 
42 See Wolfgang Iser, The Implied Reader: Patterns of Communication in Prose Fiction from 

Bunyan to Beckett (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974), especially xi-xiv, and 274-94. 
43 E. g., Martin Hengel, “Eye-Witness Memory and the Writing of the Gospels,” in The 

Written Gospel (eds. M. Bockmuehl and D. Hagner; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 
92; Richard A. Burridge, “Who Writes, Why, and for Whom?,” in The Written Gospel (eds. M. 
Bockmuehl and D. Hagner; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 99-100; Harry Y. 
Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early Christian Texts (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1995), 5, 141, and 203-41. 

44 Hengel, “Eye-Witness,” 92. He cites 1 Cor 14:29-35 and Acts 19:9 as evidence for this 
practice in the earliest Christian communities. 
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Markan audience. I will only refer to Mark’s (implied) “audience,” then, when 
distinguishing it from the implied reader.  

The distinction between the implied reader of the text and the implied 
audience of the text is extremely important for the purposes of this study. It means 
that the level of competency for which I am arguing (in interpreting Mark’s use of Ps 
22 in Mark 15:34) has only to be located in the implied reader, not in the average 
first-century Christian.45 Once again, given the context of the reading of the gospels 
in the first century (worship) and the evidence within Mark itself (13:14), it is likely 
that these readers not only read the text, but provided interpretation and explanation 
for the audience as well.46 In this case, it is not at all out of the question to argue that 
Mark’s implied readers would have read and understood his use of Ps 22 and 
especially his citation of Ps 22:2 contextually, an ability which would require 
significant interpretive competency and knowledge of the scriptural passage itself—
an ability which the average first-century Christian might not have possessed.47  

The primary aim of this study is to answer the following questions:  

(1) Is the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 contextual, and if so, how was this  
indicated to first-century readers in the narrative of his gospel? 

                                                 
45 Against Mary Ann Beavis, Mark’s Audience: The Literary and Social Setting of Mark 

4.11-12 (JSNTSup 33; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), who argues that the Markan 
audience was predominantly scholastic and that the author was a missionary-teacher who taught other 
missionaries. Although for different reasons (his concern is to locate the Markan community in a rural 
village setting), I am more inclined to agree with R. L. Rohrbaugh, “The Social Location of the 
Markan Audience,” Int 47 (1993): 380-95, who argues that the competencies of the audience do not 
have to match those of the author of the gospel himself: “. . . it is enough to assert that it is not 
necessary that the social level of the audience match that of the author, especially since Mark’s Gospel 
was almost certainly written to be read aloud or recited from memory. There is no doubt that a few 
literate people, such as Beavis envisages, were in Mark’s audience; and it is likely that one of them 
read his Gospel aloud for nonliterates” (382). I argue that the same could be said with regard to the 
implied reader and the audience. 

46 Gamble, Books and Readers, 141. 
47 This study will not be concerned with the exact geographical location of the Markan 

community. See Brian J. Incigneri, The Gospel to the Romans: The Setting and Rhetoric of Mark’s 
Gospel (Biblical Interpretation Series 65; Leiden: Brill, 2003); and Martin Hengel, Studies in the 
Gospel of Mark (trans. J. Bowden; London: SCM Press LTD., 1985), 1-30; for the argument that 
Mark’s community was located in Rome. See Howard C. Kee, Community of the New Age: Studies in 
Mark’s Gospel (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 102-105; and Gerd Theissen, The Gospels in 
Context: Social and Political History in the Synoptic Tradition (trans. L. Maloney; Edinburgh: T & T 
Clark, 1992), 236-49; for locations in Syria/Palestine. 
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(2) How does the context of Ps 22 shape the meaning of Mark 15:34, the 
portrayal of Jesus’ death in Mark’s gospel, and the readers’ understanding of 
the person of Jesus? 
 

In order to answer these questions adequately, this study will appeal to two general 
categories of evidence in support of its thesis: extratextual evidence and intratextual 
evidence. Extratextual evidence refers to the types of evidence outside of the gospel 
of Mark that might help us to determine how Mark’s first-century readers would 
have understood Mark 15:34. This will include an investigation of the presence of 
the motif of the Righteous Sufferer around the time of Mark’s gospel, an 
examination of how the psalms (in general) and Ps 22 (specifically) were used both 
liturgically and textually both before, during, and after the first century C.E., and an 
exploration of how Matthew and Luke have interpreted and/or incorporated Mark’s 
use of Ps 22 and the accompanying Righteous Sufferer language (i.e. regarding 
Matthew and Luke as our only “tangible” first-century readers). Intratextual evidence 
will consist of a study of the importance of resurrection in the Markan narrative, an 
examination of a selection of scriptural explicit citations and allusions in Mark (with 
a view toward discerning whether or not the original context of the citation or 
allusion is consistent with, or illuminates, its new context within the narrative), the 
motif of the Righteous Sufferer in Mark’s gospel, and an exegesis of Ps 22 in Mark’s 
passion-resurrection narrative.   

The composition of this study will be comprised of the presentation of  
several independent strands of evidence that support the argument that Mark’s first-
century implied readers would have interpreted the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 
in light of the entire psalm (contextually), and that Mark’s narrative is designed in 
such a way as to guide them in this interpretation. The advantage of this strategy is 
two-fold. Since no one argument depends upon another, (1) a foundational 
relationship between each argument is not necessary, i. e., one argument does not 
build upon another, but instead maintains its relevance individually insofar as it 
contributes toward the thesis above; and therefore (2) the reader can disagree with 
any one strand of the evidence considered and still be convinced by the overall 
argument. For example, the reader of this study might not be convinced that Jesus is 
presented as a Righteous Sufferer figure in Mark’s gospel (Chapter 6), yet may be 
convinced of the larger thesis based on other arguments presented, such as the 
contextual use of the scriptures throughout Mark’s narrative (Chapter 4). These 
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individual strands of evidence stand alone and thus contribute to the web of 
argumentation that is constructed throughout this study in support of a contextual 
reading of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34. 

 
The Trajectory of this Study 
After a methodological discussion of intertextuality in Chapter 2, each strand of 
evidence will be presented in the following order. In Chapter 3, the importance of 
the resurrection in Mark’s narrative will be highlighted, as a counterbalance to the 
predominant view that Mark is concerned only with Jesus’ suffering and death. This 
is presented as a support for the thesis as it shows that the element of vindication at 
the end of Ps 22 is not at odds with the Markan interest in Jesus’ vindication via 
resurrection, but indeed complements his (Mark) own narrative emphases. In 
Chapter 4 I will examine Mark’s use of the scriptures in general, with a view toward 
whether he most often cites or alludes to these texts atomistically or contextually. If 
it can be shown that Mark often cites or alludes to scripture contextually, then there 
is a more firm basis for arguing that he does so in Mark 15:34. In Chapter 5 the 
focus will shift to issues outside of the gospel of Mark such as the presence of the 
motif of the Righteous Sufferer during the first century C.E. and the liturgical and 
textual use of the psalms (and Ps 22 specifically). If it can be shown that similar 
interpretations of Ps 22 and applications of the Righteous Sufferer motif were “in the 
air” of Mark’s socio-cultural milieu, then it increases the likelihood that Mark made 
use of these in his own narrative and that his implied readers would have recognized 
and interpreted it accordingly. Chapter 6 will examine the Markan narrative to see if 
Jesus is indeed presented as a Righteous Sufferer figure, and whether or not Mark’s 
use of Ps 22 is pressed into the service of this motif. A detailed exegesis of Mark’s 
use of Ps 22 and especially the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 will be the subject 
of discussion in Chapter 7. After a brief reiteration of the evidence in Chapter 8, 
my thesis will then be put to the test. In Chapter 9 I will treat Matthew and Luke as 
our earliest tangible first-century readers, studying their own passion-resurrection 
narratives for evidence of how they both adopted and adapted Mark’s own use of Ps 
22 and the Righteous Sufferer motif. The goal of this exercise is to see if Mark’s 
earliest implied readers may indeed have interpreted his citation and allusions to Ps 
22 contextually, i.e., whether they were likely to have picked up on the clues in his 
gospel which I have argued are indications that the whole psalm is in view in the 
citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34. 
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 Assumptions and Limitations of this Study 
1. The priority of Mark will be assumed. 

2. In keeping with a narrative-critical methodology, this study will avoid 
making comparisons between Mark and the other works of the NT, being 
concerned primarily with how Mark constructs his Jesus story, irrespective of 
how the other gospel writers agree or differ.  One noticeable exception from 
this rule will entail an examination of how Matthew and Luke adopted and 
adapted Mark’s use of Ps 22 as our clearest example of early Christian 
readers. However, the results of this investigation will be considered support 
for the evidence previously presented and not as further primary evidence 
which should effect one’s interpretation of Mark 15:34.  

3. Also consistent with narrative criticism, this work will not be engaged with 
the reconstruction of the “original” text of the Gospel of Mark, but will 
address the form of the text found in NA27.  Text critical issues will be dealt 
with as needed on a case-by-case basis. 

4. Historical Jesus matters will not be addressed in this study.48  

5. “Mark” is used to refer to the author of the second gospel, and does not imply 
anything about his identity.  

6. Along with the majority of Markan scholars, this study will assume that Mark 
did indeed have a “community” to which he wrote.  This does not, however, 
imply that his gospel was written for or read exclusively by his community.  
This study does not intend to present a comprehensive portrait of this Markan 
community, but rather to understand how this community would have read 
and understood Mark 15:34.  All descriptions of these readers and their 
audience will aim toward this goal.   

                                                 
48 Although it may be claimed that, if the historical Jesus uttered only the first verse of the 

psalm, then, (a) this would necessarily indicate only despair on his part; and (b) this would thus be an 
issue that must be addressed in this study (as it could be detrimental to my thesis), I do not think a 
discussion of the historical Jesus and Mark 15:34 is required for the following reasons: (1) questions 
concerning the historical Jesus would not be consistent with the methodology used in this study, 
which is narrative-critical and not purely historical-critical (although some historical questions will be 
asked); (2) the focus of this study is on how Mark intends the citation to be understood, not the 
historical Jesus; (3) there is no way to determine if the historical Jesus actually uttered this citation; 
(4) even if Jesus uttered only the first verse of the psalm, it does not necessarily indicate only despair. 
If Mark could cite this verse contextually, so could the historical Jesus!  
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7. In order to be consistent with first-century Jewish and Christian practice, the 
deity will be referred to by default in the masculine.  Similarly, the author of 
Mark will be referred to in the masculine, since it is overwhelmingly agreed 
that, in the first-century Greco-Roman culture, only males received adequate 
training in composition. 

8. Joining the consensus of Markan scholarship, I regard the authentic ending of 
Mark to be located at Mark 16:8. 
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Chapter 2 

Intertextuality, Citation, and Allusion 

 

 As indicated from the introductory chapter, the term “intertextuality” will be 
used throughout this study to describe the relationship between the citation and 
allusions to Ps 22 and Mark’s narrative. To speak of Ps 22 as an “intertext” of Mark 
means that the author of the gospel has incorporated at least some aspects of the 
psalm into his own narrative, adopting and adapting these allusions and citation to 
suit his own purposes.  

Before turning our attention to how Mark uses Ps 22 as one of his intertexts, 
we must first address the more theoretical issue of intertextuality within literary 
criticism, and then ask whether intertextuality is an appropriate and relevant category 
within biblical studies in general, as this has been recently disputed by some 
scholars. This will lead to a discussion of two specific categories within 
intertextuality: citation and allusion. I will end this introductory chapter by 
presenting my own criteria for determining scriptural allusions. 

 

Intertextuality in Literary Criticism and Biblical Studies 

The term “intertextuality” has generated a lively discussion within both 
literary criticism and biblical studies. Coined in the French intellectual scene of the 
1960s by Julia Kristeva, much of the dialogue has centered on the meaning of the 
term, the role of the author, the reader, and the texts themselves, and the influence of 
texts on each other.49 “Intertextuality” has become such a fluid term since the time of 
its conception that one is hard-pressed to find even two identical definitions. This is 
most evident when one examines how the term is used differently in other 
disciplines, but this is true even within literary criticism. M. Orr, a scholar of French 
literature, bemoans the fact that for most novices and scholars alike (of intertextuality 
in literary criticism), the “intertextuality” of Barthes, Riffaterre, and Genette passes 
for the original Kristevan appropriation of the term, when in fact their respective 

                                                 
49 Julia Kristeva, Séméiotiké: recherches pour une sémanalyse (Paris: Points, 1969).  The 

other “founding fathers” of intertextuality include: Roland Barthes, Michael Riffaterre, and Gérard 
Genette. 
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“intertextualities” are really quite their own versions.50 In other words, Kristeva’s 
intertextuality is rarely read on its own terms.   

 Part of the confusion may stem from the fact that, although it was Kristeva 
who first coined the term, it was Roland Barthes who first provided an expanded 
definition of it within the entry on “Texte (théorie du)” in the Encyclopédie 
universalis in 1973.51 Despite the fact that he traverses away from Kristeva’s 
“intertextuality” in his other writings, Orr points out that in this definition Barthes 
remains quite faithful to the Kristevan intertextuality of Séméiotiké. Below is the 
section most relevant for the purposes of this study: 

The text deconstructs the language of communication, representation or 
expression . . . and reconstructs another language. . . . Every text is an 
intertext; other texts are present within it to varying degrees and in more or 
less recognizable forms. . . . Every text is a new tissue of recycled citations. . . 
The intertext is a field of anonymous formulae whose origin is rarely 
recoverable, of unconscious or automatic citations without speech marks.52 

Other definitions and nuances of intertextuality abound in current literary studies. 
For T. Schaub, the term is to be understood apart from “allusion,” as primarily 
historical, cultural, and unintentional (whereas allusions are ahistorical, not 
necessarily culture-specific, and intentional).53 According to J. Culler, intertextuality 
is “not the investigation of sources and influences as traditionally conceived; it casts 
its net wider to include anonymous discursive practices, codes whose origins are lost, 
that make possible the signifying practices of later texts.”54 For Culler the function of 
intertextuality is two-fold: (1) to call attention to the importance of antecedent texts 
in order to reemphasize the nonexistence of autonomous texts; and (2) to remind the 
reader that those prior texts are rooted and participate in discourse with a specific 
culture. S. Hinds struggles with an attempt to understand a more balanced 
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intertextual relationship between the agency of the author and reader, rather than 
privileging one over the other.55 
 Even within literary studies the concept of intertextuality has morphed into 
influence studies (Bloom) and an emphasis on allusions (Schaub, Hinds, 
Hollander).56 Given this diversity, it should come as no surprise that the term has 
come to mean something quite distinct and specific within biblical studies. Within 
NT studies, intertextuality has come to refer generally to the use of the scriptures by 
NT writers, whether explicitly (citation) or implicitly (allusion, echo). 

 In the introductory essay of his edited volume on the use of the scriptures in 
the NT, S. Moyise credits two works for bringing the concept of intertextuality to 
biblical studies: S. Draisma’s Intertextuality in Biblical Writings and Richard Hays’ 
Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul.57 In Draisma’s volume, W. Vorster’s 
focus is on highlighting what he believes intertextuality brings to the discipline that 
redaction history does not.58 Hays’ examination of some of the “echoes” of the 
scriptures in Paul’s writings relies on Hollander’s study of echoes, which focuses less 
on the design of the author to allude to things, but rather on the effects “produced for 
those who have ears to hear.”59 In their essay on the use of the scriptures by NT 
writers, Hays and J. Green adopt M. Foucault’s concept of intertextuality which sees 
every text as being part of a large “network” of texts, consisting of and participating 
in the interplay with those other texts.60 In the specific case of the NT use of the 
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scriptures, the various allusions within a text bring its hearers into “a kind of echo 
chamber so as to hear in the current text reverberations of other texts.”61  

There are, however, at least two dissenting voices within biblical studies 
which contest the wholesale appropriation of the term to the specific issue of the NT 
writers’ use of the scriptures, although the conclusions each reaches are quite 
different.   

Perhaps the most ardent rejection of the appropriateness of the term for 
biblical studies comes from T. Hatina. He argues that, given the poststructuralist 
context from which “intertextuality” originated, it is an inappropriate term for the 
enterprise to which it is applied in biblical studies, specifically that of historical-
criticism.62 He offers three problematic characteristics of intertextuality which 
historical critics have failed to recognize in their appropriation of the term to the NT: 
(1) the ideological context from which the term arose (poststructuralist); (2) the 
concept of “text” within this context; and (3) the distinction between “influence” and 
intertextuality. Concerning the first characteristic, Hatina argues that the 
ideological/political agenda of Kristeva (to gain control over texts in an attempt to 
subvert the bourgeois class by empowering the reader to resist literary and social 
tradition) is inherent within the concept of intertextuality itself, as is its relationship 
to deconstruction. This ideology is fully incompatible with historical-critical 
enterprises in biblical studies. His argument is worth quoting at length: 

Intertextuality supplants traditional models of influence which have been 
basic to the humanistic tradition of learning. It radically transforms the 
premises upon which literature had been studied and conceptualized. The 
major premises which are discarded include: (1) the potential of language to 
create stable meaning; (2) the existence of meaning within established forms; 
(3) the artist’s control of meaning; (4) a work’s closure and (5) the ancillary 
activity of criticism as separate from literature. . . . Since historical critics fall 
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within the traditional model of learning, their appropriation of 
‘intertextuality’ clearly differs on every point. Ironically, the appropriation of 
the term ‘intertextuality’ by historical critics violates one of the major tenets 
of historical criticism, namely a sensitivity to context. In this case, the context 
is the political and ideological framework that gave intertextuality its 
distinctive meaning.63 

In other words, historical critics who adopt this term are ignoring the very context 
from which “intertextuality” emerged!   

Hatina also argues that the open-endedness of a text (according to 
poststructuralist intertextuality) is fundamentally contrary to the enterprise of 
historical-criticism, because one cannot “decode” texts. In addition, there is no room 
for regarding the text as made up of cause and effect structures. Thirdly, the focus on 
the reader and the reader’s own intertext is antithetical to historical-criticism’s focus 
on the author and the written text. However, Hatina does see in this last point a 
redeemable feature for historical-criticism: even if it is limited only to self-analysis, 
the discipline needs to be aware of the fact that a reader does bring a plurality of texts 
to his/her interpretation of a text.64 

Hatina also calls for recognition among historical-critical scholars of the 
difference between intertextuality and influence. He regards the “intertextuality” of 
historical-criticism to be synonymous with source-influence studies, and therefore 
regards the name “intertextuality” to bring, in essence, nothing new to the discipline 
except confusion.65 Toward the end of his essay, Hatina softens his critique by 
acknowledging that there are some literary critics who seem to be aware of this 
problem and seek to claim the term “intertextuality” for themselves and to subvert 
the ideological influence of the term from which it originated.66 Thus, he states that if 
historical critics want to use this term, they should enter into this recent discussion, 
or at least become familiar with it. 

In the introductory article to the volume of Semeia devoted entirely to the 
subject of intertextuality, G. Aichele and G. A. Phillips argue that the term can be 
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redeemed for the discipline if it ceases to be used as a restrictive device for 
understanding authorial intent and literary influence.67 Instead, they regard the 
advantage of intertextuality in biblical studies in its being a way of “opening up 
cultural and ethical issues.”68 So, for them, intertextuality is primarily a cultural and 
ethical matter, as the culture and ethics of the NT world clash with the culture and 
ethics of the contemporary reader’s world. Therefore, intertextuality has to do with 
the biblical text and the world of the reader, as opposed to the traditional 
understanding of intertextuality as dealing with the scriptures and extra-canonical 
world/text and the NT world/text.   

Intertextuality also provides a way for the reader to detect the ideological 
agenda of the writer, and encourages a “rethinking of the privileged notions of 
authorial consciousness and intentionality.”69 Thus, by deleting the distinctions 
between “inside” and “outside” the text, intertextuality challenges the common 
notions of exegesis and eisegesis, rendering interpretation subjective and dependent 
upon the ideologies and cultural/social background of the reader/interpreter.70 
Aichele and Phillips’ “intertextuality,” then, serves a reader-oriented interpretation 
rather than an author-oriented or even text-oriented reading of the text. 

Given the arguments above, is “intertextuality” indeed an appropriate term to 
be used in describing the relationship between the scriptures and the NT? Once 
intertextuality is removed from its poststructuralist context, does it have any 
meaning? Does it contribute to the discussion of the use of the scriptures in the NT, 
or is it merely superfluous? I believe that the term can be salvaged for use in this 
context. Several responses can be made to the above protestations. 

 Although the term “intertextuality” did indeed originate in a poststructuralist 
context, one whose ideology is in many ways antithetical to the enterprise of biblical 
studies, its definition and application has not strictly adhered to its Kristevan use. 
Orr’s work on the subject is helpful in this regard, as it shows that even within a 
poststructuralist context the term has been used in a variety of ways to mean a variety 
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of things. Thus, even in literary criticism, intertextuality is a fluid concept, and one 
that is adapted and nuanced according to the new context in which it is used. An 
interest in the role of the author, for instance, is not absent even in the discipline of 
literary studies.71 If there is such diversity in the application and appropriation of the 
term within its immediate family, one should not be quick to condemn another 
variant as it appears in a separate discipline such as biblical studies. 

 Moyise has offered a nuanced definition of intertextuality precisely to avoid 
these poststructuralist connotations when appropriating it for the study of the 
relationship between the scriptures and the NT. This involves three subcategories of 
the term.72 Intertextual echo tries to show that an allusion can be more important than 
its appearance suggests. Dialogical intertextuality refers to the interaction between 
two texts that seems to go both ways.73 Postmodern intertextuality asserts that there 
is never only one way to read a text, and this type of intertextuality aims to show the 
price that is paid for each meaning that is selected. It is this poststructuralist version 
with which the intertextuality of biblical studies has the least in common. Moyise’s 
categories underscore the existence of a variety of definitions of intertextuality, and 
help to distinguish the intertextuality which concerns the relationship between the 
scriptures and the NT from other types.   

 Does the open-endedness and infiniteness of a text (according to the classic 
poststructuralist definition of intertextuality) make it inimical to the historical-critical 
enterprise in biblical studies, which seeks to “decode” the text? Perhaps. Increasingly 
in biblical studies, however, those who embrace the concept of intertextuality are not 
primarily concerned with historical-critical issues, per se, but are rather concerned 
with either a narrative-critical approach, or a reader-centered approach to the text.74 
In this case, meaning is not restricted to intention behind the text, but is rather found 
within (narrative) or in front of (reader-response) the text. In response to Aichele and 
Phillip’s criticism of using the term to refer to the use of the scriptures in the NT, I 
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would argue that a narrative-critical methodology does indeed leave room for 
“intertextuality” to be used in this way, and also leaves open the possibility for the 
two cultural “worlds” of the text and the contemporary reader to dialogue concerning 
the issues to which the text guides the reader’s attention. In other words, the way in 
which a narrative might encourage the type of intertextuality defined by Aichele and 
Phillips is precisely to participate in the more common definition of intertextuality, 
i.e. using the scriptures to illumine the NT narrative. Thus, a definition of 
intertextuality that sees the intertexts as those of the NT world and the contemporary 
reader’s world is a possible one, but not the only one, nor the necessary one. 

In the case of a narrative-critical methodology (as in this study), if one is 
consistent with the emphasis on the immediate context as the primary “tool” of 
interpretation, then the context within which “intertextuality” is now used becomes 
key, and thus its new definition can subvert the original use of the term in post-
structuralism. Although he makes concessions for the possible appropriateness of the 
term “intertextuality” in areas outside of historical-criticism, (and only then if it is 
defined against its original context), in practice it appears that Hatina is reluctant to 
condone even this. In his later book, In Search of a Context, Hatina resists using the 
term even though his methodological approach is predominantly narrative-critical.75  
 Why use “intertextuality” in biblical studies? Intertextuality is a helpful term 
because the connotation of the term itself suggests its reference to the study of use of 
the scriptures within the NT, as Hatina rightly points out.76 Regardless of its origin, 
intertextuality has come to have significant meaning within NT studies specifically, 
as a helpful way to refer to the relationship between the scriptures and the NT. It 
appears that the term has been sufficiently appropriated and so overwhelmingly 
embraced in biblical studies that the only way to move is forward. It is in this sense 
that the present study will use “intertextuality,” as a way of referring to the use of the 
scriptures by NT writers, and more specifically, the use of Ps 22 by Mark. 
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Allusion in Literary Criticism and Biblical Studies 

 If the discussion concerning intertextuality has been a lively one in literary 
studies, this can also be said of the concept of allusion. The interests of several 
literary scholars will first be briefly summarized in order to provide a context for the 
issues regarding allusion that have concerned the discipline in recent decades. This 
will be helpful because it will set the stage for a comparison between the issues that 
occupy the attention of literary scholars and those that predominate in biblical 
studies. It will become clear that the concerns of NT scholars, who adopt the 
language of allusion primarily to refer to the less overt references to the scriptures in 
the NT, and who are concerned to set forth the criteria for distinguishing allusions 
from non-allusions, are quite different from those of literary critics.   

 In her essay “On Alluding,” C. Perri is primarily concerned with disputing 
the common definition of allusion as “reference” by distinguishing between the 
two.77 She notes that in an allusion the reader is not expected to bring all of the 
characteristics of the object of the allusion to bear on its new context. Rather, it is the 
context that guides the reader in discerning which aspects of the object are applicable 
and which are not.78 Her concern is in looking beyond the “primary level of 
operation in alluding” to the deeper secondary significances able to be discerned 
once the primary (surface) significance is grasped.79 She concentrates her attention 
on allusions to characters, noting that these allusions move beyond the literal words 
of the referent (reference) to the denotation of certain attributes of a character, these 
attributes being specified by the new context.80  

 According to Perri, the aspects of a successful allusion (one from which the 
audience benefits) are: recognition (that the allusion is an echo of a former text), 
realization (that meaning goes beyond the mere recognition of the former text, and 
that construal is required), remembrance (of the relevant aspects of the former text), 
and connection (of one or more of these aspects with the new context in order to 
complete the meaning of the allusion).81 She concludes her essay by categorizing 
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three types of allusions: proper naming (including the name of a character in order to 
allude to one or more of his/her attributes), definite description (brief allusions), and 
paraphrase (an extended definite description).82 

 J. Coombs sets out on an ambitious undertaking when he seeks to provide a 
theory that is inclusive of all allusions, not just literary ones.83 He sees in allusion a 
two-step implicative process. Like Perri, he is also concerned to emphasize that 
allusion goes beyond mere reference (the first step), that it involves an implication or 
implications that are not included in the words themselves (the second step).84 In 
other words, inherent in the concept of allusion is the need for interpretation of the 
allusion itself.85 For the effect of the allusion to be successful, mere identification is 
not enough. This may seem like a basic assertion and one that can be assumed, but it 
is not. What is important to glean from Coomb’s observation for our purposes is the 
very nature of allusion to point beyond itself. Where and how far an allusion points is 
of great concern in the latter sections of this chapter. 

 In his article, “Limits of Allusion,” M. Leddy seeks to narrow the concept of 
allusion by distinguishing it in such a way as to preserve its meaningfulness as a 
literary device.86 He argues that some definitions of allusion are so generic as to take 
away any distinguishing characteristics until it becomes nothing more than a speech 
act.87 The first limit is that of subject matter. An allusion must be defined as 
something more than shared language or tradition, and it must have the possibility of 
being missed by some and recognized by others. Thus, an allusion cannot be 
something that is so widely shared that everyone will pick up on it.88 A second limit 
of allusion is that it usually invokes associations with cultural aspects and brings 
them to bear on its new context.89 A third limit of allusion is the inclusion of 
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“allusion-words,” words that make up a portion of the allusion to which the reader 
can point as the core of significance.90 

 G. Hermerén’s work on literary allusion is distinctive in that one of his main 
concerns is to determine which characteristics make an allusion successful, i.e. 
understood by the reader.91 He lists several factors that may contribute to the 
contingency of a reader’s recognition and understanding of an allusion. These 
include the literary competence of the reader, the assumptions of the reader 
(concerning literary traditions, works, and tropes), the historical and biographical 
assumptions of the reader concerning the author of the text, the assumptions of the 
genre of the work, and the assumptions about the function of literary criticism and 
interpretation itself.92 Hermerén is also concerned with the role of intention in 
allusion. He argues that there is a place for speaking of an author’s intention because 
texts themselves do not allude.93 He qualifies this by distinguishing between the type 
of intention that is construed as a mental state (the “intention” of which the term 
“intentional fallacy” originated94), and the intention as a disposition. It is the latter 
definition which he finds the most helpful and tangible when dealing with 
allusions.95   

Of the recent studies on allusion in literary criticism, Hermerén’s seems to 
come the closest to presenting some basic criteria for allusions, although it is not 
what most biblical scholars look for in criteria. His loose definition of allusion is 
worth quoting in full: 

To say that an artist or writer alludes to another work of art in one of his own 
works is to say or imply that he intends those who look at his work to recall 
the other work and therefore creates his work with features reminiscent of the 
other work; and because his work has these features, beholders will . . . come 
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to think of the earlier work; furthermore, they will recognize that this is what 
the artist, among other things, wanted them to do.96 

Unfortunately, Hermerén does not articulate what precisely are these “features,” 
which seem to be the very “criteria” which biblical scholars have long sought and 
continue to seek. On the following page, however, he does list style, form, structure, 
function, meaning, and aesthetic features as general aspects that the reader must 
recognize as being shared between the alluding work and the work to which it 
alludes.97  

From our brief synopsis of the study of allusion in literary studies, it has 
become clear that its concern is quite different from that of biblical studies. Of 
utmost interest is the setting out of a definition of an allusion, either by defining what 
it is or distinguishing it from what it is not, rather than the setting out of criteria 
needed to determine an allusion within a body of work. It is the theory behind 
allusion that is the point of contention in literary studies. One is hard-pressed to find 
the literary critic who disputes another critic’s labeling of a word or sentence as an 
allusion, unlike in NT studies, where disputations over allusions are commonplace. 
Why the difference? Perhaps it is because, in some instances, the faith aspect of 
reading scripture (as opposed to Chaucer or Finnegans Wake) places a greater stake 
on interpretation. The more likely reason is that the predominantly historical-critical 
perspective that has dominated biblical studies for so long (even those who do not 
profess to be historical-critics per se, are often still interested in historical-critical 
issues as a way of understanding the text in terms of agency, or textual intention98) 
has privileged the meaning of the text that is found in the intention of the author, 
which requires a criterion with which to distinguish “real” allusions from contrived 
ones. This is a concern that is generally absent in literary criticism.99 Regardless of 
the reasoning, in current NT studies a search for these elusive criteria of allusion is of 
primary importance. It is to this contentious subject that we now turn. 
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 Perhaps the most explosive discussion on allusion to arrive on the recent 
biblical studies scene was R. Hays’ book on allusion in Paul’s epistles. Highly 
influenced by Hollander’s work on echoes in Milton, Hays’ objective is to cultivate a 
“sensibility” for discovering allusions to the scriptures in Paul, rather than to set out a 
stringent method for doing so.100 He distinguishes between citation, allusion, and 
echo by picturing them on a continuum from the explicit to the implicit. The less 
overt the allusion, the more likely the reader will not recognize it as such, and the 
“demand placed on the reader’s listening powers grows greater.”101 For Hays, the 
difference between an allusion and an echo is that “allusion” is reserved for obvious 
intertextual references, while “echo” refers to subtler ones.102   

 Rather than privileging the intention of the author or the reader’s recognition 
in order to legitimate a possible allusion within a text, Hays opts to hold these in 
tension, arguing that claims of intertextuality are the strongest when it is consistent 
with the literary flow and structure of the text, and when it appears to be both 
intended by the author and within the reading competence of first-century readers.103 
His criteria for detecting echoes104 are:  availability, volume (prominence in the text, 
rhetorical force), recurrence, thematic coherence, historical plausibility, history of 
interpretation (have other scholars seen these echoes?), and satisfaction (Does this 
reading make sense and does it “illuminate the surrounding discourse”?).105 It is this 
last criterion which is the most subjective, and yet the most interesting and helpful 
for my discussion of allusion in Mark. 

            Another Pauline scholar, M. Thompson, distinguishes between citation, 
allusion, and echo in a similar manner, and sets out several “tests” for determining 
allusions within a biblical text.106 These include verbal agreement,107 conceptual 
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agreement,108 formal agreement (i.e., structure), the presence of tradition 
indicators,109 the likelihood that the author knew the saying, and the exegetical value 
of the supposed allusion.110   

 In his essay on the use of Zechariah in the gospel of Matthew, P. Foster’s 
discussion concerning what makes an allusion, and whether “allusion” terminology is 
either accurate or helpful sets the foundation for Foster’s conclusions about the use 
of Zechariah in Matthew.111 He, along with Thompson, draws on Perri’s basic 
criteria of the aspects of a successful allusion (recognition, realization, remembrance, 
and connection).112 In essence, Foster requires verbal affinity (not just any words in 
common, but distinctive words) for a claim that an NT passage is dependent upon a 
scriptural passage to be accurate.   

  This brief summary of important work done on the issue of scriptural 
allusion in the NT has highlighted some key aspects of the current discussion on the 
topic.113 Those few who have set out to establish criteria for determining allusions 
have done so in a similar fashion with similar results, although with varying degrees 
of restrictiveness. Most scholars do not attempt to produce a list of criteria such as 
Hays and Thompson have presented, instead preferring to move directly to an 

                                                                                                                                           
            107 Thompson, Clothed, 31. He notes that if, by using shared vocabulary, this is the only way 
that the author could have expressed his argument or thought, then the strength of the parallel is 
weakened. 

108 Thompson, Clothed, 32. He qualifies this by noting that the author could have included 
the allusion to have the opposite effect, i.e. for antithesis or contrast. 

109 Thompson, Clothed, 34. For example, a disturbance in grammar or syntax from the 
surrounding context, new stylistic features like parallelism, chiasm, the inclusion of an introductory 
particle or formulae, or the interruption of the flow of the story. 

110 See Thompson, Clothed, 31-36, for his entire list of tests. The criteria included above are 
only those which are directly relevant to the study of Mark (as opposed to the Pauline epistles). 

111 Paul Foster, “The Use of Zechariah in Matthew’s Gospel,” in The Book of Zechariah and 
Its Influence (ed. C. Tuckett; Hampshire: Ashgate Publishing Limited, 2003), 65-85. 

112 Foster, “Use,” 65-66; Perri, “On Alluding,” 301. 
113 A Markan scholar who has done rather unique work on allusion and the gospel of Mark is 

Dennis R. MacDonald, The Homeric Epics and the Gospel of Mark (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 2000). He argues that Mark’s primary intertexts were the Homeric epics. His criteria for 
allusions are: (1) accessibility (Did the author have access to these texts?); (2) analogy (Did other 
authors pattern their characters after those in this text?); (3) density (How many times does this text 
appear to be alluded to or cited?); (4) order (Is there a similar sequence in parallels?); (5) 
distinctiveness (Do the two texts share rare or peculiar components?); and (6) interpretability (Does 
the intertext make sense of the latter text?). Although perhaps influenced by these popular texts, the 
prevalence of allusions to the scriptures in Mark seems to counter MacDonald’s claim that Jesus was 
primarily modelled after Homer’s protagonist Odysseus. 



   54

examination and/or debate of specific passages.114 It should also be noted that most 
of the groundwork done on citation and allusion in the NT has been done by Pauline 
scholars.115 Even those scholars who provide their own criteria for allusions in the 
gospels rely heavily on the previous work of Hays, et al.116 

Might there be room for a differentiation between the criteria of allusion in 
the gospels and those in the epistles? The issue of genre in the discussion of allusion 
and intertextuality in biblical studies has not yet, to my knowledge, come to the 
fore.117 It seems to me, however, that inherent in the genre of narrative is a wider 
possibility for the inclusion of allusions.118 This is due to the elements of a narrative 
such as plot, setting, and character development, elements which are less cultivated 
in a genre such as an epistle, which relies more on explicit rhetoric and argument 
than story. In a narrative, an author can make an allusion to a certain person by 
enrobing his/her main character with a characteristic of that person or by placing that 
character in similar circumstances. This may or may not include shared vocabulary, 
since the author has more room to place his/her protagonist in shared or similar 
circumstances with that of the person to which he alludes.119   

                                                 
114 For example, O’Day, “Jeremiah 9:22-23,” 259-67; John S. Kloppenborg, “Isa 5:1-7 LXX 

and Mark 12:1, 9, Again,” NovT 46 (2004):12-19. 
115 See Christopher D. Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation Technique in 

the Pauline Epistles and Contemporary Literature (SNTSMS; Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1992); Christopher D. Stanley, “The Social Environment of ‘Free’ Biblical Quotations in the 
New Testament,” in Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel: Investigations and 
Proposals (ed. C. A. Evans and J. A. Sanders; JSNTSup 148; Sheffield: Sheffield, 1997), 18-27; as 
well as Hays, Echoes; Thompson, Clothed. 

116 For example, Foster, “Use,” and Rikki E. Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus and Mark (WUNT 
8; Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1997). 

117 Paul R. Noble, “Esau, Tamar, and Joseph: Criteria for Identifying Inner-Biblical 
Allusions” VT 52 (2002): 219-252, makes a passing statement concerning this issue, namely that there 
is room for further intertextual affinities in the genre of narrative based on plot and characterization, 
221. I believe that the discussions of “inner-biblical exegesis” in Michael Fishbane, Biblical 
Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), and “type-scenes” in Robert Alter, 
The Art of Biblical Narrative (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1981), implicitly confirm this 
argument for the flexibility of allusion in biblical narrative. 

118 Do literary critics distinguish between allusion in prose/narrative and allusion in poetry? 
This is difficult to answer because the lines between narrative and poetry are not always easily drawn, 
as is exemplified in the case of Milton’s Paradise Lost, which can be classified as both poetry and 
narrative. All of my efforts to find a literary critic who draws a distinction between the two came up 
short.   

119 Dale C. Allison, The New Moses: A Matthean Typology (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1993), 
11-22, appears to be moving in this direction when he discusses the ways that allusions might appear 
in a text, even using the term “similar circumstances” to refer to the recalling of a similar, previous 
event in a later text (19). He does not, however, discuss the role that genre might play in allowing this 
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 An example of this in Mark’s gospel can be found in the story of the calming 
of the storm (4:35-41). Scholars have acknowledged here an allusion to the Jonah 
story, specifically noting the similarity between Mark 4:37, 38 and LXX Jonah 1:4-
6.120 On the grounds of distinctive shared vocabulary alone, one would have to 
dismiss this as an allusion, since the two passages share only forms of me,gaj, ploi/on, 
ginomai, and kaqeu,dw, words none of which are particularly distinctive. Yet the 
setting in which the two main characters (Jonah and Jesus) find themselves is 
strangely similar (in a boat in the middle of a storm, with fellow travelers who are 
afraid), as is their actions during the storm (sleeping) and their respective roles as 
authoritative figures. In addition, Mark uses several different words to describe 
similar circumstances, such as for lai/lay avne,mou “storm of wind” (instead of pneu/ma 
klu,dwn) and for evgei,rousin “waking up” (instead of avna,sta). Does this lack of 
distinctive shared vocabulary mean that Mark is not alluding to the Jonah story in 
this passage? I would argue that the similarity of setting and characterization 
indicates that Mark is indeed alluding to this story, perhaps to draw a contrast 
between the powerlessness of Jonah in the face of God’s power, and the 
powerfulness of Jesus as one who, along with God, can control the sea. This is 
further substantiated by the fact that Mark uses vocabulary that belongs in the same 
semantic domain as key words in the Jonah account. It is precisely the narrative 
aspects of setting, plot, and characterization that allow Mark room to present and the 
reader to recognize the allusion to the scriptures in this miracle story. The Jonah 
story thus becomes a paradigm for this account in Mark’s Jesus story. 

My own criteria for intertextual allusions are greatly influenced by the works 
of the biblical scholars which I have discussed above, yet is nuanced in light of my 
observations concerning the more flexible nature of the genre of narrative to leave 
room for a less restricted concept of intertextuality. The definition of allusion that the 
literary critic Hermerén offers is helpful for this study, as it focuses on the 
importance of the presence of recognizable features from the intertext, as well as the 
role that the implied reader plays in identifying the shared features in both texts.121 
This definition helps to emphasize the role of the implied reader in interpreting these 
                                                                                                                                           
type of flexibility. Allison’s discussion is limited to the allusive strategy of typology alone, and is thus 
not inclusive of other forms of allusion. For this reason, a more thorough discussion of his method 
will not be included here.  

120 See NA27. 
121 Hermerén, “Allusions,” 212. 
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texts in their new context, and allows for a certain flexibility in how the author might 
incorporate these allusions. 

Like the scholars above, I acknowledge that no set of criteria is exhaustive or 
entirely applicable to every situation, and that, in the end, the judgment of scholars is 
subjective. The first five criteria are those that can be found within the narrative. The 
remaining criteria are those that can be located outside of the text. The likelihood of 
an allusion in any given text is increased when elements of both types of criteria are 
present in the passage.   

 

1.  Shared Circumstances: This may involve the placement of characters in a 
similar setting, whether geographical (wilderness, sea, mountaintop), 
relational (prophetic succession, father/son language) or in a certain event 
(betrothal, persecution).122 Affinities may also be found in the shared 
abilities or personalities between two characters (miracle-working, 
asceticism). 

2.  Shared Vocabulary: This refers to the presence of distinctive vocabulary, 
but might also include vocabulary that belongs to the same semantic 
domain. Increased density of similar vocabulary within a passage increases 
likelihood that it contains an allusion to a shared event or circumstance. 

3.  Recurrence: If a scriptural text has already been cited or alluded to within 
the narrative, more weight should be given to other claims of less explicit 
or obvious allusions to that text within the work, since it has already been 
shown that the author was aware of and made use of that passage, story, or 
book elsewhere in the narrative. 

4.  Interruption: An interruption of the flow of the narrative, whether by the 
presence of introductory formulae, the disturbance of the syntax, or the 
introduction of new words, concepts, or stylistic features, might indicate 
the author’s use of other traditions such as the scriptures. 

5.  Illumination: This criterion is the most subjective of all, since it seeks to 
measure the efficacy of the allusion upon the narrative as well as the 

                                                 
122 See Alter, Art, 47-62, for Alter’s terminology of “type-scene,” which can also be adopted 

here when referring to shared events between biblical characters. 



   57

reader. Does the supposed allusion enhance the presentation and meaning 
of the passage? Does it even make sense in this context? If so, how does it 
function in the narrative? 

6.  Availability: The presence of an allusion in a text depends upon whether or 
not the source of the possible allusion was available to the author and his 
readers in some fashion, whether in oral or written form. 

7. Historical Likelihood:  Similar to the criterion of availability, this test 
seeks to determine the likelihood that the author intended his readers to 
recognize the allusion and its effects on the narrative,123 and that at least 
some of his readers would have had sufficient competencies to understand 
the impact of the allusion on its new context. 

8. Historical Parallels: Do other texts exhibit an awareness of this intertext? 
Is there evidence of the utilization of the corpus to which the intertext 
belongs (for example, Righteous Sufferer texts) in other first-century 
texts? 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
123 Although it is possible that the author could have included an allusion which he did not 

expect the readers to recognize or understand, it is more likely that the author intended his audience to 
benefit from his connections between the scriptures and his own writing.   
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Chapter 3 

Suffering, Death, and Vindication: The Importance of Resurrection in Mark’s 
Gospel 

 
 
 Moving toward our goal of an interpretation of Mark 15:34 in light of the 
Markan narrative, this chapter will focus on whether there are any indications prior 
to Jesus’ words from the cross that Jesus will experience anything but suffering and 
death. Has Mark prepared his implied readers to anticipate something beyond the 
passion? Does his narrative elicit an expectation of Jesus’ vindication through 
resurrection? If these questions can be answered in the affirmative, then it can be 
argued that an allusion to the whole of Ps 22 in Mark 15:34 would likely have not 
gone unrecognized by his implied readers because they would have been prepared 
previously by the narrative to anticipate and recognize the shared reference (implicit 
in the citation, explicit in the narrative) to his vindication contained within the plot of 
the psalm. In other words, the presence of some foreshadowing of Jesus’ suffering, 
death, and resurrection/vindication in the Markan narrative would have guided his 
readers to be attuned to and recognize the same plot present in Ps 22, the scripture 
which serves as an important resource for the Markan presentation of Jesus’ passion 
and his identity as a righteous sufferer. 

 The first section of the chapter will be concerned with the formal passion-
resurrection predictions (Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34) in Mark’s narrative. I use the 
term “formal” to distinguish the three passion-resurrection predictions of similar 
structure found in these passages from other predictions and the general 
foreshadowing of Jesus’ passion and resurrection found elsewhere in the narrative. 
First to be addressed will be the function of the three formal predictions in the 
narrative, with specific emphasis on how one’s interpretation, and even labeling, of 
these predictions can affect one’s view of the general tenor and emphases of the 
gospel. This will be followed by a close reading of each of the formal passion-
resurrection predictions and an examination of how each fits in the Markan narrative 
and prepares the reader for what lies ahead. In the second section of the chapter 
attention will be turned to the other passages which foreshadow both Jesus’ death 
and resurrection/vindication (Mark 9:9-13; 12:10, 11; 14:25; 14:27, 28) and their 
function in the narrative will be discussed. Jesus’ prediction of his future exaltation 
in the presence of the high priest (Mark 14:62) and two of the events immediately 
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following Jesus’ death—the tearing of the temple veil (Mark 15:38) and the 
announcement of the centurion (Mark 15:39) —will be examined in the third section 
as further indications that Jesus will be vindicated, elements which appear even in 
the midst of the passion account.   

 

A. The Formal Passion-Resurrection Predictions 

The Markan “Passion Predictions”: A Misnomer? 

 The Markan Jesus’ three predictions of his passion and resurrection at the 
center of the gospel narrative (8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34) are commonly referred to as the 
“passion predictions.”124 Those who use this terminology, whether consciously or 
not, focus on only one aspect of the prediction: the future suffering and death of 
Jesus. Yet all three of these passages include the prediction of his resurrection as 
well!125 This imbalanced emphasis commonly held among NT scholars is 
demonstrated by the phrases used by William Lane to describe these three passages: 
“Jesus’ prophecy of his rejection and suffering,” “the three cardinal announcements 
of forthcoming humiliation,” “Jesus’ solemn declaration,” and “solemn 
pronouncement.”126 While the “passion” portion of the prediction is indeed important 
and emphasized throughout the Markan narrative and especially in the forthcoming 
passion narrative, it is clear from his inclusion of the resurrection prediction that the 
latter is also a key component in his narrative. Thus, to refer to these formal 
predictions as “passion predictions” alone does not do justice to their function in 
Mark’s narrative or in the Markan Jesus’ understanding of the events that await him.   

Furthermore, an interpretation of these passages which ignores the critical 
prediction of the resurrection can have a profound affect on how one perceives the 
tenor of the entire gospel narrative and Mark’s resurrection account in particular. An 
undue emphasis on Jesus’ suffering and death at the cost of muting his resurrection 
(or relegating the latter to merely an afterthought on the part of the author) fails to 

                                                 
124 For example, Ray McKinnis, “Analysis of Mark 10:32-34,” NovT 18 (1976): 81-100; 

Hooker, Mark, 204; Mark Proctor, “After Three Days’ in Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:34: Subordinating 
Jesus’ Resurrection in the Second Gospel,” PRSt 30 (2003): 399-424. 

125 This is also underscored by Craig A. Evans, “Did Jesus Predict His Death and 
Resurrection?” in Resurrection (ed. S. Porter, M. Hayes, D. Tombs; JSNTSup 186; Sheffield: 
Sheffield Academic Press, 1999): 85 (82-97). 

126 Lane, Gospel, 292-93, 296.  
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give attention to an event for which Mark has been preparing his readers throughout 
the narrative.127 It has been popular in recent scholarship to perceive of Mark’s 
gospel as a type of film noir which concentrates on the bleakness of Jesus’ suffering 
and death and has little interest in his resurrection/vindication. Often influencing this 
type of reading is the somewhat perplexing abrupt ending to the gospel which 
concludes with the frightened women fleeing the tomb,128 and/or the interpretation of 
Jesus’ cry from the cross (Mark 15:34) as one of utter despair with no hope of 
vindication.129 However, the content of the predictions in Mark 8:31; 9:31; and 10:34 
remind us that, although it is clear that Jesus’ passion is important to the Markan 
narrative, it should not be overemphasized to the point that one misses the impact of 
the resurrection as well. This is especially helpful since, as predictions of the events 
yet to come, these passages serve as narrative clues directed toward the implied 
reader for understanding the passion narrative and resurrection account.   

Having said this, I acknowledge that Mark includes more detail in his 
descriptions of Jesus’ passion in 8:31, 9:31, and 10:33-34 than in his prediction of his 
resurrection. I do not believe that to swing the pendulum back completely the other 
way (emphasizing the resurrection while deemphasizing the passion) solves the 
problem. I am merely advocating giving due emphasis to each aspect of the 
prediction by following the lead of the narrative in recognizing that both components 
are always present and are thus an indication of the importance of both in 
understanding the Markan Jesus’ person and work–a call for the type of balance 
which has been seriously lacking in Markan scholarship up to this study.   

In addition, the present experience of Mark’s implied readers within the 
Christian community130 of Jesus as the risen Christ would indicate that his 
vindication via resurrection would already be a key assumption that they would have 

                                                 
127 Mark 8:31; 9:9, 31; 10:34; 12:10-11; 14:28 (possibly 14:25).  
128 Although the majority of scholars believe the text-critical evidence indicates that Mark 

16:1-8 is indeed the original ending, e.g. Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zum Schluss des 
Markusevangeliums,” in Neotestamentica et Semitica: Studies in Honour of Matthew Black (eds. E. E. 
Ellis and M. Wilcox; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1969), 157-80, some still have doubts: See Gundry, 
Apology, 1012-21; and Craig A. Evans, Mark 8:27-16:20 (WBC 34B; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 
2001), 540-41, for example. See Larry W. Hurtado, “The Women, the Tomb, and the Climax of 
Mark,” forthcoming, for a defense of Mark 16:1-8 as “an entirely meaningful and highly satisfactory 
climax to his story of Jesus (1).” 

129 This type of interpretation will be addressed in detail in Chapter 7. 
130 See my previous discussion of Mark’s implied readers in Chapter 1.   
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brought to the text. Perhaps this best explains the absence of specific details of the 
resurrection in the passion-resurrection predictions on the one hand, and the plethora 
of details concerning Jesus’ suffering and death on the other hand. It is likely that the 
concept of the suffering and death of the Christ would have been more problematic 
to Mark’s readers than his resurrection, and would thus have required more 
preparation, explanation, and justification in the narrative.131 However, this does not 
indicate that the resurrection was unimportant and/or secondary to Mark’s interests 
as presented in his narrative.   

A first step to a more balanced interpretation of these predictions, and by 
extension to the Markan narrative as a whole, is to avoid the misnomer “passion 
predictions” in favor of a term which underscores both the positive and negative 
aspects of the prediction. Thus, the (formal) “passion-resurrection predictions” will 
be the term used consistently throughout this work.  

For similar reasons, in this study I will also refer to what scholars most often 
term Mark’s “passion narrative” as Mark’s “passion-resurrection narrative” 
(hereafter “PRN”).132 This terminology is used in order to emphasize the fact that, in 
Mark’s gospel, Jesus’ passion and resurrection are often presented in continuity. 
They are intimately connected throughout Mark (e. g. the passion-resurrection 
predictions) and especially in Mark 16:6.133 

                                                 
131 We can imagine that the readers’ preoccupation with Jesus’ statements of death (rather 

than resurrection) would have mirrored this same sort of reaction of the disciples, represented by Peter 
in Mark 8:32. Peter’s attention latches onto the first part of Jesus’ prediction, rather than the second, 
since this is the more problematic of the two and presumably does not fit into his scheme of what 
should be expected of the Christ (Mark 8:29), while resurrection was a familiar eschatological 
expectation for God’s people. 

132 When emphasizing Jesus’ suffering and crucifixion alone, I will use the common 
language of “passion narrative” (PN).  

133 The relationship between the rest of Mark and his PRN is likely more complex than that 
he just inserted an entire received PRN (“pre-Markan PN”) or completely composed his own 
independently of any tradition. Scholarly opinions on this topic run the gamut from those espoused by 
form criticism (that the PN was entirely received and is distinguishable from Mark 1-13) to narrative 
criticism (the narrative, including the PN, should be regarded and interpreted as a whole).   

It should also be noted that, although it is still the scholarly consensus that there was a pre-
Markan passion narrative (following the argument of form-critics such as Rudolph Bultmann, The 
History of the Synoptic Tradition [2nd ed; tr. J. Marsh; Oxford: Blackwell, 1968], 275-84; and Martin 
Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel [tr. B. Woolf; London: Ivor Nicholson and Watson, 1934], 178-
83), there are those who dispute this. Cf. Burton Mack, Myth of Innocence (Philadelphia: Fortress, 
1998); John L White, “The Way of the Cross: Was There a Pre-Markan Passion Narrative?” Forum 
3:2 (1987): 35-49; John R. Donahue, “From Passion Traditions to Passion Narrative,” in The Passion 
in Mark (ed. W. Kelber; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976), 1-20; Werner Kelber, The Oral and 
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Mark 8:31 

Kai. h;rxato dida,skein auvtou.j o[ti dei/ to.n ui`o.n tou/ avnqrw,pou polla. paqei/n 

kai. avpodokimasqh/nai u`po. tw/n presbute,rwn kai. tw/n avrciere,wn kai. tw/n 

grammate,wn kai. avpoktanqh/nai kai. meta. trei/j h`me,raj avnasth/nai\ 

And he began to teach them that it was necessary for the Son of Man to suffer 
many things and to be rejected by the elders and the chief priests and the 
scribes and to be killed and after three days to rise;  

 

The first formal passion-resurrection prediction comes on the heels of a series 
of Jesus’ healings and miracles which has dominated the narrative thus far. It 
displays a general pattern of structure in its setting (on the way, òdo,j, to another 
region, 8:27; 9:30; 10:32), purpose (teaching his disciples), and subsequent negative 
reaction of the disciples (rebuke, evpitima,w, 8:32; misunderstanding, avgnoe,w, and fear, 
fobe,w, 9:32; 10:35-45), a structure which will be followed by the other two formal 
passion-resurrection predictions.134 There are several components of the prediction 
which have been the focus of commentators, each of which will be discussed briefly 
below. 

The function of dei/ at the beginning of the prediction is emphatic, 
highlighting the necessity of the events that are to take place. Although some 
interpret it as an indication of the inevitability of the future events due to God’s will 
that they should happen,135 others see it as a specific reference to scriptural 

                                                                                                                                           
Written Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983): 184-220. In addition, those of the consensus 
often do not agree on which parts of the passion narrative are pre-Markan and which are Markan 
additions/redactions! For example, Eta Linnemann, Studien zur Passionsgeschichte (Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), 171-77, argues that, although there were some traditional 
components incorporated into Mark’s passion narrative, there existed no coherent pre-Markan passion 
narrative. White, “Way,” 42, believes this view of a pre-Markan passion narrative can be credited to 
an overall view of the gospel writers as collectors, rather than authors. This view is aptly 
demonstrated by Dibelius, Tradition, 3: “The literary understanding of the synoptics begins with the 
recognition that they are collections of material. The composers are only to the smallest extent 
authors. They are primarily collectors, vehicles of tradition, editors.” 

134 This passage has been thought by some to form the basis from which the other predictions 
are derived. E. g. Georg Strecker, “The Passion and Resurrection Predictions in Mark’s Gospel,” Int 
22 (1968): 433-435 (421-42). Consistent with our focus on the narrative unity of Mark’s gospel, issues 
such as the authenticity of the sayings (whether Jesus actually spoke these predictions or whether they 
are Markan literary creations) and whether they contain pre-Markan material will not be addressed. 

135 Hooker, Mark, 206; Hans F. Bayer, Jesus’ Predictions of Vindication and Resurrection: 
The Provenance, Meaning, and Correlation of the Synoptic Predictions (WUNT 2/20; Tübingen: J. C. 
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necessity.136 It appears that both nuances may be in view here, as Jesus clearly sees 
his mission as doing the will of God (14:36), a mission which, in its presentation in 
the narrative, is repeatedly bolstered by Mark’s appeal to the scriptures.137 Does dei/ 
refer to the entire prediction and thus to the necessity of the resurrection as well as 
the passion? This is most likely the case due to, (a) the consistent inclusion of the 
resurrection element in the passion-resurrection predictions; (b) the possible allusion 
to Hos 6:2 in the phrase “after three days” (see below); and (c) the cadence of the 
aorist infinitives throughout both portions of the prediction, of which the prediction 
of the resurrection is a part (avpodokimasqh/nai, avpoktanqh/nai, and avnasth/nai). 

Perhaps the issue that most preoccupies scholars when dealing with this 
passage concerns the meaning of the phrase “the Son of Man” (ò uiò.j tou/ 
avnqrw,pou). More specifically, the discussion is centered on whether or not the phrase 
alludes to the scriptures, and if so, to what scripture does it allude? Most scholars 
agree that the primary background of the phrase is Daniel 7, and perhaps secondarily 
the use of the phrase in Ezekiel,138 although some believe it to be merely a 
circumlocution for “I.”139 M. Hooker argues that the phrase was used by Jesus not as 
a title, but as an indication that he placed himself in the role which the term evokes 
(derived from Dan 7), a role which is one of obedience and faith in the midst of 
persecution with the hope of future vindication.140 Hooker joins C. F. D. Moule on 
this point, who argues that the Son of Man figure is representative of those “holy 

                                                                                                                                           
B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1986), 204, argues that it connotes eschatological necessity by expressing the 
events’ role in God’s “plan of salvation.” So also W. J. Bennett, Jr. “The Son of Man Must. . .” NovT 
17 (1975): 113-29. 

136 See H. E. Tödt,, The Son of Man in the Synoptic Tradition (trans. D. Barton; Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1965), 188-93; Gundry, Apology, 446, argues this based on, (a) the probable allusion to 
Ps 118:22-23 in Mark’s use of avpodokimasqh/nai in the prediction; (b) the appeals to scripture in Mark 
9:12 and 14:21 (which also predict his suffering and betrayal); and (c) the use of dei/ in 9:11, a 
“paraphrastic quotation” of Mal 4:5 (MT). 

137 So also Lane, Gospel, 301. 
138 See Gundry, Apology, 428-29; Hooker, Mark, 89-93; Morna Hooker, “Is the Son of Man 

Problem Really Insoluble?” in Text and Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament Presented to 
Matthew Black (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 155-68; Jane Schaberg, “Daniel 7,12 
and the New Testament Passion-Resurrection Predictions,” NTS 31 (1985): 208-22, for a sampling of 
those works which address specifically the role of the phrase in the Markan passion-resurrection 
predictions. 

139 Lane, Gospel, 297, follows Geza Vermes, “The Use of  vn rb avn rb in Jewish 
Aramaic,” in An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (ed. M. Black; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1967), 310-28. 

140 See Hooker, “Insoluble?,” 155-68, for her full argument. 
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ones” (Dan 7:8) who are “vindicated in the heavenly court after tribulation,” and is 
thus used by Mark to indicate Jesus’ confidence in his ultimate authority and 
vindication.141 Nevertheless, D. Juel is correct in his assertion that “the point of the 
first of the passion predictions (sic) would be just as clear if nothing more were 
known about the title ‘Son of Man’ than that it was an enigmatic self-designation of 
Jesus.”142 However the phrase is used elsewhere, in the case of the Markan passion-
resurrection predictions it is clear that, (a) Jesus is referring to himself; and (b) there 
is a strong connection between his self-designation as the Son of Man and the 
suffering and vindication he will experience in the future.143 

 The presence of a form of avpodokima,zw here and in Mark 12:10 
(avpedoki,masan) in the citation of Ps 118:22-23 (LXX Ps 117:22-23) (the only two 
places where the verb is used in Mark) suggests that this is also an allusion to the 
psalm.144 This is additionally supported by the fact that the Markan Jesus uses the 
psalmic passage to elucidate his parable (directed to the chief priests, scribes, and 
elders! 11:27) of the rejection of the beloved son (12:6), which is culminated by the 
assertion that God will vindicate the rejected one. All three forms of discourse 
presently under discussion share this “plot” of rejection, death, and vindication: 
prediction (8:31), parable (12:1-9), and scriptural quotation (12:10-11).145 

 The discrepancy between the Markan “after three days” (meta. trei/j h`me,raj) 
and Matthew and Luke’s “on the third day” (th/| tri,th| h`me,ra|; Matt 16:21; 17:23; 
20:19; Luke 9:22; 18:33) in the predictions of Jesus’ resurrection has attracted the 
attention of many scholars. While there are those who deny that there is any 

                                                 
141 C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1977), 14. 
142 Donald H. Juel, Messiah and Temple: The Trial of Jesus in the Gospel of Mark (SBLDS 

31; Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press, 1977), 90. 
143 Of the fourteen times the phrase is used in Mark, seven of them are in connection with 

both suffering and vindication (8:31; 8:38; 9:9, 12; 9:31; 10:33; 14:62). Cf. MacDonald, Homeric 
Epics, 16-17, for his intriguing proposal that the polla. paqei/n of Mark 8:31 is an uncommon phrase 
also found with reference to Odysseus in The Odyssey 5.223; 7.224; 8.155; 10.465; and 15.401,and 
thus may be a Markan patterning after Homer’s presentation of the Greek hero. Although the Homeric 
literature was indeed “in the air” during the first century C.E., it is much more likely that Mark’s 
presentation of his own hero would have been more influenced by the heroes of the scriptures of 
Israel, as evidenced by his extensive use of these scriptures. 

144 This verb is also relatively uncommon in the rest of the NT, appearing only in Matt 21:42; 
Luke 9:22; 17:25; 20:17; 1 Pet 2:4, 7; and Heb 12:17. 

145 Gundry, Apology, 446, notes that there are other instances in the NT where Jesus’ death is 
described with language from Ps 118:22-23 (Acts 4:11; 1 Pet 2:4, 7). 
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qualitative difference between the two,146 many see a problematic distinction and 
thus take pains to either explain or reconcile the Markan phrase with the timing of 
the resurrection in his own passion-resurrection narrative,147 or extract the motivation 
for the discrepancy from the theological motivations of the narrative itself.148 With J. 
B. Bauer, some argue that the phrase can also have a more generic meaning, 
indicating merely a short period of time.149  

It has also been suggested that the phrase is motivated by an allusion to Hos 
6:2, where the people of God will be raised up and made alive “after two days, on the 
third day” (meta. du,o h`me,raj evn th/| hm̀e,ra| th/| tri,th|). C. Evans finds this to be the best 
explanation for the presence of both prepositions in the Synoptic gospels, since both 
variations are incorporated here.150 H. Bayer acknowledges the possibility that the 
later rabbinic interpretation of Hos 6:2 as a passage which refers to the eschatological 
resurrection “on the third day after the end of the world” could have been a concept 
available to Mark and from which he could have drawn, although he notes that it 
could refer more generally to the teaching that God would not tolerate the righteous 
to suffer longer than three days.151 Against the reading of this passage as an allusion 
to Hos 6:2, Gundry underscores the different wording/numbering of the days: Mark’s 
“after three days” as opposed to Hosea’s “after two days, on the third day.” This 

                                                 
146 Hooker, Mark, 206, believes that there is no real difference between the two phrases, but 

that Matthew and Luke made theirs more precise so as not to be confused with the alternate meaning 
of “a short time later.” Bayer, Predictions, 206, argues that meta, can mean “on” when it refers to “a 
present activity (which) comes to a conclusion without mentioning further activities,” and cites Gal 
1:18 as another instance of this use. 

147 Gundry, Apology, 447, believes the timing can be explained by using the Jewish method 
of counting part of a twenty-four hour day as a whole: “This method results in counting part of Friday, 
all of Saturday, and part of Sunday as three days, after which Jesus rises up.” He cites Gen 42:17-18; 1 
Sam 30:1, 12-13; 2 Chr 10:5; and Esth 4:16-5:1 as evidence of this method of counting. Strecker, 
“Passion,” 429, believes the contradiction to be an indication of the Markan redactor’s use of an 
underlying source. 

148 Proctor, “After,” 399-424, argues that Mark’s alteration of the timing of Jesus’ 
resurrection (compared to Paul’s, the other gospels, and his own PN), combined with the increasing 
detail of his suffering and death, suggest that he is subordinating the resurrection in favour of an 
emphasis on Jesus’ death. 

149 Johannes B. Bauer, “Drei Tage,” Bib 39 (1958): 354-58; Lane, Gospel, 303.  John M. 
Perry, “The Three Days in the Synoptic Passion Predictions,” CBQ 48 (1986): 637-54, explains the 
discrepancy by attributing the Markan phrase to the “Aramaic-speaking church’s” understanding of 
Jesus’ predictions and the sequence of events, and the other to the “Greek-speaking church,” but his 
evidence is lacking and his argument speculative. 

150 Evans, “Predict?” 94-95. 
151 Bayer, Predictions, 207. 
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argument appears, however, to contradict his previous assertion concerning the 
Jewish method of counting, in which it is conceivable that both phrases could end up 
referring to the same day, albeit using different wording.152   

Given the similarity of wording in Hos 6:2 and the Markan “after three days,” 
it seems possible that the implied readers would have recalled the former when 
hearing the latter. This is strengthened even more by the similar context of each 
passage, which deals with the vindication of God’s chosen after a short time. It 
should also be pointed out that in his PRN Mark does not bother to narrate when the 
resurrection occurs, only when the tomb is discovered empty.153 Thus, the 
discrepancy between the Markan passion-resurrection predictions and those of 
Matthew and Luke and Mark’s own PRN should not surprise us, since Mark is not 
concerned with being precise about the timing of the actual resurrection. This may 
substantiate the argument that, for Mark at least, the function of “after three days” is 
to underscore the short amount of time between Jesus’ death and resurrection, a fact 
which is indicated by the emphatic forward position of the phrase (before the 
verb).154 

 Brief mention must be made of the verb used to refer to Jesus’ resurrection, 
avni,sthmi, in the passion-resurrection predictions. In all but one instance, Mark uses 
avni,sthmi, rather than evgei,rw, when relaying predictions about the Son of Man’s 
passion and resurrection (8:31; 9:9, 10, 31; 10:34; exception in 14:28).155 Is there a 
difference in meaning (in the Markan narrative) between the two words? This does 
not appear to be the case, as both are used to refer to the act of rising from the 
dead.156 It is more likely that the difference depends upon the subject of the raising, 
where Mark usually prefers evgei,rw when referring to a general resurrection and often 

                                                 
152 Gundry, Apology, 446.  See footnote 24. If the different wording were not a hindrance in 

finding an equivalent meaning in Mark and Matthew/Luke, why would it be hindrance in Hosea and 
Mark, especially if Mark’s readers would have been familiar with this method of counting? 

153 Along with Gundry, Apology, 430.  
154 Norman Perrin, The Resurrection Narratives: A New Approach (London: SCM Press, 

1977), 27, sees the “after six days” (meta. h̀me,raj e]x) at the beginning of the transfiguration account 
(9:2) as a deliberate parallel to meta. trei/j h̀me,raj in the Markan passion-resurrection predictions, 
which is consistent with his view that the transfiguration account is the equivalent of a Markan 
resurrection appearance. 

155 Unlike Matthew and Luke who use the latter, with the exception of Luke 18:33. 
156 Along with Bayer, Predictions, 209. 
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reserves avni,sthmi when specifically addressing Jesus’ resurrection.157 Noting 
previously the probable influence of Hos 6:2 on the “after three days” phrase, it is 
possible that the scripture also reinforced Mark’s choice of avni,sthmi, since it 
contains the same verb (avnasthso,meqa).   

 

Mark 9:31 

evdi,dasken ga.r tou.j maqhta.j auvtou/ kai. e;legen auvtoi/j o[ti o` ui`o.j tou/ 

avnqrw,pou paradi,dotai eivj cei/raj avnqrw,pwn( kai. avpoktenou/sin auvto,n( kai. 

avpoktanqei.j meta. trei/j h`me,raj avnasth,setaiÅ 

For he was teaching his disciples and saying to them, “The Son of Man will 
be betrayed into (the) hands of men, and they will kill him, and when he is 
killed after three days he will rise.” 

  

 The second formal passion-resurrection prediction comes after the account of 
Jesus’ exorcism of an unclean spirit from a boy (9:14-29) after the disciples’ failed 
attempt to do so. The intriguing narration of the crowd’s belief that the boy is dead 
(9:26) and the boy’s subsequent “resurrection” (h;geiren, avne,sth, 9:27) by the 
offering of Jesus’ hand foreshadows the language of the following passion-
resurrection prediction. The prior narrative of the transfiguration and Jesus’ 
comments on the future suffering and resurrection of the Son of Man (9:2-13) also 
provide a context from which to understand Mark 9:31.   

 The setting of the second formal passion-resurrection prediction takes place 
on the road through Galilee to Capernaum (9:33), and is (at least a portion of) some 
teaching addressed to his disciples. Of the three formal passion-resurrection 
predictions, it contains the least amount of detail of the events that will take place, 
and is ambiguous about the identity of Jesus’ persecutors (paradi,dotai eivj cei/raj 

                                                 
157 There are exceptions to this: Mark 12:25 and 14:28, for example. Some have argued that 

the different vocabulary is evidence that the passion-resurrection predictions are derived from a 
separate tradition, for example, Evans, “Predict?,” 94; Bayer, Predictions, 165, argues that Mark 8:31-
33 together should be taken as a pre-Markan unit, rather than the prediction proper. It is also possible 
that avni,sthmi focuses on Jesus’ own power and role in resurrection, while evgei,rw indicates the 
occupation of a more passive role in the one being raised (by God). 
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avnqrw,pwn). It offers no new details about either the suffering/death or the 
resurrection of the Son of Man.   

 Most of the discussion of this prediction centers on the identification of the 
agent of paradi,dotai.158 Hooker notes that the verb paradi,dwmi can have the more 
specific meaning of “betrayed” (Mark 3:19 and 14:18-21), or the more general sense 
of “handed over” (she gives the example of Rom 8:32). She argues that the second of 
these meanings is more appropriate in Mark 9:31 for two reasons: (1) the 
unlikelihood that Mark is referring to Judas’ betrayal since this would be the only 
detail of the PRN he has included here; and (2) it would then be expected that there 
would be a reference to the chief priests and scribes (as in 10.33) rather than to the 
generic term “men.” From this she concludes that the more likely meaning is that it is 
God himself who will deliver the Son of Man into the hands of men,159 an argument 
that she elsewhere supports by seeing a deliberate contrast between the divine 
passive and avnqrw,pwn.160 However, the fact that she has to draw this meaning of 
paradi,dwmi from outside of the typical Markan use of the term weakens her 
argument considerably. Furthermore, it is equally possible that the generic term 
“men” is merely ambiguous, rather than serving as an implicit contrast to a divine 
agent. 

 Against Hooker’s reading, Gundry argues that paradi,dwmi does not convey 
the notion that it is God who will hand Jesus over to his persecutors, but rather that 
there will be betrayal from within his own disciples. This is supported by the fact that 
paradi,dotai replaces avpodokimasqh/nai from Mark 8:31.161 He also calls attention to 
the meaning of “into the hands of men” in the scriptures, extra-canonical literature, 

                                                 
158 paradi,dotai is simply a futuristic present, as evidenced by the following future verbs 

(avpoktenou/sin and avnasth,setai), and the nature of a prediction as explicating a future event. Contra 
Lane, Gospel, 336, who argues that the present tense indicates “a fact so certain it can be described as 
accomplished (‘is delivered’).” 

159 Hooker, Mark, 226. Others argue for this interpretation based on their reading of an 
underlying reference to Isa 53:6,12, in which God gives his servant over to suffering and death. But 
Gundry, Mark, 506, rightly underscores the fact that there is no notion of the Isa 53-type vicarious 
death here in the prediction, and that there is no version of Isa 53 which includes the phrase “into 
hands of . . .” 

160 Morna D. Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark (London: SPCK, 1967), 135. 
161 Gundry, Apology, 503. 



   69

and the NT as “oppressive and violent treatment.”162 Moreover, Mark uses 
paradi,dwmi to describe what Judas Iscariot will do (in his editorial statements and in 
Jesus’ sayings) in giving Jesus over to the Jewish authorities (10:33b; 14:10, 11, 18, 
21, 41, 42, 44), a fact which guards against a divine passive in Mark 9:31. In 
addition, Mark 10:33 contains the same verb to describe the chief priests and scribes 
handing Jesus over to the Gentiles, Mark 15:1 the Jewish authorities handing Jesus 
over to Pilate, and Mark 15:15 Pilate’s handing Jesus over to the soldiers who will 
crucify him.163   

Furthermore, the idea that God will be antagonistic toward Jesus by handing 
him over to his persecutors goes against the predominant Markan presentation of 
both God and Jesus as those who are on the same side with the same agenda.164 
Given the violent and oppressive connotations bound up in the word (see above), as 
well as Mark’s use of the word in a similar manner with reference to the betrayal of 
Judas (14:18-21), there appears to be no precedent for a Markan use of the term that 
implies divine agency. Even if one interprets Jesus’ cry from the cross in Mark 15:34 
as a cry of abandonment which protests the absence of God, the difference between 
the actions of “abandoning” and “handing over” must be acknowledged. Thus, even 
this rendering of the passive paradi,dotai probably does not shed light on or 
foreshadow the relationship between God and Jesus conveyed in Mark 15:34.   

Another (similar) option is to interpret the passive paradi,dotai as indicating 
Judas’ act of betrayal as God’s agent (an indirect divine passive). Gundry notes that 
the reference to scripture in Mark 14:21 might indicate this type of agency, but 
argues that other factors such as, (a) the use of the active voice in Mark 14:18 when 
predicting Judas’ coming betrayal “One of you will give me over;” (b) the use of 
paradi,dwmi to refer to the actions of the Jewish authorities and Pilate (who are 
clearly not portrayed as God’s agents in Mark); (c) the presence of the passive in  
Mark 10:33 followed immediately by an active verb referring to human action; and 

                                                 
162 Gundry, Apology, 503, lists as examples: Mark 14:41, 46; Lev 26:25; Deut 1:27; 2 Sam 

24:14; 2 Kgs 21:14; Job 9:22-24; 16:11; Ps 106:41; Jer 26:24 MT and LXX; Dan 7:25; 11:11; Zech 
11:6; 1 Macc 4:30; Jdt 6:10; Sir 2:18; Acts 21:11; 28:17. 

163 Gundry, Apology, 506. 
164 Along with Gundry, Apology, 507. 
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(d) the narrative account of Judas’ betrayal in Mark 14:41, 42, guard against reading 
this as an act by one of God’s agents.165 

Given the evidence above, it appears that the best interpretive option with 
regard to paradi,dotai is to see it as an implicit reference to Judas’ betrayal of Jesus 
to the Jewish and Gentile authorities. This is consistent with the other uses of the 
word in the Markan narrative, as well Mark’s presentation of Jesus and his relation to 
God in both his person and work. 

 

Mark 10:33-34 

o[ti ivdou. avnabai,nomen eivj ~Ieroso,luma( kai. o` ui`o.j tou/ avnqrw,pou 

paradoqh,setai toi/j avrciereu/sin kai. toi/j grammateu/sin( kai. katakrinou/sin 

auvto.n qana,tw| kai. paradw,sousin auvto.n toi/j e;qnesin  34  kai. evmpai,xousin 

auvtw/| kai. evmptu,sousin auvtw/| kai. mastigw,sousin auvto.n kai. avpoktenou/sin( 

kai. meta. trei/j h`me,raj avnasth,setaiÅ 

“Look, we are going up to Jerusalem, and the Son of Man will be betrayed to 
the chief priests and the scribes, and they will condemn him to death and they 
will hand him over to the Gentiles and they will mock him and spit upon him 
and flog him and kill (him), and after three days he will rise.” 

 

Clearly the most detailed and extensive of the three formal passion-
resurrection predictions in Mark, 10:33-34 is perhaps the most intriguing of the three 
because of its inner narrative-like structure, which corresponds closely with the plot 
of the PRN itself. Even the setting of the third prediction (10:32), on the road (evn th/| 
òdw/|) to Jerusalem, anticipates in an explicit manner the events which will soon be 
recounted in the PRN. This is underscored by the repetition of the Markan Jesus’ 
stated goal present within his own passion-resurrection prediction. Hooker states well 
the importance of the setting for the remainder of the narrative:  

These verses mark another important stage in the story; the course of Jesus’ 
journey through Judaea is no longer vague but takes on a definite aim: Jesus 
is openly heading for Jerusalem. In one sense this can be described as the 

                                                 
165 Gundry, Apology, 507. 
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beginning of the passion narrative (sic), for at this point the events which lead 
inevitably to his death are put in motion.166 

This passion-resurrection prediction is also shrouded with an aura of mystery, as 
Jesus’ action (going to Jerusalem) elicits both amazement (evqambou/nto) and fear 
(evfobou/nto) from those around him. The reference to Jesus’ taking the twelve 
“again” (pa,lin) in Mark 10:32 likely refers to the two previous formal passion-
resurrection predictions, which Jesus also directed specifically to his disciples.167 
Although much focus has been spent on whether this prediction was shaped after the 
PRN or vice versa, this will not be a preoccupation of this study where our interest 
lies in how the passion-resurrection prediction as we have it functions to prepare the 
implied reader for the events that will take place in the PRN.168  

 This prediction is significant for its inclusion of several details not given in 
the other formal predictions. These include Jesus’ condemnation to death by the 
Jewish authorities (katakrinou/sin auvto.n qana,tw|) and their handing him over to the 
Gentiles (paradw,sousin auvto.n toi/j e;qnesin), as well as specifics of the sufferings 
that he will endure: being mocked (evmpai,xousin auvtw/|), spat upon (evmptu,sousin 
auvtw/|), and flogged (mastigw,sousin auvto.n). Like the other two, this prediction ends 
with the statement that he will be killed and will rise after three days. The order of 
the events in the prediction follows the order recounted in the PRN relatively closely, 
save for the flogging (a different verb is used in Mark 15:15: fragello,w), although it 
should not be assumed that Mark intended his description of the events to be  
understood in a strictly linear fashion. Nevertheless, the elaborate nature of the third 
formal passion-resurrection prediction underscores the fact that the drama of the 
passion-resurrection predictions has increased, with Mark 10:33-34 functioning as 
the climax of the three, just as the narrative is heading toward its own climax in the 
account of Jesus’ passion and resurrection. Thus, the three formal passion-
resurrection predictions are, as Strecker observes, “progressively assimilated to the 
passion narrative.”169 In addition, like the presentation of his other minor predictions 
throughout the PRN (for example, Mark 11:2-6; 14:12-16; 14:18; 14:27, 50; 14:30, 

                                                 
166 Hooker, Mark, 244. 
167 Pace Bayer, Predictions, 172; McKinnis, “Analysis,” 87. 
168 Cf. McKinnis, “Analysis,” 98-100; Strecker, “Passion,” 434; Bayer, Predictions, 173, 

181; Lane, Gospel, 375; for a discussion on the origin of this passion-resurrection prediction. 
169 Strecker, “Passion,” 435. 
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66-72), the Markan Jesus is presented as one whose predictions come true by Mark’s 
inclusion of the many details of the passion which come to fulfilment in the PRN. 
Thus, Jesus is presented as a true prophet. This indicates to Mark’s implied readers 
that Jesus’ words are trustworthy, and therefore that, since the details of his suffering 
come true in the PRN, so also will they be able to trust the veracity of his 
resurrection prediction.   

 It is clear in comparing the content of the three formal passion-resurrections 
predictions and the PRN (see chart below) that Mark takes great care to show that 
every detail of Jesus’ passion is accurately predicted by him.170 As I have suggested 
earlier, Mark’s inclusion of the details of the passion (and not of the resurrection) in 
these predictions probably indicates that is it Jesus’ violent death which was causing 
the most problems for his implied readers. Mark anticipates this difficulty and strives 
to show that Jesus’ suffering and death were indeed an integral and necessary (dei/) 
part of the divine plan. Subsequently, Mark’s repeatedly stark and straightforward 
reference to Jesus’ resurrection may indicate that this aspect of the gospel was the 
more easily and readily accepted of the two.171 It must be reiterated that this does not 
indicate a lack of interest on Mark’s part in the resurrection, or a lack of importance 
in his overall narrative. The presence of Jesus’ resurrection in every formal passion-
resurrection prediction strongly suggests otherwise. 

 In concluding our discussion of the three formal passion-resurrection 
predictions and their function in repeatedly emphasizing the future suffering, death, 
and resurrection of Jesus and preparing the reader for both his suffering and 
vindication, the following chart has been provided in order to see in one place both 
the shared and unique elements of the other formal passion-resurrection predictions 
and the PRN. 172 The many shared elements between the passion-resurrection 

                                                 
170 Vernon K. Robbins, Jesus the Teacher: A Socio-Rhetorical Interpretation of Mark 

(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 20, also notes that Mark is fond of using repetitive forms of three 
units to present Jesus’ identity and its implications for discipleship.  

171 I thank Professor L.W. Hurtado for also pointing out that, in Mark, while the passion of 
Jesus is a result of human actions, the resurrection is God’s miraculous act, and his very nature is 
sufficient to compensate fully for these negative human actions (i.e., his actions need no 
explanation/justification); private conversation, 05/09/05. 

172 This chart is an adaptation of the one provided in Lane, Gospel, 375. 
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predictions and the PRN suggests that the former function to emphasize certain later 
elements found in the PRN. 173 

 

  8:31 9:31 10:33-34 PRN 

1. Handed over 
to the chief 
priests and 
scribes 

______ ( )174  14:53 

2. Sentenced to 
death 

( )175 _____  14:64 

3. Handed over 
to the 
Romans 

_____ ( )176  15:1, 10 

4. Mocked, 
spat upon, 
flogged 

_____ _____  (14:65); 
15:15-20 

5. Executed    15:20-39, 
44 

6. Resurrected    16:1-8 

 

 

B. Other Foreshadowing of Jesus’ Suffering, Death, and Resurrection 

 This section of the chapter will focus on how the second half of Mark’s 
narrative has in view both the passion and vindication/resurrection of Jesus. Passages 
which contain this emphasis will be examined in order to highlight their function as 

                                                 
173 Juel, Messiah, 52. 
174 Literally eivj cei/raj avnqrw,pwn. 
175 The “rejection” of Jesus (the Son of man) implies the sentencing to death and its carrying 

out in Mark, as evidenced by his link between the “beloved son” of Mark 12:6-8 and the “stone” in 
12:10-11. 

176 eivj cei/raj avnqrw,pwn may refer to the Jewish authorities and/or the Gentiles. 
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additional preparation for the implied readers’ expectation of Jesus’ suffering and 
vindication within the narrative.   

 Although some see the narrative of the Transfiguration (Mark 9:2-8) as the 
actual account of Jesus’ resurrection appearances superimposed back into the 
narrative of Jesus’ ministry,177 one of the functions of its final place in the narrative 
is to provide the context in which Jesus makes another statement concerning his 
resurrection and passion in Mark 9:9-13. The reference to the resurrection of the 
Son of Man is not in the form of a prediction, but as a statement of fact.178 Jesus tells 
Peter, James, and John not to tell anyone about what they had just seen until the Son 
of Man rises from the dead (eiv mh. o[tan ò ui`o.j tou/ avnqrw,pou evk nekrw/n avnasth/|). 
The previous events of the transfiguration account—the transfiguration itself, Jesus’ 
garments becoming blindingly white, his conversation with two of the most revered 
figures in the scriptures, and the numinous event of the voice of divine affirmation 
from the cloud—appear to function in the narrative as a foreshadowing of Jesus’ 
resurrection/vindication. This is further substantiated by the awe, fear, and lack of 
understanding on the part of the three disciples—common Markan reactions which 
are repeated every time Jesus predicts his resurrection and again in the Markan 
resurrection account. The foreshadowing element of resurrection in the 
transfiguration account may also explain why the usual order of the predictive 
elements has been inverted, with the resurrection mentioned before the suffering of 
the Son of Man. In this case, the theme of resurrection dominates the passage, unlike 
the formal passion-resurrection predictions, which include more details of Jesus’ 
suffering and death than of his resurrection. 

                                                 
177 For example, Francis Watson, “The Social Function of Mark’s Secrecy Theme,” JSNT 24 

(1985): 55 (49-69); Perrin, Resurrection, 27-32. 
178 Fowler, Let the Reader, 86, points out the profound effect this statement would have had 

on its implied readers/hearers: "I take 9:9 as a specimen of rhetoric, not as a specimen of dogmatized 
history; that is, I take it not as a statement of Jesus to his disciples in the past about their future but as 
a statement by the narrator to the reader in the present moment of reading. After all, what is Mark's 
story of the Transfiguration (9:2-8) but the very 'telling of what they saw' that Mark has Jesus 
postpone at the story level until after the resurrection of the Son of man? The narrative that has been 
postponed at the story level has at the discourse level just been told! Even though at 9:9 we have not 
yet read a narrative from Mark about Jesus' resurrection, nevertheless we have read 9:2-8, which 9:9 
tells us is to be narrated only after the resurrection. Therefore, readers must realize, consciously or 
unconsciously, that they are reading at a time after the resurrection. From this point on the reader's 
mind is forced to work using the datum provided by the narrator that, as of the present moment of 
reading, the Son of man has been raised from the dead."   
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The disciples do not understand what he means by the statement concerning 
his resurrection, and ask him why the scribes say that it is necessary for Elijah to 
come first, a question which is probably sparked by the scene they just witnessed 
(Mark 9:4). It is in this context that Jesus again predicts his suffering (ge,graptai evpi. 
to.n ui`o.n tou/ avnqrw,pou i[na polla. pa,qh| kai. evxoudenhqh/|; Mark 9:12), which is 
presented as suffering in solidarity with (an) Elijah that has already come, i.e. John 
the Baptist (Mark 1:6; 6:17-29; John’s previous suffering is implied in the statement 
evpoi,hsan auvtw/| o[sa h;qelon; Mark 9:13).   

The actions against both Jesus and Elijah are presented as taking place “as it 
is written” (ge,graptai).179 It is possible that evxoudenhqh/| (evxoudene,w) may refer to Ps 
118:22 and Isa 53:3,180 and if so, ge,graptai would refer to a wider background in the 
scriptures rather than alluding to one specific passage. There also appears to be a link 
in function between the dei/ of Mark 8:31 and the ge,graptai of this passage. Both 
emphasize the necessity of the suffering of the Son of Man and contain an assertion 
that he will rise afterwards. It is interesting to note that there is both an implicit 
parallel drawn between the respective fates of John the Baptist (Elijah) and Jesus in 
their mutual experience of persecution and death at the hands of their enemies and an 
implicit contrast in the outcome of Jesus’ death in the form of his resurrection, which 
is highlighted by Mark’s emphasis on the resurrection in giving it priority of place in 
this passage (9:9). Whereas John is only thought to have risen from the dead by 
Herod and others when they mistake Jesus for his predecessor (Mark 6:14-16), Jesus 
will truly rise from the dead. It is likely that Mark’s implied readers would have seen 
in 6:14-16 an ironic reference to Jesus’ resurrection in Herod’s comments and the 
direct contrast of outcomes would have been apparent. 

 Another reference to Jesus’ death and resurrection/vindication takes place in 
the parable of the tenants and the summarizing citation from Ps 118:22-23 in Mark 
12:1-11, which occurs after the action-packed portion of the narrative consisting of 
the temple demonstration (Mark 11:15-19) and the verbal sparring between Jesus and 
the Jewish leaders (Mark 11:27-33). Due to our examination of the Markan context 
of this citation from Ps 118:22-23 in the following chapter, it would be superfluous 

                                                 
179 This is not the only time that the figure of Elijah is mentioned in the context of Jesus’ 

suffering: Mark 15:35-36. 
180 The recensions of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion contain this verb. 
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to repeat that same material here. What is of interest in this section is how the parable 
and its adjacent psalmic passage reiterate the Markan theme of the suffering and 
vindication of Jesus in the continuing context of Jesus’ confrontations with the 
Jewish authorities. Here, as in Mark 8:31, the future rejection (both use the verb 
avpodokima,zw) of Jesus by these, his persecutors—the chief priests, scribes, and elders 
mentioned in Mark 11:27—leads to his future vindication by God in giving him 
primacy of place (kefalh.n gwni,aj), a vindication which is acknowledged and 
deemed “marvellous” (qaumasto,j) in the eyes of others (those who constitute the new 
tenants of the vineyard, Mark 12:9). 

 It is clear that the parable and its companion citation are primarily concerned 
with the actions of those who reject the son and their subsequent condemnation by 
God.181 This is evidenced by its placement in the Markan narrative—in the context of 
Jesus’ disputes with the Jewish authorities—and the conclusion of the scene in 12:12, 
where he mentions their desire to arrest him because of their realization that the 
parable and citation were spoken in reference to them. Yet the assertion of the 
vindication of the son is also important in its role as the climax of the passage, in its 
function as the conclusion of the “story”: the persecutors will not have the last 
word—God will—and his word will result in the exaltation of the persecuted one. 
This exaltation/vindication will take place in connection with the destruction of the 
old “tenants” and the institution of the new (Mark 12:9). Thus, Bayer correctly 
asserts that: “The inseparable material link between rejection/death and 
vindication/resurrection is demonstrated in Mk 12:10 where Jesus implies that God 
vindicates the rejected one as the foundational event of a new order of 
righteousness.”182   

 What should be emphasized from our examination of this passage is that, 
although Jesus’ resurrection per se is not in view, but rather his 
vindication/exaltation, resurrection is indeed implicit.183 This can be argued on the 
basis of the place of the passage in the overall narrative. Mark’s implied readers have 

                                                 
181 Along with Bayer, Predictions, 103. 
182 Bayer, Predictions, 223.  Is the “stone” of Ps 118:22-23 a cornerstone (foundation) or 

capstone? Bayer, Predictions, 108, argues convincingly that a foundation stone is in view because Ps 
118:16-21 stress the present vindication of the Righteous Sufferer, rather than the “future 
consummation of an event.”   

183 Luke certainly interprets the passage in this way in Acts 4:11, where he has Peter quote 
this verse directly after his assertion that God has raised Jesus from the dead. 



   77

already been informed repeatedly and explicitly that Jesus will experience suffering 
and death at the hands of his enemies (the almost verbatim repetition of the list of 
persecutors—oi` avrcierei/j kai. oi` grammatei/j kai. oi` presbu,teroi—in 11:27 is 
significant here, as it recalls 8:31), but will rise afterward. A repetition of this “plot” 
of suffering and death followed by a vindication would have naturally recalled the 
more explicit details of vindication via resurrection read previously. In addition I 
would argue that, although in the larger context of Jesus’ disputes with the Jewish 
authorities his vindication might be construed as having God-ordained authority over 
them, the immediate context of the parable, in which the son is killed by his 
persecutors, would have suggested to Mark’s implied readers that the citation is 
referring to Jesus’ vindication from death via resurrection. Thus, although Mark has 
used Ps 118:22-23 to speak of Jesus, he has adapted it to refer to his own Righteous 
Sufferer’s future situation which does include both death and vindication in 
resurrection (rather than rescue from death, as in Ps 118:17-18).184 This parable, 
interpreted alongside of the passion-resurrection prediction of Mark 8:31, forms a 
type of interpretive apparatus, or blueprint, which Mark provides for his readers’ use 
in interpreting the events that will take place in the coming PRN. The rejection of the 
beloved son Jesus will take place in his trial by the Jewish authorities (Mark 14:55-
65), and he will be killed as a result of their rejection (Mark 15:24-37); but they will 
be destroyed and their privileged place given to others (Mark 15:38185), and he will 
be vindicated (Mark 14:62; 16:6).186 

 At the Passover meal prior to his arrest, Jesus distributes the bread and wine 
of the meal and reinterprets and infuses it with new meaning—as a commemoration 
of the impending sacrifice of his own body and blood (Mark 14:22-25). It is in this 
context, in Mark 14:25, that he tells the disciples that he will not drink any more 
wine until he drinks it anew in the kingdom of God.   

 The statement that he will not drink anymore implies that he will soon die, a 
fact which is substantiated by the surrounding context.187 Conversely, his assertion 
                                                 

184 See Chapter 4 for my discussion concerning whether the larger context of Ps 118 is in 
view here. 

185 Note my comments on this passage below. 
186 Helen K. Bond, Caiaphas: Friend of Rome and Judge of Jesus? (Louisville: Westminster/ 

John Knox Press, 2004): 104-105. 
187 E.g. the Son of man saying in Mark 14:21, as well as Peter’s interpretation of Jesus’ 

words in 14:31. 
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that he will drink again in the kingdom of God anticipates his ability to do so by 
experiencing resurrection. It is important to note that the emphasis in the statement 
falls on Jesus’ drinking again in the kingdom of God, rather than on the coming of 
the kingdom. Thus, Mark is underscoring Jesus’ future vindication by anticipating 
his partaking in a celebration of God’s new kingdom. This focus on Jesus’ personal 
vindication is further substantiated by the explicit statement that it is he who will 
drink it anew, and not he and his disciples.188 Thus, although the cessation of table 
fellowship between the disciples and Jesus and its resumption in the future Messianic 
banquet may be also be implied here, it is not the primary Markan emphasis.189 

 Immediately following the Passover meal, Jesus again predicts his death and 
resurrection in Mark 14:27, 28. The first part of the prediction is given in the form 
of a citation from Zech 13:7: “I will strike the shepherd, and the sheep will be 
scattered.”190 The second part is in the more typical Markan form of a statement of 
fact.191 The latter clearly identifies Jesus with the shepherd (see also Mark 6:34), and 
the “striking” (pata,xw) with his death. It must be noted that this passage constitutes 
the last explicit reference to Jesus’ resurrection before the account of his passion 
begins.192   

                                                 
188 Gundry, Apology, 834. 
189 Bayer, Predictions, 50-51, argues that the Markan Jesus is primarily referring to the 

Messianic banquet, evidenced by the context of the Passover meal in which Ps 118:24 was recited in 
the Jews’ anticipation of the redemption of the Messiah. However, as Gundry has pointed out, the 
emphasis in Mark 14:25 is not on a communal sharing of the wine, but on Jesus’ partaking of the wine 
after his previous abstinence (by death). Neither is Mark explicit here concerning the eschatological 
nature of the kingdom of God, which would be expected if the Messianic banquet was implied (Luke 
22:18 is more clearly eschatological). 

190 Gundry, Apology, 845, notes that the change from the imperative “strike” in the MT and 
LXX to the first person “I will strike” avoids the implication that those who carry out the striking are 
merely doing so out of obedience and are thus blameless. Clay A. Ham, The Coming King and the 
Rejected Shepherd: Matthew’s Reading of Zechariah’s Messianic Hope (New Testament Monographs 
4; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2005), 70, argues that the change is required due to the absence 
of the Zech passage which mentions the sword of Yahweh, and may be derived from the final clause 
in Zech 13:7: “I will turn my hand against the little ones.” The change can also be explained by the 
function of the citation in the passage, (a) as a prediction of what will come; and (b) as a comment 
directed to his disciples, rather than his enemies.   

191 Lindars, New Testament Apologetic, 129-30, argues that the matter-of-fact nature of Jesus’ 
statement concerning his resurrection is an indication that the phrase is “artificial.” Yet this “plain and 
unadorned” way of referring to his resurrection is found repeatedly in his other predictions (Mark 
8:31; 9:9; 9:31; 10:34). 

192 Willi Marxsen, Mark the Evangelist: Studies on the Redaction History of the Gospel 
(Trans. J. Boyce, D. Juel, W. Poehlmann, R. A. Harrisville; Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1969), 75-92, 
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 The focus of this passage is on the desertion of Jesus by his own disciples, 
which is evidenced by the use of the citation from Zechariah in the context of Jesus’ 
initial statement that they will all leave him, as well as the following prediction of 
Peter’s specific betrayal of Jesus (Mark 14:29-31). It not only centers on the 
disciples’ desertion, however, but on their future restoration with Jesus after he has 
been raised. Thus, the two storylines of the passage, i.e., the disciples’ desertion of 
Jesus and their later reunion with him, and Jesus’ death and resurrection, are 
presented in parallel to each other. The near future is bleak in the anticipation of 
betrayal and death, but it is not entirely so, since it concludes with restoration and 
resurrection. This second half of the prediction—the outcome of the actions against 
Jesus—is an extremely important reminder to Mark’s implied readers that the events 
he is about to narrate will include the negative, but will conclude with the positive.   

There are several other places where Mark reminds his readers that Jesus will 
be vindicated after his death on the cross, even in the midst of his account of Jesus’ 
suffering. These passages also merit our attention, as they highlight one of the 
Markan emphases in his portrayal of the death of Jesus. It will be seen that the 
function of these elements in his passion narrative is to point toward Jesus’ 
vindication by God, a vindication that the readers have been prepared to expect in the 
form of his resurrection. 

The first occurs in Mark 14:62, in the context of Jesus’ trial before the high 
priest. During his interrogation, the high priest asks Jesus, “Are you the Christ, the 
son of the Blessed One?” (14:61). Jesus’ answer recalls a similar statement he had 
made earlier to (some of) his disciples: “I am, and you will see the Son of Man 
seated at the right of the Power and coming with the clouds of heaven,”193 both of 
which are allusions to Dan 7:13: evqew,roun evn òra,mati th/j nukto.j kai. ivdou. evpi. tw/n 

nefelw/n tou/ ouvranou/ w`j ui`o.j avnqrw,pou h;rceto kai. w`j palaio.j h`merw/n parh/n kai. 

                                                                                                                                           
holds the minority view that this passage (interpreted in light of Mark 16:7) refers to the Markan 
Jesus’ parousia rather than resurrection. Even if this is the case, however, the parousia would only be 
possible if he had risen from the dead. Thus, regardless of one’s interpretation here, Jesus’ vindication 
via resurrection is implied by this passage and points the reader to a positive outcome to the death that 
awaits him. 

193 Mark 14:62: kai. o;yesqe to.n ui`o.n tou/ avnqrw,pou evk dexiw/n kaqh,menon th/j duna,mewj kai. 
evrco,menon meta. tw/n nefelw/n tou/ ouvranou/Å Mark 13:26: “and then they will see the Son of man 
coming in (the) clouds with great power and glory.” (kai. to,te o;yontai to.n ui`o.n tou/ avnqrw,pou 
evrco,menon evn nefe,laij meta. duna,mewj pollh/j kai. do,xhjÅ) 
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oi` paresthko,tej parh/san auvtw/|.194 An additional allusion to Ps 110:1, in the Markan 
Jesus’ reference to his future exaltation at the right hand of God (specifically, “the 
Power”), is likely present in the phrase, especially considering Mark’s previous 
citation of this passage in 12:36. Once again, the phrase “Son of Man” is used in the 
context of persecution (8:31; 9:12; 9:31; 10:33-34), yet it is precisely in the midst of 
his narrative of this suffering that Mark highlights the future vindication of Jesus.195 
Thus, Mark directs his readers back to his previous foreshadowing of Jesus’ death 
and resurrection, and points forward to Jesus’ future exaltation to the right hand of 
God himself. Once again Jesus is able to predict what will happen to him, this time at 
precisely the moment when his previous passion predictions are coming to 
fulfillment, precisely at the point in the narrative where Jesus appears to be in his 
most hopeless situation. This “accuracy” in prediction serves as an indication to 
Mark’s readers that this further prediction of his vindication in exaltation will also 
take place.196 And in yet another instance of Markan irony, Jesus is portrayed as 
being mocked for being a prophet at exactly the moment that his prophecies are 
coming true!197 Mark also reinforces the accuracy of Jesus’ predictive power by 
relaying Peter’s denial in the very next scene, which takes place precisely in the 
manner which Jesus had predicted (14:66-72; 14:29-31).198  

Another indication of Jesus’ vindication occurs in Mark 15:38, immediately 
after Jesus dies, in the report of the rending of the temple veil. The literature 
concerning the meaning of the tearing of the temple veil is extensive.199 I am not, 

                                                 
194 The reference to his exaltation to the right hand of God may also reflect an allusion to 

LXX Ps 109:1, which has been previously cited in Mark 12:36. 
195 Juel, Messiah, 95, argues that the first half of the statement points specifically to his 

resurrection, i.e. the “provisional vindication,” while the second half points to the “final, public 
vindication” in Jesus’ future return. 

196 With Gundry, Apology, 886. 
197 Juel, Messiah, 68 and 72. 
198 So also Bond, Caiaphas, 107. 
199 Timothy J. Geddert, Watchwords: Mark 13 in Markan Eschatology (JSNTSup 26; 

Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 141-43, lists 35 different interpretations of the tearing of 
the temple veil. Much of the literature centers on which veil (the inner or outer) is in view here: e.g. 
Juel, Messiah, 140-42; Dale C. Allison, The End of the Ages Has Come: An Early Interpretation of the 
Passion and Resurrection of Jesus (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1985), 30-33; Harry L. Chronis, “The 
Torn Veil: Cultus and Christology in Mark 15:37-39,” JBL 101 (1982): 97-114. One attractive 
suggestion is that the tearing is an indication of the destruction of the Jewish leaders and their temple, 
which harkens back to Mark 12 where the leaders are represented by the “tenants” who will be 
destroyed for their actions against the “beloved son.” If the tearing of the veil indicates the destruction 
of the “tenants” in Mark, then it, (a) refers the reader back to Mark 12, and thus, to Jesus’ citation of 
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however, primarily concerned with the meaning of the tearing of the veil per se, but 
rather with its function or place in the Markan narrative after Jesus’ death, which 
serves as an indication of his vindication in the several ways explicated below.200  

The narrative order of Jesus taking his last breath in Mark 15:37 followed by 
the tearing of the veil in two in 15:38 indicates that the latter event is a response to 
the former (i.e., Jesus’ death). Hurtado sees a link in the loud cry of Mark 15:37 with 
the tearing of the temple veil, which immediately follows in 15:38.201 This is 
supported by the presence of the conjunction kai, at the beginning of Mark 15:38, 
which suggests a linking of the two verses. This is in contrast to the presence of the 
disjunctive de, at the beginning of Mark 15:37, which indicates a subtle distancing 
from 15:36, and another de, immediately following in 15:39. While the significance 
of these words should not be exaggerated, it does at least suggest that Mark 15:37 
and 15:38 should be considered together as events in close relationship to one 
another.202  

If, then, the tearing of the temple veil is a response to Jesus’ final cry from 
the cross, whose response is it? The sheer magnitude of the power required to 
achieve such a feat implies the miraculous nature of the sign, and suggests that God 
is the agent.203 This is also supported by the immediate context, where Jesus had 
previously called out to God in his moment of agony (Mark 15:34). This act of 
tearing (sci,zw) recalls the tearing open of the clouds of heaven at Jesus’ baptism 
(Mark 1:10), where Jesus is validated by God as his beloved son. It is likely that 
Mark’s implied readers would have also recalled this prior validation and would have 
understood this event as another validation of Jesus. God’s validation of Jesus even 
at his moment of death also serves in the narrative as an implicit reminder that Jesus’ 
death is not the end, i.e., that he will be raised just as he predicted many times 

                                                                                                                                           
Ps 118, which; (b) proves that Jesus’ predictions do come true and; (c) strongly indicates/anticipates 
Jesus’ vindication as the “beloved son,” which then; (d) may inform the placement and meaning of the 
centurion’s statement immediately after the tearing of the temple veil. It is also interesting to note 
Juel’s observation (Messiah, 137) that the Isaiah Targum interprets Isa 5:1-5 as a reference to the 
destruction of the temple, which may indicate another connection between these three passages. 

200 This focus on the function of the passage in the narrative, rather than in the meaning of the 
tearing per se, is similar to Juel’s “double-level narrative” in Messiah, 46-47. 

201 Hurtado, Mark, 268. 
202 The indention of Mark 15:38 in NA27 is misleading at this point. 
203 So also Steichele, Der leidende Sohn Gottes, 257. 
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previously. Just as his prophetic predictions of the destruction of the temple and its 
leaders (Mark 11:12-21; 12:9; 13:2; 14:58) have been shown to be true in the 
symbolic tearing of the veil, so also will Mark’s readers have confidence that his 
predictions of his resurrection and exaltation, the ultimate vindication, will take place 
just as he has said. In summary, the tearing of the temple veil in Mark serves as an 
indication of Jesus’ vindication because it is, (a) a response to Jesus’ death; (b) by 
God; (c) in the form of a miraculous event; (d) which is reminiscent of a prior event 
in which Jesus was validated by God (baptism); and (e) is followed by a positive 
response from another observer of Jesus’ death (the centurion).204   

Jesus’ status as son of God is not only validated implicitly by God’s tearing 
of the temple veil. The centurion by the cross recognizes the true identity of Jesus in 
Mark 15:39. The likelihood that the centurion’s statement is a sincere one, rather 
than an inadvertent and ironic one,205 is supported by several elements in the Markan 
narrative itself. First, there is a complete absence of any negative portrayal of the 
centurion as an antagonist of Jesus in the narrative, although the other characters that 
ironically speak truths about Jesus’ identity are clearly portrayed as his antagonists 
(Mark 8:31; 10:33, 34; 11:18; 12:12 [11:27]; 14:1,2; 14:10; 14:43; 14:53-65; 15:1-
20; 15:29-32). Thus, unlike the high priest and the chief priests, Pilate, the soldiers, 
and those passing by the cross, the Markan narrative does not prepare the reader to 
expect the centurion to speak in such an ironic manner.206 Secondly, if Mark’s PRN 
can be shown to follow the general “plot” of Ps 22, as will be demonstrated in 
Chapter 6, then this speech-act of the centurion may be symbolic of the “worship of 
the nations” that is anticipated in Ps 22:28. Thirdly, the placement of the statement in 

                                                 
204 Juel, Messiah, 169, also sees the temple charge in Mark 14:58 as one of the bases for 

Jesus’ rejection by the Jewish leaders, and subsequently, on the “deeper” level of Mark’s double 
narrative, one of the bases for his vindication. This is part of his larger argument that whatever Jesus 
was rejected for by the Jewish authorities he is also presented as being vindicated by God. Cf. his 
summary in Messiah, 56. 

205 There are some who argue that the centurion’s statement should be grouped with the other 
ironic statements presented on the lips of Jesus’ enemies, such as the unwilling truths stated by the 
high priest (Mark 14:61), Pilate (15:2, 9, 12), the soldiers (15:18) and those surrounding the cross at 
Jesus’ crucifixion (15:29-32). E. g. Earl S. Johnson, Jr., “Is Mark 15.39 the Key to Mark’s 
Christology?” JSNT 31 (1987): 3-22; Larry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in 
Earliest Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 289; Fowler, Let the Reader, 207. 

206 Contra Fowler, Let the Reader, 207, all of the other soldiers in the PRN are clearly 
portrayed as antagonistic toward Jesus. If Mark is capable of making the villainy of these soldiers 
clear to the reader at this point, why would he not be just as clear about the centurion in Mark 15:39 if 
indeed he should be understood as one of their number? 
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its following on the heels of the miraculous tearing of the temple veil weighs against 
the likelihood that Mark intends his readers to understand the centurion’s comment 
as one of sardonic irony like the others (none of which follow any display of power, 
but rather react to the weakness and vulnerability of Jesus). Surely the spectacular 
power demonstrated in this act would have evoked awe rather than sarcasm and 
doubt.207 Fourthly, the emphatic adverb in the centurion’s statement (avlhqw/j) is 
found only one other time in Mark (14:70), where some bystanders perceive who 
Peter truly is—a disciple of Jesus. There Mark presents the bystanders as speaking 
emphatically and in earnest—over against Peter’s repeated denial that he is not a 
follower of Jesus (which the readers know is not true). Thus, in the only other 
instance of this adverb, Mark uses it to portray the speakers’ words as trustworthy, 
i.e., ones that can be taken at face value, in contrast with the lies of Peter. I would 
argue, then, that the burden of proof is on those who would read the use of this 
adverb differently in Mark 15:39 to show that Mark intended his readers to 
understand this statement as one that is not spoken in earnest and is not to be taken at 
face value.208   

However, it is not my intention to argue that Mark presents the centurion as 
grasping the full import of what he has exclaimed—this is not clear from the verse. 
Thus, it may well be ironic in the sense that the centurion does not fully grasp what 
he is saying or how his statement speaks to Jesus’ identity as God’s son, while still 
constituting a confession. This is the viewpoint of Juel, who argues that even if one 
takes the anarthrous ui`o.j qeou/ to mean “a son of God” rather than “the Son of God,” 
his expression would have been understood by Christian readers who know Jesus’ 
real identity as a true confession.209 In addition, as Juel underscores, the presence of 
the same anarthrous expression in Mark 1:1 (which is supported by such strong 

                                                 
207 Although the centurion is described as facing Jesus and not the temple, the sequence of 

the narrative suggests that his reaction is affected—and perhaps sparked—by the tearing of the veil 
recounted in the previous sentence. This may be further substantiated by Mark’s use of the pronoun, 
which could be understood either as masculine (“opposite Jesus”) or neuter (“opposite the temple 
veil”). It is only in the following clause that Mark makes it clear that the pronoun refers to Jesus. 

208 In response to Fowler, Let the Reader, 207, who argues that the avlhqw/j of the centurion 
should not be trusted, is it not equally (if more!) probable that, even at the discourse level of the 
narrative, the “truly” may truly be significant? 

209 Juel, Messiah, 83. 
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witnesses as 1א, B, D, L, W, etc.), where it is clearly used as a christological title, 
suggests that the phrase in 15:39 would have been understood in the same way.210 

Thus, the centurion, like Mark’s implied readers, is able to see beyond the 
apparent futility of Jesus’ death. This positive statement concerning Jesus’ identity 
moves the narrative closer to the event of the resurrection. Looking over the shoulder 
of the centurion, Mark’s readers are even more privileged than the centurion in their 
knowledge of Jesus’ future. The previous predictions in the narrative leading up to 
the passion which concern his vindication via resurrection have prepared the readers 
to expect God’s reaffirmation of Jesus beyond the cross.    

 

C. Conclusion: The Importance of Jesus’ Resurrection in Mark’s Gospel 

As we have seen from our examination of the formal passion-resurrection 
predictions and the numerous other passages which deal with Jesus’ suffering, death, 
and resurrection, it is clear that the latter is a matter of great importance to Mark. 
Although Mark’s focus on Jesus’ path to the cross is perhaps the loudest voice of 
emphasis in the gospel narrative, the presence of the repeated linking of this death 
with the anticipation of Jesus’ resurrection and vindication by God also cries out for 
the readers’ attention. Thus, there exists throughout Mark’s narrative a strand of 
thought that centers on the future events that will take place even after Jesus suffers 
and dies on the cross. This emphasis in Mark becomes an important key in 
understanding his PRN, especially the account of Jesus’ crucifixion.  

If the implied readers of Mark’s gospel were prepared to anticipate that 
something would happen to Jesus beyond his death—as I believe the evidence of this 
chapter shows—then it is more probable that, when they approached his cry from the 
cross in Mark 15:34 and recognized it as a citation from Ps 22, they would have 
grasped the overlap of plots between the two stories. The fact that the psalmist 
experienced vindication after enduring persecution, and that Mark creates an 
anticipation of the same conclusion in Jesus’ own experience amongst his implied 
readers provides a link in stories of the two protagonists. This Markan interest in 

                                                 
210 So also Tae Hun Kim, “The Anarthrous uìo.j qeou/ in Mark 15,39 and the Roman Imperial 

Cult,” Bib 79 (1998): 221-41; and Philip G. Davis, “Mark’s Christological Paradox,” JSNT 35 (1989): 
3-18, who aptly notes that if Mark’s anarthrous phrase would have caused confusion for his implied 
reader, the reader would not search for similar grammatical constructions to illumine the passage, but 
“would (have) read 15.39 consistently with previous references of Jesus’ sonship to God” (11). 
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resurrection—an interest which is often disputed or ignored altogether by scholars—

lends weight to the argument that Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 is pointing 
beyond itself in two respects. First, it is calling the implied reader’s attention to the 
remaining portion of the psalm, which recounts the sufferings of the speaker in detail 
and concludes with his rescue and vindication by God amongst his community. 
Second, by linking the plots of the intertext and his own narrative, Mark points his 
readers to God’s final impending answer to Jesus’ experience on the cross—

resurrection and vindication/exaltation. The overall interest of Mark in what will 
happen to Jesus after his suffering and death provides one important strand of 
evidence that supports a contextual reading of Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2.  

In the following chapter, we will look at some additional support for this 
reading. If the argument that the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 is contextual 
(rather than atomistic) is to be the most convincing, it would be helpful to uncover 
other contextual scriptural citations and allusions in Mark. A study of the general 
way Mark uses the scriptures as his intertext may result in one of three ways. It may: 
(1) indicate that Mark favors an atomistic use of the scriptures; (2) prove to be 
inconclusive, providing little indication of exactly how intertexts function in the 
narrative; or (3) indicate that Mark favors a contextual use of the scriptures. Chapter 
4 will be composed of an examination of a representative sampling of passages 
where Mark appears to be using the scriptures. The aim of this survey will be to 
determine whether Mark most often cites or alludes to scripture atomistically or 
contextually. The outcome will either challenge or strengthen the thesis of this 
study—that Mark’s implied readers would have read and understood Jesus’ citation 
of Ps 22:2 in light of the entire context of Ps 22.  
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Chapter 4 

Citation of and Allusion to the Scriptures in Mark’s Gospel 

 

The scriptures form an important background for Mark’s gospel, especially 
with regard to his portrayal of Jesus.211 Scholars have found approximately 30 
citations and as many as 200 allusions to the scriptures within the gospel!212 This 
chapter examines how the intertextual relationships between Mark and the scriptures 
help to infuse his gospel narrative with meaning. Is there a pattern that can be 
detected in Mark’s use of the scriptures? Are his citations and allusions atomistic or 
are they contextual, i. e., does he intend the larger context of the scripture passage to 
inform its new context within his narrative? Or is there some combination of the 
two? The answers to these questions will be sought after with a view toward 
understanding how Mark uses the allusions and citation of several passages in Ps 22. 
If it can be convincingly argued that Mark sets a precedent by often intending his 
implied readers to read a certain passage with the larger context of the scripture in 
mind, then it increases the possibility that he is doing the same in Mark 15:34.   

Using the definition of citation and the criteria for allusions set out in Chapter 
2 of my study, this chapter will focus on a sample of scriptural citations and allusions 
chosen because they are, (a) dispersed throughout the Markan narrative; (b) taken 
from different genres within the scriptures (for example, the psalms, prophetic books, 
historical books); and (c) represent various uses of the scriptures with regard to 
original context, as will be shown in the course of the chapter. The goal of this 
exercise is to determine whether the surrounding context of the cited or allusive 
passage fits within its place in Mark’s narrative, and whether this additional context 

                                                 
211 Gamble, Books and Readers, 213, also notes that the prevalence of scriptural use by the 

NT writers suggests that their readers and audiences also regarded the scriptures as authoritative and 
were sufficiently familiar with them to recognize their use: “The frequency, variety, and subtlety of 
Paul’s recourse to scripture presume not only that the communities he addressed acknowledged the 
authority of Jewish scripture, but also that they were sufficiently familiar with it to understand and 
appreciate his appeals to it, subtle and diverse as they were. . . . Paul’s letters are the best evidence for 
the question of the public reading of scripture in first-century Christianity (though he never mentions 
the subject) because he wrote to communities that were exclusively or predominantly Gentile, and if 
churches composed mainly of Gentiles were familiar with Jewish scripture, then all the more was that 
to be expected among Christian communities with larger Jewish constituencies. The fact that virtually 
all the earliest Christian writers were deeply interested in Jewish scripture and gave it theological use 
presumes that their readers too were aware of scripture, acknowledged its authority, and knew its 
substance.” Italics mine. 

212 Hatina, Search, 1. 
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helps illumine the passage as a whole. Also of interest is whether there are any 
markers in the Markan passage that would indicate to his implied readers that the 
larger context of the scripture passage is in view.213 Thus, the purpose of this 
exercise is to elucidate Mark’s allusive technique, rather than to do strict exegesis on 
each passage.214   

The passages to be discussed are ordered according to their place in the 
Markan narrative. This format has several advantages. First, it presents the evidence 
concerning how Mark uses the scriptures in the order in which his implied readers 
would have read or heard it. Second, it underscores the diversity of Mark’s use of the 
scriptures throughout the narrative by highlighting the presence of the different uses 
dispersed throughout the account of Jesus’ ministry as well as in the PRN. Third, this 
order of examination helps resist the natural tendency to force and/or distort passages 
to fit into convenient categories, rather than taking them on their own terms. Only at 
the end of the chapter will these passages be grouped together and analyzed 
according to the results of our investigations. 

 

Mark 1:2-3 (Mal 3:1; Exod 23:20; Isa 40:3) 

 The first passage to be examined is the problematic citation in the opening 
lines of Mark’s gospel, a combined citation taken from three different books but 
                                                 

213 Perri, “On Alluding,” 299, argues that allusion requires a degree of sophistication and 
competence on the part of the reader not only because the allusion must be recognized, but because 
allusion requires the reader to “complete the allusion’s unstated significance.” 

214 Mark’s modus operandi appears to be the same regarding his use of the scriptures in the 

PRN as well as in the other material. For example, the conflation of texts, the combination of texts 

that originally had nothing to do with each other (Kee, “Function,” 181), the citation or allusion to 

scripture passages at the most crucial point in the story (Kee, “Function,” 175), and the appeal to a 

wider context of the scriptural passage (see discussion below), all appear in Mark 1-13 and the PRN 

material. Thus, even if Mark inherited the PRN material from a pre-Markan passion tradition, he 

either, (a) intentionally adapted his use of the scriptures to fit how he perceived the passion tradition to 

use the scriptures; or (b) used the scriptures in a similar fashion independently of the other.  

Absent from this sampling of citations and allusions are those which are clearly atomistic. 

This particular exercise will deal only with those that are not clearly atomistic or contextual at first 

glance. 
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attributed solely to “Isaiah the prophet.”215 After using the first verse as the context 
in which to interpret the following,216 Mark cites a conflation of Exod 23:20 and Mal 
3:1 in Mark 1:2. The first reference is the easiest to identify because it follows almost 
verbatim the LXX version, leaving out only the connective kai, and the emphatic evgw, 

in the LXX text. The source of the citation as Mal 3:1, however, is more difficult to 
discern, since it is does not correspond with the LXX version:  

 

 LXX Mal 3:1: kai. evpible,yetai o`do.n pro. prosw,pou mou 

 Mark 1:2b: o]j kataskeua,sei th.n o`do,n sou 

 

On the basis of the verb change from evpible,pw to kataskeua,zw, several scholars 
conclude that Mark is using a Hebrew source, basing his translation on the piel of hnp 
(to prepare), while the LXX translation is derived from the qal (to survey, turn back, 
look).217 On the heels of the conflated citation comes a citation from LXX Isa 40:3, 
with the only change coming at the end of the verse, where Mark substitutes auvtou/ 
for tou/ qeou/ h`mw/n. 

 The placement of these citations at the very beginning of Mark’s gospel 
underscores the importance that Mark gives them for interpreting his narrative. In 
addition, their connection with his introductory verse, which presents to the reader 
the main protagonist of his story, Jesus Christ, indicates that they provide a type of 
“first impression” of this character and a context in which to understand Mark’s 
narrative.  

 Given the importance of these citations for the gospel as a whole, it is 
important to ask whether the opening sentences of Mark’s gospel should be 
interpreted in light of the larger contexts of the citations from the scriptures. In 

                                                 
215 Some manuscripts (A, W, ƒ13, Maj, for example) have rectified the “problem” by 

replacing evn tw/| VHsai<a| tw/| profh,th| with èn toi/j profh,taij. 
216 The absence of a verb in the opening line suggests that “the beginning of the gospel of 

Jesus Christ, son of God” is the promise found in the citation itself. See Marcus, Way, 17-21; Robert 
A. Guelich, “The Beginning of the Gospel: Mark 1:1-15,” BR 27 (1982): 5-15, for an argument that 
kaqw.j ge,graptai forms the transition between  Mark 1:1 and 1:2-3. 

217 E.g. Krister Stendahl, The School of St. Matthew and its Use of the Old Testament 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1968), 47-54; Marcus, Way, 12-14; Hatina, Search, 144-45. 
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support of this are R. Watts and J. Marcus, both of whom draw similar conclusions, 
but in different ways.218   

From the outset, Watts consistently appeals to the larger contexts of the 
scriptural passages to which Mark alludes or cites. With respect to Mark 1:2-3, Watts 
sees an important connection between the respective contexts of the citations from 
Exodus, Malachi, and Isaiah in the theme of God’s deliverance. The context of the 
Exodus passage is God’s promise to Israel that he will provide a messenger that will 
lead them out of the wilderness and into the land (Exod 23:20-33). This is 
contingent, however, on the peoples’ faithfulness to the covenant that Moses lays out 
in the Book of the Covenant (Exod 20:22-23:33), the larger setting in which the 
passage is located, and whether they are attentive to and listen to God’s messenger 
(pro,sece and eivsa,koue, Exod 23:21). The Malachi passage also speaks of a 
messenger from God but, unlike the messenger of Exod 23:20, this messenger will 
come to prepare the way for God to bring judgment upon the Levitical priests who 
cheat him and his people (Mal 3:2-9).219 And although there is a message of hope 
and deliverance for those who obey God (Mal 3:10-12), it is not clear whether the 
messenger has a role in this deliverance. The only explicit purpose of the messenger 
in this passage is to clear the way for God’s judgment (Mal 3:1-4), which then leads 
to the deliverance of his people from the hands of their oppressors. The larger 
context of Isa 40:3 is similar to the Malachi passage as well, since it speaks of the 
hope of God’s coming to restore his people from their oppressors (Babylon). The 
role of the “voice” (fwnh,) in Isa 40:3, like the messenger of Malachi, is to prepare 
the way for the coming of God to bring judgment on oppressors and deliverance for 
his people. 

There are, however, some significant differences between the larger contexts 
of each passage cited. For example, both contexts of Mal 3:1 and Isa 40:3 are 
concerned with proclaiming God’s arrival, while the context of Exod 23:20 relays 
God’s promise to send a messenger who will prepare the way for the arrival of his 
people. In addition, it is not clear from the context of Mal 3:1 that the prophet is 

                                                 
218 Marcus, Way, 17-47; Watts, New Exodus, 63-84, although it should be noted that both 

Watts and Marcus see the context of Isaiah (especially Deutero-Isaiah) as the primary interpretive 
context in which Mark places his gospel, as the titles to their respective monographs indicate.  

219 The motif of God’s judgement of the religious authorities is a theme that is found 
throughout Mark’s gospel (e. g., Mark 11:15-19 [and perhaps 11:12-14, 20-26]; 12:1-12) and overlaps 
with Mal 3:3, 4. 
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thinking of a New Exodus (in the manner of Isaiah), since his “preparation” is for the 
judgment of the Levitical priesthood and not for God’s restorative campaign from 
Babylon to Jerusalem.220 The theme of deliverance, then, may be too broad a 
category with which to justify an appeal to the larger contexts of the verses cited in 
Mark 1:2, 3. 

Marcus argues that the presence of the transitional kaqw.j ge,graptai 
underscores the link between the euvagge,lion of Mark 1:1 and the conflated “Isaiah” 
citations, where euvagge,lion is a main theme throughout Deutero-Isaiah and 
especially Isa 40:9-10, and he therefore suggests that the larger Isaianic context is 
meant to inform and interpret the whole of Mark’s gospel.221 Marcus’ position for the 
influence of the larger Isaianic context also stands on the meaning of the Targum 
version of Isa 40:9, which reads Akh.l'a.d: at'wkulm; ta;yligt.ai, “the kingly power of your 
God has been revealed,”222 rather than the LXX ivdou. o` qeo.j u`mw/n,“Behold your 
God.” This allows him to detect a thematic connection between the Markan and 
Isaianic contexts in Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God in Mark 1:15 and the 
similar proclamation in Tg. Isa. 40:9. 

The fact that the concept of “gospel” plays so prominently in both Mark’s 
opening section (1:1, 15) and Isa 40 gives weight to the argument that the larger 
context of the Isaianic passage is in view here. However, it does not address whether 
the contexts of Exod 23:20 and Mal 3:1 should also have an impact on the 
interpretation of this passage. Although this may not concern Marcus, considering his 
view that it is Isaiah which provides Mark with the overall framework for his use of 
the scriptures, one who does not adopt Marcus’ larger argument is left unsatisfied 
with an explanation that deals with only one of the three passages.223 In addition, 
Marcus’ reliance on the Targum to find a thematic connection between Mark 1:15 
and Isa 40:9 is questionable, considering that the citation of Isa 40:3 appears to come 
almost verbatim from the LXX version.   

                                                 
220 Along with Hatina, Search, 147-48. 
221 Marcus, Way, 18-21. The participle euvaggelizo,menoj is found in Isa 40:9. 
222 Marcus, Way, 20.  His translation.  
223 Klyne R. Snodgrass, “Streams of Tradition Emerging from Isaiah 40:1-5 and Their 

Adaptation in the New Testament,” JSNT 8 (1980): 24-45, also argues that the larger context of Isaiah 
40, specifically Isa 40:1-5, is in view here, due to the tradition of Jewish interpreters to view this 
passage as an integrated whole which is connected by the theme of the divine promise of 
eschatological comfort. 
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A major argument that has been raised against the interpretation of Mark 1:2-
3 in light of the citations’ larger contexts is the possibility that Mark may not even 
have been aware that the entire citation does not belong to Isaiah.224 If sufficient 
doubt can be maintained that Mark was aware that a portion of his citation comes 
from Exodus and Malachi (as may be indicated by his attribution of the entire 
citation to Isaiah), then there would be no grounds for arguing that Mark intended the 
larger contexts of all three passages to enhance his introduction. Although it is 
possible that Mark was not aware of the references to Exod 23:20 and Mal 3:1 (i.e. 
his attribution of the citations to Isaiah indicates that he was confused about his 
sources or that he was working from a testimonium which already contained a 
conflation unbeknownst to him), this is unlikely for several reasons. First, as C. 
Stanley has demonstrated, conflation was not a contentious literary device in his day, 
but was an accepted, intentional, and relatively common practice, so the presence of 
one here should not imply that Mark was necessarily ignorant or confused.225 
Second, throughout his narrative, Mark’s other uses of the scriptures suggest that he 
was a more astute user of scripture than is often credited him.226 Third, the fact that 
Mark recognizes the verbal link between Mal 3:1 and Isa 40:3 in the Hebrew hnp 
might indicate that his ascription of these texts to Isaiah is not out of ignorance, but 
out of theological intentionality.227   

Both Marcus and Watts see the Isaiah text as the connecting point between 
the Exodus and Malachi citations and Mark’s presentation of the gospel. In other 
words, the respective contexts of each citation are read through the larger lens of 
Deutero-Isaiah. Without bringing this larger interpretive framework to bear on this 
passage, it is not immediately clear that Mark regards the larger contexts of these 
three passages as programmatic for understanding either Mark 1:2-3 alone or his 
narrative as a whole. Perhaps the sheer number of his citations and allusions to other 
portions of Isaiah in the remainder of his narrative (recurrence) would have 

                                                 
224 E.g. Hatina, Search, 148. 
225 Stanley, Paul, 342. 
226 One example of his astuteness might be his more subtle use of scripture by allusion, rather 

than by a more rigid (and obvious) formulaic use, as Matthew employs. Stanley, Paul, 273-74, has 
shown that by including allusions in their works, ancient authors were essentially complimenting their 
readers by assuming their ability to recognize them. 

227 Marcus, Way, 17. Marcus uses this argument as a springboard into his view that Isaiah 
forms the major scriptural background from which Mark presents his gospel. 
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eventually led his early readers to regard this book as a larger context from which to 
interpret his gospel as a whole.228 However, the position of these citations at the 
beginning of the narrative leaves almost no narrative context with which to make 
these decisions. It may indeed be the case that the “messenger” of Exod 23:20 and 
Mal 3:1 (shared vocabulary) and the “preparation” in Mal 3:1 and Isa 40:3 (shared 
circumstance) provided Mark with the language he needed to present both John and 
Jesus as ones sent by God and to convey the former as the forerunner of the latter. 
On the other hand, along with Marcus and Watts, the very presence of these citations 
at the beginning of Mark’s narrative may indicate that there is more context implied 
here than meets the eye. Even so, Mark’s attribution of these citations solely to Isaiah 
is a strong indication that, if there is any larger context in view, it is Isaiah’s and not 
Exodus’ or Malachi’s.229 At any rate, it is unclear whether the larger context behind 
any of these citations is in view here.   

 

Mark 5:1-20 (Exod 14:21-15:21) 

 The story of Jesus’ healing of the Gerasene demoniac is one of the most 
dramatic and captivating in the entire gospel. The passage is interspersed with 
several motifs both within the narrative (e.g., “strength,” ivscuro,j, ivscu,w, is a theme 
previously encountered in the Beelzebul controversy of Mark 3:20-30) and without 
(e.g., the use of “swine” in Greek and Roman idol worship).230 However, it is the 
story’s affinities with the Exodus account which will be examined below. First, 
however, we must take a look at the story’s immediate context in Mark’s narrative. 

 After telling several parables to the crowds (Mark 4:1-34), Jesus and his 
disciples leave them by sailing to the other side of the sea, an act which provides an 
opportunity for Jesus to work yet another miracle in the calming of a storm (4:35-

                                                 
228 Mark 1:2; 4:12; 7:6; 11:17; 12:1-9; 13:24, 25. 
229 This attribution may also reflect the fact that Deutero-Isaiah was repeatedly used as a 

resource for early Christian christology: so Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ, 378; Richard Bauckham, God 
Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testament (Carlisle: Paternoster Press, 1998), 47-
77; Franklin W. Young, “A Study of the Relation of Isaiah to the Fourth Gospel,” ZNW 46 
(1955):215-33. Thus, Mark would likely have presumed his readers to have already regarded Isaiah 
40-55 as a christological text. 

230 Franz Annen, Heil für die Heiden: Zur Bedeutung und Geschichte der Tradition vom 
bessessenen Gerasener (Mk 5,1-20 parr.) (Frankfurter theologische Studien 20; Frankfurt am Main: 
Joseph Knecht, 1976), 133-81. 
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41). The power of Jesus to wield the wind and the waves leaves his followers in awe, 
and provokes their musings about his identity (Mark 4:41). Mark’s next scene 
answers exactly this question (5:7), the answer (both in word and deed, 5:6) coming 
from the very unclean spirits (ta. pneu,mata ta. avka,qarta) who are wreaking havoc on 
the Gerasene man. At the request of “Legion,” Jesus does not cast them out of the 
country, but sends them into a herd of swine on the hill, an act that drives the swine 
into the sea and drowns them.   

 What elements of the story indicate an allusion to the Exodus crossing of the 
Red Sea? One could argue that, since there is no distinctive shared vocabulary 
between the two accounts, there is no allusion to the Exodus event at all. However, 
there are several parallels involving the setting, characters, and plot of each story, 
similarities which indicate an allusion to an entire event rather than a singular 
passage.231   

Each story takes place near (and in!) a “sea” (qa,lassa) and in a Gentile land. 
There is also evidence of military imagery in Mark’s account both in the Latinism 
legiw,n (5:9) and in the description of the group of pigs as an avge,lh (“herd”; 5:11, 
13), a term that could also be used for a group of military recruits.232 This imagery is 
reminiscent of the military setting of the conflict between the army of Pharaoh and 
the Israelite camp. In the Markan story, it is the demons who, like Pharaoh, enslave 
the Gerasene and meet their ruin by rushing down the hill and drowning into the 
sea.233 And just as it was God who orchestrated the demise of Pharaoh’s army, it is 
Jesus as son of God who has both the power to control all that takes place in the story 
and the power over the unclean spirits and the herd of swine.234 Lastly, although he 
does not remain in the restraints in which the locals try to place him (Mark 5:3-4), 
the Gerasene is presented as one in bondage to demons, and it is Jesus who frees him 
from that bondage—an act he attributes to the mercy of the Lord (5:19). This recalls 

                                                 
231 See my discussion of this type of allusion in Chapter 2. 
232 J. Duncan M. Derrett, “Contributions to the Study of the Gerasene Demoniac,” JSNT 3 

(1979): 5-6. 
233 Derrett, “Contributions,” 5-6, argues that w[rmhsen could also be used to describe troops 

rushing into battle. 
234 It is clear that Mark does not present Jesus as merely a vessel through whom God works 

(the role of Moses in the Exodus account), since, (a) Jesus has just been presented in Mark 4:35-41 as 
having power over the wind and the sea itself, just as God demonstrated his power over them (Exod 
15:8-10); and (b) the unclean spirits recognize the authority of Jesus as son of God (Mark 5:7) and that 
he has power to do what he wishes with them (5:10).   
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Moses’ words in the Song of the Sea, where he describes God’s deliverance of his 
people from oppression by leading them into the land as evidence of his ds,x, (LXX 
dikaiosu,nh, Exod 15:13). 

This type of allusion (shared circumstances) necessarily requires the reader 
to interpret the new story in light of the larger context of the old, since it is an 
allusion that encompasses several aspects of the former story, including 
characterization, setting, and plot.235 How would Mark’s allusion to the Exodus story 
have illumined this portion of the narrative for his implied readers? First, it presents 
Jesus as one who possesses Godly powers, which is even more striking when 
combined with Mark’s repeated depiction of Jesus as son of God (1:11; 5:7, and later 
in 9:7). Second, it places a Gentile in the position of the Israelites, therefore 
underscoring God’s concern to offer salvation to Gentiles, and more specifically, to 
the “unclean.” Third, the juxtaposition of this story with the narrative of Jesus’ 
calming of the storm (Mark 4:35-41) may underscore the presence of the Divine-
Warrior motif, a characterization of God found in Moses’ Song (Exod 15:1-18, but 
especially vv. 1-10).236 Thus it is primarily the identification of Jesus with God that 
is illumined by the Exodus allusion in Mark 5:1-20.  

 

Mark 5:22-24, 35-45 (1 Kgs 17:17-24; 2 Kgs 4:32-37) 

Following immediately on the heels of Jesus’ healing of the Gerasene 
demoniac, Jesus crosses back over the sea and is soon approached by a synagogue 
official, Jairus, who asks Jesus to heal his daughter from a sickness that threatens to 
kill her. The story of Jairus’ daughter picks up again in Mark 5:35, after the 
intercalation of the healing of the woman with the flow of blood, with the 
announcement that the girl has died. Jesus, however, denies that this is the case, 
claiming that the girl is only sleeping, and proceeds up to the child’s room and heals 
her.   

                                                 
235 See my treatment of allusions to events in Chapter 2. 
236 Watts, New Exodus, 161. Its proximity to the account of Jesus’ walking on the sea (Mark 

6:45-52), which presents Jesus as possessing the same power to “trample the sea,” as that of Yahweh 
(Job 9:8; Hab 3:8,15) may be a further indication of the close identification (or “assimilation”) of 
Jesus with God; so Barry Blackburn, Theios Anēr and the Markan Miracle Traditions: A Critique of 
the Theios Anēr Concept as an Interpretative Background of the Miracle Traditions Used by Mark 
(WUNT Reihe 2:40; Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1991),145-52, 176-82. 
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Like the story that precedes it, this account of the healing of Jairus’ daughter 
alludes to the scriptures, but in this case, there appears to be an allusion to two 
similar scriptural healing stories: Elijah’s healing of the widow’s son in Zarephath (1 
Kgs 17:17-24), and Elisha’s healing of the Shunammite woman’s son (2 Kgs 4:32-
37). Once again, Mark's allusive narrative has points of contact with the respective 
events of these passages of scripture, as well as the presentation of the main 
characters (shared circumstances). 

Like the stories in Kings, Mark’s account centers on a sick child who appears 
to die from illness (Mark 5:35; 1 Kgs 17:18; 2 Kgs 4:31-32). In both the Elisha story 
and the Markan account, it is a parent that approaches the healer, falls at his feet,237 
and asks for his intervention (Mark 5:22; 2 Kgs 4:27-30; it is also possible that the 
widow’s hostile confrontation of Elijah serves the same purpose, 1 Kgs 17:18). Like 
Elisha, Jesus also enters the child’s room and closes the door, keeping the mourners 
out of the way of his work (Mark 5:40; 2 Kgs 4:33).238 All three stories end with the 
same result: the prophet raises the child from the dead and returns him/her to the 
parents (Mark 5:41-42; 1 Kgs 17:23; 2 Kgs 4:36).239 

From our analysis above, it is clear that the Markan account has more 
affinities with the Elisha story than that of Elijah.240 This is consistent with the 
Elijah/Elisha theme that is present throughout Mark’s narrative in which he presents 
John the Baptist as the Elijah figure, the forerunner of Jesus (Mark 1:6; 9:10-13). 
This paradigm of John and Jesus as Elijah and Elisha figures present at the beginning 
of Mark’s narrative would likely have aided the implied reader in his recognition of 

                                                 
237 In the MT and LXX, the verbs indicate a seizing or catching hold of Elisha’s feet (qz:x', 

evpilamba,nw), but the sense is essentially the same in the Markan account, since the MT/LXX verbs 
still imply an action of falling at the feet. 

238 Although Elisha does not even allow the child’s mother in to the room while he raises the 
child. 

239 Another intriguing connection with Mark’s narrative and the Elijah story is the identical 
exclamation (directed to the prophet) of the widow (LXX 1 Kgs 17:18) and the demons in Mark’s 
preceding story (5:7): ti, evmoi. kai. soi,;, “What have you to do with me?,” an idiom found nowhere 
else in Mark and only four times in the LXX, two of which are in the Kings material (Judg 11:12; 1 
Kgs 17:18; 2 Kgs 3:13; 2 Chr 35:21). Is Mark preparing his readers for the following allusion to the 
Elijah story? 

240 Although this distinction may be somewhat superficial if both the Elijah and Elisha 
account represent two versions of one basic story. See Hermann-Josef Stipp, “Vier Gestalten einer 
Totenerweckungserzählung (1 Kön 17,17-24; 2 Kön 4,8-37; Apg 9,36-42; Apg 20,7-12),” Bib 80 
(1999): 43-77. 
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the allusions in this portion of the narrative. In addition, the prior familiarity with the 
stories in Kings would have led the reader to anticipate a similar outcome in Mark’ 
account in the raising of the girl from the dead. 

 

Mark 8:17, 18 (Jer 5:21; Exod 4:21; 7:3; 14:4, 7; Ps 95:8; Isa 63:17) 

 Mark’s adaptation of Jer 5:21 comes at a point when Jesus is feeling intense 
frustration towards his disciples’ lack of understanding and faith. After the Pharisees 
approach Jesus to test him by requesting from him a sign and Jesus sends them away 
with a flat denial, Jesus and his disciples get back in the boat to head to the other 
side. While on their way, the disciples become concerned because they only have one 
loaf of bread. Jesus uses this opportunity to provide an object lesson for the incident 
that has just happened with the Pharisees. He warns them to beware of (o`ra/te( 
ble,pete) the leaven of the Pharisees and Herod (Mark 8:15). As is typical of the 
Markan portrayal of the disciples, they do not understand Jesus’ warning, perhaps 
still preoccupied with their stomachs!241 It is here that Mark cites a form of Jer 5:21 
that is either his own adaptation or derives from an unknown Hebrew Vorlage: 

 

ovfqalmou.j e;contej ouv ble,pete kai. w=ta e;contej ouvk avkou,eteÈ 

 “Having eyes do you not perceive and having ears do you not understand?”242 

 

 The scriptural context of this passage is God’s indictment of Judah for 
forsaking him in the favor of foreign gods (Jer 5:19). Therefore God promises that 
his people will soon incur judgment for their idolatry in the form of Babylonian 
oppressors. It is at this point that he accuses the people for not seeing with their eyes 
and hearing with their ears, equating this with foolishness and senselessness (Jer 
5:21). God then proceeds to explain to them one reason why they should fear him, 
because he has power over the sea to keep it within its boundaries and to prevail over 

                                                 
241 Mark 4:13. 
242 The LXX follows the syntax of the MT version identically: ovfqalmoi. auvtoi/j kai. ouv 

ble,pousin w=ta auvtoi/j kai. ouvk avkou,ousin, W[m'(v.yI al{ïw> ~h,Þl' ~yIn:ïz>a' Waêr>yI al{åw> ‘~h,l' ~yIn:Üy[e 
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the waves (Jer 5:22). Jeremiah’s prophecy continues with an accounting of their sins 
against the Lord and his promise to punish them for it (5:23-31). 

 Did Mark intend the larger context of the scripture to have any bearing on his 
narrative at this point? There is at least one significant difference between the two 
contexts: Jeremiah is concerned with the judgment of the people’s apostasy, an issue 
that is clearly not in view in Mark’s narrative. It is possible that the shared concepts 
of understanding and perception that pervade each context are primarily what led 
Mark to incorporate this citation in his narrative. 

Yet there is one interesting connection between the two, specifically between 
the Jeremiah context and the larger context of Mark 4-8. As mentioned above, the 
following verse in Jeremiah recounts the fearful might of God in his power over the 
sea. In the preceding accounts of the calming of the storm and his walking on water, 
Jesus is also presented as one who has this power (Mark 4:35-41; 6:45-52). In 
addition, it is in the context of the former story that Jesus comments upon the 
disciples’ lack of faith (Mark 4:40), a similar accusation to the one made in Mark 
8:17-21. And it is likely no coincidence that these two “sea” stories sandwich the 
story of the feeding of the 5,000 (Mark 6:30-44), an account closely resembling that 
of Mark 8:1-10, which sparks Jesus’ comments about the leaven of the religious 
leaders in the present narrative. Jesus even reminds them of the two feeding miracles 
in order to underscore the depth of their lack of understanding (Mark 8:19-20).   

The fact that the Markan Jesus has previously accused the disciples of having 
hardened hearts in Mark 8:17 (shared vocabulary, pepwrwme,nhn e;cete th.n kardi,an 

u`mw/n) just before the Jeremiah citation draws in the context of the Exodus story 
through allusion to this key theme in the account (and in subsequent passages in the 
scriptures which refer to the Exodus story, cf. LXX Ps 94:8; Isa 63:17, where Israel 
is portrayed as having hardened hearts like Pharaoh).243 In the Exodus account this 
portrayal of Pharaoh’s hardness of heart (Exod 4:21; 7:3; 14:4, 17) indicates his 
obstinate disobedience to God’s revelation through Moses. Similarly, Jesus accuses 
his disciples of stubbornly failing to understand the significance of his miracles 
(Mark 8:19, 20) as also revealing God’s power and work through Jesus himself. The 

                                                 
243 Although the verb used in the LXX is a different one, sklhru,nw, the allusion would hardly 

have been lost on Mark’s implied readers since, (a) both verbs indicate stubbornness; and (b) the 
combination of the verb with kardi,a would have immediately brought the Exodus story to mind. 
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allusion to the Exodus story also reinforces the presentation of Jesus as one who has 
power over the sea in Mark 4-8 (shared circumstances). 

Thus, the settings of the prominent events in Mark 4-8 and the 
characterization of Jesus which they provide intersect with the themes of perception, 
understanding, hardened hearts, and power over the sea that pervade the Markan 
context, the larger context of Jer 5:21, and the scriptures which refer to the Exodus 
account. It is highly possible, then, that Mark arranged his narrative in such a way 
that his implied readers would make these underlying connections, perhaps to 
underscore the serious consequences for failing to perceive and understand the true 
identity of Jesus.  

 

Mark 11:17 (Isa 56:7 and Jer 7:11) 

 This passage comes at a crucial and tension-filled moment in Mark’s 
narrative. Following on the heels of his triumphant arrival into Jerusalem (Mark 
11:7-11), Jesus heads to the temple a second time on the following day. Perhaps 
Mark was preparing his readers to anticipate the negative tenor of Jesus’ actions on 
this day (as compared to the previous one) by his account of Jesus’ cursing of the fig 
tree on the way to the temple (11:12-14) and its withering on the way out (11:20). At 
any rate, despite its traditional description as the “cleansing” of the temple, the 
Markan Jesus’ following actions and words in the temple suggest something more 
hostile than a mere “spring cleaning”!244 After driving out the temple merchants and 
their customers and ransacking the tables and chairs of the moneychangers and those 
who sell pigeons, Jesus begins to teach the crowds (Mark 11:15-17). Mark records 
(some of245) Jesus’ words as a combination of a direct citation from LXX Isa 56:7 
and a phrase from LXX Jer 7:11:  

                                                 
244 Most scholars concur that the intercalation of the cursing of the fig tree and Jesus’ actions 

in the temple are meant to be mutually interpretive, and thus indicate a foreshadowing of the 
destruction to come. For an entry into this discussion see William R. Telford, The Barren Temple and 
the Withered Tree: A Redaction-Critical Analysis of the Cursing of the Fig-Tree Pericope in Mark’s 
Gospel and Its Relation to the Cleansing of the Temple Tradition (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1980); 
Morna D. Hooker, “Traditions about the Temple in the Sayings of Jesus,” BJRL 70 (1988): 7-20; E. P. 
Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (London: SCM Press Ltd, 1985), 61-76; Craig A. Evans, “Jesus’ Action 
in the Temple: Cleansing or Portent of Destruction?,” CBQ 51 (1989): 237-70. Cf. Gundry, Apology, 
671-682, for a rebuttal of Telford’s argument.  

245 It is likely that Mark’s use of the verb dida,skw is an indication to his readers that Jesus 
spoke more words than what Mark has recorded. This is further substantiated if one takes evdi,dasken to 
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ò oi=ko,j mou oi=koj proseuch/j klhqh,setai pa/sin toi/j e;qnesin  

ùmei/j de. pepoih,kate auvto.n sph,laion lh|stw/nÅ 

 My house shall be called a house of prayer for all the nations 

 but you have made it a hideout of robbers. 

  

 The larger context of Isa 56 addresses the place of the nations in the worship 
of God. In Isa 56:1-8, the prophet relates God’s command to include those from 
other nations (o` avllogenh,j) in central acts of worship such as the keeping of the 
sabbath (Isa 56:6) and the offering of sacrifices and burnt offerings (56:7) on the 
altar. They are even described as God’s dou,louj (Isa 56:6). The worship of God by 
the nations is an indication of the radical inclusiveness that is anticipated in the 
restoration of the temple in Isa 55-66.246 Thus, Isa 55-66 presents an offer of 
salvation to the nations, and indicates an opportunity for them to serve God in the 
temple, anticipating a subversion of the distinctions between foreigners and God’s 
people. 

 In Jer 7:8-26, God dictates to Jeremiah his message of accusation and 
judgment for the people concerning their treatment of the temple. By practicing sin 
freely and then fleeing to the temple and participating in sacrifices in order to avoid 
the consequences of their actions, the Israelites have been treating God’s house as if 
it were a hideout of robbers (Jer 7:8-11). Thus, God will judge them for their actions, 
just as he judged the former house of worship in Shiloh (Jer 7:12-15, 20), a judgment 
that will result in destruction. 

 There are several indications in Mark’s narrative that the contexts of Isa 56 
and Jer 7 are in view here. First, there are similiarities between the characterization 
of those who misuse the temple in Jer 7 and the presentation of the Jewish authorities 
in Mark’s gospel. Both groups refuse to listen to and obey the words of God through 

                                                                                                                                           
be an inceptive (ingressive, inchoative) imperfect, “he began to teach.” It may also explain the 
crowds’ amazement at his teaching in Mark 11:18, which is not the first time Jesus has produced this 
effect in Mark’s narrative (1:22; 6:2). See Holly J. Carey, “Teachings and Tirades: Jesus’ Temple Act 
and His Teachings in Mark 11:15-19,” SCJ 10:1 (2007): 93-105. 

246 See Watts, New Exodus, 318-22, for his discussion of the Isaianic New Exodus and the 
temple. Watts notes that, in addition to inclusiveness and universalism, there is also a condemnation of 
those nations who resist God’s exaltation of Israel (Isa 60:12).  
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his prophets (Jer 7:13; Mark 8:11,12; 11:18, 27-33), while choosing to act on their 
own inclinations (Jer 7:24; Mark 3:6), and mistake cultic practice for genuine 
obedience to God (Jer 7:10; Mark 2:24; 3:2-4; 7:1-13).247   

Second, Mark uses the same term lh|sth,j found in Jer 7:11 and Mark 11:17 as 
a foil to Jesus’ ministry and activities (14:48) and for the two criminals that were 
crucified next to Jesus (15:27). Another possible connotation of the term is 
“insurrectionist,” evidenced by Josephus’ use of the term to describe those in league 
with the Zealots (Josephus, J. W. 2.651-53; 4.238-54).248 This makes sense in the 
context of the crucifixion scene, since it was not customary for common criminals to 
experience crucifixion, a punishment which was usually reserved for political threats 
to Rome.249 This, in addition to the juxtaposition of Jer 7:11 with Isa 56 in Mark 11, 
may indicate that Mark is using this word with these political and nationalistic 
connotations. If so, this ties in well with the context of Isa 56, where “these 
insurrectionists have put their nationalist agendas ahead of Yahweh’s INE intention 
that his house be a place of prayer for all nations.”250 The agenda of these lh|sth,j, 
then, is contradictory to God’s universalistic plan as expressed in Isa 56.  

 By juxtaposing the citation of Isa 56:7 and alluding to Jer 7:11, it appears that 
Mark is presenting Jesus as a prophet (like Isaiah and Jeremiah) who condemns the 
authorities and/or the people for not using the temple in the manner in which it was 
intended, as a place of worship for all peoples, and thus condemns the temple itself to 
destruction. In this case, the larger contexts of Isa 56 and Jer 7 do indeed illumine the 
Markan passage, addressing issues beyond a surface critique of the economic 
practices of the temple by labeling its authorities as insurrectionists whose agenda 
threatens to thwart the universal salvation of God. As Watts’ points out, it is not 
surprising, then, that the authorities immediately begin plotting Jesus’ death (Mark 
11:18) after he has implicitly attacked their authority and practices, branded them as 

                                                 
247 Watts, New Exodus, 328. 
248 N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (Christian Origins and the Question of God 2; 

London: SPCK, 1996), 419-20; and Juel, Messiah, 132, also argue for this reading. 
249 Francis Watson, “Why Was Jesus Crucified?,” Theology 88 (1985): 105-12; Joel B. 

Green, “Death of Jesus,” DJG 1:146-63. 
250 Watts, New Exodus, 329.  For Watts, “INE,” refers to the New Exodus anticipated by the 

prophet Isaiah. 
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insurrectionists, and forewarned the destruction of the temple by alluding to the same 
threat in Jer 7.251   

 

Mark 12:1-12 (Isa 5:1-2; Ps 118:22-23) 

 The “parable of the tenants” in Mark 12:1-9 is the last parable before his 
PRN. The fact that Mark concludes this parable with Jesus’ citation from the psalms 
is another indication of the importance of this parable for his narrative. We will 
examine each scripture reference in turn, beginning with Mark’s allusion to Isa 5:1-2 
in the opening sentence of the parable. 

Whether Mark’s allusion to Isa 5:1-2 is derived from the MT or the LXX is a 
matter of debate.252 Obvious differences between the two versions are: (a) the 
presentation of the speech entirely in the first person (LXX), as opposed to the 
alternating first and third person (MT);253 (b) the description of the land as an 
existing plot transformed into a vineyard (LXX), rather than as virgin soil needing to 
be cleared (MT); and (c) the problem as being one of weeds (LXX), as opposed to 
one of bad grapes (MT).254 Thus, J. Kloppenborg sees more similarities in Mark’s 
allusion with the LXX than the MT. This may be the case, but do either these 
differences between the two or the definitive answer concerning the source of Mark’s 
allusion actually change the way he uses the allusion to suit his purposes in the 
narrative? I would argue that these factors do not change the interpretation of Jesus’ 
parable significantly. First, Mark’s allusion comes in the context of a parable, which 
is necessarily put in the third person, following neither the LXX nor the MT. Second, 
whether the land used for the vineyard is virgin soil or has been used before is not 
important to the story of the parable. Third, Mark freely alters the characters and 

                                                 
251 Watts, New Exodus, 329. 
252 See the running dialogue between John S. Kloppenborg, “Egyptian Viticultural Practices 

and the Citation of Isa 5:1-7 in Mark 12:1-9,” NovT 44 (2002):134-59; Kloppenborg, “Isa 5:1-7 
LXX,” 12-19; and Craig A. Evans, “How Septuagintal is Isa 5:1-7 in Mark 12:1-9?” NovT 45 (2003), 
105-10. 

253 Gary R. Williams, “Frustrated Expectations in Isaiah V 1-7: A Literary Interpretation,” VT 
35 (1985): 459-65, argues that this is a literary device that is designed to keep the audience guessing 
as to the identity of  “the vineyard.” 

254 According to Kloppenborg, “Isa 5:1-7 LXX,” 13-14, the presence of weeds in the LXX 
version indicates the neglect of tenants. 
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components of the story so that the concern clearly does not have to do with the yield 
of the land but the injustice of the tenants themselves.255   

Aside from the opening description of the planting and protecting of the 
vineyard, are there any parallels to the rest of the account in Isa 5:1-7 and its larger 
context? There are, in fact, quite a few. First, the owner of both vineyards turns out 
to be God (Isa 5:3; Mark 12:6).256 Second, both the Isaianic speech and the parable 
are told in such a way as to provoke the audience (Judah, Isa 5:7; and the religious 
authorities, Mark 11:27) to condemn the perpetrators, i.e., “the vineyard” (which is 
presented as an adulterous wife in the Isaianic passage) and the tenants in the Markan 
narrative. G. Williams notes that Isaiah’s audience, the people of Judah, would have 
understood this adulterous wife to be a reference to Israel, just as Hosea and Ps 80 
speak of Israel using vineyard language.257 Yet both the speech and the parable are 
structured in such a way as to reveal to them, in the very midst of their pretentious 
condemnation of others, that they are indeed the very perpetrators of the crime (Isa 
5:7; Mark 12:12)!258 Both the speech and the parable, then, contradict the audience’s 
“horizon of expectation” in directing the condemnation at them rather than at 
others.259 Third, as in Isaiah, the father expects justice (he anticipates that the tenants 
will respect his beloved son), but instead sees bloodshed (Mark 12:6; Isa 5:7 xP'f.mi; 
LXX, avnomi,a “lawlessness”). In response to this injustice, God will punish those who 
have offended him (Mark 12:9; Isa 5:15). In Isaiah, this judgment will come in the 
form of exile, which brings with it the destruction of the temple, a theme that 
pervades the following chapter of Mark’s narrative.260 The presence of these 

                                                 
255 In a similar argument, Bayer, Predictions, 103, emphasizes that the parable and the 

psalmic citation is focused on the tenants, i.e. the “present generation of rejectors.” 
256 This becomes clear during the course of the parable, specifically with the language of the 

“beloved son” (cf. Mk 1:11; 9:7). 
257 Williams, “Frustrated,” 460. 
258 Thus the reaction of the religious leaders in Mark 12:12. 
259 Hans R. Jauss, Towards an Aesthetic of Reception (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 

Press, 1982), uses the term “horizon of expectation” to speak of the viewpoint which a reader brings 
to a text based on his/her own context and worldview. Anthony C. Thiselton, New Horizons in 
Hermeneutics: The Theory and Practice of Transforming Biblical Reading (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 
1992), 34, notes that many of Jesus’ parables function(ed) to “shatter, eclipse, or transform the 
horizon of expectation of the reader (audience).” For a more detailed study of this function of Jesus’ 
parables, see Anthony C. Thiselton, “The Parables as Language-Event: Some Comments on Fuchs’s 
Hermeneutics in the Light of Linguistic Philosophy,” SJT 23 (1970): 437-68. 

260 Rikk Watts, “The Psalms in Mark’s Gospel,” in The Psalms in the New Testament (ed. S. 
Moyise and M. J. J. Menken; London: T & T Clark International, a Continuum imprint, 2004), 25-45, 
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connections in plot (shared circumstances) and emphasis suggests that the larger 
context of Isa 5 is implied by Mark’s narrative. 

At the conclusion of the parable, Jesus cites Ps 118:22-23 (LXX Ps 117:22-
23): 

li,qon o]n avpedoki,masan oi` oivkodomou/ntej  

ou-toj evgenh,qh eivj kefalh.n gwni,aj   
23  para. kuri,ou evge,neto au[th  

kai. e;stin qaumasth. evn ovfqalmoi/j h`mw/n 

 

(The) stone which the builders rejected 

this one has become (the) head of the corner 

This came about from the Lord 

and is marvelous in our eyes. 

 

This citation functions several ways in the Markan context. It identifies the 
characters of the parable with the characters of the psalm (the builders = the tenants; 
the stone = the son; the Lord = the father).261 It also locates the persecution of the 
son/stone within the prerogative of the father/God. The use of the multivalent 
qaumasth. both underscores the astonishing nature of the act of God in sending his 
son262 and anticipates the miraculous outcome that will come from this rejection of 
the son, i.e. resurrection/vindication (Mark 12:9; 16:6). It is also possible that the 

                                                                                                                                           
citing contemporary sources, sees the vineyard, pit, and tower as metaphors of Zion with the temple 
and its altar, which, together with Jesus’ critique of the religious authorities, also foreshadows the 
destruction of the temple (33). 

261 Watts, “Psalms,” 34, notes the wordplay between “son” (!b) and “stone” (!ba)  in the 
Hebrew, which is lost in the Greek. See also Klyne Snodgrass, The Parable of the Wicked Tenants 
(WUNT 27; Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1983), 63 and 113-18. 

262 The root of this word is used repeatedly throughout Mark’s narrative, with a variety of 
connotations: (a) the crowd’s positive reaction to Jesus (Mark 1:27; 5:20); (b) Jesus’ wonder at the 
unbelief of the people (Mark 6:6); (c) the perplexity that Jesus’ actions and teachings elicit (Mark 
10:24, 32); and (d) curiosity (Mark 15:5, 44). The Hebrew root alp (from which the LXX translation 
is derived) is used for actions that are difficult to understand, most often positively referring to the 
miracles of God (Exod 15:11; Ps 77:15; 78:12; 88:11). 
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“we” of the latter half of the citation anticipates those who have a positive reaction 
(rather than one of rejection) to the son (for example, the centurion of Mark 
15:39).263 

 Ps 118 appears to be a thanksgiving psalm composed in response to a military 
victory and used as a processional.264 The speaker praises God for listening to him 
when he called out for his help while being surrounded by enemy nations (Ps 118:5, 
10). He acknowledges that God has not handed him over to death (118:18). Thus, he 
enters into the temple to give thanks for God’s salvation (118:21).   

 Is the whole of Ps 118 relevant for Mark’s context? Each shares the general 
plot of the suffering and vindication of God’s “son” (the speaker of Ps 118 can be 
read as either the nation of Israel or a Davidic king), although the exact nature of the 
vindication varies from salvation from death (Ps 118), judgment on the murderers of 
the son (parable), and the resurrection of the son despite his murder (Mark 16:6). In 
fact, this plot is nothing new to the narrative, as Mark’s implied readers have been 
increasingly prepared to expect the suffering and vindication of Jesus (Mark 8:31; 
9:31; 10:33-34). However, one need not rely solely on the whole context of Ps 118 to 
see this theme of suffering and vindication. Mark’s placement of this citation on the 
heels of Jesus’ parable provides his implied reader with the interpretive matrix for 
these verses. The association of the son with the stone and the tenants with the 
builders underscores the fact that this entire plot is contained within the explicit 
citation as well, bolstering the relevance of the psalm by reiterating these themes.   

Moreover, the presence of an additional citation of the psalm in Mark 11:9 
increases the likelihood that the psalm is being used contextually in Mark 12. Upon 
Jesus’ entrance into Jerusalem, the crowd calls out to him, shouting the words of Ps 
118:25-26; words which also speak to his identity in relation to God (just as the latter 
use of Ps 118 in Mark 12:10-11 functions as a statement of Jesus’ identity). Since 
Mark has previously used the language of Ps 118 to speak of Jesus, his use of a 
different part of the psalm later in his narrative suggests that the entire context of the 
psalm is attributable to Jesus. 

 

                                                 
263 Marcus, Way, 112. 
264 Leslie C. Allen, Psalms 101-150 (WBC 21; Waco: Word Books, 1983), 124; Watts, 

“Psalms,” 30. 
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Mark 14:18 (Ps 41:10) 

 After revealing Judas’ plot to betray Jesus to the religious authorities in Mark 
14:10-11, Mark turns his attention to Jesus’ final Passover meal with his disciples 
before his death. He recounts the preparations of the meal in Mark 14:12-16, and 
then follows with an account of the meal itself (14:17-26). In the midst of the meal, 
Jesus announces that one of them will betray him, and when asked to identify the 
culprit, Jesus answers vaguely that it is one of the twelve who is currently sharing the 
meal with him. The readers’ inside knowledge of Judas’ plans is explicitly confirmed 
later in the narrative (Mark 14:43-45), but here Mark does not elaborate on the 
identity of the betrayer. Instead, Jesus warns of the judgment that he will incur for 
betraying the son of man (Mark 14:21). Immediately following his prediction, Jesus 
shares the bread and the wine with his disciples, an act that has become known as the 
Lord’s Supper. 

 Jesus’ prediction of his betrayal in Mark 14:18 has long been thought to be an 
allusion to Ps 41:10: “For even the man of my peace, in whom I hoped/trusted, the 
one who eats my bread, raises his heel against me” (shared vocabulary, ò evsqi,wn ).265 
Ps 41, like Ps 22, belongs to the group that is sometimes designated as “the Psalms of 
the Righteous Sufferer.”266 It consists of those psalms that are spoken from the 
perspective of an individual who laments the persecution he experiences at the hands 
of his enemies and cries out to God for protection, usually resulting in God’s 
salvation from death. Specifically, Ps 41 is spoken by an individual who laments the 
deception that surrounds him, deception that comes from both his enemies (Ps 41:6-
8) and even his closest friend (Ps 41:10). The psalmist requests that God deliver him 
so that he can repay those who have set themselves against him (Ps 41:11). It begins 
and ends with the individual’s acknowledgment that God protects those whom he 
loves and praises him for his actions on behalf of the persecuted (Ps 41:2-4, 12-13). 
This same sufferer praises God for not allowing his enemy to succeed over him and 
worships him for securing his place before God himself (Ps 41:12-13). 

                                                 
265 The LXX (Ps 40:10) follows the MT so closely that it is impossible to determine which 

translation Mark was using.  NA27 lists this passage as an allusion. 
266 Marcus, Way, 172, uses this term and notes that it corresponds to H. Gunkel’s category of 

the laments of the individual. Rudolf Pesch, Das Markusevangelium: Kommentar zu Kap. 8,27-16, 20 
(Vol.2; Freiburg: Herder, 1977), 349, argues that this phrase is taken from Ps 41 and recalls the theme 
of the Righteous Sufferer found there. 
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 There are several elements in Mark’s account of the Passover supper which 
overlap with motifs found in Ps 41. The most obvious similarity is the relationship 
between the speaker and his former friend, who partook of a meal hosted by the 
speaker and yet turned on him as if he were his enemy. In the same way, Judas, as 
one of the twelve, was not only eating what the host Jesus had provided at this 
Passover meal, but had repeatedly partaken of the bread he provided, even that 
produced by miraculous means (Mark 6:30-44; 8:1-10).267 Even more poignant and 
ironic, it is in the context of this meal, the observation of which Jesus’ true “friends” 
will remember the very death which Judas’ betrayal brought about for thousands of 
years, that Mark underscores the deceit of the former friend who consorts with Jesus’ 
enemies (Ps 41:6-7) while taking advantage of the hospitality of his host. Jesus’ 
following statement of warning concerning the impending judgment that awaits the 
betrayer may be intentionally reminiscent of the repayment that the psalmist wishes 
to visit upon his former friend for the wrongs he has committed against him (Ps 
41:11). If Mark’s allusion encompasses the whole psalm, then the psalmist’s 
declaration that God has placed him in his presence forever (Ps 41:13) can be used to 
interpret the meaning of Jesus’ claim concerning his post-death presence in the 
kingdom of God (Mark 14:25). 

 Aside from the shared imagery found in the immediate Markan context of 
Jesus’ last supper, there are other affinities with Ps 41 and Mark’s PRN. First, Jesus’ 
enemies are presented as people who are also longing for his death, so much so that 
they go to great lengths to see it happen (Mark 14:11, 43-50, 55-59; 15:1-4, 11; Ps 
41:6-9). Second, his enemies wrongly think that his death will be the end of the 
matter (Mark 15:29-32; Ps 41:9), yet Jesus rises from the grave, an action Mark 
repeatedly prepares his readers to expect (avnasth/nai, avni,sthmi: Mark 8:31; 9:10, 31; 
10:34; Ps 41:9).   

The context of Ps 41, then, infuses the Markan narrative of Jesus’ final supper 
with his disciples, and more specifically his prediction of Judas’ betrayal, with a 
poignancy that would be less acute if only Ps 41:9 was in view. Affinities between 
the psalmic context and the Markan account include the deception of the speaker by 

                                                 
267 John L. White, “Beware of Leavened Bread: Markan Imagery in the Last Supper,” Forum 

3:4 (1987): 54, sees Jesus’ acknowledgment of his betrayer in the context of a meal as reminiscent of 
his warning concerning the leaven of the Pharisees and Herod in Mark 8:14-21. Mark may be 
implying that this one within the circle of disciples should be grouped with the Pharisees and Herod! 
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a close friend, the advantage taken by that former friend in accepting the hospitality 
of the speaker, the identification of the former friend with the speaker’s enemies, the 
implication of the future judgment that will befall the deceiver, and the expression of 
hope in the speaker’s declaration that he will be in the presence of God (shared 
circumstances). These shared motifs found in the larger context of Ps 41 and Mark’s 
account of Jesus’ last supper, as well as his larger narrative, suggest that the whole of 
Ps 41 is relevant for the interpretation of Mark 14:17-26 and that Mark has prepared 
his implied readers to see this larger connection.   

 

Mark 15:36 (Ps 69:22) 

 The final passage to be examined is located immediately after Jesus’ cry from 
the cross and the bystanders’ misunderstanding of his words as a call to Elijah (Mark 
15:34-35). In response to his cry, someone runs and grabs a sponge, fills it with 
vinegar, and offers it to Jesus to drink, perhaps in the hopes that it will prolong his 
life enough to see if Elijah will answer his call (Mark 15:36).268 It is this passage 
which appears to be an allusion to Ps 69:22 (LXX 68:22; o;xoj, “sour wine,” and 
poti,zw, “drink”). 

 Ps 69 is also a Psalm of the Righteous Sufferer. The psalmist laments the 
persecution he endures by his enemies, which consists of false accusation (Ps 69:5), 
insults (Ps 69:8-11, 20-21), gossip (Ps 69:12-13), and life-threatening hospitality (Ps 
69:22). Not only does the psalmist call upon God to save him, he requests that God 
punish his enemies for their actions against him (Ps 69:23-29). He concludes the 
psalm by praising God for his protection of the needy (Ps 69:31-34) and for his 
future saving act on behalf of Zion and her inhabitants (Ps 69:36-37). 

 It is to the psalmist’s account of his enemies’ hospitality that Mark is 
implicitly drawn in Mark 15:36. Like the psalmist, Jesus is offered vinegar to drink. 
There is an additional similarity besides the similar vocabulary between Ps 69:22 and 
Mark 15:36 found in the shared circumstance of the protagonists. Throughout 
Mark’s PRN, Jesus, like the psalmist, experiences false accusation (Mark 14:56-59) 
and insults (14:65; 15:16-20, 29-32), which leads him to call upon God (15:34). The 

                                                 
268 There are other ways to interpret this action, one of which is to view it as an act of 

mockery rather than curiosity. 
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ironic language of “seeing” in Mark 15:36 (i;dwmen), where all but one of Jesus’ 
bystanders (the centurion) fails truly to see (i.e. understand) what is happening, may 
also be an allusion to Ps 69:24, where the psalmist requests that his enemies’ eyes be 
darkened so that they cannot see.269 

Yet there are some key differences between Ps 69 and Mark’s account of 
Jesus’ crucifixion. The specific settings of the passage and its allusion in Mark are 
quite dissimilar. It is not clear that the offer of vinegar is done maliciously in Mark, 
although deception is the enemies’ motivation in the psalm.270 Additionally, the offer 
comes in the context of an execution, whereas Ps 69:22 clearly takes place in the 
context of a meal. Another important distinction between the two is the absence of 
any clear imprecatory element in the Markan Jesus’ words or manner of death.271 In 
contrast, the psalmist’s immediate (and lengthy) response to his enemies’ actions in 
Ps 69:22 is to request that God’s punishment be visited upon them (Ps 69:23-29).   

Given these differences, it is uncertain at this point how many of the 
similarities between Ps 69 and the Markan crucifixion scene can be credited 
specifically to this psalm. It may be more likely that these similarities can be 
accounted for by the presence of the motif of the Righteous Sufferer that pervades 
Mark’s PRN. In this case, Mark may be contrasting the type of Righteous Sufferer 
that Jesus is, presenting him as one who does not demand revenge for his unjust 
persecution, i.e. an even more righteous man than those presented in the psalms. His 
implied readers’ prior knowledge of the psalm would also contribute to the Markan 
irony here, since they would be expecting a request for vengeance that never comes 
from the lips of Jesus.272 

 

                                                 
269 Marcus, Way, 183-84, although this would be quite a subtle allusion to this verse, since, 

(a) the linking verb “to see” is probably not sufficiently distinctive to call attention to the parallel; and 
(b) Mark uses òra,w while the LXX uses ble,pw. 

270 This deception is clearly apparent from the entire verse, which speaks of the psalmist 
being poisoned, as well as in the verse immediately following, which contains a request for retribution 
by means of their own table becoming a “trap” (pagi,da) for them. 

271 Although some might see in the rending of the veil (Mark 15:38) a foreshadowing of the 
destruction of the temple. E. g., Incigneri, Romans, 202-207. 

272 Jesus does implicitly prophesy the destruction of his enemies in Mark 12:9, but I would 
argue for a distinction between prophecy about the destruction that will happen in the future and a 
revengeful request for that destruction like those found in the imprecatory psalms. 



   109

Analysis of Results 

Often Mark’s citations of and allusions to the scriptures appeal to the larger 
context, and it is possible to determine when they do by observing their function in 
the overall narrative.   

5:1-20: In the story of the Jesus’ healing of the Gerasene demoniac, Mark includes 
elements throughout which indicate that the Exodus account (Exod 14:21-15:21) 
forms a crucial allusive background, despite the lack of distinctive shared 
vocabulary. Parallels are found in the settings of the stories (near a “sea” in 
foreign/Gentile territory), the actions and functions of the characters (Jesus 
orchestrates the demise of the “military” of pigs; like the Israelites, the demoniac is 
also in bondage), and the overall plots of both accounts (Like the Israelites, the 
demoniac is freed from bondage by Jesus, who has God-like power). This passage 
contains an allusion to an entire event in the scriptures, rather than to one specific 
passage. 

5:22-24, 35-45: Mark’s account of the healing of Jairus’ daughter contains allusions 
to two stories in scripture: Elijah’s healing of the Zarephath widow’s son (1 Kgs 
17:17-24) and Elisha’s healing of the Shunammite woman’s son (2 Kgs 4:32-37). 
Shared elements include the settings (the healing of an apparently dead child), the 
actions of the characters (the request of the parent, the prophet’s healing taking place 
in relative seclusion), and the outcome (the healing/raising of the child by the 
prophet). The implied readers’ recognition of these allusions would have been aided 
by Mark’s prior presentation of John and Jesus as Elijah/Elisha figures.   

8:17, 18: Jesus’ frustration at his disciples’ lack of understanding is expressed in an 
allusion to the hard-heartedness of Pharaoh portrayed in the Exodus account (Exod 
4:21; 7:3; 14:4, 17 [Ps 95:8; Isa 63:17]) and a citation from Jer 5:21. The settings of 
the prominent events in Mark 4-8 (the calming of the storm, Jesus’ walking on water, 
and the feeding miracles) and the characterization of Jesus which they provide 
intersect with the themes of perception, understanding, hardened hearts, and power 
over the sea that pervade the Markan context, the larger context of Jer 5:21, and the 
scriptures which refer to the Exodus account. These shared themes are found beyond 
the actual citation of the Jeremiah passage, and the reference to the hardening of 
hearts would have indubitably brought to the mind of the implied reader the course 
of events which were set in motion by Pharaoh’s refusal to acknowledge God’s 
revelation as recounted in Exodus. Thus, by appealing to these larger contexts of 
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scripture, Mark provides his reader with the interpretive matrix from which he/she 
should understand the failure of the disciples to grasp the meaning of Jesus’ miracles 
and teachings.   

11:17: Perhaps the clearest example of a Markan citation from scripture that has in 
view a larger context is the combination of Isa 56:7 and Jer 7:11 found in the account 
of Jesus’ temple act. Evidence presented in support of this includes the similar 
roles/characterization of the abusers of the temple in Jer 7 and the temple authorities 
in Mark, the anti-political and anti-nationalistic concerns of the two passages and 
their connection with the term lh|sth,j found in Mark and Jer 7, and the shared 
message of judgment indicated in Mark by the condemnatory act of Jesus directed at 
the temple authorities. 

12:1-12 (Isa 5): The presence of similarities in both plot and emphases in the parable 
of the tenants in Mark 12:1-9 and the song of the vineyard in Isa 5:1-7 suggests that 
the allusion goes beyond the shared language of Mark 12:1 and Isa 5:1, 2. These 
similarities include the presentation of God as the owner of both vineyards, the 
function of the parable and the song to trap the audience within the narrative into a 
false sense of superiority and security before abruptly undermining their self-
importance, and the emphasis on the judgment of those who are unjust.   

12:1-12 (Ps 118:22-23): The fact that the entire plot of the previous parable of the 
tenants in Mark 12:1-9 is summarized in the citation of Ps 118:22-23 suggests that 
the larger context of the psalm is accentuated, and that both the parable and the 
psalmic citation are mutually interpretive. The additional presence of a citation from 
Ps 118:25-26 in the preceding chapter of Mark’s narrative would also serve to draw 
attention to the larger context of the psalm. 

 14:18: Several motifs found in the larger context of Ps 41 overlap with motifs 
present in the Markan narrative of the last supper. First, Jesus predicts that he will be 
betrayed by a trusted friend, just as the Righteous Sufferer of the psalm was betrayed 
by one close to him. Second, this betrayal will come to the fore in the context of a 
meal, and furthermore, the betrayer of both passages has taken advantage of his 
host’s hospitality while plotting his death. Third, Jesus also speaks of his betrayer’s 
future judgment for his deception. Fourth, both the psalmist and Jesus declare that 
they will be in the presence of God. In addition to Jesus’ sharing in these specific 
circumstances with the speaker of the psalm, Mark’s allusion to the larger context of 
Ps 41 would have aided him in his presentation of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer who 
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will share the same circumstances as that of other previous Righteous Sufferers: 
persecution to the point of or resulting in death, followed by vindication by God. 

At other times Mark includes a scriptural citation or allusion to fit an entirely 
new context in his narrative on the basis of shared vocabulary, with no clear 
reference to or affinities with the larger original material. In these cases, the 
argument that the larger context of the scriptural citation or allusion should influence 
the meaning of the passage is on shakier ground.   

1:2-3: The conflated citation of Mal 3:1, Exod 23:20, and Isa 40:3 at the beginning of 
the gospel presents many difficulties, not the least of which is the question of 
scriptural context. The attribution of the entire citation to Isaiah begs the question of 
which larger context is in view, if any. It seems rather arbitrary to allow the larger 
context of the Isaianic text to inform the narrative, while disallowing the contexts of 
the others. On the other hand, the contexts of all three scriptures are concerned with 
quite different issues. The relative absence of any narrative context preceding the 
citation limits the primary indicator of how Mark is using the scripture which has 
been employed in our examination of the other passages in this chapter. These 
factors make it difficult to determine how Mark is using the citations here. 

15:36: The shared vocabulary of o;xoj and poti,zw between Ps 69:22 and Mk 15:36 
appears to be the only significant connecting point between the two passages, as the 
specific plot of each is quite distinct. Despite the fact that the former also belongs to 
the category of the Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer, the significant touch-points 
with that motif are provided in Mark by the allusions and citation of Ps 22. Nothing 
outside of Ps 69:22 significantly corresponds with the narrative of Jesus’ crucifixion, 
and thus adds nothing to the readers’ understanding of Jesus’ death. 

 

Conclusions 

 Unfortunately, the enterprise of determining the boundaries of scriptural 
allusions and citations is a subjective one, a fact that may have become obvious 
throughout this chapter. Subsequently, although not all have agreed or will agree 
with the individual conclusions reached above, the result of this exercise 
substantiates the claim that Mark does not always cite or allude to a scriptural text in 
an atomistic manner, but also cites and alludes to scripture contextually.   
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As we have seen above, the clearest indicator for determining which method 
Mark employs at any given point is his narrative context. Shared circumstances and 
vocabulary placed in the surrounding narrative context of the citation or allusion 
would have guided Mark’s implied reader (i.e. one who had some familiarity with 
the scriptures and the imagery contained within) to read the passage in light of the 
surrounding scriptural material.273 These continuities and/or additional allusions to 
other sections of the passage of scripture are tangible indicators that the larger 
context is indeed in view.   

 These observations concerning the importance of Mark’s narrative context for 
determining his use of the scriptures lead to a more specific question regarding his 
use of Ps 22. Are there any indications in the gospel narrative leading up to the 
crucifixion scene, and specifically Mark 15:34, that Mark has in mind the broader 
“plot” of Ps 22, i.e. the suffering and vindication of God’s righteous one?274 How has 
he prepared his implied reader to anticipate something beyond the suffering that 
appears on the surface of Jesus’ cry “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” 
Is there a discernable thread of the motif of Righteous Sufferer throughout Mark’s 
gospel? It is to these questions that we now turn.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
273 Watts, New Exodus, 312, notes that the frequency of Mark’s appeal to the scriptures 

suggests that his readers were indeed familiar with scriptural imagery. 
274 The specific allusions to Ps 22 in Mark will be dealt with extensively in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 5 

The Socio-Cultural Context of Mark’s Gospel: The Motif of the 
Righteous Sufferer and the Use of Psalms in the First Century 

 

In the previous two chapters I have focused my attention on intratextual 
issues, i.e., issues that arise from within the text of Mark’s gospel. It has been shown 
that, contrary to the arguments of much of Markan scholarship, Mark has indeed 
structured his narrative in such a way as to indicate his concern to present Jesus as 
one who will not only suffer, but will be resurrected and vindicated as well. It has 
also been shown that Mark’s use of the scriptures is often best regarded as contextual 
rather than atomistic. I have argued that both of these issues provide independent 
support for understanding Jesus’ cry from the cross in Mark 15:34 as a contextual 
citation of Ps 22:2, one which his implied readers would have recognized and 
interpreted accordingly. In Chapters 6 and 7, I will increasingly narrow my focus, 
first investigating such issues as whether the Markan Jesus is presented as a 
Righteous Sufferer in Mark’s wider narrative and then in his PRN, and then dealing 
specifically with his use of Ps 22 as an intertext in his PRN and particularly in Mark 
15:34. In the present chapter, however, I will step outside of the gospel of Mark and 
touch on some of the extratextual issues which have relevance for the main argument 
of my study. An understanding of such relevant issues as, (1) the presence of the 
motif of the Righteous Sufferer in Jewish literature; and (2) the liturgical practices 
and textual readings of the psalms in general, and Ps 22 in particular, in Mark’s 
socio-cultural context (first century C.E.), may lend support for my overall argument 
for regarding Mark’s use of Ps 22 as contextual. This chapter fits in with my overall 
strategy of presenting independent strands of evidence which support my thesis. In 
this case, the strands of evidence discussed in this chapter are held together by the 
fact that they are issues which are raised outside of the text of Mark; issues which are 
related to the world in which Mark and his implied readers lived.  

First, we will look at the issue of the motif of the Righteous Sufferer, 
considering whether it is a legitimate category, and whether first-century readers 
would have recognized this as a motif in the first place, and then examining the 
textual support for the presence of this motif at the time of Mark’s gospel. Second, I 
will discuss various issues concerning how first-century readers would have read 
texts such as the psalmic citation in Mark 15:34: Were there such things as incipits? 
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How were psalms used liturgically? How was Ps 22 appropriated in contemporary 
texts? 

An important distinction must be made before exploring these issues in detail. 
By discussing these extratextual issues which I believe to be useful in contributing to 
a more thorough understanding of Mark 15:34, especially as it would have been 
understood by Mark’s implied readers, I am not suggesting that either Mark or his 
readers would have been directly aware of these other contemporary uses of the 
Righteous Sufferer motif, the psalms, and Ps 22 in particular. In other words, I am 
not implying a direct relationship between the Qumran community’s use of Ps 22, for 
instance, and Mark’s own use of the psalm. The aim of this chapter is to highlight the 
fact that these issues were “in the air” during the time of Mark’s gospel and were part 
of his milieu. This creates a strong possibility that Mark and his implied readers 
would have also used and regarded both the motif of the Righteous Sufferer and the 
psalms in the same, or similar, way, whether or not they were directly aware of other 
communities doing the same thing. Thus, we are dealing with possibilities here, 
attempting to recreate the socio-cultural context of Mark’s gospel, rather than 
implying a direct relationship and/or dependency of one group upon another. 

 

A. Is There a Motif of the Righteous Sufferer? 

 Although still in the minority, there are some NT scholars who have 
contested the widely-held view that there existed a cohesive tradition of the 
Righteous Sufferer in the scriptures and in extra-canonical literature which would 
have been recognized and/or appropriated by early Christians. In other words, they 
challenge the thought that there was a body of texts which would have been 
identified by ancient readers as forming a distinct category driven by the motif of a 
righteous person who endures persecution.275 Therefore, it is argued, it cannot be 

                                                 
275 For example, cf. Stephen Ahearne-Kroll, “The Suffering of David and the Suffering of 

Jesus: The Use of Four Psalms of Individual Lament in the Passion Narrative of the Gospel of Mark” 
(Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago, 2005). Ahearne-Kroll interacts specifically with Lothar Ruppert’s 
work on the Righteous Sufferer traditions in the scriptures and extra-canonical literature, which we 
will discuss more thoroughly below. 

It must be noted that I do not regard the term “Righteous Sufferer” as an emic category (i. e., 
that ancient readers would have used this terminology), but rather as an etic category (i. e., that we, as 
modern readers, use this term to describe a motif which would have been recognizable by the 
ancients).  
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assumed that Mark’s implied readers would have recognized this as a distinct 
category or motif in which to understand the identity of Jesus.  

 D. Juel’s comments concerning this issue are representative of the minority 
opinion. He chastises C. H. Dodd for believing that the Righteous Sufferer psalms 
and Isa 53 provided a plot for understanding a typical Righteous Sufferer, stating 
that,  

. . . if there is no evidence of such unified interpretation, however, it is 
difficult to rule out the possibility that Christians made use of bits of pieces of 
psalms or Isaiah 53 until finally a unified interpretation was produced. . . If 
there existed no mythic construct such as an apocalyptic Son of man or a 
Suffering Servant or a Righteous Sufferer, but only the scriptural potential for 
the construction of these figures, what appear to us as coherent interpretative 
traditions may well be the product of our imaginations.”276   

M. Hoffman is also hesitant to attribute the gospels’ presentation of Jesus to a 
Righteous Sufferer tradition, and, more specifically, argues that Ps 22 would not 
have been considered as belonging to a Righteous Sufferer motif even if it (the 
motif) had existed.277 However, it is important to recognize that both Juel and 
Hoffman are approaching this issue from a historical and reconstructive standpoint. 
Their primary aim is to understand why the gospels used Ps 22 to speak of Jesus’ 
identity. Thus, their attempt is to get behind the motivation for the early Christians’ 
linking of the story of Jesus’ passion with certain scriptural texts. Their approach 
contrasts very differently from the approach of this study. Rather than primarily 
asking why Mark used Ps 22 in his account of Jesus’ death, our purpose is to examine 
how he does so. Therefore, if it can be shown that there was indeed a body of 
literature that would have been recognized by his implied readers as belonging to a 
motif of the Righteous Sufferer, and that Mark’s presentation of Jesus is consistent 

                                                 
276 Juel, Exegesis, 22; in response to Dodd, According, 88-103. It is important to recognize 

how this smaller argument fits in with his larger critique of Dodd, et al. Juel wants to combat the 
belief that there was a messianic tradition before Jesus in the scriptural passages used by Christian 
writers which were deemed appropriate to Jesus, and therefore resulted in him being called “Christ.” 
Instead, he argues that the passages in the scriptures are appropriate to Jesus because he was 
confessed as Messiah. 

277 Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 23-26. His specific arguments against reading Ps 22 as a 
Righteous Sufferer psalm (which are also shared by Ahearne-Kroll) will be addressed in the following 
chapter. 
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with and makes use of this motif, then it can be argued that it is legitimate to speak of 
Jesus as the Markan Righteous Sufferer.  

 The underlying question of this debate can be summarized in this way: What 
elements of the motif of the Righteous Sufferer need to exist in order for it to be 
designated as a cohesive tradition? How “solid” does a stereotype/figure have to be 
before it can be recognized as a motif or typology? In the following two sections of 
the chapter, we will discuss the possible elements of a Righteous Sufferer tradition in 
the scriptures and extra-canonical writings, including documents from the Qumran 
community, in order to determine whether there was indeed a cohesive tradition of 
the Righteous Sufferer. After laying the groundwork by providing a succinct 
overview of M. Fishbane’s work on “typology” in the writings of ancient Israel, we 
will trace the arguments of such scholars as L. Ruppert and G. Nickelsburg, who 
have done significant work in locating a tradition of the Righteous Sufferer through 
the scriptures and extra-canonical writings.278 In this way it will be shown that the 
Righteous Sufferer would have been a recognizable motif to those who read these 
texts. This will be corroborated by an examination of the portrayal of the “Teacher of 
Righteousness” of Qumran as a Righteous Sufferer figure, which provides an 
example of the type of appropriation of the model that Mark himself uses in 
presenting his Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer. The aim of this work will be to show 
that the motif of the Righteous Sufferer was “in the air” during the first century C.E., 
and thus would have been recognized as such by Mark’s early readers. 

 

The Righteous Sufferer in the Scriptures and Extra-Canonical Literature 

 Fishbane’s volume on biblical interpretation in the scriptures of Israel is the 
seminal work on the subject.279 For our purposes, it is his discussion of the presence 
and influence of typologies on later biblical writings which has significance for the 
present issue. A typology, according to Fishbane, “sees in persons, events, or places 
the prototype, pattern, or figure of historical persons, events, or places that follow it 
in time. . .”280 The latter typology is based on the prototype, highlighting its 
                                                 

278 Others who hold similar views include: Eduard Schweizer, Lordship and Discipleship 
(SBT 28; London: SCM Press, 1960); and Bayer, Predictions, 17-19, 239-42. Bayer addresses this 
motif in his more focused discussion of the passion-resurrection predictions in the gospels.  

279 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation.  
280 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 350. 
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continuity with it, while also maintaining distinctions due to its new place in a later 
historical context.281 Thus, a figure that is located within a certain typology would 
not be expected to be identical to that of the prototype or to those other figures which 
also share in the typology. This distinction leaves room for creativity on the part of 
the author, who is not limited to presenting a mere repetition of the prototype, but is 
allowed to have more flexibility in his own typological presentation.282 Fishbane also 
underscores both the literary and theological impact of an author’s use of typology:  
 

Typologies serve, therefore, as the means whereby the deeper dimensions 
perceived to be latent in historical events are rendered manifest and explicit 
to the cultural imagination.  For this reason, the fact that a particular event is 
not rendered solely in its own terms, but is rather reimagined in terms of 
another—a prototype—is not due to its paucity of religious significance but 
rather to its abundance.”283 

 

Fishbane’s work has obvious ramifications for our search for a cohesive tradition of 
the Righteous Sufferer in the scriptures and in extra-canonical literature. He has 
shown that within the scriptures, writers often adopted and adapted typologies in 
order to highlight both continuity and discontinuity between later figures in Israel’s 
history and those who came before them. As we have seen in Chapter 4 of this study, 
Mark’s gospel makes great use of the scriptures in presenting his narrative of Jesus’ 
life, death, and resurrection. It may even be argued, as I have done in that chapter, 
that one way Mark uses the scriptures is to present Jesus as a typology of a major 
figure in those texts.284 Is it not highly possible, then, that Mark has made use of 
other typologies in his presentation of Jesus, one of which could include the figure of 
the Righteous Sufferer?285 Let us examine whether there exists in the scriptures and 

                                                 
281 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 352.  
282 The significance of this point will be demonstrated in the following chapter which deals 

with Mark’s presentation of Jesus as his Righteous Sufferer in his narrative. 
283 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 360. 
284 See, for example, Mark 5:22-24, 35-45, where Jesus is presented as one who heals like 

Elijah (1 Kgs 17:17-24) and Elisha (2 Kgs 4:32-37). 
285 Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 24-25, has misgivings about referring to the speaker of 

Ps 22 as a typology of the Righteous Sufferer with reference to Jesus due to its use to describe God’s 
saving of the author of 2 Timothy from harm (2 Tim 4:17-18; Ps 22:22). His contention that Ps 22 
(which, according to him, was a difficult psalm for the gospel writers to use) was only used because 
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extra-canonical literature a tangible Righteous Sufferer figure from which Mark 
could have drawn for his presentation of Jesus.  

  Ruppert investigates the tradition of the Righteous Sufferer (der leidende 
Gerechte) in the psalms, Isaiah, and extra-canonical literature.286 After surveying the 
various places where this theme is present,287 he attempts a synthesis of this material. 
He locates what he refers to as the “three different lines of development of the motif” 
(Drei verschiedenen Entwicklungslinien des Motivs) in the writings of Israel. In the 
“Wisdom” line of development, texts such as Ps 34 and 37 are representatives of this 
line’s fullest development in their combination of the educational, trial, and 
leadership theology of the Righteous Sufferer.288  The prime example of the second 
line, which Ruppert describes as “Eschatological,” can be found in the presentation 
of the “Teacher of Righteousness,” in the Qumran literature. This is especially 
apparent in 1QH X-XVI, which adopts the language of the Psalms of the Lament to 
speak of this enigmatic figure.289 The latest and most developed of the three lines is 
the “Apocalyptic,” which represents the final stage in the motif of the Righteous 
Sufferer. These texts adopt the motif of the “Suffering Servant” of the “Servant 
Songs” of Isaiah (Isa 52-53) and value the martyrdom of the Righteous Sufferer as a 

                                                                                                                                           
there was something specific about it that applied directly to Jesus’ passion, leads him to dispute the 
possibility that Ps 22 provided a “general” typology for their portrayal of Jesus. This is related to his 
overall aim to discover why early Christians appropriated Ps 22 to Jesus. However, contra Hoffman, I 
would argue that the Righteous Sufferer typology does not have to be exclusively appropriated for 
Jesus in order for it to be present in Mark’s narrative. An understanding of how Mark is appropriating 
this psalm to present Jesus’ death and resurrection (rather than why he does so) does not require one to 
rule out the possibility that the gospel writers were indeed adopting a more general typology of the 
Righteous Sufferer (shared by others such as the author of 2 Tim), while making it clear throughout 
their narratives that this Righteous Sufferer is unique. 

286 Lothar Ruppert, Der leidende Gerechte: Eine motivgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum 
Alten Testament und zwischentestamentlichen Judentum (FzB 5; Würzburg, 1972); and Jesus als der 
leidende Gerechte? Der Weg Jesu im Lichte eines alt- und zwischentestamentlichen Motivs (Stuttgart: 
KBW Verlag, 1972). Ruppert summarizes the main arguments of his first volume in Jesus als der 
leidende Gerechte? and applies his findings to the gospels’ use of this tradition in their presentations 
of Jesus’ passion. It is this second volume which is more relevant for our purposes and thus will be 
our primary focus. 

287 For example, Ps 18; 22; 34; 37; 140; 141; Isa 52-53; Sus; 1QH VII, X-XVI; Wis 2, 5; 4 
Macc; 1 En; Gk. Apoc. Ezra; and 2 Bar. With regard to 1QH, Puech’s numbering system is used in 
this study, which is based on his thesis that most of the first three columns of the Hodayot scroll are 
lost: Émile Puech, “Quelques aspects de la restauration du Rouleau des Hymnes,” JJS 39 (1988): 38-
55. 

288 Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 26-27. 
289 Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 27. 
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collective representative of God’s suffering people.290 Unlike that of Nickelsburg 
(below), Ruppert’s study incorporates texts that belong to a variety of literary genres 
(for example, he includes the psalms291). These texts span hundreds of years 
collectively, involve many different historical events, and recast the common motif 
of the persecution of God’s righteous one(s) in a myriad of circumstances.292  

 Nickelsburg has also done extensive work on the motif of the Righteous 
Sufferer in Jewish literature. In his published dissertation, Resurrection, Immortality, 
and Eternal Life in Intertestamental Judaism, he traces the “story of the persecution 
and exaltation and/or vindication of the righteous man” throughout the scriptures and 
extra-canonical literature, from Genesis to the Maccabees.293 The ultimate example 
of this motif, according to Nickelsburg, is the story of the persecuted righteous man 
in Wis 2:12-20 and 4:18c-5:14. The bulk of his work in this study examines the 

                                                 
290 Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 27-28. Ruppert even goes so far as to describe 

the motif at this stage of development as a “dogma”! Although this may be somewhat exaggerated, it 
is clear from texts such as 4 Macc that the issue of the persecution and suffering of the righteous was a 
powerful and community-shaping motif at this time. Cf. Israel Knohl, The Messiah before Jesus: The 
Suffering Servant of the Dead Sea Scrolls (trans. D. Maisel; Berkley: University of California Press, 
2000), who puts forward the provocative (but ultimately unsubstantiated) theory that another  
“suffering servant” figure in the Qumran scrolls is the “Qumran Messiah” and the precursor to Jesus’ 
portrayal as Messiah.  

291 Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 17-18, 20-21, also discusses the role of the 
speakers of the Psalms of Lament as Righteous Sufferer figures.  

292 Ahearne-Kroll, “Suffering of David,” 21, critiques Ruppert for ignoring the complexities 
that are involved in dealing with material that represents such a wide range of genre, time, and 
historical circumstances. He sees Ruppert’s enterprise as one that fails to acknowledge the 
discontinuity between these texts, labeling it as “simplistic.” Perhaps Nickelsburg’s approach 
(discussed below) would be more amenable to Ahearne-Kroll, since he highlights both continuity and 
discontinuity between texts, and limits his discussion to narrative texts only (Ahearne-Kroll does not 
reference Nickelsburg’s volume). Ahearne-Kroll’s plea for caution in tracing a strict development-line 
(as if the latter texts fundamentally depended on the former in a foundational sense) through this wide 
body of literature is both legitimate and helpful. However, given the evidence of this shared motif 
(Righteous Sufferer) in this variety of texts, one should not accentuate the discontinuity over the 
continuity, but rather should hold these in tension, recognizing the ability of writers to adopt and adapt 
a motif to suite the needs of their audience and their overall purposes in general. I, like Ahearne-Kroll, 
also have reservations concerning Ruppert’s labeling of the motif of the Righteous Sufferer as a 
“dogma” by the time of Jesus, although contra Ahearne-Kroll, I regard the evidence presented by both 
Ruppert and Nickelsburg as, (a) sufficient enough to hold these texts together as a distinctive body of 
literature despite their generic distinctions; and (b) adequate support for the presence of a relatively 
cohesive tradition of the Righteous Sufferer by the first century. 

293 George W. E.. Nickelsburg, Jr., Resurrection, Immortality, and Eternal Life in 
Intertestamental Judaism (HTS 26; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972). He finds this “story” 
in Gen 37; Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 3 and 6; Sus; Wis 2, 4-5; 2 Macc 7; and 3 Macc. He limits his 
discussion to narrative texts which contain this Gattung, thus excluding any psalms which share many 
of the same elements.  
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parallels between this text and others which contain the Righteous Sufferer motif.294 
In the process, he determines that these texts belong to a single Gattung, and he 
provides a list of the shared narrative elements found within each story (and in Wis) 
that belong to this motif of the Righteous Sufferer. These elements include: 
reason,295 conspiracy,296 accusation,297 trial,298 reactions,299 choice,300 ordeal,301 
help,302 condemnation,303 protest,304 trust,305 rescue,306 exaltation,307 investiture,308 
proclamation,309 acclamation,310 reaction,311 vindication,312 confession,313 and 
punishment of the enemy.314 Within Nickelsburg’s schema, most of these elements 
are found in all the stories surveyed, although not always in the same order. 
Although Nickelsburg’s main goal is to understand the function of the element of 
exaltation and vindication in these stories, his careful tracing of the other narrative 

                                                 
294 Nickelsburg, Resurrection, 48-111. Nickelsburg divides this section into two chapters, the 

first dealing with the “story of the persecution and exaltation of the righteous man” (48-92), and then 
the second, “the story of the persecution and vindication of the righteous (93-111)” although he does 
not appear to regard the terms “exaltation” and “vindication” as mutually exclusive.  

295 Gen 37; Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 6; Sus; 3 Macc. 
296 Gen 37; Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 6; Sus; 3 Macc. 
297 Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 3 and 6; Sus; 3 Macc. 
298 Ahiqar; Dan 3; Sus; 2 Macc 7. 
299 Ahiqar; Dan 6; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. 
300 Dan 3 and 6; Sus; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. 
301 Gen 37; Dan 3 and 6. 
302 Gen 37; Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 6; Sus; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. 
303 Gen 37; Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 3 and 6; Sus; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. 
304 Ahiqar; Sus; 3 Macc. 
305 Sus; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. 
306 Gen 37; Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 3 and 6; Sus; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. 
307 Gen 37; Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 3 and 6; Sus; 3 Macc. 
308 Gen 37; Ahiqar; Esth; 3 Macc. 
309 Ahiqar; 3 Macc. 
310 Gen 37; Esth; Dan 3 and 6; Sus; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. 
311 Esth; Dan 3 and 6; 3 Macc. 
312 Dan 3 and 6; Sus; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. 
313 Gen 37. 
314 Ahiqar; Esth; Dan 3 and 6; Sus; 2 Macc 7; 3 Macc. The elements of this motif of the 

Righteous Sufferer which can be located in Mark’s narrative and refer to Jesus will be discussed in 
detail in the following chapter.  
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elements in the motif of the Righteous Sufferer is also helpful for our purposes. His 
work highlights the existence of a group of stories in the scriptures and extra-
canonical literature which contain a protagonist who experiences suffering at the 
hands of his/her enemies, but who is rescued or has the promise of rescue by God 
due to his/her innocence. The presence of several stories which contain overlapping 
scenarios for their protagonists in these texts suggests that one can indeed speak of a 
“motif of the Righteous Sufferer” that was in existence well before the first century 
C.E.315 In addition, the fact that these stories center around a character (or characters) 
who embodies “righteousness” or innocence in contrast to those around him/her 
indicates that it is the identification of this person as a Righteous Sufferer that is a 
key–and perhaps the key–aspect of each narrative. In other words, the presence of 
shared narrative elements in these texts that seemingly overlap by random (i.e., 
elements that do not appear to be functioning in relation to one another except by 
proximity) would not be sufficient to indicate that they belong to the same motif. It is 
both the content of these elements and the similarity in their function to present the 
main character as a righteous person who suffers unjustly at the hands of his enemies 
which indicate their being part of the same Gattung of the Righteous Sufferer.  

 

The Righteous Sufferer at Qumran 

 The figure of “the Teacher of Righteousness” (qdch hrwm) at Qumran has 
been a matter of great interest to scholars who study the remnants of the 
community’s documents, as well as its socio-cultural overlap with and distinction 
from its historical setting.316 This Teacher of Righteousness is presented as a faithful 
follower of God (and the founder of the community317) who is persecuted unjustly by 

                                                 
315 Bayer, Predictions, 241, also believes that the analogies between Mark 8:31 and Ps 33:20 

is another indication that the motif of the Righteous Sufferer was present at this time.   
316 The attempt to determine whether or not qdch hrwm  refers to a historical person, and if 

so, his identity, is not a concern of this study. Cf. Ben Zion Wacholder, “The Righteous Teacher in the 
Pesherite Commentaries,” HUCA 73 (2002): 1-27, for the view that qdch hrwm in the pesharim did 
not refer to a historical person, but rather to a future personality (along with [Xrh !hwkh). Cf. James 
C. G. Greig, “The Teacher of Righteousness and the Qumran Community,” NTS 2 (1955): 119-26; 
and Håkan Ulfgard, “The Teacher of Righteousness, the History of the Qumran Community, and Our 
Understanding of the Jesus Movement: Texts, Theories and Trajectories,” in Qumran Between the Old 
and New Testaments (eds. F. H. Cryer and T. L. Thompson; JSOTSup 290; Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic Press, 1998), 310-46, for examples of the attempts to identify qdch hrwm and [Xrh !hwkh 
with historical figures. 

317 4QpPsa III,15-16. 
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“the Wicked Priest” ([Xrh !hwkh).318 Although qdch hrwm has often been understood 
as an objective genitive319– referring to the content of the figure’s teaching, i.e., 
“righteousness”—I agree with others that there is stronger evidence for taking it as a 
subjective genitive.320 In that case, qdch functions as an adjectival attribute of the 
Teacher—he is a righteous person. There are two pieces of evidence which are most 
convincing. First, the contrast between the Teacher of Righteousness and the Wicked 
Priest, where the former is portrayed as the counterpart to the latter suggests that qdc 
may be used similarly as a qualifier for the Teacher, just as [Xr is used as a qualifier 
for the Priest.321 Second, based on Ps 37:32-33, 4QpPsa IV,8 refers to the Teacher as 
“the righteous one” (qydch).322 Thus, although the Teacher of Righteousness might 
also have been regarded as one who taught “righteousness” in the community, it is 
the use of the term as a descriptor of the figure’s character which is most 
significant.323 The adjectival use of qdc in these texts is reminiscent of the literature 
examined in the previous section, which presents persons whose righteousness is 
made most evident precisely in the midst of their suffering.  

Two aspects of the presentation of the Teacher of Righteousness in the 
documents of the Qumran community have direct relevance for this study.  First, 
particularly with regard to the conflict between himself and the Wicked Priest, the 
Teacher of Righteousness shares with the other Righteous Sufferers of Jewish 

                                                 
318 The vast majority of references to the Teacher of Righteousness are found in one copy of 

the Psalms Pesher found in cave 4 (4QpPsa) and the Habakkuk Pesher found in cave 1 (1QpHab). 
These pesher documents are considered to be relatively later than others of the Qumran corpus 
(Herodian), making them roughly contemporary to that of Mark; cf. Ulfgard, “The Teacher of 
Righteousness,” 326-27. 

319 For example, see Gert Jeremias, Der Lehrer der Gerechtigkeit (SUNT 2; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963), 308-318.  

320 See Samuel Byrskog, Jesus the Only Teacher: Didactic Authority and Transmission in 
Ancient Israel, Ancient Judaism, and the Matthean Community (ConBNT 24; Stockholm: Almqvist & 
Wiksell International, 1994), 119, for a more lengthy discussion of the evidence. 

321 See especially 1QpHab IX,9-10 and XI,4-5. Note, however, that there is some debate as to 
whether the “Wicked Priest” of 4QpPsa and “the Liar” of 1QpHab are one and the same person. See 
Timothy H. Lim, “The Wicked Priest or the Liar?,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical 
Context (ed. T. H. Lim; Edinburgh: T & T Clark Ltd, 2000), 45-51. 

322 This reconstruction of the lacuna in 4QpPsa IV,8 is derived from the citation in 4QpPsa 
IV,7: “The wicked watches out for the righteous one (qydcl) and seeks [to slay him. The Lord will not 
abandon him into his hand or] let him be condemned when he is tried.” This translation is adapted 
from that of Géza Vermes, The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English (New York: Penguin Books, 
1997), 490. Italics mine. All translations of Qumran documents will follow Vermes unless otherwise 
indicated. 

323 Byrskog, Only Teacher, 119. 
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literature a similar experience of persecution. This becomes most explicit in the 
Qumran texts that use two particular psalms as intertexts to speak about the 
circumstances of the Teacher of Righteousness.324  

I have already mentioned that the conflict between the Wicked Priest and the 
Teacher of Righteousness is portrayed in 4QpPsa IV,7-8 using the language of Ps 37. 
This text is particularly suited for the purposes of the writer of this pesher, as his 
focus is to present the ways of the Wicked Priest as those which are in contrast to 
actions of the Teacher of Righteousness. This is an adoption of a contrast between 
those who are wicked and those who are righteous, a contrast that forms the 
dominant theme of the psalm. Ps 37 speaks of the efforts of the wicked to persecute 
those who are righteous (37:12, 14, 32), urging the righteous to place their trust in 
Yahweh who will deliver them (37:3, 40).325 Like the righteous of Ps 37 and other 
Righteous Sufferers in Jewish literature—Daniel and Susanna, for example—the 
Teacher of Righteousness endures the effort of the Wicked Priest to put him on trial 
to condemn him to death,326 but has the promise of vindication by God.  

Further evidence that the Teacher of Righteousness was regarded as a 
Righteous Sufferer figure can be found in the Hodayot. Both Jeremias and Ruppert 
argue that several of these hymns of thanksgiving were written by the Teacher 
himself (or at least written from the perspective of the Teacher).327 Among these is 
1QH XIII, which contains a citation of Ps 41:10:  

 
 [All who have ea]ten my bread  
 have lifted their heel against me,  
 and all those joined to my Council 

                                                 
324 See also 4QpPsa II,16-21; 1QpHab V,8-12; IX,8-12; and XI,3-8, for other passages which 

mention the persecution of the Teacher of Righteousness.  
325 The psalm not only promises Yahweh’s protection, but exhorts the righteous to continue 

their resistance of evil (Ps 37:27, 34).  
326 Note that TRIAL and CONDEMNATION are two elements of the motif of the Righteous 

Sufferer. See Nickelsburg, Resurrection.  
327 Jeremias, Der Lehrer, 171; Ruppert, Der leidende Gerechte, 123. Cf. also Philip R. 

Davies, Behind the Essenes: History and Ideology in the Dead Sea Scrolls (BJS 94; Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1987), 87-105, who argues that even if the Teacher of Righteousness did not write the Hodayot, 
it is likely that members of the community believed it to be written by him, thus affecting their 
interpretations. Those hymns attributed to the Teacher of Righteousness (according to Jeremias) are 
1QH X,1-19, 31-39; XI,1-18; XII,5-13,4; XIII,5-19; XIII,20-15,5; XV,6-25; XVI,4-40.   
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 have mocked me with wicked lips.328  
 
A. Collins sees in this citation an indication that the Teacher of Righteousness “re-
wrote the psalm with himself as the speaker. . . .”329 According to Collins, 
comparisons can be made with the Teacher of Righteousness’ strategy of writing 
himself into Ps 41 and this same type of phenomenon happening with regard to Ps 
22, where David was “written into the text” as the speaker during the exilic period.330 
In a similar manner, just as the Teacher of Righteousness claims the words of a 
Psalm of Lament as his own, so also does the Markan Jesus appropriate the words of 
Ps 22 for himself and his own situation. Thus, for all three figures—David, the 
Teacher of Righteousness, and the Markan Jesus—the words of the psalmist become 
their own words, the circumstances of the psalmist become their own circumstances. 
These figures endure persecution from their enemies, and they understand their 
vindication by God as having eschatological significance.331   
 Second, as we shall see, the Teacher of Righteousness functions as a 
prototype of the community, i.e., he is perceived as an exemplar for those who 
belong to the Qumran community. This parallels the Markan presentation of Jesus as 
an exemplar for his own community (Mark’s implied readers).  

Approaching the question of the function of the Teacher of Righteousness in 
the Qumran community in terms of social identity, J. Jokiranta has convincingly 
shown that this figure “represents an ideal community member, who captures some 
essential characteristics of group’s identity.”332 She uses the language of “prototype” 

                                                 
328 Vermes, Complete, 269. Italics mine. 
329 Adela Yarbro Collins, “The Appropriation of the Psalms of Individual Lament by Mark,” 

in The Scriptures in the Gospels (ed. C. M. Tuckett; BETL 131; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 
1997), 223-41 (226). That this is written from the perspective of the Teacher of Righteousness is 
further substantiated by the previous line’s mention of the “members of my Covenant” (1QH XIII,23).  

330 Collins, “Appropriation,” 226. Collins holds that it was during the exile when the title of 
Ps 22 was added and the psalm was included in “the Davidic collection” of Pss 3-41 (225).  

331 Cf. Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 22-23, who describes the Teacher of 
Righteousness’ self-understanding as that of an eschatological Jeremiah. This eschatological 
dimension is especially clear in 1QH XV,12: “For Thou wilt condemn in Judgement all those who 
assail me, distinguishing through me between the just and the wicked.” The eschatological 
significance of the psalmist’s rescue is also apparent in Ps 22:28-32. The clearest examples in Mark of 
Jesus’ eschatological role after vindication are Mark 13:26-27 and 14:62.  

332 Jutta Jokiranta, “The Prototypical Teacher in the Qumran Pesharim: A Social Identity 
Approach,” in Ancient Israel: The Old Testament in Its Social Context (ed. P. Esler; Minneapolis: 
Fortress Press, 2005), 254-63 (255). 
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from social identity theory and applies it to the Teacher of Righteousness due to his 
embodiment of the characteristics valued and held by his community. These 
characteristics distinguish him from those outside of his in-group, and thus drive a 
wedge between him and those outsiders (such as the Wicked Priest, for example). As 
a prototype of the Qumran community, then, he functions as one with and in whom 
the in-group locates its identity.333 He is also understood as the leader of the 
community, which is related to his function as a prototype, because he best fits the 
group’s ideals and has the strongest influence on those within the group.334  

According to Jokiranta, one of the primary indicators of the Teacher of 
Righteousness’ “prototypicality” is the presence of statements which highlight the 
similarities between him and his community.335 One of the clearest examples of this 
can be found in 4QpPsa II,13-21. Here the Teacher of Righteousness336 and “the men 
of his Council” are persecuted by the wicked.337 This passage not only highlights the 
function of the Teacher as a prototype of his community, but also presents him (and, 
by extension, his “Council”) as a Righteous Sufferer. In addition, the singular term 
“righteous” does not refer specifically to the Teacher, but to the community, i.e., 
those who practice the law.338 Thus, both the Teacher and his community are 
presented as righteous ones who endure persecution by the wicked because of their 
faithfulness to the law.339  
  
Using Texts in the First Century 

 This section of the chapter may be described broadly as an examination of 
how texts (most specifically, the psalms) were being used in the socio-cultural milieu 

                                                 
333 Jokiranta, “Prototypical Teacher,” 262. Her comments regarding community identity are 

worth quoting at length here: “In the Psalms and Habakkuk Pesher, the prototypical image of the 
teacher in conflict makes a statement from the past: all the leaders of the Jerusalem establishment as 
well as rival authorities were wicked; a distinct community was needed . . . the prototypical picture of 
the teacher-leader enabled later group members to identify with him and even perceive him as their 
contemporary (263).  

334 Jokiranta, “Prototypical Teacher,” 255-56. 
335 Jokiranta, “Prototypical Teacher,” 257. 
336 In 4QpPsa II,16 the one being persecuted is called “Priest,” but it is clear from 4QpPsa 

III,15 that the two figures are one and the same person. 
337 4QpPsa II,16. 
338 4QpPsa II,13-14, 19-20. 
339 Other examples of passages where the Teacher and his community share the same 

persecutions include 1QpHab IX,8-12 and XI,3-8. 
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of Mark’s gospel. This takes into account both evidence from the worship practices 
of the first-century Jewish and Christian communities, as well as evidence from the 
various texts which originated around that time. Thus, this section will touch on a 
variety of issues. First, since it is the concern of this study to determine whether the 
first line of Ps 22 cited in Mark 15:34 would have implied the remainder of the 
psalm, the evidence for the presence of incipits as a literary device before, during, 
and after the time of Mark’s gospel will be considered and weighed. Second, an 
examination of how the psalms functioned in the worship of the temple, synagogue, 
and Qumran communities in the first century will be undertaken in the hopes that this 
will inform our understanding of the liturgical use of the psalms of that period. Third, 
the use of Ps 22 as an intertext in several (roughly) contemporary texts of Mark’s 
gospel will be observed in order to highlight any parallels between these texts and 
Mark’s use of Ps 22. Only when we understand how these texts were used by the 
communities that surrounded and influenced Mark and his implied readers can we 
begin to make informed decisions about how Mark himself might have appropriated 
Ps 22 in his portrayal of Jesus in his gospel. 

 

Incipits 

In Chapter 4 of this study we examined Mark’s use of the scriptures 
throughout his gospel in order to determine whether the larger context of the citations 
and allusions were meant to illumine its new context. This experiment was limited to 
only one book of the NT, but the issue reaches far beyond Markan studies. There is 
much debate among scholars as to whether the practice of citing scriptural passages 
by writers throughout the NT was done atomistically or contextually. Dodd is 
probably the scholar most often associated with the latter view, but there are others 
who are convinced by this position.340 The arguments of those who find much of the 
intertextual use of the scriptures in the NT contextual would be greatly supported if it 
could be shown that this was a practice in other Jewish texts. Moreover, an even 
stronger case could be made for regarding the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 as 

                                                 
340 Dodd, According, 126-27. Cf. also Joachim Jeremias, “pai/j qeou/,” TDNT 5:701; Charles 

E. B. Cranfield, “A Study of St. Mark 1.9-11,” SJT 8 (1955): 59-50; Watts, New Exodus, 3 and 135; 
and Marcus, Way, 21, 180, and 200. Those who challenge Dodd’s thesis include Juel, Exegesis, 21-22; 
and Hatina, Search, whose main enterprise is to show that it is the new context which takes 
interpretive precedence over the original context of a citation.  
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contextual if it could be shown that psalms were cited or alluded to in this manner in 
other Jewish texts as well. Evidence for this practice both before, during, and after 
the writing of the NT will be offered in support of this argument.  

It has often been asserted that the first lines of psalms, or “incipits”, 
sometimes functioned similarly to titles, in that they served to indicate that the 
remainder of the psalm was implied in the context in which the incipit was located.341  
There is evidence of this specific use of the psalms both before the first century (in 
the scriptures), in Second Temple Judaism (Qumran), and afterwards, during the 
writing of the Mishnah.342  In the scriptures there are also similar examples of this 
method which involve naming books and objects by the first line or words written or 
spoken.   

 In ancient Jewish traditions it was often customary to name a book by the 
first word(s) of the book.  This method is found in the first two books of the 
Pentateuch.  The first word of the book of Genesis is tyviÞarEB., and this is its title.  The 
book of Exodus begins with the words tAmv. hL,ae>, and they too form the title.  In Gen 
31:49 there is a post named “Mizpah” (hP'c.Mih);, “the one who watches.”  This is 
taken from the first word of the last clause in Jacob’s covenant with Laban, where 
they ask God to watch over their agreement so that they will not cheat on each 
other.343  

 W.F. Albright has provided perhaps the most helpful discussion on the use of 
incipits in the psalms, more specifically in Ps 68.344 He argues that Ps 68 consists of 
a list of about thirty incipits of ancient hymns, and therefore that its original function 
was as a type of catalogue of ancient lyric poems or hymns.  He believes this method 

                                                 
341 This term was coined by William F. Albright, “A Catalog of Early Hebrew Lyric Poems,” 

HUCA 23 (1950): 1-39.  Other terms have been used (for example, “title” by Loren Fisher, “Betrayed 
By Friends: An Expository Study of Psalm 22,” Int 18 [1964]: 20-38; and “motto” Moo, Old 
Testament, 271); however, these do not adequately convey the full function of the citation in our 
passage of interest. 

342 The Mishnah appeared as relatively fixed approximately 200 C.E. See Jacob Neusner, The 
Mishnah: A New Translation (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988), xi.  

343 Fisher, “Betrayed,” 23.  Also R. B. Y. Scott, “The Pillars Jachin and Boaz,” JBL 58 
(1939): 143-49, argues that the two columns in Solomon’s temple (1 Kgs 7:21) were named by the 
first words of two oracles, Jachin and Boaz, which stood for “Yahweh will establish the throne of 
David, and his kingdom to his seed forever” and “In the strength of Yahweh shall the king rejoice.”  
For an abbreviated discussion of Scott’s article, see Fisher, “Betrayed,” 23. 

344 Albright, “Catalog,” 1-39. 
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of identifying poetic compositions by citing their first line to be modeled after 
Sumerian and Akkadian models, and possibly Canaanite.345  Albright notes that there 
are a number of such citations in the scriptures which resemble the incipits in Ps 68 
very closely, the clearest of which is found in Exod 15:21.  Here the title to Miriam’s 
song is the incipit of the “Song of Moses” sung immediately before (Exod 15:1).346  
Albright’s thesis has, however, been met with criticism.  J. Gray disagrees with 
Albright, arguing that, in regarding the sections of Ps 68 as incipits, he ignores the 
common Sitz im Leben in which all thirty passages were written.  According to Gray, 
Ps 68 was written in the specific context of the cultic Autumn Festival.347  Gray’s 
objection and alternate suggestion, however, fails to account sufficiently for the lack 
of a clear thought pattern that connects the phrases of the psalm. Albright’s thesis is 
the more convincing,348 due to the fact that he does not attempt to force a contrived 
connection between the lines or discover a theme throughout the psalm, but rather 
takes the psalm on its own terms.  He also provides evidence of contemporary ANE 
models of this type of catalogue, taking care to locate the psalm in a Sitz im Leben, 
rather than ignoring it altogether.  Additionally, his thesis does not exclude the 
possibility that the elements of Ps 68 were used in cultic contexts,349 and he displays 
proof that similar incipits were used in the scriptures.350 

 Was the custom still in practice after this early period?  Fortunately, there are 
two strands of evidence from the Qumran documents which provide roughly 
contemporary (to Mark) examples of incipit recognition and use. As far as I am 
aware, these examples have not yet been cited by any NT scholar who argues at any 

                                                 
345 Albright, “Catalog,” 7, 8.  He also notes that Akkadian epics were recognized by their first 

few words (for example, Enuma Elish), but lyric poems required much longer incipits because they 
were so numerous.  He believes that the Israelite practice was ultimately derived from the Akkadians. 

346 Albright, “Catalog,” 7.  He also lists other examples of this, which include the use of Ps 
68:2 repeated as an incipit in Num 10:35, as well as incipits in Num 21:17; 1 Sam 18:7; Isa 23:16. See 
below for further evidence that Exod 15:21 is indeed an incipit. 

347 Cf. John R. Gray, “A Cantata of the Autumn Festival: Psalm LXVIII,” JSS 22 (1977): 2-
26.   

348 The lack of discussion of Albright’s article among scholars (especially those of the NT) 
who discuss the phenomena of incipits is perplexing. Other scholars who view Ps 68 in a way that is 
compatible with Albright’s thesis include William O. E. Oesterley, Psalms Translated with Text-
Critical and Exegetical Notes (London: SPCK, 1953), 320; and Hans Schmidt, Die Psalmen 
(Tübingen: Mohr, 1934). 

349 Contra Gray, “Cantata,” 3. 
350 See the example given above, Exod 15:1. 
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length for the use of incipits and/or contextual citations by the NT writers.351 Thus, I 
will introduce new evidence into the discussion, which, given that these texts 
(Qumran) were written closer to the time of Mark’s narrative than the scriptural 
evidence (above) and the rabbinic evidence (below), provide the clearest indication 
that this practice was indeed being exercised in the first century.  

I have already mentioned the presence of an incipit in the song sung by 
Miriam in Exod 15:21. The fact that Exod 15:21 is an incipit is corroborated by the 
presence of at least part of the content of this “Song of Miriam” in the Qumran scroll 
4Q365 6a.ii.1-7. This portion of the fragmentary text known as the Reworked 
Pentateuchc is the filling out of Miriam’s song, which is not present in any other 
known version of the Pentateuch.352 It is immediately followed by the remaining 
portion of the narrative, Exod 15:22-26 (it is likely that Exod 15:27 was present at 
some time, but is now missing due to the fragmentary nature of the text), in 4Q365 
6a II, 8-14. Dated by means of palaeography to 75-50 BCE, the presence of the “Song 
of Miriam” indicates that roughly contemporary (to Mark) interpreters of scripture 
both recognized and understood the significance of incipits.  

An incipit may also be present in 4Q174 (also known as 4QFlorilegium), a 
first-century B.C.E testimonium, i.e., collection of scriptural citations. 4Q174 1 I, 18-
19 is a citation of Ps 2:1, 2, followed by a brief interpretation of the citation. What is 
interesting to note is that there is a vacat after this citation, the first in the text, which 
may indicate that the larger context of the psalm is in view. It is also possible, 
however, that the nature of the format of the text (as a testimonium) as well as the 
content of the text (citations from the middle of scriptural passages353) should 
prohibit one from regarding the psalmic citation as an incipit in the purest sense of 
the word.  

There are also several examples of this use of the psalms in the Mishnah, 
particularly in the context of liturgical worship. Tamid 7:4 reads: 

                                                 
351 For example, Watts, New Exodus, 3 and 135, mentions the practice during the rabbinic 

period only; and Fisher, “Betrayed,” cites evidence from the scriptures and rabbinic literature, 
skipping over the period of Qumran scribal activity.  

352 Sidnie White Crawford, “Miriam,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls 1:566-67. The 
fact that there is no other extant version of the song suggests that this was a composition of the 
Qumran community. 

353 Ps 89:23; 2 Sam 7:10; Exod 15:17-18; 2 Sam 7:11; 2 Sam 7:12-14; Amos 9:11; Isa 8:11; 
Ezek 44:10. 
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This was the singing which the levites used to sing in the Temple.  

On the first day they sang The earth is the Lord’s and all that therein is, 

 the round world and they that dwell therein; (Ps 24)  

On the second day they sang Great is the Lord and highly to be praised in the 
city of our God, even upon his holy hill; (Ps 48)  

On the third day they sang God standeth in the congregation of God, he is a
  judge among the gods; (Ps 82)  

On the fourth day they sang O Lord God to whom vengeance belongeth, thou 
God to whom vengeance belongeth  show thyself; (Ps 94)  

On the fifth day they sang Sing we merrily unto God our strength, make a 
cheerful noise unto the God of Jacob; (Ps 81)  

On the sixth day they sang The Lord is king, and hath put on glorious 
apparel; (Ps 93)  

On the Sabbath they sang A Psalm: A Song for the Sabbath Day (Ps 92) -- 

A Psalm, a song for the time that is to come, for the day that shall be all 
Sabbath and rest in the life everlasting.354 

 

In m. Tacan. 2:3, the blessings said in worship include the incipits of several psalms 
as well as the beginning verse of Jer 14: 

 And these are they: 

 the Remembrance and the Shofar verses,  

 and In my distress I cried unto the Lord and he answered me . . ., (Ps 120) 

 and I will lift up mine eyes unto the hills . . ., (Ps 121) 

 and Out of the deep have I cried unto thee, O Lord . . ., (Ps 130) 

 and A prayer of the afflicted when he is overwhelmed . . . (Ps 102355). 

                                                 
354 Translation taken from Herbert Danby, The Mishnah: Translated from the Hebrew with 

Introduction and Brief Explanatory Notes (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1933), 589. 
355 In this case, the title of the psalm is regarded as the beginning of the psalm proper. 
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R. Judah says: He need not recite the Remembrance and Shofar verses,  

 but he recites in their stead the passages, 

If there be in the land, famine, if there be pestilence . . ., (1 Kgs 8:37) 

 and The word of the Lord that came to Jeremiah concerning the drought . . .
 (Jer 14:1). 

 And he seals each of them with its proper ending.356 

 

Here we see evidence of a text other than the psalms whose first verse is cited as an 
indication that the remainder of the passage was prayed as well. That the whole of 
each psalm was prayed is evident from the closing sentence of the section which 
speaks of an experienced elder357 concluding each blessing with an ending not 
provided by the writer of m. Tacan.358 

As has been shown above, there is significant evidence which indicates that 
the incipits of psalms were used from early in the Jewish textual tradition on into at 
least 200 CE. They were used in some Jewish liturgical contexts both before and after 
the time of Jesus, in the scriptures and in the Mishnah, respectively. There is also 
textual evidence from Qumran that indicates that incipits were recognized and 
interpreted accordingly, and that this practice was still in place around the first 
century C.E. This leaves open the possibility that Mark has used this same method in 
Mark 15:34.  The liturgical connection (incipits are used most often in worship) is 
consistent with the dramatic style of the gospel itself and the fact that Jesus’ passion 
has been a common element incorporated into worship since the first century,359 and, 

                                                 
356 Danby, Mishnah, 196. 
357 m. Tacan. 2:2b. 
358 Other examples can be found in m. Sukkah 3:9; m. Bik. 3:4; and m. Ber. 9:2. In m. Ber. 9:2 

Neusner’s translation reads “Blessed is the true judge.”  Fisher, “Betrayed,” 24, notes that “blessed” is 
only the first word which stands for the phrase “Blessed are thou, O Lord our God, King of the 
Universe.” 

359 For example, the “lordly supper(s)” (kuriako.n dei/pnon) in the early church (1 Cor 11:17-
34) and today’s Eucharist celebrations are elements in worship that symbolize and are designed to be 
carried out in the same manner as the selfless sacrifice of Jesus in his death. Cf. Ellen Bradshaw 
Aitken, Jesus’ Death in Early Christian Memory: The Poetics of the Passion (NTOA 53; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004), for a full-length study on several texts (outside of the gospels) that 
show the effect of Jesus’ death on early Christian memory and its liturgical function in the shaping of 
Christian communities. 
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as we shall see below, the use of the psalms in worship and the presence of this 
particular psalm (Ps 22) in several extra-canonical hymns (both Jewish and 
Christian) relatively contemporary to Mark’s gospel also strengthens the connection.  
 

The Liturgical Use of the Psalms 

Before examining how Ps 22 was used in various contemporary circles within 
Mark’s socio-cultural context, it will be beneficial to touch on the way the psalms in 
general were used in Jewish worship practices around the time of the writing of 
Mark’s gospel. Much of the scholarly discussion of this issue focuses on the 
liturgical practices of the synagogue in comparison and contrast with temple 
practices and that of the Qumran community.360 Since all three of these locations 
(temple, synagogue, Qumran) are part of the larger milieu of Mark’s gospel, the 
evidence of the liturgical practices from these worship locales will be relevant and 
important for painting a portrait of the use of the psalms in the first century. In 
further support of this is the presence of close parallels between features of worship 
in early Christianity and the Qumran texts.361 Thus, although the principal concern of 
scholars has centered on the formal practice of psalmody and prayer in the 
synagogue,362 it should be reiterated that the issue of worship in the temple prior to 
its destruction and in the Qumran community is also important as they constitute two 

                                                 
360 For example, see James W. McKinnon, “On the Question of Psalmody in the Ancient 

Synagogue” Early Music History 6 (1986): 159-91; Daniel K. Falk, “Qumran and the Synagogue 
Liturgy,” in The Ancient Synagogue from Its Origins Until 200 C.E.: Papers Presented at an 
International Conference at Lund University, October 14-17, 2001 (eds. B. Olsson and M. 
Zetterholm; ConBNT 39; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 2003), 404-34; and Hughes 
Oliphant Old, “The Psalms of Praise in the Worship of the New Testament Church,” Int 39 (1985): 
20-33. 

361 Paul F. Bradshaw, The Search for the Origins of Christian Worship: Sources and Methods 
for the Study of Early Liturgy (2d ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 34. His comments on 
this subject are worth quoting here: “A particular question is posed here by the various pieces of 
liturgical material scattered among the Qumran literature. There has been a common tendency to treat 
the findings of this source as representative only of marginal sectarian practice and so unable to shed 
any light on wider Jewish liturgical activity prior to the destruction of the Temple . . . however . . . a 
good deal of what has been discovered there does not bear any marks that would make it exclusive to 
that particular community, and so it should be treated as reflecting the broader prayer patterns of early 
Judaism . . . the close parallels that have been observed between a number of other features of early 
Christianity and the Qumran texts should make us attentive to possible liturgical connections between 
the two as well.” 

362 McKinnon, “Question of Psalmody,” 159-91, is particularly concerned with this issue. 



   133

other arenas in the socio-cultural context of the first century where worship with the 
psalms was practiced. 

In the synagogue practices of the first century, worship primarily centered on 
the reading of the Torah.363 Other activities frequently mentioned include discourse 
on the scripture read and prayer. The silence concerning psalmody in the synagogue 
is significant, considering the “abundant evidence” of these other activities. 364 J. 
McKinnon interprets this silence to mean that psalmody was not a formal practice in 
the synagogue until much later:  

Surely if it had been customary to recite the daily temple psalm in the 
synagogue, this vast literature would have made some reference to the 
practice. Such reference does finally appear in the eighth-century tractate 
Sopherim, which includes the seven daily psalms in the synagogue service, 
citing the incipit of each.”365  

The reason behind the relative silence of texts concerning the liturgical 
practices of the synagogue has been a source of speculation. According to P. 
Bradshaw, it is most likely that the little evidence we have of psalmody in the first 
century (and up through the eighth century) points more to the “private recitation by 
pious individuals rather than a formal part of synagogue liturgy,” and thus may 
explain the absence of more evidence of communal psalmody.366 Another 
suggestion, by D. Falk, is that the silence about prayer in the synagogues before 70 
C.E. indicates that the temple was the locus of organized liturgy, and only after its 
destruction was the synagogue the primary place of prayer.367 

                                                 
363 Although this should not be emphasized over against other activities that took place there, 

considering that the equivalent to sunagwgh, appears to have been proseuch,, i.e., “place of prayer.” See 
BDAG, “proseuch,,” 878:2. 

364 McKinnon, “Question of Psalmody,” 182. 
365 McKinnon, “Question of Psalmody,” 182-83. The reference McKinnon cites is b. Sop. 

18:1. He later cites b. Sop. 17:11 as a possible reference to an earlier practice of psalmody in the 
synagogue (albeit still well after 70 C.E.). Indications that this is an earlier practice include: (a) the 
recitation of Pss 145-50 seems to be taken for granted by the writer, as there is no justification offered; 
and (b) it appears to have been mentioned already in the Talmud as a private practice (although the 
Babylonian Talmud is itself a much later collection of writings).  

366 Bradshaw, Search, 38. 
367 Falk, “Qumran,” 404-34. 
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The evidence we do have of psalmody in the synagogue indicates that prayers 
and the reciting of the psalms were done by chanting, and were sometimes 
accompanied by music.368 Similarly, according to Philo the practice of chanting 
hymns during feasts and other ceremonies was a feature of the Essenes, with the 
likelihood that these hymns were derived from both the psalms and the Hodayot 
(Philo, Contempl. Life. 80).369 The fact that the psalms were chanted both by the 
individual leader of the service and often repeated or “filled in” by the audience of 
worshippers indicates that the latter would have had to be familiar with the whole 
psalm in order to participate in this part of the service. 

What was the content of the psalmody during this time? Jewish prayer-forms 
such as the berakah and hodeh/hodayah centered primarily on the thanksgiving and 
praise of God during the first century.370 In addition, the evidence of psalmody in the 
temple practices before its destruction indicates that it formed part of two types of 
services. First, there is a connection between the performance of a psalm to music by 
the Levite musicians and the act of the daily sacrifice.371 Second, the Hallel psalms 
(Pss 113-118) were sung during major festivals such as the night before Passover, 
Weeks, Tabernacles, and Hanukah.372 It is also commonly accepted among scholars 
of ancient liturgy that the earliest appearance of the psalms in the synagogue was in 
the form of the Hallel psalms.373 Thus, the only tangible evidence that we have of the 
early psalmody of the synagogue and the temple indicates that the form of psalmody 
was primarily that of praise to God. 

 It seems likely, then, that the observation that “the principle vehicle of early 
Christian chant” was the psalms is an accurate one, as this appears to be the primary 

                                                 
368 See b. Meg. 32a; b. Ber. 6a; b. Tacan 16a, although the late dates of these texts (Middle 

Ages) should encourage one to make tentative possible connections with earlier practice without 
additional evidence. How much later Jewish practices reflect first century practices is difficult to 
determine. 

369 This will be addressed more thoroughly below in the section on Ps 22 in the Hodayot. 
370 Bradshaw, Search, 43-44. He notes that the hodeh/hodayah could be understood in a 

broader sense as a “confession or acknowledgment that something is the case,” rather than being 
limited to thanksgiving (43).  

371 McKinnon, “Question of Psalmody,” 163. 
372 b. cArak. 10a. 
373 For example, McKinnon, “Question of Psalmody,” 185. This “early” appearance most 

likely comes after 70 C.E.  
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source for liturgy during the first century.374 However, there is little evidence that the 
specific Hallel psalms were incorporated into the liturgy of the early church. The 
only exception to this might be in the apparent tradition of singing the Hallel during 
the Christian appropriation of the Passover seder, i.e., the agape feast. In Mark 14:26 
and Matt 26:30, the gospel writers end their narration of Jesus’ last Passover supper 
by mentioning that he and the disciples sang a hymn before going out to the Mount 
of Olives. Most likely this “hymn” was the Hallel, and this practice seems to have 
been retained up through the third century with the singing of a hymn at the close of 
the agape feast.375  

What are the ramifications of the above observations concerning the liturgical 
use of the psalms in the first century for the overarching purpose of this study 
(determining how early readers of Mark’s gospel would have understood his use of 
Ps 22 to speak of Jesus)? The relatively sparse evidence we have of psalmody around 
the first century does illumine our understanding of this form of worship in Mark’s 
socio-cultural context, which will allow some tentative parallels to be drawn between 
the general psalmody of this time and Mark’s specific use of Ps 22. First, the form of 
psalmody most often portrayed in these texts is that of chanting, which was often 
accompanied by music. This involved the reciting of a portion of the psalm by the 
leader of the service which was followed by the rest of the congregation either 
repeating after him or proceeding to recite the remaining part of the psalm. This 
practice of chanting implies the knowledge of the whole psalm by the participating 
congregants. The pervasiveness of this practice in both the synagogues and the 
Qumran community376 during this time increases the possibility that Mark’s implied 
readers would also have been familiar enough with the psalms to be able to chant 
them as wholes.377  

                                                 
374 McKinnon, “Question of Psalmody,” 159. 
375 McKinnon, “Question of Psalmody,” 185-86. Tertullian, Apol. 39, states that the agape 

feast is followed by the chanting of praises to God either from scripture or those that are original 
compositions. In addition, Philo, Contempl. Life, 64-90, recounts the parallel practice of the Essenes; 
and Collins, “Appropriation,” 230, refers to Hippolytus’ The Apostolic Tradition 25 (200 C.E.), which 
describes a communal supper followed by the reciting of psalms.  

376 As do many scholars, I understand the “Essenes” mentioned by ancient writers such as 
Philo and Josephus to be closely identified with the Qumran community.  

377 Even though Mark’s audience was probably mostly made up of Gentiles, and therefore 
may or may not have been familiar with contemporary Jewish practices, the influence that the actual 
reader (the one[s] who read aloud the gospel to the audience) of Mark’s gospel would have had in 
explaining these types of things creates plausibility for this argument. In other words, it was not 
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In the case of Ps 22, due to its obvious importance both within Christian 
circles (as evidenced by its presence in all four gospels) and outside of them (for 
instance, at Qumran), it is likely that Mark’s readers would have been able to “fill in” 
the rest of the psalm upon hearing its opening line. Second, the content of the 
psalmody around the first century has been shown to be predominantly that of praise. 
This is true both in the temple and in the synagogue. Since most prayers practiced 
communally were praises to God, this increases the likelihood that Mark’s implied 
readers would have been familiar with the latter half of Ps 22, the portion of the 
psalm which constitutes the psalmist’s praise of God in the midst of the assembly. 
Both the setting and content of Ps 22:23-32—in the assembly, the praise of 
Yahweh—are entirely appropriate to the known practice of psalmody during this 
period. Thirdly, and perhaps most importantly, the use of the psalms in the worship 
of the various Jewish communities of the first century appears to have been a 
practice picked up by early Christians and directly applied to the person of Jesus 
(Mark 14:26 and Matt 26:30). The observation of Collins’ is worth quoting here: 

If the reading, singing, or chanting of the psalms was part of the communal 
worship of the followers of Jesus from the time of his death onward, these 
oral performances of the psalms, perhaps associated with homilies or other 
forms of teaching, may have been the occasion for the re-reading of the 
psalms of individual lament with reference to the death of Jesus.378  

Of the psalms applied by the early Christians to Jesus’ death, Ps 22 is clearly the 
predominant and most provocative of all. The following section of this chapter will 
examine the appropriation of Ps 22 by other texts and communities roughly 
contemporary to Mark’s gospel in order to understand how this specific text was 
being used and interpreted within his socio-cultural milieu.  

 

The Textual Use of Psalm 22 

There are several writings regarded as relatively contemporary to Mark’s 
gospel (spanning roughly 100 BCE–100 CE) which make use of Ps 22 to portray the 

                                                                                                                                           
entirely up to the audience to make the connections from their own knowledge. It would have taken 
only one reader to recognize and explain these issues to the rest of the group. See my more detailed 
explanation of the function of the reader and the audience in Chapter 1. 

378 Collins, “Appropriation,” 230-31. 
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experiences of their protagonists. These include Wisdom of Solomon, Odes of 
Solomon, Joseph and Aseneth, and the Hodayot of Qumran. An examination of these 
will help us to understand how Ps 22 functioned in Mark’s socio-cultural context, 
which may in turn help us to understand how Mark’s implied readers would have 
interpreted his use of Ps 22 in his narrative of Jesus’ passion and resurrection. To that 
end, there are several questions which will be kept in mind during the course of this 
investigation: Is there any pattern among these multiple allusions to Ps 22? Is the 
thanksgiving portion of the psalm ever used, or is the lament portion always 
privileged? Does the “plot” of Ps 22 ever fit in its new context and is there any 
indication of its relevance there? Is the protagonist of the text—the one for whom the 
language of Ps 22 is employed—ever portrayed as a Righteous Sufferer? At the end 
of my discussion of these texts, I will return to these questions as a way of summing 
up the relevant data uncovered.     

 

Wisdom of Solomon 2 and 5 

 The argument that Wis 2—5 is closely related to, and even dependent upon, 
Ps 22 is not a novel one.379 This relationship manifests itself in at least three ways. 
First, there are several passages in Wis 2—5 that are strong allusions to Ps 22. 
Second, Wis 2—5 shares several thematic parallels with the psalm, specifically in the 
situations of the respective protagonists. Third, by its use of Ps 22, Wis 2—5 portrays 
his protagonist as a Righteous Sufferer, going even further than the psalm (and 
interpreting it?) in explicitly identifying him as “the righteous one” (ò di,kaioj).380 

 In Wis 2:12 and Wis 5:4 allusions to Ps 22:7 are present in the adoption of 
the language of “reproach,” which shares the root of o;neidoj (in the psalm) and 
appears in verb form in 2:12 (ovneidi,zw) and in a different noun form in 5:4 
(ovneidismo,j). The nature of ovneidi,zei as an allusion to Ps 22:7 may be questioned by 
the intriguing role reversal portrayed in Wis 2:12, where the Righteous Sufferer 
reproaches his foes, rather than being the object of reproach. However, Wis 5:4 
returns to a more traditional interpretation of the passage, where the Righteous 

                                                 
379 For example, see Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 293-95. 
380 Wis 2:10, 12, 18; 5:1. 



   138

Sufferer is reproached by his enemies, as is the psalmist.381 Another allusion to Ps 22 
is located in Wis 2:18, where the persecutors of the Righteous Sufferer adhere to the 
same reasoning that the enemies of the psalmist display in Ps 22:9: 

 

Wisdom 2:18  eiv ga,r evstin ò di,kaioj ui`o.j qeou/ avntilh,myetai auvtou/ kai. r`u,setai 
auvto.n evk ceiro.j avnqesthko,twn 

For if the righteous one is son of God, then he will help him and deliver him from his 
adversaries. 

`AB* #pe(x'î yKi« WhleªyCiy:÷ Whje_L.p;y> hw"åhy>-la, lGO Psalm 22:9 
Commit to the Lord; let him deliver him. Let him rescue him for he delights in him. 

 

LXX Psalm 21:9  h;lpisen evpi. ku,rion rùsa,sqw auvto,n swsa,tw auvto,n o[ti qe,lei 

auvto,n 

He hoped upon the Lord; let him deliver him; let him save him since he delights in 
him. 

 

Thus, the enemies of both figures have the same goal in mind when they persecute 
the Righteous Sufferer: they consider this punishment as a type of test for the two 
figures, and believe that the absence of deliverance from the Lord indicates that he 
does not claim the victim as his own. 

There might also be an allusion to Ps 22:21 here as well, with the reference to 
the potential for the deliverance of the Righteous Sufferer from the “hand of those 
who oppose him.” Similar language is used in LXX Ps 21:21, where the translators 
have interpreted dy" literally as “hand” rather than “power.” This verse constitutes a 
plea for deliverance from the psalmist’s enemies, a request that is answered in the 
following portion of the psalm. The allusion to this verse in Wis 2:18 indicates a 
correspondence between the “dog/dogs” of Ps 22:21 and 17, and the persecutors of 
the Righteous Sufferer.  

                                                 
381 Echoes of Ps 22:7 might also be present in Wis 4:18, where the collective “righteous” are 

“scorned” by the “unrighteous.” The verb used here (evxouqene,w) is derived from the same root as the 
noun in Ps 22:7 (evxoude,nhma). 
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There also exist several thematic parallels between Wis 2—5 and Ps 22. First, 
the protagonist in each text experiences persecution at the hands of his enemies, as 
Wis 2:12-20 shares the general “plot” of Ps 22:7-9. Second, the suffering of both the 
psalmist and the Righteous Sufferer of Wis 2—5 is considered to have eschatological 
ramifications which include his vindication, and this suffering is believed to be 
universal in its effect (Ps 22:28-32; Wis 3:8; 5:1-5). 382 Third, both narrations of the 
opposition that the figures face are told from the perspective of the enemies in the 
first person (Ps 22:9; Wis 2:10-20).  

Considering the previous discussion in this chapter of the existence of the 
motif of the Righteous Sufferer before and during the first century, the presence of 
“the righteous one” as a title for the protagonist of Wis 2—5 is significant. Even 
more important for this study is the fact that the persecution and anticipated 
vindication of this Righteous Sufferer is narrated in language that is largely taken 
from Ps 22! This suggests that the writer of Wis 2—5 regarded the psalmist as a 
“righteous one” as well, and this lends strong support for interpreting the psalm as 
the lament and thanksgiving of a Righteous Sufferer figure.383  

 

Odes of Solomon  

A roughly contemporary writing of Mark in the Pseudepigrapha that uses the 
language of Ps 22 is Odes of Solomon.  Odes Sol. is a collection of hymns which 
appear to be Christian at least in their present form.384 Usually regarded as a work 
written between the late first century and the early second century, Charlesworth 

                                                 
382 There might also be an allusion to Ps 22:29 in Wis 3:8, which carries the eschatological 

theme of the reign of God over all nations. 
383 Contra Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 293-95, whose zeal to deny the existence of a 

tradition of the Righteous Sufferer becomes evident in his discussion of the protagonist of Wis 2—5: 
“. . . Wis 2—5 is an important witness to how religious titles could be used. Though Wisdom of 
Solomon speaks of a person who is designated a ‘righteous one’ . . . still, this does not mean that the 
person is being depicted as a unique and exceptional character. Rather, the person is only serving as 
an example of what all the righteous ones are like” (293). Yet I would argue that the two are not 
incompatible; a figure can serve as an exemplar for the community and still be considered unique and 
exceptional. This is precisely how both the Teacher of Righteousness and the Markan Jesus are 
presented, for example. Hoffman’s objections to regarding the psalmist of Ps 22 as a Righteous 
Sufferer figure who belongs to the tradition of the Righteous Sufferer will be challenged in the 
following chapter. 

384 James H. Charlesworth, introduction to Odes of Solomon in The Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha (ed. J. H. Charlesworth; London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1983), 725. All 
translations of Odes Sol. are Charlesworth’s. 



   140

argues for a date around 100 C.E. on the basis of parallels between this text and 
John’s gospel and the possible citation of Odes Sol. by Ignatius.385 Although I regard 
Charlesworth’s arguments as convincing, it must be noted that the earliest extant 
manuscripts date from the third century, with the best and most complete (Syriac) 
manuscripts dating to the tenth and fifteenth centuries, and thus it has been argued 
that Odes Sol. is a later, perhaps Gnostic, writing.386 The influence of Ps 22 on this 
work will be observed below.  

Constituting a collection of early Christian hymns, “the Odes are a window 
through which we can occasionally glimpse the earliest Christians at worship. . .”387 
In a manner similar to that of the speaker of the Hodayot of the Qumran community 
and the psalmist of Ps 22, the Odist gives thanks to God for rescuing him (Odes Sol. 
25:1), and often employs the language of “persecutors” (Odes Sol. 23:20 and 42:5). 
He appears to be the most dependent upon the Davidic psalms for his scriptural 
intertext, and the most influential of these is Ps 22.388 

Strong allusions to Ps 22 are found in two of the odes, Odes Sol. 28 and 31. 
In Odes Sol. 28:2-3, the Odist speaks of his joy being like that of a baby in his 
mother’s womb and combines this thought with an exclamation of his trust in God:  

 

                                                                                       

                                                                           

                                                                               

                                                                            

My heart continually refreshes itself and leaps for joy, like the babe who  

leaps for joy in his mother’s womb. 

                                                 
385 Charlesworth, “Introduction,” 727. 
386 See Charlesworth, “Introduction,” 726-27, for a discussion of these issues of dating and 

provenance.  
387 Charlesworth, “Introduction,” 728. According to Charlesworth, the main elements of 

Christian worship found in Odes Sol. are: “their apparent stress on baptism, their rejoicing over and 
experiencing a resurrected and living Messiah, Lord, and Saviour, and their frequent exhortations to 
live a life of the highest conceivable righteousness.” 

388 Charlesworth, “Introduction,” 731. 
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I trusted, consequently I was at rest;  

because trustful is he in whom I trusted. 

 

This same combination of the motifs of trust in God and the speaker’s beginnings in 
his mother’s womb is present in Ps 22:10-11: 

  `yMi(ai ydEîv.-l[; yxiªyjib.m;÷ !j,B'_mi yxiägO hT'äa;-yKi( 10 
`hT'a'( yliaeä yMiªai÷ !j,B,îmi ~x,r"_me yTik.l;äv.h'  ^yl,['â 11 

 

For you brought me forth from the womb;  

 You caused me to trust (while) upon my mother’s breasts.  

 Upon you I was cast from birth;  

From my mother’s womb you have been my God. 

 

The language of Ps 22 is especially noticeable in Odes Sol. 28:9-20, where Christ’s 
circumstances are described in language taken from Ps 22.389 This section of the 
hymn recounts the persecutions of Christ’s enemies, specifically using the imagery 
of him being surrounded by dogs (Odes Sol. 28:14), and his enemies casting lots 
against him (28:18). What is significant for our purposes is that, although none of the 
thanksgiving portion of the psalm is clearly alluded to in Odes Sol. 28, the end of the 
hymn does stress that the persecutors’ plan was ultimately in vain, and ends with a 
“Hallelujah” (28:19-20)! Thus, like the “plot” of Ps 22, Odes Sol. 28 also contains 
both elements of lament and praise, emphasizing the futility of the enemies’ schemes 
and praising the power of God in thwarting them. In addition, there may also be a 
faint allusion to Ps 22:19-20 in Odes Sol. 28:5, which denies the separation of the 
Odist from God and speaks of the threat of this separation in the same terms as the 
psalm (the threat of the sword). Another allusion to Ps 22 is found in Odes Sol. 31:9, 
which also speaks of the dividing up of the belongings of Christ in the midst of 
persecution by his enemies (Odes Sol. 31:8-13). 

 

                                                 
389 Here I am following Charlesworth, who thinks that the Odist is speaking as Christ from 

28:9-20. 



   142

Joseph and Aseneth 

Also belonging to the Pseudepigrapha, Joseph and Aseneth is widely 
regarded as a Jewish work (perhaps with some Christian interpolations), and is 
usually dated somewhere between 100 B.C.E. and 150 C.E.390 An explanatory story 
about the marriage of Joseph and the Egyptian Aseneth recorded in Gen 41:45, Jos 
Asen. is told from the perspective of Aseneth. Possible allusions to Ps 22 are found in 
two passages, both of which describe the fasting and repentance of Aseneth 
concerning her former life of idol worship. Jos Asen. 12:9 and 12:11 use the 
metaphor of a lion to speak of the persecution she endures (the source of her 
persecution may be understood as a Satan-like figure391 and/or the temptation to 
continue her former idol worship). The first passage’s use of the same metaphor as 
that found in Ps 22:14 is not significant on its own, because the lion metaphor is a 
relatively common one.392 However, its combination with the additional allusion to 
Ps 22:22 two verses later, in which Aseneth pleads for God’s rescue from the mouth 
of the lion (kai. evk tou/ sto,matoj auvtou/ [le,wn] evxelou/ me) makes the connection to Ps 
22 much stronger. Despite the shared metaphor of the threat of persecution depicted 
as the mouth of a lion, the context of Aseneth’s prayer to God is entirely different 
from that of the psalmist and must be kept in mind. Aseneth is repenting of her sins 
of former idol worship and is begging for God’s rescue from this former way of life.  
The psalmist indicates no such connection between his sins and the persecution that 
he faces at the hands of his enemies. The second allusion to Ps 22 is located in Jos 
Asen. 13:9. Aseneth’s fasting results in her mouth being dry and her lips becoming 
“like a potsherd (w`j o;strakon).” This is reminiscent of the language of Ps 22:16a: 
“My strength is dried up like a potsherd (evxhra,nqh w`j o;strakon h` ivscu,j mou; yxiªKo 
fr<x,’K; vbeÛy"¬) and my tongue clings to my jaw.” However, the circumstances between 
the two speakers (Aseneth and the psalmist) are clearly different, the most obvious 
being that Aseneth’s condition of discomfort is self-imposed; it is not a direct result 
of persecution by her enemies.  

 

                                                 
390 Christoph Burchard, introduction to Joseph and Aseneth in The Old Testament 

Pseudepigrapha (ed. J. H. Charlesworth; London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1983), 187. 
391 Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 154, reads it this way. These options are not mutually 

exclusive, as Satan’s business is often presented as one of testing or temptation (e.g., Job 1-2; Mark 
1:13; Matt 4:1-10). 

392 Cf. Ps 7:3; Apoc. El. 2:7; 2 Tim 4:17; and 1 Pet 5:8. 
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The Hodayot of the Qumran Community 

The Hodayot of the Qumran community, written sometime before 100 BCE,393 
also make significant use of Ps 22. This is particularly appropriate, since we have 
already seen that its leader—the Teacher of Righteousness—functioned as a 
prototype of the community in his role as a Righteous Sufferer figure who endured 
persecution for his faithfulness to God. As we shall see, Ps 22 provides some of the 
language in the Hodayot for the expression of both the persecution that the Teacher 
and his community experiences and their anticipated deliverance and vindication.394 

Several allusions to the lament portion of Ps 22 are included in the Hodayot. In 
1QH X,33-35 there is the same combination of “reproach” (hprx) and “scorn” (zwb) 
that is found in Ps 22:7,395 a combination which is present nowhere else in the MT. 
Like the psalmist, the Teacher finds himself being derided by his persecutors: “they 
made me an object of scorn and reproach in the mouth of all the seekers of 
falsehood.”396 Like Ps 22:14 and 22, the Teacher also adopts the metaphor of the lion 
(hyra) and uses the same phrase in Ps 22:14, “they open their mouths against me,” in 
the negative to speak of the thwarted posture of his enemies in 1QH XIII,6-19 (~hyp 
yl[ wcpw).397  

Allusions to Ps 22:15 are also present in several Qumran hymns. The first and 
most explicit is in 1QH XII,33-34, which describes the anguish of the speaker (the 
Teacher?) in the terms used by the psalm: 

 

 

                                                 
393 James H. Charlesworth, “Jewish Hymns, Odes, and Prayers (ca. 167 B.C.E. – 135 C.E.)” in 

Early Judaism and Its Modern Interpreters (eds. R. A. Kraft and G. W. E. Nickelsburg; Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1986), 413. 

394 Geza Vermes, introduction to The Thanksgiving Hymns in Complete, 244, singles out 
hymns 1, 2, and 7-11 as those written from the perspective of the Teacher of Righteousness, without 
excluding the possibility of others belonging to this group.  

395 The slightly different form hzb is present in Ps 22:7. 
396 1QH X,33b. My translation. 1QH X,9-12 might also be an allusion to Ps 22:7, with its 

reference to the abusive language of his enemies. 
397 Note that the Teacher is also said to be in the midst of ($wtb) the lionesses (~yaybl) when 

God saves him, which is reminiscent of the psalmist being surrounded by (bbs) his enemies in Ps 
22:13. This passage also has strong allusions to the episode of the lions’ den in Dan 6, another in the 
motif of the Righteous Sufferer. 
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1QH XII,33-34 

wklyw Xa ynp/m gnwdk ybbl smyw w[wry lwkw ynwzxa ttrw d[r ynaw 

ykrb 

drwmb ~yrgwm ~ymk 

As for me, shaking and trembling seize me 

and all my bones are broken;  

my heart melts like wax before fire 

and my knees are like water 

pouring down a steep place. 

 

gn"+ADK; yBiliâ hy"åh' yt'îAmñc.[;-lK'( Wdªr>P")t.hiw> éyTik.P;v.nI ~yIM:ïK; Psalm 22:15 

`y['(me %AtåB. smeªn"÷ 

I am poured out like water and all my bones are divided. 

My heart has become like wax; 

It is melted within my belly.  

Ps 22:15 is the only place in the MT which speaks of a person’s heart melting like 
wax, making it clearly the intertext used by the writer of 1QH XII,33-34. Note also 
the shared motif of the damage to the sufferer’s bones.398 There is, however, one 
major difference in the contexts of the two speakers’ suffering. In 1QH XII, the 
allusion to Ps 22 is combined with an allusion to Mic 1:4, a link which is provided by 
the shared language of “melt” (ssm), “wax” (gnwd), and “water” (~ym). It is the 
following verse of Mic 1:5 which may provide the context for the Qumran speaker’s 
admission of his sins in initially blaming God’s Covenant for the suffering he has 
endured, a thought which is not present in the psalm. 1QH XVI,32-34 also contains a 
description of the sufferings of the speaker in terms used by or similar to Ps 22:15:  

 My strength has gone from my body 

 and my heart runs out like water;  

                                                 
398 The dividing or breaking of bones is also mentioned in 1QH XV,4 (ymc[ wdrpty). 
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 my flesh is melted like wax 

 and the strength of my loins is turned to fear. 

 My arm is torn from its socket 

 and I can] lift my hand [no more]; 

 My [foot] is held by fetters 

 and my knees slide like water; 

The descriptions of the discomfort of the speaker of these hymns also include an 
allusion to Ps 22:16: “My strength is dried up like a potsherd and my tongue clings to 
my jaw (yx'_Aql.m; qB'äd>mu ynIAvl.Wà).” 1QH XIII,31 uses the language of the second half of 
the verse: “I am clothed in blackness and my tongue cleaves to the roof [of my 
mouth]. . .” (qbdt $hl ynwXlw).399 Finally, allusions to Ps 22:10-11 may be present in 
1QH VII,15-17; 1QH XI,9-10; and 1QH XVII,29-36, in the shared themes of “birth” 
and “womb.”400 

Allusions to the thanksgiving portion of the psalm are also found in these hymns. 
1QH XX,3 reads: “I will praise your name in the midst of those who fear you”401 
(hkyary $wtb hkmv hllhaw), which echoes the language of Ps 22:23-24: 

  `&'l<)l.h;a] lh'äq' %AtßB. yx'_a,l. ^åm.vi hr"äP.s;a] 23 
WNM,ªmi÷ WrWgðw> WhWd+B.K; bqoå[]y: [r;z<å-lK' WhWlªl.h;( hw"“hy> yaeÛr>yI 24 

`lae(r"f.yI [r;z<ï-lK' 

I will tell of your name to my brothers; 

in the midst of the congregation I will praise you. 

Those who fear Yahweh, praise him; 

all you descendents of Jacob, honor him; 

and stand in awe of him, all you descendents of Israel. 

 

                                                 
399 Steichele, Der leidende Sohn Gottes, 246, emphasizes the presence of this allusion to Ps 

22 in a hymn which has clear eschatological overtones as an indication that this psalm was being read 
and interpreted in this manner. So also, Marcus, Way, 178-79.  

400 See Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 85-89, for a lengthy discussion of these allusions. 
401 My translation. 
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Language of God’s care for the poor and needy similar to that of Ps 22:25 is found in 
two hymns, in 1QH X,33-34 and 1QH XIII,12-19. Just as the psalmist considers 
himself a representative of the poor (ynI[') in that God’s deliverance of him from his 
persecutors is an indication of his overall concern for these afflicted ones (Ps 22:25), 
so also does the Teacher deftly move from speaking of God’s care of the collective 
poor (“But you, my God, have helped the poor and the needy”; vrw yn[ vpn htrz[ yla 
htaw

402
) to focusing on his own deliverance from his enemies as an example of this 

care in 1QH X,34. Once again we have a clear example of both speakers functioning 
as the prototype and exemplar for their respective communities. 

 Although Ps 22:2 is not cited or alluded to in the Hodayot of the Qumran 
community, the extensive use which the writer makes of both sections of the psalm is 
significant and helpful for understanding how this psalm was used and interpreted in 
the socio-cultural context of Mark’s gospel. Particularly significant is the manner in 
which the Teacher of Righteousness (and, by extension, his community) invests his 
own story of persecution with the language of Ps 22—both in lament and in 
thanksgiving—which corresponds to the way Mark invests his story of Jesus with the 
language of this psalm.403 This appears in two forms in Mark, as a narration of his 
experiences (from the perspective of a third party) and from the lips of Jesus himself 
(Mark 15:34). The latter closely mirrors both Ps 22 and its allusions in the Hodayot, 
as the Markan Jesus becomes the narrator of his own experience. In addition, in both 
the Hodayot and Mark’s gospel, the experiences of the suffering leader of the 
community become representative of the same sufferings that members of his group 
are facing, or can expect to face.  

 It is also significant that at least some of the Hodayot appear to have been 
used as liturgy for celebratory occasions and other events.404 Vermes sees in Philo’s 
account of the Essenes’ Pentecost Feast probable evidence for this, as Philo tells of 
the practice of the leader of the meeting to chant a hymn of praise to God at the close 
of the meeting, with the rest of the community chanting after him (Philo, Contempl. 
Life. 80).405 Vermes also thinks it probable that at least two hymns (4 and 5) were 

                                                 
402 My translation.  
403 So also, Brown, Death, 2:1459. 
404 Charlesworth, “Jewish Hymns,” 414. 
405 See Vermes, “Introduction,” 244. 
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chanted by the community during the Feast of the Renewal of the Covenant to mark 
the entry of new members into the community. He even goes so far as to propose that 
all of the Hodayot might have been composed for the liturgy of special occasions.406 
If he is correct, this may be one of the strongest pieces of evidence, albeit indirect, 
for Ps 22 being used in worship around the time of Mark’s gospel, lending credence 
to the notion that this psalm would have been known in whole by his implied readers 
(and thus, that they would have been expected to recognize the impact of a 
contextual citation in Mark 15:34). The presence of allusions to both the lament and 
thanksgiving sections of the psalm in the Hodayot certainly indicates that at least the 
Qumran community was familiar with the whole psalm. 

 

Analysis of Results 

 Now that we have examined the allusions to Ps 22 in Wis 2—5, Odes Sol., 
Jos. Asen., and the Hodayot of Qumran, we can return to the questions posed at the 
beginning of this section. Is there any pattern among the allusions to Ps 22? A 
citation or allusion to Ps 22:2 is not found in any of these texts. However, Ps 22 is 
repeatedly used to portray each protagonist as one who experiences persecution from 
his/her enemies and seeks deliverance from God. Often the portions of the psalm 
used are the verses that contain a description of the physical suffering of the speaker, 
but there is also emphasis on his mental and emotional abuse.  

Is the thanksgiving portion of the psalm ever used, or is the lament portion 
always privileged? There exist strong allusions to both portions of the psalm (lament 
and thanksgiving) in Wis, Odes Sol., and the Hodayot. In addition, the exclamation 
of trust in God found in Ps 22:5-6 and 10-11 is used as praise to God for his acts on 
behalf of the speaker.  

Does the “plot” of Ps 22 ever fit in its new context and is there any indication 
of its relevance there? Wis 2—5 is a prime example of a text that has adopted the 
“plot” of the psalmist for its own protagonist. This is also evident in the shared theme 
of the eschatological efficacy of each protagonist’s suffering and vindication by God, 
a theme which is found in the latter portion of the psalm and provides a key element 
of its plot. In addition, 1QH XIII,6-19 contains several allusive elements to this plot 

                                                 
406 Vermes, “Introduction,” 244. 
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with regard to the Teacher, while combining this with allusions to the plot of the 
persecution and vindication of another Righteous Sufferer, Daniel (Dan 6).  

Is the protagonist of the text—the one for whom the language of Ps 22 is 
employed—ever portrayed as a Righteous Sufferer? Once again, this is most clearly 
evident in Wis 2—5, where the protagonist is called “the righteous one.” The 
adoption of the language of Ps 22 to describe the circumstances of this Righteous 
Sufferer provides a strong link between the two figures, and indicates that the writer 
of Wis 2—5 understood the psalmist to be a Righteous Sufferer figure as well. In 
addition, the use of Ps 22 to describe the circumstances of the Teacher of 
Righteousness and his community in the Hodayot also provides evidence that this 
psalm was used in Mark’s socio-cultural context to talk about the Righteous 
Sufferers of other communities.  

 

Conclusions  

 By way of conclusion, let me summarize the key findings of this chapter. 
First, it has become clear through our examination of the relevant material that the 
motif of the Righteous Sufferer was indeed a widespread tradition in Jewish 
literature before and during the first century. Second, at least two Righteous Sufferer 
figures—the protagonist of Wis 2—5 and the Teacher of Righteousness of the 
Qumran community—were described in language derived from Ps 22. Third, both 
the lament and thanksgiving portions of Ps 22 were used to talk about the Righteous 
Sufferer figures in Odes Sol., the Hodayot, and Wis 2—5. Fourth, the literary (and 
oral) device of incipits existed before, during and after the time of Mark’s gospel, 
lending support to the possibility that Mark also used this device in 15:34 and that his 
implied readers would have recognized it and interpreted the passage accordingly. 
Fifth, the chanting of hymns—which often included the psalms—existed at Qumran, 
and was also a practice of the temple liturgy for several occasions (sacrifice and 
festivals). This practice of chanting the psalms also increases the likelihood that the 
participants had knowledge of whole psalms, and this likelihood—by extension—
increases with regard to Mark’s implied readers. This may be supported even further 
by the evidence of the singing of hymns (possibly the psalms) by early Christians 
associated with Jesus’ death via the agape feast.  
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Chapter 6 
 

Jesus as Mark’s Righteous Sufferer 
 

 
 After sifting through the evidence that supports and the arguments which 
dispute the existence of a cohesive tradition of the Righteous Sufferer at the time of 
the writing of Mark’s gospel, we now come to the crux of the issue for this study. 
How does the information we have gathered in the previous chapter shed any light on 
how—or even whether—Mark presents Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer? Even more 
specifically, how does this contribute to an understanding of how Mark’s implied 
readers would have interpreted Jesus’ cry from the cross in Mark 15:34? Given the 
evidence for the existence of this tradition of the Righteous Sufferer in the scriptures, 
extra-canonical literature, and especially in 4QpPsa, 1QpHab, and the Hodayot 
(1QH) of the Qumran community, it is likely that Mark’s implied readers would have 
been expected to be familiar with this tradition (Righteous Sufferer) and to be able to 
recognize the similarities that might be present between past Righteous Sufferer 
figures and the experiences of the Markan Jesus. This is not because there is any 
evidence of a dependent relationship between Mark’s gospel and these other texts 
from contemporary communities. Rather, the presence of the Righteous Sufferer 
tradition in these contemporary texts indicates that this motif was “in the air” during 
the time of Mark’s gospel, and thus makes it more plausible that Mark also draws 
upon the motif.  

There are two primary types of evidence in Mark’s gospel which suggest that 
the motif of the Righteous Sufferer is a crucial lens from which to view Jesus. First, 
there are several themes throughout the narrative that tie into and fill out the 
portrayal of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer. Second, there are specific elements of the 
motif of the Righteous Sufferer which are present in Mark’s PRN, the section of the 
gospel which encompasses our focal passage, Mark 15:34.407 Each of these will be 
discussed in this chapter.  

                                                 
407 My distinction between the larger Markan narrative and his PRN is not based on 

assumptions about the redaction history of the gospel (whether Mark received the PRN or whether it is 
an original composition), but rather is a strategy used to gradually, but increasingly, focus my study 
on the portion of the gospel which forms the immediate cotext of our focal passage, Mark 15:34. 
Thus, I do not see Mark’s use of the tradition of the Righteous Sufferer in Mark 1-13 as fundamentally 
distinct from that of Mark 14-16. 
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The Righteous Sufferer in the Larger Markan Narrative 

The issue of Jesus’ identity is one of great focus in Mark’s narrative, from the 
beginning (Mark 1:1), to the middle (8:29), and through to the very end (16:6). We 
have already observed how the Markan Jesus wears several different “hats,” which 
include “Christ,” “son of God,” “Son of man,” and “teacher.”408 These are all labels 
which are explicitly attributed to Jesus in the narrative. However, there are other 
labels of identity which are applied to Jesus in a more implicit manner. It will be 
argued below that one of these is the Righteous Sufferer.409 

We have already seen that the issue of martyrdom became an important 
element of the Righteous Sufferer traditions during its later stages, the prime 
example being in the books of the Maccabees.410 J. Gnilka has written a short 
monograph discussing the sayings of Jesus which contain martyr-like language.411 
For him, the focal passages of this motif are Mark 8:35 and 10:39. He sees in these 
two sayings a martyr element evident in their preparation of the disciples to expect 
conflict and persecution for the sake of the gospel and their community, with the 
former demanding readiness actively to accept this martyrdom.412  

It is notable that both of these passages—Mark 8:35 and 10:39—are located 
immediately following two of Jesus’ three passion-resurrection predictions (8:31; 
9:31; 10:33-34), sayings which emphasize the necessity of his suffering. According 
to Bayer, these passion-resurrection predictions involve both elements of suffering 
and vindication of the righteous in the form of resurrection; elements which have 
their background in the motif of the Righteous Sufferer.413 At the same time, he 
cautions against assuming that this Righteous Sufferer tradition forms the exclusive 
background of these predictions, noting that there are a variety of themes which 

                                                 
408 For example, see Mark 8:29; 1:1; 2:10; and 11:21, respectively.  
409 Other implicit labels can be derived from Jesus’ actions (healer and exorcist: Mark 1:23-

2:12), and mission (possibly “Suffering Servant”: Mark 10:45).  
410 Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 27-28.  
411 Joachim Gnilka, Jesu ipsissima mors: Der Tod Jesu im Lichte seiner Martyriumsparänese 

(Eichstätter Hochschulreden 38; Munich: Minerva, 1983). Gnilka is interested in the historical Jesus’ 
sayings, but most often uses as his evidence sayings from Mark’s gospel.  

412 Gnilka, Jesu ipsissima mors, 9, 14. 
413 Bayer, Predictions, 239, 255-56. Bayer uses the language of “stages,” regarding the first 

to deal with the vindication of the righteous (for example, Ps 3, 8, 8, 27, 56) and the second containing 
the more specific vindication in the form of resurrection (Wis 2 and 5).   
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contribute to this expectation of suffering and vindication.414 Nickelsburg also sees 
this paradigm of persecution and vindication manifested in the passion-resurrection 
predictions of Mark’s gospel.415  

 Another element of the Righteous Sufferer tradition may be found in the 
passages that implicitly assert Jesus’ innocence and the injustice of his suffering, a 
pervasive theme throughout those texts which belong to the motif of the Righteous 
Sufferer. Although never explicitly called “righteous,” it is clear from Mark’s 
narrative that Jesus is the one who follows the will of God, as opposed to those with 
whom he engages in conflict and who eventually bring about his arrest and 
crucifixion. A prime example of this can be found in the parable of the tenants, its 
companion scriptural citation, and the reaction of those to whom the parable is 
directed in Mark 12:1-12. Here, Jesus is clearly represented as the beloved son (12:6) 
who is murdered precisely because of his lineage, rather than due to any action that 
he does or does not take (12:7). This brings about the condemnation of those who 
participate in his death, since they are the guilty party. Jesus’ righteousness may also 
be indicated in the passages which depict his suffering (and vindication) as an event 
which takes place because it is God’s will, rather than being initiated by anything 
Jesus does or says. As we have seen in Chapter 3 of this study, this may be the 
meaning of the dei/ in Mark 8:31.416 

 I have already discussed in a section of the previous chapter how the Teacher 
of Righteousness was understood as a prototype for the Qumran community. In this 
way, passages in the Hodayot, for example, which appear to refer to the individual 
and personal experience of the Teacher, are also taken up and used to describe the 
experiences of the community to which he belongs. J. Marcus words this communal 
aspect well: “the ‘I’ who speaks in the Hodayoth . . . attains a certain measure of 
universality.”417 Marcus points out the existence of this same communal dimension 

                                                 
414 Bayer, Predictions, 241-42. He stresses that the passion-resurrection predictions contain 

many themes which cannot be “reduced to one motif under the influence of which the Synoptic 
vindication/resurrection predictions developed. While the possibility of interconnection between 
various motifs and themes is mirrored in our cluster of sayings, a genealogical dependence upon this 
background is not discernible” (241).  

415 George W. E. Nickelsburg, Ancient Judaism and Christian Origins: Diversity, Continuity, 
and Transformation (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 111.  

416 This may also be indicated in Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane (Mark 14:36).  
417 Marcus, Way, 185.  
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in the group of psalms which he terms the “Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer,” of 
which Ps 22 is a part.418 This communal aspect is also present throughout Mark’s 
narrative in his presentation of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer. Like the prototypical 
Teacher and his community, in Mark’s gospel, Jesus and his disciples also share this 
similarity of persecution by the opposition (Jesus’ persecution is recounted, while the 
disciples’ is projected into the future).419 The general theme of discipleship is a 
pervading concern of Mark’s gospel. One of the primary indicators of true 
discipleship is for a Christian to follow Jesus in actively accepting the suffering and 
possible death that will come with this identity (Mark 8:34-35; 10:42-45; 13:9-13). 
This is intimately tied up with his own experience of suffering and death, a fact 
which is clearly indicated by the three-fold repetition in the narrative of Jesus’ 
passion-resurrection predictions (Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34) which are immediately 
followed by instructions for discipleship (8:34-35; 9:35-37; 10:42-45).420 Thus, for 
Mark’s gospel, the person of Jesus functions as one who provides the example of the 
attitude and action which his followers (both the disciples within the narrative and 
Mark’s implied readers without) must imitate. Like the Righteous Sufferer(s) of the 
Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer and the Teacher of Righteousness for the Qumran 
community, Jesus is presented as the prototype of the Markan community. It is his 
identity as the Righteous Sufferer421—which involves persecution from those who 

                                                 
418 Marcus, Way, 172, states that these correspond to Gunkel’s category of the “laments of 

the individual,” and prefers the label “Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer” because it is “more 
descriptive of the actual content of the psalms.” Cf. Hermann Gunkel, Die Psalmen (HKAT 2; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1926). 

419 Another link between the two portrayals of the Teacher of Righteousness and the Qumran 
community and Jesus and his disciples (who represent Mark’s Christian community), is the 
presentation of both prototypes as “privileged” teachers (Jokiranta, “Prototypical Teacher,” 259). For 
the Teacher of Righteousness, this is indicated by his status as an interpreter (4QpPsa I,25-II,1) and 
receiver of revelation (1QpHab VII,3-5), which reflects the community’s self-understanding. This 
may be similar to Mark’s portrayal of Jesus as one who has “authority” (Mark 1:27; 2:10).  

420 See Robbins, Jesus the Teacher, 22-25, for a detailed discussion of the rhetorical effect of 
this pattern on the reader’s interpretation. 

421 As I have mentioned before, this is not the only identity which the Markan Jesus 
possesses. He is also, among other things, son of God, Christ, teacher, and healer. It is also interesting 
to note that the Teacher of Righteousness of the Qumran community shared other roles that the 
Markan Jesus filled, such as that of prophet, teacher, interpreter of scriptures, and possibly messiah. 
Cf. Byrskog, Only Teacher, 123-30, for an in-depth discussion of this issue.  
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are antagonistic towards him and his mission—that sums up what it means to be part 
of the community which bears his name.422  

All of these individual elements scattered throughout the narrative of the 
gospel (the martyr elements in the sayings of Jesus, the “Son of man” passion-
resurrection predictions, the presentation of Jesus as one who suffers an undeserved 
fate, and his function as the prototype for the disciples and their community) 
contribute toward an overall portrayal of Jesus’ identity as a Righteous Sufferer. It is 
true that he is not addressed explicitly as such within the narrative—as he is called 
“Christ” or “Rabbi” —but perhaps this is due to the Righteous Sufferer functioning 
more as a motif rather than as a title. Nevertheless, Mark’s interest in providing a 
portrait of Jesus as one who anticipates and experiences suffering in persecution as 
well as vindication by God fits nicely within the motif of the Righteous Sufferer 
which we have already located in the scriptures, extra-canonical literature, and the 
Qumran documents, and the sheer frequency with which Mark discusses Jesus’ 
impending (within the narrative) suffering, death, and resurrection423 indicates the 
importance of this element in his gospel.424  

 This opinion is not held by all Markan (or gospel) scholars, however. 
Apparent from the title of his monograph, Messianic Exegesis, Juel argues that the 
primary identity of Jesus portrayed by the gospels’ use of the scriptures was that of 
Messiah.425 As evidence for this, he points to the fact that in the passion narratives 
Jesus is executed as king. He denies that Jesus is ever presented as a Righteous 
Sufferer426 and sees a portrayal of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer as incompatible with 
his primary identity as messianic king:  

It is difficult to understand how the story of a paradigmatic “righteous 
sufferer” could have been transformed into an account of the death of the 
King of the Jews and Christ, the King of Israel. It is conceivable, however, 

                                                 
422 Marcus, Way, 185, lists other evidence of the communal dimension of Mark’s Righteous 

Sufferer. This includes Jesus’ calling of the disciples to be with him (Mark 3:14) and their 
participation in his “charismatic endowment” by God (13:11). 

423 See Chapter 3 of this study.  
424 The fact that Luke’s centurion at the cross calls Jesus “di,kaioj” may indicate that early 

readers of Mark’s gospel did indeed recognize Jesus’ function as a Righteous Sufferer. See Chapter 9 
of this study for a discussion of Matthew and Luke as Mark’s earliest tangible readers. 

425 See his programmatic statements in the introduction: Juel, Exegesis, 1-3. 
426 Juel, Exegesis, 102. 
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that material from the psalms could have been employed to tell the story of 
the King.427 

Thus, for Juel, the appropriation of texts such as Ps 22, 31, and 69 by the gospel 
writers is a midrashic exegesis designed to present Jesus as the Messiah.428 It is this 
royal background, rather than a Righteous Sufferer background, which explains the 
use of these psalms by the earliest traditions of Jesus’ death.429  

 Juel shares the same reservations voiced by M. Hengel. Hengel’s objection to 
the efficacy of interpreting and understanding Mark’s narrative of Jesus’ death in 
terms of the tradition of the Righteous Sufferer is embraced by Juel and is worth 
quoting at length: 

. . . attempts have been made to see the death of Jesus not so much in 
traditional terms, as that of the suffering messianic servant of God; instead, 
the widespread theme of the ‘righteous sufferer’ has been used to interpret the 
passion of Jesus, and reference has been made in this connection to the use of 
the psalms of suffering in the Marcan passion narrative. Here we are 
supposed to have a version of the pattern of the humiliation and exaltation of 
the innocent, of a similar kind to the one which also appears in Wisdom 2-5. 
A one-sided introduction of this theme, however, misinterprets the intention 
of the passion in Mark. The pattern of the humiliation and exaltation of the 
righteous is far too general and imprecise to interpret the event which Mark 
narrates so skilfully and with such deep theological reflection. He is 
concerned with the utterly unique event of the passion and crucifixion of the 
Messiah of Israel which is without any parallel in the history of religion. For 
Mark, the few psalms of suffering which illuminate individual features of the 
suffering and death of Jesus, like Psalms 22 and 69, are exclusively messianic 
psalms, such as Psalms 110 and 118. The ‘righteous’ does not appear in 
connection with Jesus either in the two psalms or in Mark. . . Where features 
from the suffering of the righteous man appear, for example in the mocking 

                                                 
427 Juel, Exegesis, 103. Note that Juel’s interests are slightly different from that of this study 

in that I do not share his concern to determine the catalyst(s) for the attribution of the title “Christ” to 
Jesus.  

428 Juel, Exegesis, 104-110, goes on to argue that it is Ps 89 which provides the starting point 
for this midrashic interpretation of these psalms as messianic.  

429 Cf. Juel, Exegesis, 90. 
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of Jesus, they are also in a messianic key. The suffering ‘of the righteous’ is 
to be integrated completely and utterly into the suffering of the Messiah. The 
Messiah alone is the righteous and sinless one par excellence. His suffering 
therefore has irreplaceable and unique significance.430 

 Why do Juel and Hengel assume that a presentation of Jesus as a Righteous 
Sufferer figure in the gospels would be antithetical to his messiahship, rather than 
regarding it as one that informs and fills out their portrayal of Jesus as Messiah? 
Perhaps they are reacting (implicitly) against the arguments, set forth by Ruppert, 
that the Davidic Righteous Sufferer tradition—which includes Ps 22—by the time of 
the first century has been “democratized” so that the suffering of David as king no 
longer plays a role in this motif,431 or that the Righteous Sufferer tradition had 
become “dogma” by the time of Jesus.432 Yet neither of Ruppert’s arguments need be 
accepted in order to identify certain elements of a Righteous Sufferer tradition in 
Mark’s narrative of Jesus. These arguments (Juel’s and Hengel’s) represent a more 
rigid definition of Righteous Sufferer traditions to the other extreme. 

 Several objections can be raised in response to the rigid distinctions between 
Jesus dying as a Righteous Sufferer and as the Messiah/king of the Jews advocated 
by Hengel and Juel. First, it is apparent that at least at some point, the two were not 
regarded as antithetical. This is evidenced by the eventual attribution of Ps 22 to the 
paradigmatic king of Israel, David, in the title of the psalm, which is clearly a 
combination of both Righteous Sufferer and royal elements.  

Second, Mark does not engage in pitting one motif or role of Jesus’ identity 
against the others. As we have mentioned above, there are many other facets to 
Jesus’ identity besides that of a Righteous Sufferer. I am not arguing that the primary 
description of Jesus should be as a Righteous Sufferer, but that this is one of many 
which apply to him (and is one that contributes greatly toward an understanding of 

                                                 
430 Martin Hengel, The Atonement: The Origins of the Doctrine in the New Testament 

(London: SCM Press Ltd., 1981), 40-41. Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 26, also adopts Hengel’s 
view. 

431 Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 32-39. Ahearne-Kroll, “Suffering of David,” 
20-21, explicitly raises this objection.  

432 Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 28. 



   156

his use of Ps 22 in his PRN).433 All of these can be allowed to contribute to a fuller 
presentation of Jesus as Messiah, rather than being considered competition.  

Third, in Mark’s gospel there is not a complete separation between Jesus’ role 
as Messiah and Jesus’ role as the exemplar for his disciples. In other words, the 
Markan themes of Christology and discipleship are presented in dialectical 
relationship. Therefore, Jesus’ uniqueness, bound up in his messiahship, should not 
be pushed as far as Hengel might want. Jesus is still an example for his followers, 
even as he functions as the Christ. Perhaps the clearest instance of this dialectical 
relationship between Christology and discipleship can be found in the passages 
immediately following Jesus’ passion-resurrection predictions (Mark 8:34-38; 9:35; 
10:38). In each of these passages, Jesus sets forth a pattern of discipleship for his 
followers based on the experiences he has just predicted for himself. Yet these 
passion-resurrection predictions are some of the clearest Markan examples of what it 
means for Jesus to be the Christ.434 Thus, it is clear that in Mark we find a 
combination of claims of Jesus’ uniqueness as Messiah, with an emphasis on his 
function as exemplar for his followers.  

Fourth, it does seem to be significant that at the climactic moment of his 
death, Jesus is presented as a Righteous Sufferer. In fact, this is precisely what Mark 
has prepared his readers to expect: that Jesus’ fate as Messiah involves—and is 
(re)defined by—his suffering! Thus, on the one hand, Hengel is correct to note the 
integration of the Righteous Sufferer elements with Jesus’ portrayal as Messiah, but 
contra Hengel, this does not require that the former be completely subsumed under 
the latter such that it becomes meaningless to talk about Jesus as a Righteous 
Sufferer figure. There is room enough in Mark for a robust and multifaceted 
portrayal of Jesus’ identity which includes the motif of the Righteous Sufferer.  

 

 

 

                                                 
433 Bayer, Predictions, 241-242, also sees the Righteous Sufferer motif as one of many 

“themes” which contribute to the portrayal of Jesus’ future as presented in the passion-resurrection 
predictions of Mark.  

434 This is made clear by the location of the first passion-resurrection prediction, which 
comes immediately after Peter’s confession of Jesus as the Christ (Mark 8:29).  
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The Righteous Sufferer in Mark’s Passion-Resurrection Narrative 

 In his article on the genre and function of the Markan PRN, G. Nickelsburg 
argues that its genre is based upon a generic model in Jewish literature of stories that 
contain the theme of the rescue and vindication of the righteous one.435  It is “shaped 
after the genre found in Genesis 34-45, Esther, Daniel 3 and 6, 2 Maccabees 7, and 
Wisdom of Solomon 2 and 5; and it is enhanced by details that reflect haggadic 
exegesis of the canonical Psalms about the persecution and vindication of the 
righteous one.”436  He lays out the elements of this genre, some of which are most 
often found in a recognizable sequence: introduction, provocation, conspiracy, 
decision, trust, obedience, accusation, trial, condemnation, protest, prayer, assistance, 
ordeal, reactions, and rescue; and others that are found in various sequences 
depending on the narrative: vindication, exaltation, investiture, acclamation, 
reactions, and punishment.437  He sees the Markan PRN as having this same “literary 
shape,” containing many of the components of this genre, beginning in Mark 11:15-
17 with the provocation 438 and ending with acclamation—in the centurion’s 
confession of 15:39.439   

 Why regard these elements as parts of a genre, rather than being merely 
individual points of contact with prior stories of Righteous Sufferers?  Mark gives his 
readers several indications throughout his gospel that he identifies Jesus as one who 
fits the type of the Righteous Sufferer.  For example, the formal passion-resurrection 
predictions in Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34 foreshadow the conspiracy that is made 
explicit in Mark 11:18 and prepare the implied reader for the events that will take 
place in this plot.  It would therefore come as no surprise to the reader (in contrast 
with the disciples who misunderstand his identity: Mark 8:32; 9:32; 10:35-45) when 
these events are narrated in Mark 14 and 15.  Other elements of the motif found in 

                                                 
435 See Nickelsburg, Resurrection, for a more detailed discussion of the presence of this motif 

in Second Temple Judaism; and George W. E. Nickelsburg, “The Genre and Function of the Markan 
Passion Narrative,” HTR 73 (1980): 153-84, for his attribution of this model to Mark’s passion 
narrative.  

436 Nickelsburg, Ancient Judaism, 111.  
437 Summarized in Nickelsburg, “Genre,” 157-63. 
438 Nickelsburg, “Genre,” 164, sees Jesus’ attitude toward the temple as the thing that 

provokes the conspiracy in Mark 11:18. 
439 He regards Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2, within its broader context, as constituting a prayer 

for deliverance, similar to that of Susanna; cf. Sus 42-44, where she cries out “with a loud voice” and 
is heard by the Lord. 
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both the formal passion-resurrection predictions and the other passages which 
foreshadow the coming events of Jesus’ suffering, death, and resurrection include: 
provocation (Jesus tells a parable against the Jewish authorities, Mark 12:12), 
conspiracy (the betrayal of Jesus to the Jewish authorities and their subsequent 
rejection of him, Mark 9:31; 10:33; 8:31; 12:12), decision (Mark 14:36), trust (Jesus 
knows that he will be vindicated by God, Mark 8:31; 9:9; 9:31; 10:34; 12:10-11; 
14:25; 14:28), prayer (Mark 14:35-39), obedience (Mark 14:36), condemnation 
(Mark 10:33), protest (Jesus is portrayed as one who innocently does the will of his 
Father, Mark 12:6), vindication and/or exaltation (Mark 8:31; 9:9; 9:31; 10:34; 
12:10-11; 14:25; 14:28; 14:62), acclamation (of Jesus’ exalted status, Mark 12:11; 
and perhaps implicitly in the announcement of the young man at the tomb, Mark 
16:6440), and punishment (of the antagonists, Mark 12:9).  

Thus, Mark equips his implied readers throughout the larger narrative with 
the categories and the information needed to interpret the events he will narrate in the 
PRN concerning his protagonist, Jesus.  It is clear that many of the elements of the 
motif are present in the narrative even before the PRN proper, a fact which is 
neglected by Nickelsburg due to his focus on the passion narrative alone as an 
entirely separate genre from the rest of the gospel.  However, it must be underscored 
that the readers are not only prepared to anticipate the components of the motif of the 
Righteous Sufferer presented in the PRN, but come across many of these elements 
prior to Mark’s narration of the actual events.  This highlights the important, rather 
the necessary, part which the larger narrative plays in guiding the readers’ 
understanding of the later events that take place as a result of Jesus’ identity as a 
Righteous Sufferer.  To ignore this role of the larger narrative is to miss the interplay 
between this wider narrative and the PRN, and results in a suffering righteous Jesus 
whose portrayal is limited to only a fraction of the entire narrative, and is thus a 
figure that is merely a shadow of the one Mark actually presents.   

 Given Nickelsburg’s identification of the tearing of the temple veil as the 
generic element of vindication, and the centurion’s confession as the acclamation of 
the narrative, on the surface it appears that he leaves little room for the resurrection 
account of Mark 16:1-8 to be considered as part of the motif of the Righteous 

                                                 
440 See below. 
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Sufferer in the gospel.441  Perhaps this is due to his location of the Righteous Sufferer 
plot mainly within the passion account itself.  Yet the plot of the formal passion-
resurrection predictions and the other passages examined in this chapter indicates 
that Jesus’ resurrection/exaltation will constitute his vindication.  Thus, 
Nickelsburg’s schema needs some important nuancing.  I argue that the plot of the 
Righteous Sufferer extends beyond the passion proper into the resurrection account, 
highlighting the continuity of the two.  They constitute two portions of the plot of the 
Righteous Sufferer, similar in form to the outline of Ps 22, where the first portion 
recounts the sufferings of the protagonist (22:1-20), while the second addresses his 
vindication (22:21-31).  Thus, the primary vindication does not take place in the 
tearing of the temple veil (Mark 15:38), but in Jesus’ resurrection from the dead 
announced in Mark 16:4-7.442  

In fact, Nickelsburg does indeed recognize that vindication comes in the form 
of Jesus’ resurrection and exaltation.443  He sees the account of the tearing of the veil 
and the confession of the centurion functioning as evidence of his vindication in their 
acknowledgement that it is actually Jesus’ obedience in accepting death that is 
vindicated.  This follows the pattern of the motif of the Righteous Sufferer, where the 
protagonist is rescued from death and it is his/her obedience in the face of death 
and/or in accepting death that is vindicated.444  Yet this is not the robust vindication 
which Mark has prepared his readers to expect all along.  Neither is it the type of 
vindication which the psalmist celebrates in the congregation.  The full and 

                                                 
441 Nickelsburg, “Genre,” 165.  Davis, “Paradox,” 3-18, also argues that Mark 15:39 is the 

christological climax of Mark’s gospel, which is connected with his view of the resurrection account 
in 16:1-8 as “the joyless discovery of the empty tomb” (5).   

442 Besides the statement of the centurion in Mark 15:39, there does not appear to be any 
other explicit element of acclamation within Mark’s PRN.  Several conclusions can be drawn from 
this: (1) the usual order of vindication followed by acclamation has been altered by Mark, so that the 
centurion’s statement is to be understood as a comment upon Jesus’ vindication via resurrection which 
has yet to be narrated (an anticipation of sorts); (2) there is no true acclamation element in the Markan 
account (the centurion’s statement might in this case be regarded as a declaration of Jesus’ 
innocence); (3) the statement of the young man at the tomb (Mark 16:6) is an implicit acclamation; or 
(4) Mark’s implied readers are meant to supply this element of acclamation in their own worship of 
the resurrected Jesus. If the best choice is the first option, then there might be a further parallel with 
the Righteous Sufferer motif in the acclamation being uttered by an opponent (see Dan 3:28-30). It is 
also possible that there is ironic acclamation from the mockers around the cross in Mark 15:32, 
although this is not the type of acclamation that Nickelsburg has in mind in his discussion of these 
elements of the motif. 

443 Nickelsburg, “Genre,” 183. 
444 Nickelsburg, “Genre,” 175. 
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anticipated vindication of Jesus comes in his resurrection from the dead, which is 
proclaimed to the reader in Mark 16:6.  Thus we can speak of two aspects of 
vindication in Mark, the latter being the most emphasized and clearly the most 
anticipated of the two: (1) God’s vindication of Jesus’ obedience in accepting his 
own death (evidenced by God’s act of tearing the temple veil and the recognition of 
the centurion of Jesus’ obedience to death as an indication of his status as God’s 
son); (2) a vindication which takes the form of Jesus’ resurrection and exaltation. 

According to Mark, this Righteous Sufferer’s vindication comes only after 
his suffering and death (note the repetition of the formula in the formal passion-
resurrection predictions: suffering, rejection, death, and resurrection; Mark 8:31; 
9:31; 10:33-34), rather than him being saved from death, which is the experience of 
most of the previous Righteous Sufferers in Jewish literature (e.g., Daniel, Joseph, 
and Susanna), although this is not a necessary component of these stories (e.g., 2 
Macc 7).  This connotes a significant modification of the normal plot line of the 
motif.  For those readers familiar with the motif, the type of vindication which they 
have been prepared by the narrative to expect on behalf of Jesus, i.e., resurrection 
from the dead, would have appeared even more spectacular than if Jesus had merely 
been rescued from death like those Righteous Sufferers who had gone before him.  
Thus, the ultimate Righteous Sufferer will receive the ultimately unique vindication 
by God!  By presenting his Jesus as the Righteous Sufferer in a long line of many 
who have gone before him, Mark underscores both continuity and discontinuity 
between the two.  The Markan adoption and adaptation of this motif, especially in 
the very distinctive nature of the vindication that this Righteous Sufferer will 
experience (resurrection) is yet another indication of the importance of the 
resurrection in his overall narrative. 

The same order of events predicted throughout Mark’s narrative and 
recounted in his PRN (suffering  death  resurrection/vindication) fits the overall 
schema of the stories which concern the persecution and vindication of God’s 
Righteous Sufferer(s) throughout the scriptures and extra-canonical literature.  
Although Nickelsburg does not discuss the Righteous Sufferer types found in the 
psalms in his category of the “stories of persecution and vindication in Jewish 
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literature,”445 I argue that Mark’s use of the motif also corresponds closely to the 
experience of the Righteous Sufferer in Ps 22.  This psalm also contains many of the 
Righteous Sufferer elements common to the motif: conspiracy (the psalmist is 
persecuted and mocked by his enemies, Ps 22:8-9, 13-14), trust (the psalmist 
reaffirms the trust that he and his descendants have had in God, Ps 22:4-6, 10-11, 20-
22), condemnation (the enemies follow through with their threats of persecution, Ps 
22:17-19), protest (the psalmist cries out to God in his misery, Ps 22:2), prayer (the 
entire psalm can be seen as a prayer of lament and thanksgiving to God, Ps 22:2-32), 
assistance (God answers the psalmist, Ps 22:22), rescue and vindication (God 
delivers the psalmist from his enemies, Ps 22:22, 25, 32), and reactions (the rescue of 
the psalmist will be proclaimed in the assembly, and God’s deed will result in his 
worship from the ends of the earth, Ps 22:26-28, 30-32).446  

Given the shared plot of this Righteous Sufferer literature and Mark’s 
presentation of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer, it comes as no surprise that multiple 
allusions to Ps 22 are sprinkled throughout the Markan narrative of Jesus’ 
crucifixion.  In addition, Jesus’ citation in Mark 15:34, within the context of both Ps 
22 and the Markan narrative, contributes to this shared motif of the rescue and 
vindication of the righteous one, thus contributing to the identification of Jesus as the 
Markan Righteous Sufferer.  

 

LXX Ps 21: A Psalm of the Righteous Sufferer? 

Among those scholars who concern themselves with the issue of the motif of 
the Righteous Sufferer, there are some who deny that the speaker of LXX Ps 21 is 
one such righteous person.  Based on the assumption that Mark makes use of LXX 
Ps 21 as the resource for his citation and allusions in chapter 15 of the gospel, these 

                                                 
445 This is due to his preference for comparing the stories (narratives) of the Righteous 

Sufferer with Mark’s PRN, rather than the types of the Righteous Sufferer found in the wisdom 
literature (although he does mention Wis 2 and 4—5); Nickelsburg, “Genre,” 155-56. 

446 Others who see in Ps 22 the “plot” of the Righteous Sufferer include: Gese, “Psalm 22,” 
180-201; and Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?. Moo, Old Testament, 293, has expressed 
caution against equating the concept of the Righteous Sufferer in the psalms with the concept found in 
the extra-canonical martyr narratives. Yet Nickelsburg has taken great care to show that there are still 
shared elements and that it can be regarded as a cohesive tradition. The relationship between the 
martyr passages and the lament psalms (the former clearly use the latter) suggests that there is 
sufficient continuity between the two. It is possible to acknowledge this continuity without ignoring 
the differences as well.  



   162

scholars conclude that the category of Righteous Sufferer is not an appropriate way 
in which to understand how Mark is presenting his Jesus in his PRN, precisely 
because the psalmist would not have been considered a righteous man in the first 
place. The doubts raised by these scholars manifest themselves in two main levels of 
argumentation: (1) that it is inappropriate to include this psalm in the category of the 
Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer; and (2) therefore the presence of Mark’s apparent 
use of LXX Ps 21:2 for his citation indicates that Jesus is not presented as his 
Righteous Sufferer. Each of these will be discussed and challenged below. 

On the basis of  makra.n avpo. th/j swthri,aj mou oi` lo,goi tw/n paraptwma,twn 

mou (“my trespasses”) in LXX Ps 21:2, Hoffman argues that Ps 22 was not 
necessarily understood as a psalm about a righteous man, and therefore urges against 
the labeling of this person as a “righteous sufferer.”447 He goes even further than this, 
however, in arguing that the mention of these sins of the psalmist serves to indicate 
the reason he is being abandoned by God (Ps 21:2a) in the first place.448 However, as 
Hoffman admits, in the only other passage of scripture which states that God actually 
did abandon someone, the abandonment by God does not indicate a sin on the part of 
the individual, but rather is done to test him and his motivations (Hezekiah, 2 Chr 
32:31).449 The lack of any other evidence in the psalm indicating that the speaker’s 
sins have as a consequence brought on the abandonment of God shows that this 
connection should not be assumed.450  

Similarly, in his recent dissertation on the four Davidic “Psalms of Individual 
Lament” in Mark’s gospel, Ahearne-Kroll challenges the argument that the 
Righteous Sufferer is an appropriate category with which to interpret LXX Ps 21, 

                                                 
447  This is somewhat perplexing considering the apparent concessions he makes later in his study, 

Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 293-95. In the context of his discussion of the relationship between 
Wis 2—5 and Ps 22, Hoffman concedes that, due to its labelling of the protagonist as a “righteous 
one” while simultaneously using Ps 22 as an intertext,  “. . .it is understandable for the author of the 
Wisdom of Solomon reasonably to suppose that such titles could be appropriately applied to the 
psalmist” (295). However, this seems to go against everything he has said about the psalmist of Ps 22 
not being righteous on the basis of LXX Ps 21:2!  

448 Cf. Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 113; along with Harvey D. Lange, “A Study of the 
Hermeneutical Principles Involved in the Interpretation and Use of Psalm 22 in Biblical and 
Extrabiblical Sources” (Ph.D. diss., Concordia Seminary, 1970), 39. 

449 Conversely, when God does not abandon someone it is not necessarily due to their lack of 
sin, but rather God’s mercy or because he has chosen them (e.g. Ps 38:22; Gen 28:15; 1 Chr 28:20; 
Josh 1:5). 

450 And has dangerous consequences when applied to the person of Jesus, as Hoffman rightly 
notes. 
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and consequently, to understand the identity of the Markan Jesus.451 He, too, 
highlights the mention of the psalmist’s sins in LXX Ps 21:2c, and, while arguing 
that Mark’s citation is derived from the LXX version, concludes that this leaves no 
room for either speaker to be portrayed as a Righteous Sufferer.452 

Although on the surface it might appear that Hoffman and Ahearne-Kroll’s 
arguments against interpreting the Markan Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer on the basis 
of Mark’s apparent use of LXX Ps 21:2 carry significant weight, they are rife with 
assumptions that cannot be supported by the evidence required. It is possible to 
dismiss these arguments very simply, by challenging at least two of their underlying 
assumptions: (a) their understanding of the meaning of “righteousness” in Jewish 
literature; and (b) their oversimplified understanding of the textual history of the 
scriptures. 

A fundamental problem with both Hoffman and Ahearne-Kroll’s argument is 
their premise that “righteousness” is equated with “sinlessness” in the scriptures. 
Both scholars are working with a definition of “righteousness” which assumes that 
one cannot be truly righteous if one has ever sinned. This does not come from the 
Jewish notion of the word as indicated in the scriptures or extra-canonical literature, 
but rather stems from a post-Reformation Protestant view of sin. Thus, their 
definition of “righteous” or “righteousness” is anachronistic, and lacks evidence from 
the scriptural texts themselves. E. P. Sanders has argued quite extensively against the 
type of definition of “righteousness” with which Hoffman and Ahearne-Kroll are 
working. In his book on Judaism around the time of Paul, one of Sanders’ aims is to 
refute the incorrect notion that Jews believed that a sinless life was required in order 
to be righteous.453 Instead, those who are righteous strive to obey the Torah, even 
though they fail to obey it perfectly: “. . . the general view was that the righteous man 
was not characterized by perfection. . . but by the earnest endeavour to obey the law 

                                                 
451 Ahearne-Kroll, “Suffering of David,” 18-19. He responds specifically to the thesis of 

Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?. Ahearne-Kroll’s argument against regarding the Righteous 
Sufferer as a fitting category in which to interpret LXX Ps 21 and the Markan Jesus, appears to be 
directly influenced by his larger thesis that Jesus is depicted here as a suffering David.  However, this 
relies too heavily on an association of the psalm with David which comes in a later addition (the title), 
and is too narrow (would not the Righteous Sufferer motif be capable of encompassing a Davidic 
sufferer?). 

452 See Ahearne-Kroll, “Suffering of David,” 125 and 283-292.  
453 E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion 

(London: SCM Press Ltd, 1977). 
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and by repentance and other acts of atonement in the case of transgression.”454 Thus, 
it is clear that, contra Hoffman and Ahearne-Kroll, the opposite of “righteousness” is 
not “sinfulness” but “rebelliousness,” i.e., a refusal to follow the commands of God. 
The righteous one, then, is one who is faithful to God and his covenant and takes the 
appropriate action in response to his/her sin.455 It is also important to note that one’s 
“righteousness” was to some extent relative. The faithful were righteous when 
compared to those who were unfaithful, i.e., the wicked.456 When compared to God, 
however, no one was deemed righteous.457 Thus, even the righteous were deemed so 
only because of God’s grace.458 

The psalms contain perhaps the clearest scriptural examples of what it means 
to be righteous. Several psalms simultaneously contain declarations of the sinfulness 
of the speaker as well as his righteousness. In Ps 7:9-12 the speaker is described as 
one who is righteous (qd,c,) and has integrity (~To), yet in the following verses (7:13-
17) acknowledges his need for repentance, as he would otherwise be like the wicked 
who are his enemies. Psalm 19:13-15 indicates that having sinned in the past does 
not prohibit one from being rendered blameless (~mt) by God. Psalm 31:11 speaks of 
the psalmist’s iniquity (!wO['), while 31:18-19 contrasts him with the wicked and 
includes him in the company of the righteous. In Ps 32:1-5 the psalmist speaks 
extensively of his own sin ([v;P,, !wO['), but in 32:10-11 contrasts those who confess 
their sins (which includes him) with the wicked and calls those who confess their 
sins “righteous ones” (~yqI+yDIc).  

Many psalms contrast the ways of the wicked, who are seated in rebellion 
from God, and the ways of the righteous. In Ps 10:8 the wicked persecute and kill the 
“innocent” (yqin"). Throughout the psalm the wicked person is equated with the one 
who rejects God, while the innocent/afflicted are those who turn to God for 
deliverance. At several points in Ps 18 the speaker refers to himself as blameless 

                                                 
454 Sanders, Paul, 203. He later gives examples from Pss. Sol. 3:8; 9:6-7 (399). 
455 Sanders, Paul, 205.  
456 E.g., Sir 21:1, 9-10.  
457 Sanders, Paul, 278. E.g., 1QS XI, 11-12; 1QH XII, 29-31. 
458 See Sanders, Paul, 294, 305-312, 421. He cites examples from Qumran literature, such as 

1QH XV, 28-30 and 1QH XVII, 14-15.  
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(~ymiT', 18:24, 26) in comparison with the wicked. Psalm 34:16-23 contrasts the 
righteous with wicked/evildoers, as does Ps 37.459  

Psalm 18 defines righteousness as following God and keeping his 
commandments, rather than willfully departing from him. This is evident in Ps 
18:21-25 where the contrast to righteousness is to act wickedly (yTi[.v;ªr"÷, 18:22) toward 
God.  

Some psalms highlight the disparity between the speaker’s righteousness, 
which is a gift from God, and God’s righteousness. An example of this is Ps 18:31-
33, which affirms that only God is truly blameless and that he is the one to be 
credited with the psalmist’s blamelessness. 

Considering the evidence presented above, it becomes obvious upon 
reflection that any language adopted by Mark that originally expressed the 
experience of another Righteous Sufferer who had gone on before Jesus would 
naturally fall short. This is because no Righteous Sufferer in Jewish history would 
have been regarded as completely sinless, i.e., genuinely and thoroughly righteous 
like God! Sinlessness was not regarded as a prerequisite for righteousness. Many of 
the Righteous Sufferers of Jewish literature were still presented with flaws.460 This is 
in contrast to the Markan Jesus, who, although never explicitly labelled as 
“righteous”461 in the narrative, nevertheless is presented as one who is completely in 
the will of God, and, as mentioned above, is not compromised by sin in any way. 
This Jesus, as the ultimate Righteous Sufferer, far surpasses other Righteous 
Sufferers in his closeness to God (e.g. Mark 1:1; 1:11; 15:39) and in the form of his 
vindication (in resurrection after death, not rescue from death). Thus, although all 
previous language concerning the Righteous Sufferers of Israel would invariably be 
lacking in some sense, this does not mean that it is entirely insufficient as a vehicle 

                                                 
459 We have seen that the Qumran community used this psalm to describe the contrast 

between themselves (the righteous) and those who opposed them (the wicked) in 4QpPs a. 
460 Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 316, makes much of the rabbinic perception of Esther 

(Esther is regarded as the speaker of Ps 22 in rabbinic literature: cf. Midr. Pss) as flawed, so much so 
that he concludes that she is far from a Righteous Sufferer figure, which supports his argument against 
a cohesive tradition of the Righteous Sufferer at the time of the gospels. However, three points may 
call for caution in adopting Hoffman’s position here: (1) Esther is sometimes called “righteous” in 
rabbinic literature (b. Meg. 13a; Midr. Pss 22.3); (2) this literature appears significantly later than the 
gospel of Mark; and (3) the equation of a person being “flawed” and thus “unrighteous” is an 
anachronistic definition of what it means to be righteous (see above).  

461 It is the other gospels who speak of Jesus explicitly as “righteous” (Matt 27:19; Luke 
23:47; John 5:30). 



   166

used to illumine the person of the Markan Jesus both by comparison and contrast!462 
This study has already highlighted in detail the multiple ways that Mark strives to 
portray Jesus as his Righteous Sufferer, both by presenting his life, death, and 
resurrection in such a way as to follow the plot of the motif of the Righteous 
Sufferer, by presenting him as one surrounded by persecutors, and by stressing the 
vindication he will received via resurrection upon the completion of his obedience in 
death. 

The argument of Hoffman and Ahearne-Kroll—that Mark is citing LXX Ps 
21:2, and therefore cannot be referring to Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer on the basis 
of the psalmist’s sins—should be rejected for another reason. Their argument rests on 
a problematic oversimplification of the state of scriptural texts at the time of Mark’s 
gospel.463 Contrary to the assumptions of these scholars, in the first century the total 
number of options for a scriptural intertext used by a Jew or Christian was not simply 
the LXX or the MT. These are anachronistic terms. The final forms of the LXX and 
MT did not appear until the second century CE and the ninth-twelfth century CE, 
respectively, well after the writing of Mark’s gospel.464 The discoveries at Qumran of 
variant Hebrew and Greek texts confirmed what many scholars had already 
suspected: there was a variety of versions of the scriptures during the first century, 
some of which eventually became what we would now consider the MT (proto-
Masoretic) and the LXX (Old Greek). The textual evidence points to the fact that the 
MT does not reflect the “original” text of the scriptures, and to simply speak of the 

                                                 
462 It should also be noted that figures who corresponded to a certain “type” were not 

expected to be identical to that former figure. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 351-352, is helpful 
here: “For in so far as the ‘later correspondents’ occur in history and time, they will never be precisely 
identical with their prototype, but inevitably stand in a hermeneutical relationship with them.  The 
reasons for this are twofold.  On the one hand, while it is in the nature of typologies to emphasize the 
homological ‘likeness’ of any two events, the concrete historicity of the correlated data means that no 
new event is ever merely a ‘type’ of another, but always retains its historically unique character.  
Moreover, and this is the second factor, nexuses between distinct temporal data are never something 
simply given; they are rather something which must always be exegetically established.  Indeed, in the 
Hebrew Bible such nexuses are the product of a specific mode of theological-historical speculation—
one which seeks to adapt, interpret, or otherwise illuminate a present experience (or hope, or 
expectation) by means of an older datum.” 

 
463 See Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (2nd rev. ed; Minneapolis: 

Fortress Press, 2001), which is perhaps the best resource for the issue of the textual history of the 
scriptures. See also Ralph W. Klein, Textual Criticism of the Old Testament: From the Septuagint to 
Qumran (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974); and Eugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the 
Origins of the Bible (eds. P. W. Flint and M. G. Abegg Jr.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999). 

464 Tov, Textual Criticism, 137, 35. 
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MT before the Middle Ages is not accurate, as it is made up of many textual 
witnesses which belong to an even larger group of texts which are pre-Masoretic.465 
The MT as we now have it is only a portion of the textual tradition of pre-Masoretic 
texts, that tradition which was preserved by Aaron Ben Asher of the Tiberian group 
of Masoretes.466 The four primary groups of texts that we know existed during the 
first century are: (1) proto-Masoretic; (2) pre-Samaritan (from which emerged the 
Samaritan Pentateuch); (3) Old Greek (OG); and (4) the Qumran texts which do not 
appear to be related to the previous three.467  

From this brief summary of the textual history of the scriptures, it becomes 
evident that this issue is more complex than is implied by the arguments of Hoffman 
and Ahearne-Kroll, because the texts that were potentially available to Mark were 
more diverse than they consider. By using the terms “MT” and “LXX” in such a 
simplistic manner (making it seem as if these were both fixed and the majority texts 
by the first century), Hoffman and Ahearne-Kroll fail to appreciate the fluidity and 
variety of the texts of scripture that were available to both Jews and Christians during 
the time of Mark’s gospel. A more nuanced and sensitive approach to the issue of 
Mark’s use of the scriptures is needed, and Hoffman and Ahearne-Kroll’s 
conclusions concerning the interpretation of the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 are 
based on an oversimplification of this matter.  

   

Conclusions 
The goal of this chapter has been to argue that the Jesus of Mark’s gospel is 

indeed presented as a Righteous Sufferer. This has been accomplished by 
highlighting the presence of narrative indicators of this motif, such as the theme of 
martyrdom, the function of the passion-resurrection predictions, the (implicit) 
presentation of Jesus as one who is innocent and righteous, and the function of Jesus 
as the prototype of his community, and thus the model for discipleship that includes 
obeying the will of God even in the midst of suffering and possible death. It has also 
been argued that a presentation of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer is not antithetical to 
Mark’s portrayal of him as Messiah, but that his identity as the Righteous Sufferer is 

                                                 
465 Tov, Textual Criticism, 11, 27.  
466 Tov, Textual Criticism, 77-79. 
467 Tov, Textual Criticism, 15, 21. 
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one of the many contours of his roles as the Christ. Following the schema of 
Nickelsburg, the elements of the motif of the Righteous Sufferer in Mark’s PRN 
proper have been highlighted and discussed in terms of their function in identifying 
Jesus as Mark’s Righteous Sufferer. Moreover, it has been demonstrated that Mark 
does indeed present Jesus throughout his PRN and specifically in his use of Ps 22 as 
the ultimate Righteous Sufferer. All of these conclusions support the legitimacy of 
using the category of the Righteous Sufferer to understand the person of Jesus in 
Mark’s gospel.   
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Chapter 7 

 
The Meaning and Function of Ps 22 in Mark’s Passion-Resurrection Narrative 

 
 

I now turn to the crux of this study: What is the meaning and function of Ps 
22 in Mark’s PRN, especially Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2 from the cross? There are 
many issues concerning this question that must be addressed and examined, and each 
must be weighed for its value in answering this overarching query. As I have noted 
thus far, there are several independent strands of evidence that suggest that Mark’s 
implied readers would have understood this citation in its context as one that is 
informed by the whole of Ps 22 rather than merely the first verse. In Chapter 3, I 
highlighted Mark’s concern to present Jesus as one who will not only suffer and die, 
but will experience God’s vindication via resurrection, thus preparing the implied 
reader to expect something beyond the cross. Chapter 4 dealt with the way Mark uses 
the scriptures throughout his gospel, observing that he often does not cite verses 
atomistically, but rather contextually, indicating in the surrounding narrative cotext 
that the larger scriptural context is in view. Chapter 5 was concerned with elements 
of Mark’s (and his implied readers’) socio-cultural milieu that strengthen the 
likelihood that Mark 15:34 was read and heard in the way I have argued throughout 
this study.  Chapter 6 highlighted the presence of the motif of the Righteous Sufferer 
in Mark’s gospel, as it is applied to Jesus; a motif which is also present in Ps 22. In 
this chapter I will propose that another (and, in fact, the key) strand of evidence that 
Mark 15:34 is not cited atomistically, nor would have been understood by Mark’s 
implied readers in this way, is found in Mark’s use of Ps 22 in the larger passion-
resurrection account. This is apparent in the multiple allusions to the psalm in Mark 
15, and also in the surrounding cotext of Mark 15:34 itself.   

In the first section of the chapter I will examine the allusions to Ps 22 
sprinkled throughout Mark 15. I will also suggest additional examples of possible 
allusions to the psalm outside of the PRN,468 especially with regard to the affinities 
that the psalm has with Mark’s presentation of Jesus as his Righteous Sufferer. The 

                                                 
468 Perhaps the term “echo” might here be a more appropriate descriptor, since these tend to 

be less clear than the other allusions found in Mark 15.  See Hays, Echoes, for his ground-breaking (at 
least in the realm of biblical studies) discussion of intertextual echoes. 
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second section of the chapter will deal specifically with Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34.  This 
will include a close reading of this passage, with particular emphasis on text-critical 
issues, the meaning and purpose of the Aramaic phrase, some interaction with 
previous scholarly interpretations of this passage, and, finally, a proposed 
interpretation of Mark 15:34 based on a narrative reading of the Markan PRN with a 
view toward an understanding of the passage through the eyes of Mark’s implied 
readers.   
 
Strong Allusions to Ps 22 in Mark’s Passion-Resurrection Narrative 

 The case for reading the context of the entire psalm in Mark’s passion-
resurrection narrative with regard to the person of Jesus does not solely rely on 
whether one believes Mark 15:34 to be an incipit.469  Even if one does not consider 
an incipit reading of Jesus’ lament alone as a sufficient basis for interpreting it 
contextually, the fact that Mark sprinkles his passion-resurrection narrative with 
various allusions to the psalm further points the reader in that direction.   

As has been argued previously, Ps 22 is one of several “Psalms of the Righteous 
Sufferer” which provide the largest source of scriptural allusions and citations for the 
gospel writers in general, and Mark in particular.470  These psalms contain a portrayal 
of a person who laments the unjust persecution he suffers at the hands of his 
enemies, proclaims his innocence, and calls upon the Lord to deliver him from his 
sufferings.471 There are echoes of these psalms throughout the PRN of Mark, 
beginning with the very first verse of Mark 14.472 In fact, Ps 22 provides more 
allusions than any other psalm in this category.473 

  It is clear that Mark makes great use of Ps 22 throughout his crucifixion 
account. Even before the direct citation from Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34, the reader 
encounters several allusions to the psalm in his narrative of the treatment of Jesus, 

                                                 
469 See the discussion of incipits in Chapter 5.  
470 Marcus, Way, 172.  See Mark 14:1 (Ps 10:7-8), 14:18 (Ps 41:9), 14:34 (Ps 42:5, 11; 43:5), 

14:41 (Ps 140:8), 14:55 (Ps 37:32), 14:57 (Ps 27:12; 35:11), 14:61 and 15:4-5 (Ps 35:13-15), 15:24 
(Ps 22:18); 15:29 (Ps 22:7); 15:30-31 (Ps 22:8); 15:32 (Ps 22:6), 15:34 (Ps 22:1), 15:36 (Ps 69:21), 
and 15:40 (Ps 38:11). 

471 Marcus, Way, 172. 
472 do,loj, the cunning of an enemy, is a frequent motif in these psalms—cf. Pss 10:7; 35:20; 

36:3; 52:2; 55:11. 
473 Mark 15:24, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 39. Perhaps also Mark 9:12; 15:27, 43; 16:6, 7. 
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both immediately before and during his placement on the cross. Most of the allusions 
to Ps 22 (and others in this gospel) are subtle and implicit, and would have been 
recognized only by those familiar with Ps 22. In an illuminating essay on the use of 
scripture in the book of Hebrews, Luke Timothy Johnson recognizes the impact of 
allusions in their resultant location of the reader in the same “world” as the author 
(which, for Mark, is the world of the scriptures):  

The power of . . . allusion and echo is possibly even stronger than that of 
direct citation, precisely because scripture's language is not bracketed off 
as something 'other' but is appropriated as the author's own language 
without explanation or apology. And if author and reader (or speaker and 
hearer) all understand the diction of scripture and catch every subtle 
textual allusion, then surely they dwell within the same scriptural 
world.474   

The worlds of Mark and of his implied readers, then, become one world—a world 
informed and colored by the scriptures—in the readers’ recognition of the psalmic 
allusions scattered throughout the crucifixion account; and this ability to recognize 
these, then, becomes a kind of identification-marker for both parties. The impact of 
these allusions upon Mark’s implied readers in their understanding of Jesus’ passion-
resurrection experience would therefore have been quite profound. Their recognition 
of this “inside language” would have helped to highlight the importance of the 
presence and function of these allusions in Mark’s PRN. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
474 Luke Timothy Johnson, “The Scriptural World of Hebrews,” Int 57 (2003): 241. In the 

case of Mark, this familiarity might have been fostered by the early Christian community’s use of the 
psalms in worship, stemming from their usage in temple and synagogue worship. See Joel Marcus, 
“The Old Testament and the Death of Jesus: The Role of Scripture in the Gospel Passion Narratives,” 
in The Death of Jesus in Early Christianity (by J. T. Carroll and J. B. Green; Peabody, Mass.: 
Hendrickson, 1995), 209, and my discussion in Chapter 5 of this study. 
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The clearest allusions to Ps 22 appear in Mark 15:24, 29, 30, 31, and 32. Note 
how Mark’s wording resembles that of the LXX Ps 21, which belongs to a uniform 
tradition along with the MT Ps 22: 

 

Mark 15:24b . . . kai. diameri,zontai ta. 
i`ma,tia auvtou/, ba,llontej 
klh/ron evp’ auvta. ti,j ti, 
a;rh|. 

Ps 21:19 Diemeri,santo ta. im̀a,tia, mou 
eaùtoi/j, kai. evpi. to.n 
i`matismo,n mou e;balon 
klh/ron. 

Mark 15:29 . . . kinou/ntej ta.j 
kefala.j auvtw/n kai. 
le,gontej, 

Ps 21:8 Pa,ntej oi` qewrou/nte,j me 
evxemukth,risa,n me, evla,lhsan 
evn cei,lesin, evki,nhsan 
kefalh.n. . . 

Mark 15:30 sw/son seauto.n kataba.j 
avpo. tou/ staurou/. 

Ps 21:9 h;lpisen evpi. Ku,rion, 
r`usa,sqw auvto.n, swsa,tw 
auvto.n, o[ti qe,lei auvto,n. 

Mark 15:31b  a;llouj e;swsen, e`auto.n 
ouv du,natai sw/sai\ 

Ps 21:9 h;lpisen evpi. Ku,rion, 
r`usa,sqw auvto.n, swsa,tw 
auvto.n, o[ti qe,lei auvto,n. 

Mark 15:32b kai. oi ̀sunestaurwme,noi 
su.n auvtw/| wvnei,dizon 
auvto,n. 

Ps 21:7 . . . kai. ouvk a;nqrwpoj, 
o;neidoj avnqrw,pwn kai. 
evxouqe,nhma laou/. 

 

In Mark 15:24, the author presents the soldiers, after crucifying Jesus, as casting lots 
to divide up his clothing.475 In the same way, Ps 22:19 contains the speaker’s lament 
that his enemies (those “dogs” and “those who do evil”) who surround him are 
dividing up his clothing amongst themselves and are casting lots for it, perhaps in the 
anticipation—which is premature in the case of the psalm—that he will die. Mark 
also recounts the passers-by shaking their heads in 15:29, which shares the 
vocabulary of Ps 22:8 (evki,nhsan kefalh,n,  varo) W[ynIïy") and also presents his 
protagonist, Jesus, as one who experiences similar circumstances of derision at the 
hands of those around him. Likewise, in Mark 15:30-31, Jesus’ enemies mock him 
by taunting him with dripping sarcasm to “save himself,” a taunt that is reminiscent 
of the one that the psalmist experiences at the hands of his enemies in Ps 22:9, which 
is spawned by their disbelief that God does indeed “want” him (qe,lei auvto,n, AB* #pe(x'î) 
                                                 

475 This is the only allusion to Ps 22 found in all four gospel accounts of Jesus’ crucifixion 
(Matt 27:35; Luke 23:34; John 19:24). 
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or that he (God) will save him from his well-deserved fate.476 This allusion, like the 
previous one, is apparent by the linking of vocabulary (sw,zw, Niphal of lcn) and the 
shared circumstances in which the psalmist and the Markan Jesus find themselves.  
The last strong allusion to Ps 22 in the passage is found in the verb 
“reproach/disgrace” (wvnei,dizon, from ovneidi,zw) in Mark 15:32 and the noun which 
shares the same root in Ps 22:7 (o;neidoj, hP'r>x). The former describes the actions of 
those who were crucified with Jesus. The latter describes the actions of “humanity” 
(avnqrw,pou, ~d'a') against the suffering psalmist in the immediate context of the first 
recounting of the persecutions he is enduring.477 

All of these allusions help set the scene for the Markan Jesus’ last recorded 
words to God, the same excruciating cry that the Righteous Sufferer of the psalm 
utters at the point of his own desperation.  Since Mark’s implied readers would most 
likely have been expected to have some knowledge of the psalms, and therefore to 
recognize these allusions as belonging to this specific psalm throughout the passion 
account leading up to the cry of Jesus,478 it is not surprising that Mark has chosen a 
citation from the psalm, which he obviously regards as crucial to interpreting the 
death of Jesus, as Jesus’ last utterance before his mission is accomplished. Prior to 
turning our attention to the meaning and function of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34, however, 
it is necessary to examine the larger Markan narrative to see if there are any other 
possible allusions to Ps 22 in addition to the clearest ones discussed above. 

 

Fainter Allusions to Ps 22 in Mark’s Larger Narrative 

Throughout Mark’s narrative, especially in the first half which concentrates 
on Jesus’ ministry activities in Galilee and the surrounding regions, Jesus is 

                                                 
476 Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 346, suggests that Mark might have been the first to link 

an allusion of Ps 22 with the idea of the Messiah, represented here in this passage in the content of the 
mockery which taunts Jesus as the Christ (ò cristo,j) in Mark 15:32. 

477 The other sections relaying the persecutions of his enemies are found in Ps 22:12-13 and 
16-18. 

478 Contra Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 347, who argues that there are relatively few 
allusions to Ps 22 in Mark 15:29-32 which indicates that “Mark is not particularly concerned about 
being specific in applying Ps 22:7-9 to this scene of Jesus’ crucifixion. In fact, if there were not other 
evidence to point to Ps 22 (namely, Jesus’ cry in Mark 15:34), it would be easy to dismiss the 
allusions to Ps 22:7-9 as circumstantial or insignificant.” But how many references to the psalm does 
he need in only four verses in order for him to deem the scripture significant? Surely (at least) three 
allusions in four verses is adequately dense to regard it as more than “circumstantial,” even without 
the citation in Mark 15:34! 
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presented as one who ministers to the poor and the social outcasts. He heals those 
who are ailing (Mark 1:29-31, 32-39, 40-45; 2:1-12; 3:1-6, 10; 5:25-34; 6:53-56; 
7:31-37; 8:22-26; 10:46-52), exorcises demons (1:23-28; 5:1-20; 7:24-30), and raises 
someone from the dead (5:35-43). Interspersed among these healing accounts in 
Mark are narratives that demonstrate Jesus’ supernatural power, power that has been 
previously attributed only to God himself (Mark 4:35-41; 6:45-52; and perhaps the 
provision of bread in the miracles of 6:30-44 and 8:1-10).479 Thus, Jesus is presented 
as, at the very least, one who functions as an agent on behalf of God, carrying out his 
works for the benefit of God’s people, just as God had done throughout Israel’s 
history. Jesus’ concern for God’s people, especially those who suffer, and his 
willingness to associate with the despised ones of society (Mark 2:13-17) shares 
affinities with the psalmist’s observation, derived from his personal experience (Ps 
22:22b), that God “did not despise or abhor the affliction of the afflicted” (Ps 
22:25a), but indeed turns his attention to them and rescues them from their plight (Ps 
22:25b, 22b, 27).480 It is possible, then, that the Markan Jesus’ entire ministry may be 
informed by an allusion to the compassionate posture of God toward his people as 
exclaimed by the psalmist in Ps 22. That is, Mark’s presentation of Jesus as one 
concerned for the welfare of the unfortunate is perhaps a loose allusion to the same 
theme in Ps 22.  

Another possible thematic allusion to Ps 22 is found in the accounts of the 
feeding miracles in Mark 6:30-44 and 8:1-10. Here the poor and hungry who gather 
to hear Jesus speak are supernaturally provided with bread (and fish). In Ps 22:27, in 
the midst of the psalmist’s praise of God amongst the congregation for his rescue 
from death, he proclaims that the poor will be provided with food and will be 
satisfied. Like those mentioned in the psalm, the crowds who are gathered to hear 
Jesus are not only given a little bread, but are also completely satisfied (as evidenced 
by the bread that goes uneaten, Mark 6:43; 8:8). Hoffman briefly considers and then 
dismisses the presence of an allusion to Ps 22:27 in these passages, based on the 
different vocabulary used (the recipients of the food in Mark are not referred to as 
“the poor”; LXX’s evmplhsqh,sontai [evmpi,plhmi]481 against Mark’s evcorta,sqhsan 

                                                 
479 See Blackburn, Theios Anēr, for an in-depth discussion of these miracle traditions. 
480 ynI[' can also have the sense of “humble” or “poor/needy.”  The majority of the recipients 

of Jesus’ miracles would have fallen under these categories. 

481 Which follows the MT’s ~ywI“n"[] (wn"['). 
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[corta,zw]).482 On the surface this may seem weighty. However, three points should 
guard against dismissing the impact of this psalm on these passages based only on 
the lack of shared vocabulary. First, both verbs evmpi,plhmi and corta,zw mean 
essentially the same thing, referring to the notion of being satisfied or filled.483  
Second, as I have argued elsewhere in this study, the absence of shared vocabulary 
should not necessitate a dismissal of a potential allusion, especially in a narrative, 
since the nature of narrative in containing plot, characters, and setting allows for a 
more fluid and subtle use of intertexts.  Thus, in this case, the shared narrative 
circumstances of the Markan passages and the psalm (there are poor/needy people 
who are provided with food from God and are filled) give credence to the claim that 
there is an allusion to the psalm in the Markan feeding miracles. Third, the presence 
of virtually indisputable allusions and a citation to Ps 22 elsewhere in the Markan 
narrative increases the possibility that Ps 22 also serves as an intertext here, whether 
consciously or subconsciously on the part of the author.  Since Ps 22 can be shown to 
be “in the air” of Mark’s narrative world by other, more clear, passages as well as his 
reader’s world,484 this gives weight to the argument that another allusion to the psalm 
is located in Mark 6:30-44 and 8:1-10. 

In Mark 9:12, Jesus tells Peter, James, and John that he will experience great 
suffering and will “be treated with contempt.” This word, evxoudenhqh/|, is derived from 
evxoudene,w, the root of which is also found in Ps 22:7, and thus probably constitutes an 
allusion to the psalm.485 What is especially striking about this allusion is its presence 
in the midst of one of Jesus’ statements concerning his suffering and vindication via 
resurrection from the dead, i.e., one of several places in the Markan narrative where 
Jesus is presented as one who will experience a similar fate to other righteous 
sufferers (in suffering and vindication)!486 Thus, in this passage, Ps 22 is linked 
specifically with another concern of Mark: the preparation of his implied readers for 
his Righteous Sufferer’s imminent resurrection after his suffering and death (Mark 
9:9). 

                                                 
482 Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 384. 
483 BDAG, 323-24 and 1087. 
484 See Chapter 5 of this study. 
485 So also Collins, “Appropriation,” 234. I arrived at this same conclusion independent of 

Collins and was confirmed upon encountering her statements here. 
486 See Chapter 3 of this study. 
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Although not a predominant theme in Mark’s gospel, the issue concerning the 
role of the Gentiles in Jesus’ ministry, and subsequently in God’s salvation-plan, is 
indeed present. This is also an important issue in the thanksgiving portion of Ps 
22:22-32, where the psalmist declares (22:28) that the whole world will someday 
turn back to God ( bWv, evpistre,fw), and all the families of the nations will worship 
him (~yI)AG tAxïP.v.mi-lK'( ^yn<©p'l.÷ Wwðx]T;v.yI)w, proskunh,sousin evnw,pio,n sou pa/sai aì patriai. 

tw/n evqnw/n). Perhaps the clearest allusion to this portion of Ps 22 in Mark’s narrative 
can be found in the confession of the centurion in Mark 15:39. Here, at the exact 
moment of Jesus’ death, it is not a faithful Jew who expresses recognition of the 
impact and import of the event, but rather a Gentile (a Roman soldier, at that!). More 
will be said about the centurion’s statement and its meaning and function in its 
immediate context later in this chapter, but it should be noted that this is not the only 
time that Mark deals with the issue of the place of the Gentiles in the kingdom of 
God, and in their worship of him. Other passages that appear to touch on this shared 
theme with Ps 22 include Mark 7:24-30 and 11:15-19. 

Jesus’ interaction with a Syrophoenician woman in Mark 7:24-30 addresses 
this subject. Mark takes great care to highlight the woman’s ethnicity as a Gentile 
and as a Syrophoenician (Mark 7:26).487 In fact, perhaps Mark takes the narrative 
(and his readers) out of Galilee488 and into the region of Tyre precisely to underscore 
the “foreignness” of the woman (note that Mark begins the pericope in 7:24 by 
describing Jesus as “going away,” avph/lqen). At any rate, Jesus is at first reluctant to 
exorcize the unclean spirit from the woman’s daughter, but changes his mind upon 
her witty retort in Mark 7:28. Rather than getting bogged down in the question 
concerning what we are to make of the Markan Jesus’ initial rejection of her request, 
what is important for our purposes is that, (1) she proves persistent in her request and 
in her faith that Jesus has the power to heal her daughter; and (2) in the end Jesus 
does indeed do so. Thus, here is an instance where Mark presents a Gentile as, (a) 
sharing in the privileges normally given first to God’s chosen people, the Jews; and 
(b) sharing in (and, in some ways, surpassing!) the insights that are normally 
expected of Jews. If this passage is indeed part of a larger thematic allusion to Ps 

                                                 
487 E.g., C.S. Mann, Mark: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 27; 

New York, Doubleday, 1986), 319; Hisako Kinukawa, Women and Jesus in Mark: A Japanese 
Feminist Perspective (Marykoll, New York: Orbis Books, 1994), 51-65. 

488 In Mark 6:53 he and his disciples are said to be in Gennhsare.t, a region whose location is 
unknown to scholars. See, for example, Mann, Mark, 309. 
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22:28 in Mark’s gospel, it should come as no surprise that the woman is portrayed as 
“bowing down” (prose,pesen, Mark 7:25) at Jesus’ feet in a posture of submission 
(and perhaps even worship).  

Another Markan passage which may allude to the theme of Ps 22:28 is found 
in the presentation of Jesus’ temple act in Mark 11:15-19. In the midst of his driving 
out the buyers, sellers, and moneychangers, Jesus cites a conflation of Isa 56:7 and 
Jer 7:11,  

 
ò oi=ko,j mou oi=koj proseuch/j klhqh,setai pa/sin toi/j e;qnesinÈ ùmei/j de. 

pepoih,kate auvto.n sph,laion lh|stw/nÅ 

 
My house shall be called a house of prayer 
for all nations;  
But you have made it a den of bandits (Mark 11:17). 

 

We have already seen in Chapter 4 that the larger context of Isa 56 addresses the 
place of the nations in the worship of God.  In fact, the larger context of Isa 55-66 
presents an offer of salvation to the nations, and indicates an opportunity for them to 
serve God in the temple, anticipating a transcending of the distinctions between 
foreigners and God’s people. 

 Ps 22:28 has a concern similar to Isa 56, and by extension, Mark 11:15-19. It 
too deals with the anticipation of the worship of God by the Gentiles in the future. 
Thus, although a citation from Isaiah and not from the psalm, the Markan Jesus’ 
words in the temple may have brought to the implied readers’ minds additional 
scriptures that anticipate the Gentiles’ inclusion in God’s eschatological kingdom. 
One of these may very well have been Ps 22, and the possibility that this psalm 
would have been recalled here is increased by Mark’s repeated use of it in places 
elsewhere in the narrative.489 

 

 

                                                 
489 Although it must be noted that, given that Mark’s narrative would have been read (and 

heard) left to right (i.e., from Mark 1:1  16:8), it is most likely that his implied readers would have 
recognized these fainter allusions to Ps 22 only upon the second reading of the gospel, i.e. after they 
had encountered the clearer allusions to Ps 22 and the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15. 
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Fainter Allusions to Ps 22 in Mark’s Passion-Resurrection Narrative 

Other possible allusions to Ps 22—besides the clear ones of Mark 15:24, 29, 
30, 31, and 32—can be found in the midst of the passion-resurrection account itself. 
Given the nature of these allusions as “faint,” it must be noted that these are tentative 
suggestions and may not be accepted by many. Fortunately, there are enough clear 
allusions to Ps 22 throughout Mark’s narrative without having to rely on these 
additional allusions as evidence of the impact of the psalmic intertext on Mark’s text. 
 A faint allusion to Ps 22 may be present in Mark’s description of the bandits 
(lh|sta,j) that are crucified on either side of Jesus in Mark 15:27.490 Similarly, in Ps 
22:17, the psalmist laments the fact that he is surrounded by those who do evil 
(ponhreuome,nwn). Given the prior allusion to Ps 22:19 in Mark 15:24 still ringing in 
their ears, Mark’s implied readers would likely have been attuned to further allusions 
to the psalm, however faint. Although Mark does not use the same term found in Ps 
22:17, the negative connotations bound up in his prior use of lh|sth,j in Mark 11:17 
suggest that the two separate terms could be associated with each other, given the 
right circumstances. These circumstances are present in Mark 15, where Jesus, like 
the psalmist, experiences persecution at the hands of his enemies—persecution which 
involves taunting from enemies that surround him. The likelihood that Mark’s 
implied readers made this connection between the psalm and Mark’s narrative is 
strengthened by Luke’s concerted effort to draw an even clearer parallel between the 
circumstances of the psalmist and Jesus by using the same vocabulary as 
Symmachus’ version of Ps 22:17b (kakou,rgoi, “evil-doers”).491 In other words, Luke, 
as an early reader of Mark, here shows how he understood Mark by way of his 
interpretive adaptation. 

A reading of Mark’s PRN that takes into account the full context of Ps 22 
may also help to explain the reaction of the crowd in Mark 15:35-36.  If this reaction 
is interpreted as a mocking of Jesus, indicated by the crowd’s tongue-in-cheek 
anticipation of a possible deliverance by Elijah and (possibly) the offering of sour 

                                                 
490 Frank J. Matera, Passion Narratives and Gospel Theologies: Interpreting the Synoptics 

Through Their Passion Stories (New York: Paulist Press, 1986), 40, lists this passage as an allusion to 
Ps 22. 

491 Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 363, also sees this parallel in Luke. More will be said 
about Luke’s reading/interpretation of Mark’s use of Ps 22, and thus his own appropriation of Ps 22 in 
Chapter 9. 
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wine in order to prolong his suffering,492 it is reminiscent of the scenario in which the 
plea of the psalmist for this very type of deliverance is found in Ps 22:20-22a: 

 
  `hv'Wx) ytir"îz>[,l. ytiªWly"a/÷ qx'_r>Ti-la; hw"hy>â hT'äa;w> 20 

`yti(d"yxiy> bl,K,©÷-dY:mi yvi_p.n: br<x,äme hl'yCiäh; 21 
 hyE+r>a; yPiämi ynI[eyviAhâ 22 

 

LXX Psalm 21:20-22: 20  su. de, ku,rie mh. makru,nh|j th.n boh,qeia,n mou eivj th.n 

avnti,lhmyi,n mou pro,scej  21  r̀u/sai avpo. ròmfai,aj th.n yuch,n mou kai. evk ceiro.j 

kuno.j th.n monogenh/ mou  22  sw/so,n me evk sto,matoj le,ontoj 

 

But you, O Lord, do not be distant! 

O my help, to my assistance make haste! 

Rescue my soul from the sword;  

my only (soul) from the hand of the dog! 

Deliver me from the mouth of the lion!   

 

Given the role of the other passers-by in the Markan account (Mark 15:29-32) and 
the possible connection between the evil-doers of Ps 22:17 and the crucified bandits 
surrounding Jesus, it seems plausible that the implied readers are meant to regard the 
statements of those who misinterpret Jesus’ cry in 15:35-36 as insincere and, in fact, 
mockingly given. Their mocking of Jesus, which on the surface appears to anticipate 
the coming of Elijah and Jesus’ subsequent deliverance, may best be understood in 
light of these verses from Ps 22.493  

                                                 
492 This offering of sour wine is itself an allusion to Ps 69:22, another in the category of the 

Psalm of the Righteous Sufferer. As I have already noted in Chapter 4, it is not clear from Mark’s use 
of Ps 69:22 in and of itself that the offering of sour wine was meant to be understood as malicious in 
intent. 

493 Robert Holst, “The ‘Cry of Dereliction’—Another Point of View,” Springfielder 35 
(1972): 286-87.  This is also supported by the possibility that at this time it was often believed that 
Elijah would be the forerunner of God’s coming in the last days (Mal 3:23), although it must be noted 
that this assertion is debated. This incident is presented in complete contrast with the apparent 
sincerity of the centurion’s statement in Mark 15:39; see my discussion of the nature of the 
centurion’s confession in Chapter 3. 
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If indeed the readers of the gospel were familiar with Ps 22, it can be 
presumed that they were aware that, though the psalm begins with lamentation, it 
ends with the praise of God for his deliverance.  In fact, this is a common trajectory 
in the Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer, although this deliverance is sometimes 
anticipated in the future, rather than presently being experienced by the individual or 
community.  In the case of Mark’s use of Ps 22 in his PRN, this trajectory of the 
psalm may provide a hint of Jesus’ ultimate vindication at his death.494  This may 
very well be reflected in the centurion’s confession of Mark 15:39, which is a 
confession of Jesus’ identity as God’s son, and in Mark’s description of Joseph of 
Arimathea as one who is looking forward to (prosdeco,menoj) the kingdom of God in 
15:43, a kingdom of which the psalmist speaks in Ps 22:26-32, especially in the last 
four verses of the psalm.495 Those who take these verses in Mark as echoes of Ps 22 
see similar themes of, (a) the ultimate vindication of God’s Righteous Sufferer; and 
(b) the arrival of the kingdom of God.496  In Ps 22, this arrival of God’s kingdom is 
viewed as a future act (22:27-31), whereas Mark indicates that this has begun at the 
start of Jesus’ ministry497 and that Jesus’ suffering and death play an important role 
in the inauguration of the kingdom.  This may be indicated by his placement of the 
account of the tearing of the temple veil immediately after Jesus dies in Mark 15:38, 
his portrayal of the centurion, a representative of “all nations” in 15:39 (Ps 22:28b) 
as the only one who rightfully confesses him as son of God, and his mention of 
Joseph of Arimathea, who “finds” what he has been waiting for and acts upon it 
(15:43).    

 The final potential allusions to Ps 22 in Mark’s narrative are set in the 
resurrection portion of the PRN. Ps 22:28 speaks of the future worship of God by 
everyone on the earth, and Ps 22:30 states that even those who have died and been 
buried will worship God. The psalm then ends by anticipating the proclamation of 
God and his works (specifically his rescuing of the Righteous Sufferer of the psalm 
in 22:32) to future generations in Ps 22:31-32. Perhaps the affinities with this portion 

                                                 
494 Marcus, “Role,” 210. See my more detailed discussion of this in Chapter 3. 
495 Marcus, “Role,” 210, argues that Mark 15:39-43 are allusions to Ps 22, but acknowledges 

that some regard these as too weak to be certain.  Cf. Brown, Death, 2:1461; and Schwemer, “Jesu 
letze Worte,” 11, for an argument to the contrary. 

496 For example, Gese, “Psalm 22,” 180-201; and Marcus, Way, 180-82. 
497 Mark 1:14, 15. 
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of the psalm in Mark’s resurrection account are not accidental. Jesus has just died, 
his burial being arranged by Joseph of Arimathea (Mark 15:43-46). Yet the young 
man at the tomb announces his resurrection from the grave (Mark 16:6), just as the 
psalm speaks of a type of resurrection of the dead. In addition, the news of Jesus’ 
resurrection is proclaimed by the young man, who then charges the women to 
announce it to the disciples as well (Mark 16:7). Both texts, therefore, deal with 
activities of the formerly dead,498 and the proclamation of the acts of God in rescuing 
his Righteous Sufferer, a proclamation that—regardless of the appearance of a lack 
of obedience on the part of the women (Mark 16:8) —Mark’s implied readers, being 
Christians themselves, would know had been carried out, since they were indeed the 
beneficiaries of that same proclamation.499 

In examining these fainter allusions to Ps 22 throughout Mark’s PRN, it can 
be seen that his account follows the same general plot of the psalm in many ways. 
Many of these shared characteristics are related to Mark’s presentation of Jesus as his 
Righteous Sufferer, who experiences the same types of persecution as the psalmist, 
but also receives the ultimate vindication because he experiences this persecution to 
the very end of his life. Marcus helpfully outlines these shared and similarly ordered 
themes in the following chart: 

 

     Psalm 22   Mark 

Suffering    vv. 2-22  15:20b-37 

Worship of Gentiles   v. 28   15:39 

Kingdom of God    v. 29   15:43 

Resurrection    v. 30   16:6 

Proclamation to God’s people  vv. 31-32  16:7500 

 

                                                 
498 Matt 27:52-53 appears to pick up on this connection in an explicit manner, but more will 

be said about this in Chapter 9. 
499 Marcus, Way, 182, also notes that Mark’s narrative includes these similarities of 

resurrection and proclamation with Ps 22.  
500 Marcus, Way, 182, although Marcus employs the versification of the English translations 

in his chart and throughout his chapter.  
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Although we appear to be on shakier ground when discussing the allusions to 
Ps 22 which are fainter than those generally acknowledged by scholars in Mark 
15:24, 29, 30, 31, and 32, so much so that any one proposed allusion can be disputed 
individually as being too unclear to be regarded as such, the fact that Mark has 
already strongly appealed to the psalm in 15:34 as well as in 15:24-32 gives weight 
to the likelihood that there are indeed other allusions to the psalm sprinkled 
throughout his narrative, and especially in his PRN. In other words, if Mark had not 
clearly used Ps 22 as a background for his portrayal of Jesus’ suffering and death, 
then the fainter allusions would have been less likely to be heard by his implied 
readers. However, since Mark has alluded to other parts of the psalm in addition to 
the citation of Ps 22:2, his implied readers have already been directed to its larger 
context by the time they arrive at Jesus’ cry from the cross in Mark 15:34. It is to this 
intriguing passage that we now turn. 

 
The Language of Mark 15:34  

Before delving into the meaning of the Markan Jesus’ words in Mark 15:34, 
we must examine the language of the verse. This includes any alternative readings 
that may change the force of this phrase, and the strange inclusion of the Aramaic 
before Mark’s own translation of the cry into Greek. 

  The text-critical issues concerning this saying are not terribly problematic 
and are relatively simple to sort out.501 The first group of these includes variations on 
the first word of the Aramaic saying’s second clause lema sabacqani: (1) lima 
sabacqani;502 and (2) lama sabacqani/zafqani.503 The first, like the strongest option, 
is probably also derived from the Aramaic am'l. (“why?”), and can be explained by 
the auditory similarity of the two vowels. The second most likely represents the 
Hebrew aM'l") (“why?”).504  There is also a variant found in codex Bezae (D) which 
contains zafqani, a form of the Hebrew ynIT;b.z:[] (“you have abandoned me”) from Ps 

                                                 
501 Apart from the saying of Jesus in Mark 15:34, the other minor textual variant is found at 

the beginning of the verse, where some manuscripts substitute wra th enath for th|/ evnath| w[ra| (A, C, 
33, and M) . This variant is not included in UBS4, and subsequently in Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual 
Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2d ed; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). 

502 A, f13, 33, and M, for example. 
503 B, D, Q, and vgmss, for example. 
504 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 100. 
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22:2, rather than a form of the Aramaic ynIT;q.b;v. (“you have abandoned me”) which is 
found in the other manuscripts.505 Neither group of variants alters the meaning of the 
phrase, their presence best attributed to their Vorlage.506 

There is only one textual variant that could alter the significance and meaning 
of the passage.  It is the substitution of the verb wvnei,disaj (ovneidi,zw) for evgkate,lipej 
(evgkatalei,pw).  This changes Jesus’ question on the cross from “My God, my God, 
why have you forsaken me?” to “My God, my God, why have you reproached me?” 
This variant reading has very little support, however.507 It is most likely a scribal 
attempt to soften this shocking statement that God has abandoned Jesus into a less 
theologically threatening idea of reproach.508 Perhaps another explanation for the 
occurrence of this variant is the presence of a noun with the same root (o;neidoj) in 
LXX Ps 21:7.509 

The presence of Jesus’ cry from the cross, first in Aramaic and then translated 
into Greek, has generated a variety of questions concerning the reason(s) why Mark 
included the Aramaic, why he then translated it into Greek, and how it fits in with 
and illumines the meaning and function of the phrase in the Markan PRN.  

The labeling of the Markan Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2 as Aramaic is not often 
disputed. Although many see the Matthean citation as a mixture of Aramaic and 
Hebrew, scholars do not propose that such a mixture can be detected in Mark 
15:34.510 The citation in Mark 15:34 constitutes the only scriptural citation in Mark 

                                                 
505 The other manuscripts contain sabacqani, sibakqanei, zabafqanei, or sabacqanei.  
506 See P. J. Williams, “The Linguistic Background to Jesus’ Dereliction Cry (Matthew 

27:46; Mark 15:34)” in The New Testament in Its First Century Setting: Essays on Context and 
Background in Honour of B. W. Winter on His 65th Birthday (eds. P. J. Williams, A. Clarke, P. Head, 
and D. Instone-Brewer; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004), 4-5, for a helpful chart of the witnesses and 
their variants. 

507 This reading is found only in versions of the Western Codex D of the fifth century C.E.   
508 So also Metzger, Textual Commentary, 100. Contra William J. Kenneally, “Eli, Eli, Lema 

Sabactani’ (Mt 27:46),” CBQ 8 (1946): 126, who argues that the variant wvnei,disaj actually 
strengthens evgkate,lipej rather than softening it. Given the context of the psalm, however, it is hard to 
imagine that a reproach from God would be considered by anyone a harsher sentence than being 
abandoned by him altogether! 

509 Although there is considerable difference in the subjects of reproach, where in the LXX 
psalm the ones who reproach the speaker are his enemies. 

510 See Williams, “Linguistic Background,” 1-12, for a detailed explanation of the forming of 
the transliteration of the Aramaic into Greek in Mark 15:34. For a more condensed explanation, see 
Metzger, Textual Commentary, 99-100. 
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that is recorded in Aramaic. This, then, leads to a question crucial for the 
interpretation of the passage: Why did Mark record this cry from the cross in 
Aramaic? This is closely related to another important question: Why did he then 
include his own Greek translation of the Aramaic citation immediately following? 
And why, then, include the Aramaic in the first place, if only to immediately 
translate it into the language of the rest of the gospel?  

There are several important issues involved here. First is an understanding of 
the meaning of the presence of the Aramaic phrase by its relation to the three other 
instances of Aramaic sayings from Jesus in the narrative. Given the repeated 
emphasis of this study on the importance of interpreting Markan passages in light of 
the entire narrative, a consideration of the other passages in Mark which include 
Aramaic words or phrases may shed light on its presence in Mark 15:34. At the very 
least it will highlight the similarities and differences between the narrative 
circumstances within which the phrases are used. The second, and related, issue 
concerns the function of the presence of the Aramaic phrase in Mark 15:34 in 
providing information about Mark’s implied reader/audience. Third is the issue of 
the influence of the phrase in Mark’s overall portrayal of Jesus as his Righteous 
Sufferer. 

Mark includes Aramaic utterances in only three other places in his gospel 
narrative.511 The first, in Mark 5:41, comes in the context of Jesus’ raising of Jairus’ 
daughter. Here, in the midst of his performing the quite miraculous feat of raising the 
girl from apparent death, Jesus speaks to her in Aramaic, which is recorded by Mark: 
taliqa koum, and then translated: to. kora,sion( soi. le,gw( e;geire (“I say to you, girl, 
rise up!”). Similarly, in Mark 7:34, Jesus utters the Aramaic effaqa, which Mark 
translates as “Be opened” (dianoi,cqhti), which results in the opening of the ears and 
the tongue of a man formerly deaf and mute (7:31-37). Both of these utterances are 

                                                 
511 Excluding the word korba/n in 7:11, which appears to function as a technical term in the 

narrative, rather than as a word of power or great significance (like those in 5:41 and 7:34); Contra 
Christoph Burchard “Markus 15:34,” ZNW 74 (1983): 8-9. Note that ẁsanna, (11:9, 10) is also 
Aramaic, but is a loanword by the time of Mark’s gospel. Also excluded are Aramaic names within 
the gospel. 
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given in order to grant physical healing. In addition, both result in provoking awe 
from those around him (Mark 5:42; 7:37).512  

The final instance of Aramaic in Mark’s narrative is located in Jesus’ prayer 
to God in the garden of Gethsemane (Mark 14:36). Here Jesus addresses God as 
abba. Unlike the other instances of Aramaic, Mark does not offer a formal translation 
of the phrase, although perhaps his inclusion of ò path,r immediately following the 
word is meant to be regarded as such, rather than standing in parallel to the preceding 
Aramaic title. It is also possible that the entire phrase abba ò path,r had become a 
catchphrase by the time of Mark’s gospel (note that the phrase appears twice in 
Paul’s letters [Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6]). All three instances of this phrase (including 
Mark) are present in the context of the speaker crying out to God, which indicates 
that abba o` path,r was likely part of the early Christian vocabulary of direct address 
to God in prayer.  

It is difficult to determine what impact this Aramaic word abba might have 
had on Mark’s implied readers, since it is possible that it had already been adopted 
into the common vocabulary of Greek-speaking Jews to the extent that its Aramaic 
origins may have been lost on the readers.513 Underscoring this instance of Aramaic, 
then, might give too much attention to a word that may have had little impact on 
Mark’s implied readers. 

What do these other instances tell us about Mark’s inclusion of Aramaic in 
Mark 15:34? Unfortunately, they do not tell us much. It is the differences between 
these instances and the one in Mark 15:34 that are highlighted by comparison. For 
instance, unlike in Mark 5:41 and 7:34, Jesus does not use Aramaic to call down 
power from God on behalf of others. In addition, as noted earlier, the Aramaic phrase 
in Mark 15:34 is a citation from scripture, unlike the other instances of the language. 
What is clear from our examination of Mark’s narrative at this point is that Mark 
rarely includes Aramaic, and when he does, he most often provides his own 
translation as a narrative aside.  

                                                 
512 Although the awe of those who witness these healings probably should not be understood 

as being evoked by the Markan Jesus’ use of these Aramaic words, but by the actions that go with 
them that result in the healings themselves (5:42; 7:37b). 

513 For a fruitful discussion of the Gethsemane account in Mark’s gospel, see Feldmeier, Die 
Krisis des Gottessohnes. 
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Why include the Aramaic if only immediately to provide the translation into 
Greek? It is possible that Mark’s inclusion of the Aramaic was meant to serve as an 
authentication of Jesus’ sayings as they are presented in his gospel. This strategy 
would serve to show historical particularity, i.e., to emphasize the historical rooted-
ness of the events as Mark has narrated them.514  

Others have suggested that the interplay between the presence of Aramaic 
phrases and their subsequent interpretations in Mark’s gospel is designed to indicate 
to his implied readers a subversion of the “Nomena Barbera,” foreign exotic 
expressions uttered by magicians in order to wield supernatural powers. Thus, 
although it may briefly appear that Jesus is uttering magical incantations and is 
therefore presented as a magician, the immediate presence of Mark’s own translation 
of these words deprives it of its magical value.515 Therefore, Mark indicates to his 
readers that the words themselves have no power, but rather that it is the person of 
Jesus who possesses this power from God, and he therefore does not need to attempt 
a manipulation of him through (futile) magical incantations in order to accomplish 
mighty deeds.  

How does this interpretation relate to Jesus’ speaking of Aramaic in Mark’s 
crucifixion scene? Those who argue for this view see Mark’s presentation of the 
crucifixion as a numinous event which is not a result of Jesus’ skills of manipulation 
as a magician, but rather as a moment of divine revelation. This is reminiscent of 
Moses’ stand-off with Pharaoh’s priests of Exod 7:8-13, where divine power is 
proven superior to that of magicians’ tricks. Given Mark’s socio-cultural context, this 
is entirely plausible, although there are not any clear indications that this is the point 
of Mark 15:34.  

Another possible (and not mutually exclusive) interpretation of the purpose of 
the Aramaic citation in Mark 15:34 is to simply show that Jesus is a pious Jew who 
dies with the words of the scriptures on his lips in his native tongue, rather than in a 
tongue of the Gentiles, just as he addressed God in the garden on the night of his 
arrest (14:36). According to Brown,  

                                                 
514 There may also be an element of showing off here, if Mark’s inclusion of Aramaic phrases 

is meant to demonstrate to his readers his intricate knowledge of the events in Jesus’ life. 
515 See, for example, Hurtado, Mark, 87, 119-120; Juel, Exegesis, 115. 
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Mark calls our attention to this contrast between the two prayers and makes it 
more poignant by reporting the address in each prayer in Jesus’ own tongue: 
‘Abba’ and ‘Eloi,’ thus giving the impression of words coming genuinely 
from Jesus’ heart, as distinct from the rest of his words that have been 
preserved in a foreign language (Greek). As he faces the agony of death, the 
Marcan Jesus is portrayed as resorting to his mother tongue.516 

As has been demonstrated in the previous chapter of this study, that a Jew would cite 
a psalm at the moment of crisis and that it should be Ps 22 should not be surprising 
given its circulation and use in prayer during the first century C.E.517  

 What might Mark’s inclusion of the Aramaic citation of Ps 22:2 indicate 
about his implied audience? What cannot be assumed is that Mark’s implied readers 
would have had no Aramaic background and would thus have needed a translation in 
Greek in order to understand the passage.  As we have seen above, it is highly 
possible that Mark included his translations for theological and christological reasons 
that would have been recognized and appreciated by his audience. We will likely 
never have the definitive answer concerning the motivation behind Mark’s inclusion 
of Aramaic in these passages, and more important for our purposes, in his citation of 
Ps 22:2, or its impact on Mark’s original readers. With reference to Mark’s narrative, 
however, we can underscore the importance of the phrase in Mark 15:34b in its 
existence as the singular citation of the scriptures in Aramaic, as well as its function 
to slow down the narrative tempo even further by way of its companion translation in 
Greek in 15:34c.518  

Something must also be said concerning the provenance of the Greek 
translation of Jesus’ cry at the end of the verse. Was Mark using another intertext for 
this translation (e. g., OG, another Greek translation, or a proto-Masoretic text), or is 
this translation his own derived from the Aramaic citation that precedes it? As I have 
argued in Chapter 6, the relatively close adherence of the translation to the LXX that 
we now have does not necessarily suggest that Mark was using this as his intertext, 

                                                 
516 Brown, Death, 2:1046-47. 
517 Reumann, “Psalm 22,” 48, suggests that this might even have evolved into a proverbial 

saying during the first century C.E. 
518 Lindars, New Testament Apologetic, 89, suggests that Mark’s concern for accuracy (in 

including the Aramaic and a Greek translation) may be explained by its use in liturgy at the time. 
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as some have assumed.519 Although it is not clear exactly what source, if any, Mark 
is using here, it does appear to be an accurate translation of the Aramaic that 
precedes it.520    

 

Only Ps 22:2? 
 Is Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2 from the cross an atomistic citation, or is the 
larger psalmic context meant to be invoked and to interpret its new context of the 
Markan Jesus’ crucifixion? As I have already underscored at the beginning of this 
study, this issue is one of great importance for interpreting the Markan PRN, and is 
also a matter of debate among Markan scholars. The ramifications of interpreting the 
verse from either direction are glaring in their contrast: Either the Markan Jesus is to 
be seen as a man despairing of his circumstances with no hope in sight of an answer 
from God, or he is pictured as one who, although experiencing great suffering, also 
expresses the hope that God will vindicate him for all the world to see, just as God 
vindicated the Righteous Sufferer of the psalm (Ps 22:22b-32). 
 As we have seen from the introduction and the survey of literature in Chapter 
1 of this study, much of what has been written on this subject has fallen into a 
different kind of either/or trap than the one posed above. Each group stands at the 
opposite ends of the spectrum (from the utter rejection of the relevance of the psalm 
to the assumption without evidence that the whole is in view) and their reactions are 
as extreme as the positions they hold. One typical reaction is to attempt to enlighten 
those who stand on the other side. The other is merely to dismiss with distain the 
others’ perceived naïveté or rampant suspicion, and question the motivation behind 
their interpretation. Among those who argue that Mark 15:34 should be regarded as 
an atomistic citation of Ps 22:2, some appeal to the “standard” Jewish practice of 
extracting a scripture from its original context,521 and the lack of obvious indications 
in Mark’s narrative that the thanksgiving portion of the psalm is in view,522 

                                                 
519 E. g., Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” whose argument is based on the assumption that 

Mark’s citation comes from LXX Ps 21. 
520 See Schwemer, “Jesu letze Worte,” 12-15, who argues that Mark’s Greek translation is 

derived from the Aramaic. 
521 Juel, Exegesis, 114-16. Cf. also his general discussion concerning Jewish methods of 

atomistic exegesis (in response to Dodd, According): Exegesis, 21. 
522 Hooker, Mark, 376; Brown, Death, 2:1045-47; Schwemer, “Jesu letze Worte,” 14. 
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wondering aloud at the efficacy of citing this particular portion of the psalm if Jesus’ 
cry is meant to be portrayed as a cry of victory or hope in the face of despair.523 

In Chapter 5 of this study I examined the evidence of the presence of incipits 
in the scriptures, at Qumran, and in rabbinic literature, and addressed the question of 
whether there is sufficient plausibility from this evidence that Mark used Ps 22:2 in 
Mark 15:34 in this manner and that his implied readers would have been expected to 
recognize its presence in his account of Jesus’ crucifixion. I have argued that there is 
indeed enough evidence to suggest that this is plausible in light of the socio-cultural 
context in which Mark’s gospel was written. The fact that the tangible evidence for 
incipits in Jewish literature chronologically brackets and overlaps with the era in 
which Mark’s gospel was written increases this plausibility. This, combined with the 
observations of Chapter 4 of this study—that Mark often does not use citations and 
allusions to the scriptures atomistically, but provides hints that the larger context of 
the passage is relevant for interpreting his own narrative—give even greater weight 
to the argument that Mark is drawing on this literary/liturgical strategy in Jesus’ 
citation of Ps 22:2 from the cross. Furthermore, the invocation of the remainder of Ps 
22 when interpreting the Markan Jesus’ crucifixion is consistent with Mark’s other 
interests in his overall narrative—interests which have been discussed extensively in 
Chapters 3 and 6 as well as the present one. These include, (a) the presentation of 
Jesus as his Righteous Sufferer, who is in line with the previous Righteous Sufferers 
of Jewish history and the more contemporary Qumran community but supersedes 
them with respect to both the extent of his righteousness and the form and extent of 
his vindication; (b) Mark’s concern to prepare his implied readers to anticipate the 
vindication via resurrection of Jesus after his suffering and death; and (c) his 
inclusion of other allusions to Ps 22 in the immediate cotext of Mark 15:34 as well as 
throughout the PRN and in other portions of the gospel. The combined force of these 
distinct lines of evidence supports the argument that has been put forward in this 
study since the opening chapter: The Markan Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 
15:34 would have indicated to his implied readers that the whole psalm has 
interpretive merit for understanding the meaning of Mark’s overall presentation of 
Jesus’ suffering, death, and resurrection.  

                                                 
523 Gundry, Apology, 966; Brown, Death, 2:1050-51; Hunter, Gospel, 144; Vincent Taylor, 

Jesus and His Sacrifice: A Study of the Passion-Sayings in the Gospels (London: Macmillan, 1937), 
161. 
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Interpreting Mark 15:34 in Light of Ps 22: Some Other Approaches 
Two other strategies of interpretation employed by scholars concerning Mark 

15:34 will be discussed before examining the effects of this psalm in understanding 
Mark’s presentation of Jesus as his Righteous Sufferer throughout the gospel and 
especially in Jesus’ cry from the cross in his PRN. Both approaches are thematic in 
nature. One strategy locates a particular theme within the actual citation of Ps 22:2 in 
Mark 15:34 and then discusses other passages in Mark’s gospel which deal with this 
same theme.524 The other approach links a theme found in Ps 22 itself with that same 
theme in Mark’s own narrative. Both are inadequate in that they fail to interpret 
Jesus’ cry from the cross with a measure of sensitivity to Mark’s narrative as a 
whole.  This is not to mean that all of these ignore the narrative and interpret Mark 
15:34 in a vacuum. Rather, the accusation that they lack sensitivity to the narrative 
stems from their general methodological approach that tends to pick through the 
narrative in the search for passages that support the theme that they deem the most 
significant for interpreting Mark 15:34. It is not that the search for an overall theme 
is a faulty methodology in and of itself, but the practice of these scholars with which 
I take issue is that they take this “overarching” theme in hand and superimpose it 
back onto Mark 15:34 without regard for the overall Markan portrait of Jesus, the 
different nuances of the theme in the narrative itself, or the surrounding context of 
Mark 15. In addition, it must be observed that the practice of noting a pervasive 
theme in a narrative does not automatically constitute a narrative reading, because 
this practice can lead to an ignoring of other relevant information in the narrative 
which does not conveniently fit into an overarching schema.  
 An example of the first strategy of interpretation—where Mark 15:34 is 
interpreted by a thematic link within the explicit citation of Ps 22:2—can be found in 
William S. Campbell’s 2004 SBL paper, “Why Did You Abandon Me?’ 
Abandonment Christology in Mark’s Gospel.”525 Campbell argues that Mark 15:34 
should be read at “face value” as strictly a cry of abandonment on the basis of a 
theme of isolation and abandonment throughout the gospel.  He sees this theme of 

                                                 
524 Cf. the survey of interpretation in Chapter 1 of this study, where I interact with Danker, 

“Demonic Secret,” 48-69, who virtually ignores the influence of the psalmic citation in Mark 15:34 in 
favor of an interpretation of this verse which involves the theme of demonic possession in Mark. 

525 William S. Campbell, “Why Did You Abandon Me?’ Abandonment Christology in 
Mark’s Gospel” (paper presented at the annual meeting of the SBL, San Antonio, TX, November 22, 
2004), 1-15. 
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abandonment culminating in Jesus’ climactic claim of abandonment by God on the 
cross.  He argues that Mark’s reader has been prepared to expect this abandonment 
by God because the gospel recounts Jesus’ abandonment by various groups of people 
in the course of the narrative.  Campbell’s paper is a step-by-step examination of the 
portions of the narrative that present Jesus’ one time supporters rejecting and 
abandoning Jesus and his mission.  Campbell examines how Jesus’ neighbors, 
family, disciples (especially Peter), the crowd, and the bandits that are crucified with 
him abandon Jesus as the narrative progresses.  This leads him to read Mark 15:34 
strictly as an indication that God, like the others, has abandoned Jesus in his moment 
of need. 
 Although it is clear that those around Jesus reject and abandon him in his 
journey toward the cross during the course of Mark’s narrative, there is no indication 
that God does or will do so.  It is one thing for sinful and shortsighted humans to fail 
to fully grasp Jesus’ purpose (for this is clearly the reason that Mark himself gives 
for the people’s rejection and abandonment of Jesus: cf. Mark 6:1-6), but it is quite 
another thing to claim that God does this.  Although the reader may be prepared to 
expect repeated abandonment by humans in the narrative, there is no indication until 
Mark 15:34 that God will abandon Jesus!  In fact, in Mark’s narrative, those who 
abandon Jesus are precisely those who “don’t get it right” concerning Jesus’ mission.  
If we include God in this group of people, does this imply that he doesn’t “get it” 
either?  Or are these people validated in their decision to reject and abandon Jesus?  
These are the types of severe problems that arise when one follows Campbell’s 
methodology to the end.526   
 Examples abound of the second strategy of interpretation, which links themes 
found in other portions of the psalm with the citation of Mark 15:34 as a way of 
interpreting the Markan passage. Suggested themes include, (a) opposition; (b) 
judgment; and (c) the kingdom of God celebrated in the Eucharist.  
 In her expansive monograph on Jesus’ cry from the cross, Caza argues that, 
since there is a lack of sufficient evidence for the usage of incipits during the first 

                                                 
526 See Burchard, “Markus 15:34,” 1-11, who also argues that Mark’s narrative does not 

prepare the reader to expect Jesus’ abandonment by God (although I disagree with his other 
conclusions – that Jesus’ cry is meant to be interpreted as a sign of his power; see my comments on 
this type of interpretation below). Cf. also Walter Hasenzahl, Die Gottverlassenheit des Christus nach 
dem Kreuzeswort bei Matthäus und Markus und das christologische Verständnis des griechischen 
Psalters (BFCT 39; Gütersloh: Bertelsmann, 1937), for a discussion of this psalm and the themes of 
abandonment and Christology in the LXX, NT, Gos. Pet., and the works of Athanasius and Luther. 
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century C.E., the primary indicator that more of the psalm is in view in Mark’s gospel 
than the first verse is the presence of the theme of the speaker’s persecution by his 
enemies.527 She particularly focuses on the surrounding account of the crucifixion, 
underscoring the important role that the persecutors play in moving the narrative 
toward Jesus’ death in Mark 15:29-32, and 36.528 This linking theme then allows her 
to bring in other aspects of the psalm which help to interpret the surrounding account 
of the Markan Jesus’ crucifixion. 

Similarly, Schmidt sees in Ps 22 and Mark 15 the theme of judgment, i.e., the 
judgment of the Jews (in Mark 15, those who initiate Jesus’ suffering and death and 
then mock him during his crucifixion) which results in the acceptance of the Gentiles 
into God’s salvation plan.529 In fact, he sees judgment as the theme which unifies the 
whole of Mark 15:33-39, most clearly indicated in the presence of darkness and the 
tearing of the temple veil.530 According to Schmidt, Jesus’ citation from the cross in 
Mark 15:34 is not spoken from his own perspective, but rather is meant to be 
understood as words spoken on behalf of the Jewish people. Thus, it is the Jews who 
are being abandoned by God as judgment for their rejection of Jesus, rather than 
Jesus himself being abandoned by God.531 This focus on judgment which results in 
the worship of the Gentiles stems from his location of the same theme in the 
thanksgiving portion of Ps 22:22b-32.532 

In the survey of interpretation in Chapter 1, I noted that Gese has argued that the 
eschatological theme of Ps 22:22b-32 provides the interpretive key for understanding 
the Markan Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2. More specifically, he sees the original 
liturgical context of the tôdā meal as the background of the psalm which is then 

                                                 
527 Caza, Mon Dieu. 
528 Caza, Mon Dieu, 419. 
529 Thomas E. Schmidt, “Cry of Dereliction or Cry of Judgment? Mark 15:34 in Context,” 

BBR 4 (1994): 145-53.  
530 Schmidt, “Cry,” 145. 
531 Schmidt, “Cry,” 146, 151-52. He argues that the darkness of Mark 15:33 is not merely a 

description of the setting of the crucifixion, but functions in conjunction with Jesus’ cry as a 
pronouncement of judgment, 147. 

532 But contra Schmidt, it is difficult to see where judgment per se fits in to this portion of the 
psalm, unless one takes it as an implicit verdict on the speaker’s persecutors (Ps 22: 7-9, 13-14, 17-19) 
that the Gentiles will soon worship God. This, however, assumes that the psalmist’s enemies are 
Jewish, which is not apparent from the psalm. At any rate, it is not clear to me that judgment is a 
dominant theme of the latter half of Ps 22. Schmidt would have done well to prove this rather than 
assume it. 
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linked to the Eucharist, a reconstruction of the death and resurrection of Jesus. The 
fulfillment of Ps 22 is carried out in the event of Jesus’ death and resurrection, and 
the Eucharist is a confession of this event, just as the tôdā was the confession of the 
individual’s rescue by God.533  

Although these thematic approaches to the interpretation of Mark 15:34 do 
contribute to our understanding of the passage and to the discussion in general, they 
fall short of a robust reading of the narrative. This is due to the inherent nature of this 
type of thematic approach to narrative (and to intertextuality), which automatically 
excludes elements of relevance which do not fit in the schema from which the 
observations begin. As will be argued more extensively in the concluding section of 
this chapter (when we have all of our evidence laid out before us), the interpretive 
import of Mark’s citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34, and by extension the rest of the 
psalm, is not bound to merely one linking theme between the intertexts. Instead the 
link is present by way of the presentation of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer like that of 
the psalm. Thus, the connection between the texts is one of identity, rather than 
theme. This approach can encompass all the individual themes which are shared 
between Ps 22 and Mark’s narrative without excluding any relevant ones or elevating 
any one to an artificial status of importance. 

 
Mark 15:34 in Its Narrative Context  

Let us now examine the meaning and function of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 in light 
of Mark’s narrative, with particular attention to the surrounding context of Jesus’ cry 
from the cross, and with an aim to interpret this passage in light of Mark’s overall 
portrayal of the person of Jesus in the whole gospel. This method is distinguished 
from the ones critiqued above in, (a) its sensitivity to the intricate layers of the 
narrative, a narrative which includes many different themes rather than a singular 
theme; and (b) its resistance to the extraction of the text from its surrounding cotext 
and its interpretation in isolation. Thus, for instance, passages that deal with the 
theme of abandonment interwoven throughout Mark’s narrative may inform our 
understanding of Mark 15:34, but are in no way given priority over the apparent use 
of the word in the present cotext (i.e., they are not superimposed onto the passage at 
hand lest they silence its own voice and impact in the narrative). In fact, the issue of 

                                                 
533 Gese, “Psalm 22,” 198-200. Yet one might wonder where there are any indications in Mark’s 

account of the crucifixion that the Eucharist is in view, as this does not appear to be the concern of 
Mark at this point. 
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abandonment in Mark 15:34—the portion of Jesus’ words which serves as the most 
problematic for interpreters, and yet is the most dynamic—will prove a prime subject 
with which to demonstrate the type of narrative reading for which I am calling. The 
following exercise, then, will focus on several questions which are brought to the 
fore when we embark on a close reading of the Markan Jesus’ crucifixion in light of 
his words from the cross:  

1) Does Mark 15:34 really imply abandonment by God in the sense of the 
removal of his presence? What does “abandonment” (evgkatalei,pw) mean 
here and elsewhere?  

2) How does the fact that the speaker of Ps 22 turns out not to be abandoned by 
God affect the interpretation of the Markan Jesus’ cry from the cross (if it 
does at all)? Is there any indication in Mark 15 that God heard Jesus’ cry just 
as he did the psalmist’s? 

3) Can a supposed abandonment of Jesus by God in Mark 15 be reconciled with 
the other passages in Mark’s narrative which portray the relationship between 
Father and Son? 

4) If the Markan Jesus is found not to be abandoned by God in the narrative, 
how is this reconciled with Jesus’ apparent suffering and death? 

 
Fundamental to an understanding of the Markan Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2  

is the meaning of the phrase eivj ti, evgkate,lipe,j meÈ. More specifically, what does the 
Aramaic word qbv,534 from which sabacqani is transliterated, and its translation 
evgkate,lipe,j me mean? Both qbv and the Hebrew bz[ (MT) have the sense of 
“leaving.”535 What does this “leaving” entail? Is it a complete abandonment, i.e, 
leaving alone (in this case, God removing his presence from the speaker), or could it 
have the sense of leaving helpless? Gould argues that in Ps 22 the meaning is the 
latter, i.e., that God has not withdrawn his presence but his help, which results in the 

                                                 
534 Williams, “Linguistic Background,” 4. 
535 The suggestion of Dan Cohn-Sherbok, “Jesus’ Cry on the Cross: An Alternative View,” 

ExpTim 93 (1982): 215-17, that the Aramaic behind the citation here is not from Ps 22:2 but is the 

rhetorical question “My God, My God why have you praised me?,” derived from the word ynIT'x.B;v; 
which he argues is transliterated in Greek in exactly the same way as Ps 22:2, should be dismissed, 
since he offers no evidence upon which to base his suggestion. 
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psalmist being delivered over to his persecutors.536 In addition, as has been 
previously noted, only one other time outside of Ps 22 is God said to have actually 
abandoned an individual.537 Despite these observations, however, it is not possible to 
determine which meaning applies to the Markan Jesus from the meaning of the word 
alone. The narrative cotext of the citation from the cross must be used as an 
interpretive tool in uncovering the meaning of the phrase as it is used in its Markan 
context. What is helpful from this general discussion of the meaning of sabacqani is 
that it highlights the existence of possible nuances of the term—the meaning of 
“abandon” in Mark 15:34 may not be as obvious as is often assumed. 
 The speaker in Ps 22 begins his psalm by lamenting the apparent silence from 
and/or absence of God in helping him in his hour of need. However, later in the 
psalm the speaker praises God for saving him from his enemies (22:22b), and even 
states that God did not hide his face (in the sense of presence in the LXX: to. 
pro,swpon) from him, and heard his cry (22:25b). Although the psalmist indeed 
temporarily felt that God had left him at the mercy of his enemies, it turns out that 
God listened to his cry and acted on his behalf to rescue him. Are there any 
indications in the immediate context of Mark 15:34 that suggest that the same fate 
awaits Jesus, or at least that God will listen, or is listening, to his cry? In Chapter 3 of 
this study several events surrounding the crucifixion of Jesus were examined as 
indications that God would vindicate his Righteous Sufferer, Jesus, after his death. I 
have argued that the tearing of the temple veil in Mark 15:38, by its very nature a 
supernatural event, suggests that it is God’s immediate response to Jesus’ death 
(15:37). Like a similar tearing (sci,zw) of the heavens at his baptism (Mark 1:9-11), it 
functions in several ways. First, it indicates that God condones Jesus’ actions. 
Second, it underscores his continued relationship with his son. Third, it anticipates 
the future vindication that will take place in the form of his resurrection from the 
dead.  

Similarly, the centurion’s confession signals within the narrative the 
recognition by at least one witness that Jesus’ relationship with God does not cease 
upon his crucifixion. This is indicated by Mark’s narrative placement of the 

                                                 
536 Ezra P. Gould, The Gospel According to Mark (ICC; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1896), 294. So 

also Kenneally, “Eli,” 129, (appealing to Gesenius), who states that this meaning is indicated by the 
combination of the verb with the accusative of the person.  

537 2 Chr 32:31. 
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confession (following the tearing of the temple veil), and by the physical position of 
the centurion in facing the cross while uttering his exclamation of Jesus’ identity (it 
is the manner in which Jesus’ dies which inspires the confession). 

Finally, the ultimate indication of God’s presence with Jesus is found in the 
last scene of the gospel, where Jesus’ resurrection from the dead is announced to the 
women at the tomb in Mark 16:6. Thus, in an even more spectacular display of 
deliverance than that of the psalmist’s experience, Jesus is rescued by God from the 
grave itself.  

All of these events in the immediate context of Jesus’ crucifixion serve in one 
respect as narrative indicators that, like the psalmist, the Markan Jesus has not been 
abandoned by God in the sense that the presence of God has left him altogether. 
Instead these phenomena suggest that the “abandonment” of Jesus refers to his 
helpless situation at the hands of his enemies.538 Knowing the outcome of the psalm 
which Jesus begins to cite, however, Mark’s implied readers would also have been 
aware that the psalmist did indeed experience vindication by God from his enemies; 
that God did not leave him to despair but heard his cry and answered it. This would 
likely have had a profound impact on their own understanding of Jesus’ passion and 
resurrection in general, and his cry from the cross in particular. 
 One of the most important indications that God did not “abandon” Jesus (in 
the sense of a withdrawal of his presence) is in the way God interacts with Jesus at 
other points in the Markan narrative. How has Mark presented the relationship 
between Jesus and God? In both instances where God speaks in the Markan 
narrative, he affirms Jesus’ ministry and makes clear that his relationship with his 
son is one of love (Mark 1:11; 9:7). Additionally, in 14:36, Mark again highlights 
this close relationship by narrating how Jesus goes to God in his hour of need and 
addresses him as abba. Given this portrayal of closeness between Father and son, it 
would then seem counterproductive and counterintuitive for Mark to undermine this 
relationship by asserting that God has left his son at his darkest hour.  Once again, 
the centurion’s comment in Mark 15:39 may function as an implicit reaffirmation of 
the relationship between God and Jesus. Despite death and apparent defeat (and 
precisely in this event), the two are “in this together.” 

                                                 
538 Burchard, “Markus 15:34,” 6-7, believes that the darkness in Mark 15:33 may also be an 

indication that God is with him and has not abandoned him (by its essence as a supernatural display of 
power).  
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Although it is difficult to understand exactly what is entailed in the 
“abandonment” of Mark 15:34 when one examines it as part of the citation alone, 
other events in the Markan narrative can shed light on how his implied readers up to 
this point would have understood the relationship between God and Jesus, and thus 
would have understood this citation from the cross. The events of Jesus’ baptism and 
transfiguration, his prayer in the garden, the tearing of the veil, the confession of the 
centurion, and, most importantly, his resurrection from the dead, all serve to indicate 
that God’s presence was not removed in Jesus’ ordeal at the hands of his persecutors. 
Nevertheless, this is not to mitigate the extent to which Jesus is presented as 
suffering before and on the cross. To say that he was not abandoned, or that the 
whole of Ps 22 is in view in Mark 15:34, is not necessarily a refusal to recognize 
Mark’s depiction of his suffering. The psalmist clearly suffered at the hands of his 
enemies (Ps 22:2, 7-9, 13-19). So also, in Mark, Jesus’ experience on the cross 
involved suffering and death, a fact which cannot and should not be ignored. Jesus’ 
suffering is clearly an important emphasis in Mark’s gospel as a whole, as evidenced, 
for instance, by his repeated passion-resurrection predictions dispersed throughout 
the gospel (Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34).  
 
 
Mark 15:34 and Psalm 22 

In Chapter 1 of this study I briefly surveyed Vernon Robbins’ work on the 
function of Ps 22 in Mark’s PRN.539 Although a significant portion of his essay is 
devoted to the argument that there is an intertextual relationship between Mark’s 
crucifixion account and the accounts of the Sacian feast of Dio Chrysostom’s 
Oration 4, it is his work on the rhetorical effect of the allusions and citation of Ps 22 
which is of interest here.540 
 In the process of examining how Mark includes language from Ps 22, 
Robbins comes to the conclusion that the presence in the narrative of the allusions 
and citation of the psalm in reverse order from the psalm suggests that Mark’s 
account is meant to be read as a subversion of the rhetoric of the psalm.  He accuses 
those who read Mark 15:34 as a cry that carries with it a positive meaning of 
imposing the rhetoric of Ps 22 upon the rhetoric of Mark’s passion narrative.  The 

                                                 
539 Robbins, “Reversed Contextualization,” 1161-1183. 
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psalmist expresses hope to the end, whereas Jesus’ last words are an expression of 
abandonment.  He reads Jesus’ expression as a question that is void of any hope for 
rescue, as it is the final “word” from Ps 22 in the Markan narrative.541   
 Robbin’s approach and conclusion raise fundamental questions concerning 
the nature of the relationship between Ps 22 and Mark’s appropriation of it in his 
narrative of Jesus’ death and resurrection. These are questions that we have 
highlighted previously, but they bear repeating again: What is the relationship 
between the events in the story of Jesus’ crucifixion as narrated in Mark and the 
events that take place in the account of the persecution of the psalmist in Ps 22?  Do 
the events of the narrative of Jesus’ crucifixion lead the writer to see affinities 
between the Jesus story and Ps 22? Or does Mark’s alleged “reverse” use of Ps 22 
become primary, thus driving the narrative of the passion? If the latter, then how do 
we regard the surrounding events in Mark’s narrative which do not fit into the 
scheme of Ps 22 (e.g. the offering of o;xoj in Mark 15:36)? Which text, then, should 
receive priority to influence interpretation: Mark’s narrative or Ps 22?  

Throughout this study I have called for an interpretation of Mark’s use of Ps 
22 in his PRN that gives priority of place to his own narrative. To take the Markan 
narrative as the driving force and determining factor of interpretation is to guard 
against reading into Jesus’ cry from the cross the constraints of the psalm. This does 
not mean to say that Mark ignores the plot of the psalm and the plight of the 
Righteous Sufferer in it and fails to use it to illumine his own presentation of Jesus. 
In fact, from the beginning of this study it has been my aim to show that Mark indeed 
does intend Ps 22 to inform his narrative.   
 Furthermore, Mark’s appropriation of the psalm fits well into an account of 
the sufferings of a man being crucified. Thus, in one sense it is a matter of 
practicality. The order of the Ps 22 allusions and citations may be best accounted for 
by their fit into the larger plot of the events of Jesus’ trial and crucifixion, and not by 
some imposed rhetorical structure around which the story of Jesus’ crucifixion is 
built. For example, would it have made sense for Mark to present the climactic cry of 
abandonment before the climax of the crucifixion? Given the plot of the passion 
story (trial  abuse  crucifixion), the respective allusions to Ps 22 “make sense” in 
the places in which we find them.  Would they have made sense in a different place?  
If not, can we with any confidence attribute a rhetorical motivation for the inclusion 

                                                 
541 Robbins, “Reversed Contextualization,” 1179. 
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and order of these allusions?  Although this type of argument may sound similar to 
the “chicken and the egg” conundrum (which came first, the narrative events, or the 
rhetorical ordering of Ps 22 allusions?), it touches upon the deeper issue of the 
priority of the author to adopt or adapt (or, according to Robbins, subvert) the 
original context in order to serve his own interests. Yet, Robbins appears to ignore 
the function of the inclusion of elements from Ps 22 in Mark’s larger PRN, instead 
focusing only on the function of the allusions and citation of Ps 22 in their relation to 
each other (in reversed order), and contrasting this order with the psalm itself. 
Robbins asserts that his interpretation gives priority to Mark’s narrative; yet, in the 
end, Robbins’ focus is not on the Markan narrative of Jesus’ death, but on the 
subverted narrative of the psalmist. 

Supposing that the order of the allusions and citation in the Markan narrative 
would have elicited the interpretation Robbins supports, this reversed order is not as 
neat and tidy as it appears to him.  The order is interrupted when one takes the 
centurion’s confession of Mark 15:39 as an allusion to the worship of the nations in 
the thanksgiving section of the psalm, which follows the supposed last word of 
despair on the cross.  

Most importantly, this “subversive” order is completely turned on its head 
with the inclusion of Mark’s resurrection account in 16:1-8! If Mark had meant to 
leave his implied readers with the impression that Jesus was completely and utterly 
abandoned by God without receiving his intervention as the psalmist had, why did he 
include such a triumphant ending of vindication in his narrative? It seems to me that 
the most effective means of achieving the type of impression Robbins’ sees in the 
crucifixion account would have been to leave Jesus on the cross with these damning 
words on his lips as he breathes his last; but Mark’s narrative does nothing of the 
sort! It provides implicit signs of affirmation and validation in the form of the tearing 
of the temple veil and the centurion’s confession, and ends with the ultimate direct 
instance of vindication in Jesus’ resurrection from the dead. If there is any 
subversion in Mark’s PRN, it is the subversion of death’s power over Jesus!  

 
 
Mark 15:34 and 15:37 

After his citation from Ps 22:2 (and the misunderstanding it causes in Mark 
15:35-36), the Markan Jesus gives a final loud cry, fwnh.n mega,lhn , and breathes his 
last (15:37). Is there any relationship between his last recorded words and his final 
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inarticulate cry? What is the significance of this verse? Some recent scholars, as well 
as ancient ones, have seen in the last cry of Jesus evidence of his power in giving up 
his life voluntarily.542 Others see this as evidence that Jesus actually spoke the full 
psalm on the cross, appealing to the shared manner in which Jesus uttered both of 
these, i.e., in a loud voice (fwnh/| mega,lh|, fwnh.n mega,lhn).543 Brown suggests that 
Jesus’ final cry should be understood as one made in prayer, since “prayers made 
with a loud cry are relatively frequent in the biblical story.”544 Supporting this is the 
observation that the Jewish ritual of afternoon prayers took place during the ninth 
hour.545  
 All of the above suggestions are speculative, at best. The most helpful 
observation concerning the relationship between Mark 15:34 and 15:37, not 
surprisingly, takes into account the latter’s presence in the narrative sequence of the 
crucifixion account. Hurtado sees a link in the loud cry of Mark 15:37 with the 
tearing of the temple veil, which immediately follows in 15:38.546 This is supported 
by the presence of the conjunction kai, at the beginning of Mark 15:38, which 
suggests a linking of the two verses. This is in contrast to the presence of the 
disjunctive de, at the beginning of Mark 15:37, which indicates a subtle distancing 
from 15:36, and another de, immediately following in 15:39. While the significance of 
these words should not be exaggerated, it does at least suggest that Mark 15:37 and 
15:38 should be considered together as events in close relationship to one another.547 
By understanding Jesus’ loud cry of Mark 15:37 in light of the tearing of the temple 

                                                 
542 Burchard, “Markus 15:34,” 10; Tertullian, Apol., 21.19; Origen, Cels., 3.32.  
543 Gese, “Psalm 22,” 194-95; Richard J. Dillon, “The Psalms of the Suffering Just in the 

Accounts of Jesus’ Passion,” Worship 61 (1987): 436: “Still more significant is the evidence in Mark 
15:33-39 that the full content of Ps 22, not just the opening lament, should be understood as the 
interpretive framework of the death-scene. For one thing, the ‘loud voice’ of Jesus’ prayer in Mk 
15:34 is also noted at v. 37, but this second cry, accompanying his death, remains wordless. Since the 
‘loud voice’ connects the two cries, are we not to understand that the same psalm 22, the full psalm, 
remained on the Savior’s lips to the last?”  

544 Brown, Death, 2:1044. He lists as examples 1 Kgs 8:55; Ezek 11:13; Neh 9:4; Lk 17:15; 
19:37-38. 

545 Cf. Pesch, Das Markusevangelium, 494, although Brown, Death, 2:1044, is right to 
question whether Mark’s implied readers would have been expected to recognize this connection 
unless it reflects some corresponding church practice of prayer to commemorate the day of Jesus’ 
death. 

546 Hurtado, Mark, 268. 
547 The indention of Mark 15:38 in NA27 is misleading at this point. 
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veil, Hurtado sees the cry as one of victory rather than defeat.548 This may, perhaps, 
be the case, but it must be nuanced. The link between the utterances of the Markan 
Jesus in Mark 15:34 and 15:37 by way of the shared phrase fwnh.n mega,lhn brings in 
the additional factor of Jesus’ agony on the cross, as indicated by his citation of Ps 
22:2. Yet this suffering brings with it the promise of vindication (as we have seen in 
other elements in the Markan narrative). Thus, Jesus will indeed be victorious 
through his suffering and death, which brings about resurrection. Both suffering and 
victory, then, are far from incompatible in Mark’s narrative, and may indeed be 
implied by the connection between Mark 15:34 and 15:37.549  
 
Why Ps 22? 

Important connections between Ps 22 and the Markan narrative have been 
highlighted throughout this chapter, with an emphasis on how Mark has appropriated 
the psalm to paint a portrait of Jesus’ suffering, death, and vindication. What has not 
yet been addressed is the question: Why this verse from this psalm? The multiple 
connections between the circumstances of the speaker of Ps 22 and the Markan Jesus 
are clearly evident throughout Mark’s PRN. Why, then, did he choose this verse to 
place on the lips of Jesus, a verse which has caused so much speculation and debate 
due to its surface meaning apart from the remainder of the psalm? As I have noted in 
the introductory chapter of this study, the suggestion that this citation from Ps 22:2 
indicates simply that Jesus died in accordance with the will of God550 or as a 
fulfilment of scripture551 fails to answer the question.  There are many psalms and 
other passages in the scriptures which would function in this manner quite nicely, 
and, I might add, would result in far less controversy!552 With regard to the presence 
of the opening verse of the psalm, I have presented an argument in Chapter 5 
pointing to evidence that Mark’s implied readers would have recognized in this 

                                                 
548 Hurtado, Mark, 268. This interpretation stands on viewing the meaning of the tearing of 

the temple veil as an indication that Jesus’ death provides a new access to God which replaces the 
temple. 

549 We must also acknowledge the possibility that Jesus’ loud cry of Mark 15:37 may simply 
be Mark’s way of portraying the great effort it took for Jesus to speak or communicate in any way 
while in the throes of his suffering on the cross.  

550 Cf. Suhl, Die Funktion, 52; Juel, Exegesis, 116. 
551 Cf. Harvey D. Lange, “The Relationship Between Psalm 22 and the Passion Narrative,” 

CTM 43 (1972): 610-21. 
552 So also Taylor, Jesus, 158-59. 
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citation an indication that the whole psalm is in view and its relevance for the 
interpretation of Jesus’ crucifixion.  

What is it about Ps 22 that suggested itself as an appropriate scriptural 
reference for understanding the Markan Jesus’ death? What do all of these allusions 
and the citation to Ps 22 in Mark’s PRN indicate? Arguing from the belief that in the 
first century C.E., many of the Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer, and especially this 
psalm, were regarded as having eschatological emphases, Marcus believes this to be 
the main purpose of its inclusion in this narrative.553  In a similar argument, Gese 
advocates an eschatological reading of the narrative, based on the vindication of the 
Righteous Sufferer recounted at the end of the psalm, which hints at the promise of 
resurrection for God’s people (Ps 22:29).554  Although eschatology has an important 
bearing on our understanding of the passion and resurrection of Jesus, it does not 
appear to be the primary emphasis in Mark’s narrative. Rather, I believe that the 
ultimate purpose of Mark’s use of this psalm is to identify Jesus as the ultimate 
Righteous Sufferer.  By putting on the lips of Jesus the first verse of Ps 22, Mark, in 
essence, is saying to his readers, “Look at the sufferings of Jesus and the beginning 
indications of God’s vindication of his son.  Does he not remind you of the 
Righteous Sufferer?  That is because Jesus is the true Righteous Sufferer, and 
because of this, his actions and the subsequent actions of God have universal 
implications!”  In other words, one can expect eschatological implications resulting 
from the death of Jesus because of his identity as the only truly Righteous Sufferer.  
As Mays has so aptly put it, “The experiences of the one who prays in the psalm 
become part of the scenario of the passion.  So, the gospels draw a connection not 
only between the prayers of Jesus and the psalm, but as well between the person of 
Jesus and the person portrayed in the self-description of the psalm (italics mine).”555  
In addition, so that the readers do not miss the connection, Mark includes various 
allusions throughout the narrative, some involving the suffering of the Righteous 
Sufferer, others alluding to the vindication that he will ultimately receive as God uses 
his sufferings to inaugurate his kingdom. 

                                                 
553 Marcus, Way, 177-79, cites 1QH XIII:31 and 4QPsf  as examples of this type of 

eschatological interpretation, as well as the Targum on Ps 22:31.  
554 Gese, “Psalm 22,” 192-96. 
555 Mays, “Prayer,” 322-23. 
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Other scholars concur with my conclusions that Ps 22 in Mark’s narrative 
functions to identify the two Righteous Sufferers of the texts—the psalmist and 
Jesus. Burchard sees the allusion to Ps 22:19 in Mark 15:24 as the identification of 
Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer like the psalmist. This is apparent in their clothing 
being divided up among their enemies as a signal of their impending death.556 Stolz 
lists several affinities between the Markan account of Jesus’ crucifixion and the 
plight and vindication of the psalmist, which include the absence of any companions, 
the mixture of elements of sorrow and praise/distress and thanksgiving in each of 
their stories, and the presence of the apocalyptic element in both of the anticipation 
of the dominion of God (indicated in the Markan account by the tearing of the 
veil).557 

Besides the connections between the figure of Ps 22 and the Markan Jesus in 
the shared circumstances of each—evident both explicitly and implicitly in the 
gospel narrative—the connection is also evident in the other independent strands of 
evidence we have examined and discussed throughout this study. Specifically, in 
Mark’s other uses of the scriptures we have located a precedent for interpreting the 
allusion or citation in light of its original context, which stretches beyond the portion 
to which he has alluded or cited. In our examination of the socio-cultural milieu of 
Mark’s gospel, we have evidence in the Qumran community that Psalms of the 
Righteous Sufferer in general, and Ps 22 in particular, were appropriated in such a 
way as to highlight the identification of the Teacher of Righteousness with the 
suffering psalmist. Lastly, and most importantly, we have seen in Mark’s own 
narrative his portrayal of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer who will suffer and die and 
will experience vindication, just as the psalmist of Ps 22 suffers but is vindicated by 
God.  

The advantage of describing the relationship between Ps 22 and the Markan 
narrative as one of identity between the two protagonists is its ability to include and 
incorporate all of the various shared themes found in these two narratives without 
excluding any or prioritizing them in a superficial manner. Thus, the themes which 
have served for other scholars as the primary link between the two intertexts no 
longer become primary, but are subsumed under the larger, and more predominant 

                                                 
556 Burchard, “Markus 15:34,” 5. 
557 Fritz Stolz, “Psalm 22: Alttestamentliches Reden vom Menschen und neutestamentliches 

Reden von Jesus,” ZTK 77 (1980): 129-48. 
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issue of the identity of the figures. If the primary relationship between Ps 22 and 
Mark’s account of Jesus’ crucifixion, then, is one of the identity of the figures, 
themes such as the persecution of the speaker by his enemies, the Righteous 
Sufferer’s helplessness (“abandonment”), and the inclusion of the Gentiles in the 
worship of God are incorporated and given the appropriate amount of emphasis 
(consistent with the emphasis given in Ps 22 and in the Markan narrative) and are 
understood as contributing toward this identification of Jesus as Mark’s Righteous 
Sufferer. 
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Chapter 8 

Conclusions (Chapters 3-7) 

 

 Throughout this study I have presented a variety of evidence which supports 
the argument of my thesis: Mark’s implied readers would have interpreted Jesus’ 
citation of Ps 22:2 from the cross in light of the larger context of the psalm, and this 
would have been essential in forming their understanding of Jesus’ identity as 
portrayed throughout Mark’s narrative, and especially in his death and imminent 
resurrection. At this point it might be helpful to reiterate the evidence provided, as 
well as highlight how each of these evidences substantiates the thesis claim.  

 

Jesus’ impending vindication via resurrection is of great importance to the 
Markan narrative, as emphasized by the repeated foreshadowing of this event in 
conjunction with predictions about his coming death [Chapter 3]. The first strand of 
evidence came through an examination of how Mark prepared his implied readers to 
anticipate Jesus’ vindication through resurrection throughout his narrative. It was an 
attempt to provide a more balanced interpretation of his narrative, which gave due 
attention to the importance that the Markan Jesus’ impending resurrection plays in 
the gospel, rather than emphasizing the theme of Jesus’ suffering and death and 
downplaying the theme of his resurrection. This was done by considering such 
evidence as the passion-resurrection predictions (Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:33, 34). These 
predictions, despite their common misnomer in Markan studies as “passion 
predictions,” consistently conclude with the prediction of Jesus’ resurrection after his 
suffering and death. I also considered other passages in the narrative that contain 
foreshadowing of Jesus’ vindication through resurrection, which include portions of 
the passion account proper. The important function of the foreshadowing of Jesus’ 
resurrection throughout the Markan narrative in creating anticipation of his 
vindication after suffering and death on the part of Mark’s implied readers has 
crucial ramifications for my thesis.  

The implied readers’ expectation of Jesus’ vindication after suffering, 
fostered by the various passages which foreshadow these events in the Markan 
narrative, makes it likely that the same plot of Ps 22 (the suffering and vindication of 
the speaker) would have been recalled when Mark includes the allusions and citation 
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of the psalm in the context of Jesus’ death. In other words, it was argued that an 
allusion to the whole of Ps 22 in Mark 15:34 would likely have not gone 
unrecognized by his implied readers because they would have been prepared 
previously by the narrative to anticipate and recognize the shared reference (implicit 
in the citation, explicit in the narrative) to his vindication contained within the plot of 
the psalm.   

 From the examination of the passages selected, it appears that, although 
Mark does not adhere strictly to one strategy or another, in the majority of cases he 
uses the scriptures contextually, i.e., the larger context of the allusion or citation 
(which is not present explicitly in the narrative) is intended to impact the 
interpretation of the Markan passage [Chapter 4]. I then set out to examine whether 
Mark uses his citations and allusions to the scriptures atomistically or contextually. 
This was done by selecting a sampling of passages in the narrative that reflect 
Mark’s intertextual usage of scripture. The selection of these passages was meant to 
represent the variety that is found in Mark’s gospel. Some were allusions and some 
were citations. They were selected from various genres in the scriptures (psalms, 
historical books, prophetic books). They were also taken from various passages 
throughout the Markan narrative, rather than reflecting a concentration on one 
particular section of the gospel. The purpose of this chapter was to detect a pattern, if 
any, in Mark’s use of the scriptures. The key factor in determining how these 
allusions and citation function, it was argued, is their narrative context in Mark.  

This has important ramifications for the interpretation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 
15:34. If, by my examination of Mark’s use of the scriptures elsewhere in the gospel, 
it had been shown that Mark rarely or never alludes or cites scripture contextually, I 
would be hard-pressed to find any grounds on which to argue that Mark is reversing 
the trend and citing Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 contextually. The fact that Mark does 
indeed favor the contextual usage of the scriptures lends considerable weight to the 
likelihood that he is again doing so in Mark 15:34.  

 A variety of evidence from Mark’s socio-cultural milieu, such as the presence 
of a cohesive tradition of the Righteous Sufferer, the liturgical use of psalms in the 
first century, and the textual use of Ps 22 in this period, provides support for arguing 
that Mark’s implied readers would have interpreted Mark 15:34 in light of the larger 
context of Ps 22 [Chapter 5]. The information in this chapter is important for any 
study of this passage, as it underscores the fact that Mark did not write his gospel in a 



   207

vacuum, but was influenced by the culture that surrounded him (and the same applies 
to his implied readers). Two main issues were addressed. First, it was argued that 
there was indeed a cohesive tradition of the Righteous Sufferer in the scriptures and 
extra-canonical texts. Texts belonging to this tradition contained elements that would 
have been recognized by anyone who was familiar with this literature as belonging to 
this motif of the Righteous Sufferer. This issue is important for our purposes because 
it has been argued by Markan scholars that there was not a cohesive tradition of the 
Righteous Sufferer during the first century, and that Mark did not portray his Jesus as 
one such figure. This section of the chapter provides the grounds, located in the 
socio-cultural milieu of Mark’s gospel, for arguing for the likelihood that Mark made 
use of this tradition in portraying the events of Jesus’ death and resurrection. The 
following chapter builds on this evidence by arguing that Mark’s Jesus is one such 
Righteous Sufferer, most clearly evidenced in his application of Ps 22 in portraying 
his identity as one who suffers and is vindicated by God.  

Second, I explored various liturgical and textual uses of the psalms (and Ps 
22 specifically) in the first century as a way of understanding how Mark might have 
been using Ps 22 in his gospel. This involved a variety of issues. First, it was argued 
that the presence of incipits in texts both before, contemporary with, and after the 
writing of Mark’s gospel increase the likelihood that Mark also made use of this 
technique in 15:34, and that his implied readers would have recognized it and 
interpreted the passage accordingly. Second, the evidence we have of the liturgical 
uses of the psalms in the temple, synagogue, and at Qumran in the first century 
provides an important background for understanding the familiarity that Jews and 
Christians of that time had with the psalms. Knowledge of the psalms used in 
worship would have been required if one was to participate in the chanting which 
took place in centers of worship for both Jews and Christians. This increases the 
likelihood that Mark’s implied readers would have had sufficient knowledge of Ps 22 
to “fill in the blanks” left by the use of the incipit of the psalm in Mark 15:34. In 
addition, extra-canonical texts that make use of Ps 22 to portray a suffering 
protagonist who is (or will be) ultimately vindicated by God were discussed. The 
relatively contemporary use of the psalm with Mark’s gospel constitutes an important 
background from which to understand Mark’s own use of Ps 22.  

 Mark does indeed present his Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer figure [Chapter 
6]. This is most evident in his use of Ps 22 to portray the identity of Jesus as one who 



   208

suffers, dies, but is vindicated by God via resurrection. However, I argue that this 
thread runs throughout Mark’s gospel, once again underscoring the need to interpret 
Mark 15:34 in light of the entire narrative. 

 An exegesis of Mark 15:34 and its surrounding cotext provides even further 
evidence that Mark’s citation of Ps 22:2 was contextual and would have been 
recognized as such by his implied readers [Chapter 7]. This included a discussion of 
such issues as: (a) the allusions to Ps 22 throughout Mark’s narrative; (b) Mark’s use 
of Aramaic in Mark 15:34 and other passages in the gospel; (c) the impact of the 
incipit in Mark 15:34; (d) the problem of “abandonment” in Mark 15:34 and the 
surrounding narrative; (e) the import of the order of allusions and citation to Ps 22 in 
Mark’s PRN; and (f) the importance of interpreting Mark 15:34 in light of the entire 
psalm for understanding Mark’s portrayal of Jesus’ identity. 

  

 The aim of this study has been to provide independent strands of evidence for 
interpreting the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 in light of the entire psalm. I 
reiterate the advantage of this two-fold strategy: Since no one argument depends 
upon another, (1) a foundational relationship between each argument is not 
necessary, i. e., one argument does not build upon another, but instead maintains its 
relevance individually insofar as it contributes toward the thesis above; and therefore 
(2) the reader can disagree with any one strand of the evidence considered and still 
be convinced by the overall argument. Another important contribution of this study is 
in its methodological aim to interpret the focal passage (Mark 15:34) in light of the 
entire narrative of Mark’s gospel. This recognizes the importance of the narrative to 
shape and prepare the implied reader for what will come next in the story of the 
Markan Jesus. This is especially crucial when attempting to understand and interpret 
the difficult narrative of Jesus’ crucifixion, and the even more difficult citation of Ps 
22:2 in Mark 15:34.  

In pursuit of the answer to my thesis, I have also touched upon several issues 
which have larger ramifications for understanding the narrative of Mark’s gospel and 
his presentation of Jesus—issues of which space did not provide me the opportunity 
to explore further. Some of these include: (a) Mark’s use of the scriptures (a 
comprehensive examination of how he incorporates citations and allusions in his 
narrative and how they inform it); (b) Mark’s scriptural sources (an identification of 
these and their subsequent influence on interpretation); and (c) the importance of the 
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anticipation and event of the resurrection in Mark’s gospel. Each of these, while 
serving the interests of a specific passage in this study (Mark 15:34), could be 
applied to any number of specific passages in Mark, as well as being studied in their 
own right, providing areas for further study. 

 Throughout this study I have argued that Mark’s implied readers would have 
followed the narrative clues given throughout the gospel and would have rightly 
interpreted the citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 contextually. To conclude this 
study, it seemed appropriate to search for some indication that Mark’s implied 
readers did indeed interpret this passage in this manner. Given that the gospels of 
Matthew and Luke are our earliest tangible “readers” of Mark’s gospel, it seems 
fitting to conclude with an examination of what they understood Mark to be doing 
with Ps 22 in his PRN, and how they adopted and adapted his use of Ps 22 for their 
own portrayals of Jesus’ suffering, death, and resurrection. The final chapter of this 
study will be a “test case” of my argument thus far, using Matthew and Luke as the 
earliest examples of Mark’s implied readers.  

The decision to separate this final chapter from the body of the thesis was 
made for two reasons. First, it is an attempt to be consistent with the overall 
methodology of this study, which has intentionally focused on the Markan use of Ps 
22 and has resisted the common tendency in synoptic scholarship to compare and 
contrast Mark’s gospel with Matthew and Luke (often to the denigration of Mark’s 
gospel).  Thus, it was important first to consider the evidence as available in Mark’s 
gospel, without allowing the other gospels to influence that evidence and its 
subsequent interpretation. This leads to the second reason for separating this 
following chapter from the body of the study. Since it has been the focus of this 
study to interpret the use of Ps 22 from the perspective of the Markan narrative, all 
evidence thus far has either been derived from this gospel narrative, or, in the case of 
extratextual evidence, has been considered specifically with an eye toward the 
Markan socio-cultural milieu and how these factors might have impacted both the 
author of the gospel and his implied readers. Thus, any examination of the use of Ps 
22 in Matthew and Luke’s gospels should not be considered as primary evidence that 
should impact how one interprets the Markan use of the passage. Instead, the content 
presented in the following chapter will be regarded as additional support for the 
evidence presented; an affirmation of the interpretation independently called upon in 
the body of the study. As I have proposed a contextual interpretation of Ps 22 in 
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Mark and presented the evidence in support of this proposal, I will now turn to the 
PRN of both Matthew and Luke in order to test this thesis. 
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Chapter 9 
Matthew and Luke: Early Readers of Mark’s Gospel 

 
 
Throughout this study I have argued that Mark’s implied readers would have 

recognized his citation of Ps 22:2 in Mark 15:34 as contextual and interpreted it 
accordingly. This chapter will serve as a “test” for this argument, examining how the 
writers of the other two synoptic gospels, Matthew and Luke, adopt and adapt 
Mark’s application of Ps 22 to suit their own purposes in their narratives. These 
gospels have been selected, and other early gospels (John, the Gospel of Peter) have 
not been selected, for several reasons. First, both John and the Gospel of Peter are 
considered to be relatively later than Matthew and Luke, dating to the second century 
rather than the first.558 Second, although John makes use of Ps 22 as the other gospels 
do, there is not as clear a relationship between Mark’s gospel and the fourth gospel, 
hence John’s exclusion from the “synoptics.” Thus, for our purposes, a discussion of 
how Matthew and Luke function as Mark’s early readers is on much firmer ground. 

In doing this case study, I reiterate my adherence to two basic premises which 
are held by the majority of gospel scholars. The first is that of Markan priority, i. e., 
that, of the four canonical gospels, Mark was the earliest gospel to be written. The 
second is that both Matthew and Luke used this first gospel as a resource for their 
own gospels. Exactly how they used this resource, or in what order they wrote their 
gospels, is not of importance for my purposes. The key aspect of the relationship 
between the synoptic gospels (for this study) is that Matthew and Luke, (a) used 
Mark’s gospel as a resource in some manner; and (b) they constitute our earliest 
tangible readers of Mark, thus serving as the closest examples we now have of 
Mark’s implied readers.559 

The language I have chosen to use to describe the way Matthew and Luke use 
Mark’s gospel, i. e., the language of “adoption” and “adaptation,” is deliberate. It 
reflects a resistance on my part to assume that the alterations made by Matthew and 

                                                 
558 I realize that the dividing line of “first-century texts” and second-century texts” is 

somewhat superficial, but our limits have to be drawn somewhere! Given the interest of this study in 
Mark’s earliest readers, it seemed fitting to include those from the first century while excluding those 
from later centuries. 

559 The relationship between Mark’s gospel and the gospel of John is much less clear, and 
thus will not be included in my test case here. 
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Luke necessarily reflect either, (a) their opinion that Mark’s gospel was somehow 
deficient; or (b) their disagreement with his narrative, views that are at least 
implicitly held by the majority of synoptic scholars.560 Although this may, in some 
instances, be the case, this is a dangerous assumption to make, as it contributes 
toward a negative view of Mark as amateur, unsophisticated, and careless (an 
opinion which was predominant in the twentieth century and is only now slowly 
becoming less in vogue).561 There are many other reasons why Matthew and Luke 
might have adapted certain elements of their Markan source. Perhaps some alteration 
was required in order for a certain passage to fit within their own narrative’s agenda. 
Various changes could also reflect their use of a number of other sources in addition 
to Mark (Luke 1:1-4). Divergence from their Markan source might also reflect 
different emphases, both christological and theological. The very fact that both 
Matthew and Luke use Mark so thoroughly in their own narratives suggests their 
appreciation and respect for his narration of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection.562 

Thus, in this chapter, Matthew and Luke will be regarded as interpreters of 
Mark, rather than mere editors.563 This language avoids any of the negative 
connotations mentioned above, and serves to remind us that Matthew and Luke were 
indeed early readers of Mark’s gospel, located within communities that read and 
regarded the gospel as a valuable resource for understanding the person and work of 
Jesus of Nazareth. In keeping with this view, the purpose of this chapter will not be 
to emphasize what has been changed or is absent from Mark’s narrative in the other 
gospels, but rather to focus on what is present and important for Matthew and Luke 
as readers of Mark’s gospel, the overlap between Mark and each of the other 

                                                 
560 One does not have to look far to find this type of thinking in synoptic scholarship, so 

much so that it is picked up on and adopted by other scholars in the field. E. g. Richard B. Hays, The 
Moral Vision of the New Testament: Community, Cross, New Creation (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 
1997), 129.  

561 E. g., Karl L. Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu: Literarkritische 
Untersuchungen zur ältesten Jesusüberlieferung (Berlin: Trowitzsch & Sohn, 1919). But see Morton 
S. Enslin, “The Artistry of Mark,” JBL 66 (1947): 385-99, for an early defense of Mark’s literary 
sophistication. 

562 Richard C. Beaton, “How Matthew Writes,” in The Written Gospel (eds. M. Bockmuehl 
and D. Hagner; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 116-34, notes that Matthew’s 
adoption of Mark, and especially how he does so, indicates that “he embraces the Marcan tradition and 
theological commitments (121).” 

563 I am not the first to read Matthew and Luke in this way. Both Braumann, “Wozu,” 163; 
and Fowler, Let the Reader, 228-60, embrace this view. More will be said concerning Fowler’s 
approach below.  
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synoptic gospels, and how their use of Mark (and, in our case, their understanding of 
Mark’s use of Ps 22) serves their own portrayal of Jesus. 

Robert Fowler has taken a similar approach at the end of his book on Mark 
and reader-response criticism.564 However, my idea for this type of approach in the 
present chapter was derived independently of Fowler, and his work differs 
fundamentally from my own in several ways.  

First, the scope of this chapter is different than Fowler’s project in two key 
ways. While he deals only with Matthew’s reading of Mark, my test case will also 
include an examination of Luke’s reading of Mark. However, while Fowler searches 
Matthew’s gospel for clues to his understanding of certain Markan literary devices 
(e.g. irony, indirection, and ambiguity) that are found throughout his (Mark’s) entire 
narrative, my study will focus only on the PRNs of the gospels with a view toward 
their adoption and adaptation of Mark’s use of Ps 22 and the Righteous Sufferer 
language attributed toward Jesus. This limitation is necessary due to the focus of the 
entire study on Mark’s use of Ps 22, and also because of space limitations.  

Second, although clearly an improvement upon the predominantly negative 
view that Matthew and Luke were correcting their Markan source due to its 
insufficiencies,565 overall Fowler still tends to view Matthew’s gospel as a polemical 
response to Mark’s gospel. This is evident in his persistent view that first-century 
readers, including Matthew and Luke, were intent upon “clarifying Mark’s 
ambiguities “ and “filling in his gaps.”566 He also uses language such as “counter” 
and “supplant” to describe the activities of the second and third gospels.567 
Moreover, he interprets one of the motivations behind the other gospels’ “retelling” 
of Mark’s narrative as dissatisfaction: “that Matthew, Luke, and John undertook to 

                                                 
564 Fowler, Let the Reader, 228-60. 
565 He does not regard them as insufficiencies, but rather as sophisticated rhetorical devices 

that require response on the part of the reader and leave open the possibility for a variety of legitimate 
readings. 

566 Fowler, Let the Reader, 181. 
567 Fowler, Let the Reader, 62: “One way to counter the effectiveness of a text-fabric is to 

weave yet another text-fabric that takes up and enfolds its predecessor. Matthew, Luke, and John can 
be seen as text-fabrics incorporating and thereby supplanting the text-fabric of Mark . . . herein lies the 
secret of the rhetoric of Matthew, Luke, and John: by reweaving Mark’s fabric into their own, they 
make the original fabric almost invisible, even when it seems to lie separate and distinct right before 
our eyes.” Yet if Mark’s text was indeed “supplanted” by the other canonical gospels, how does this 
hold up to the evidence we have of the Wirkungsgeschichte of the gospels in the first few centuries of 
the Christian movement (e. g., the early Christian acceptance of the four-fold gospel)? 
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retell Mark’s story shows how dissatisfied they were with it.”568 Finally, and perhaps 
most clearly, Fowler’s analogy of Matthew as a “palimpsest” of Mark betrays his 
regard for Matthew (and Luke) as polemical responses to Mark’s narrative.569 Since a 
palimpsest involves the erasure of a previous text and its faint remains (which were 
intended to be erased completely) being covered over by another text, this analogy 
appears to me to be inadequate and inaccurate when describing the relationship 
between Matthew (and Luke) and Mark. The fact that both Matthew and Luke adopt 
so much of Mark’s narrative without making significant theological changes suggests 
that they are including it as part of their own narrative, rather than covering over it 
entirely with their own (as does a palimpsest). 

There are two limitations imposed upon this test case, made necessary by its 
relationship to my overall thesis and space constraints. The first has been mentioned 
briefly above. This test case will focus only on Matthew and Luke’s adoption and 
adaptation of Mark’s use of Ps 22 and the accompanying Righteous Sufferer 
language in the PRNs. Since the aim of this study has been to understand how 
Mark’s implied readers in the first century would have read and understood his 
attribution of the language of Ps 22 to the person of Jesus, this will naturally narrow 
our focus of the test case to Matthew and Luke’s use of Ps 22. Additionally, due to 
the predominance of these strong allusions and citation in the PRNs in all three 
gospels, it will be this portion of the narratives that will be examined below. The 
second limitation is necessary both to the nature of the project as a test case, as well 
as the space limitations imposed upon this study. The following test case will deal 
only very minimally with secondary literature. This strategy has much to recommend 
it, since the aim of the test case is to look upon Matthew and Luke’s reading of Mark 
with “fresh” eyes, rather than provide a detailed exegesis of the passages and/or be 
preoccupied with maintaining a dialogue with scholarship on matters of 
interpretation.  

The following test case will examine each gospel in turn, focusing on four 
major points of interest: (1) Is Ps 22:2 cited in this gospel, and, if so, how is it both 
adopted and adapted from Mark’s own use of it?; (2) Are there any overlapping 
allusions to Ps 22 between this gospel and Mark?; (3) What additional allusions to Ps 

                                                 
568 Fowler, Let the Reader, 228. He also believes that their retelling of Mark’s story in 

particular suggests the powerful impact of the gospel in the first century. 
569 E. g., Fowler, Let the Reader, 234-35, 248. 



   215

22 might be present in this gospel?; and (4) What is the overall use and function of 
Ps 22 and other Righteous Sufferer language in this gospel, and is how is it similar to 
and/or different from Mark? The chapter will conclude with some general 
observations about the knowledge gained concerning Mark’s first-century implied 
readers from this test case of Matthew and Luke.  

 
 

Test Case: Matthew, Mark, and Ps 22 
 Matthew also includes the citation of Ps 22:2 by Jesus on the cross (Matt 
27:46). Like Mark, this citation constitutes the only words of Jesus uttered during his 
crucifixion, and is thus a focal point of the account of Jesus’ death. Notable 
differences between the two gospels’ citations occur in both the transliterated portion 
and in the Greek translations provided by the authors. While Mark transliterates the 
citation as elwi elwi lema sabacqani, Matthew’s is the slightly altered hli hli lema 
sabacqani.570 Additionally, in his Greek translation of the citation, Matthew uses the 
vocative form in Jesus’ address to God (Qee, mou qee, mou), while Mark has the 
nominative form (o` qeo,j mou o` qeo,j mou). Matthew also uses the adverb ìnati,, 
differing from Mark’s use of the preposition plus the interrogative eivj ti,. It is 
interesting to note that, in the case of the interrogative, Matthew follows the wording 
of the LXX (OG) more closely than Mark, while Mark parallels the LXX (OG) more 
closely in the form of the direct address to God. It is unclear what conclusions can be 
drawn from this observation, save that both writers seem to have made use of the 
LXX (OG), or a similar version, for their scriptural citation.  

 It is significant that Matthew retains Mark’s citation of Ps 22:2 in his own 
PRN, especially since the other two gospels fail to include it. This is consistent with 
the Matthean adoption of the focal point of Jesus’ crucifixion (from the beginning to 
his death, Matt 27:32-50), which follows relatively closely the Markan account 
(15:21-37). 

 In following Mark’s PRN of Jesus’ crucifixion and death, Matthew also 
includes several of the allusions to Ps 22 present in the former gospel. As in all of the 

                                                 
570 For a helpful discussion of the background of each of these, see Williams, “Linguistic 

Background,” 1-12. 
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gospels,571 the allusion to the casting of lots for the psalmist’s clothing (Ps 22:19) is 
attributed to the enemies of Jesus in Matt 27:35. Another allusion to Ps 22 present in 
both Matthew and Mark is the language used to describe the posture of those who 
pass by the cross (Matt 27:39-40; Mark 15:29). Here both gospels portray these 
passersby as wagging their heads (kinou/ntej ta.j kefala.j auvtw/n) and mocking Jesus 
(Ps 22:8), with Matthew using verbatim the vocabulary of Mark in the first portion of 
the allusion (Matt 27:39; Mark 15:29a). Part of that mocking involves their taunt for 
Jesus to “save himself” (Matt 27:40a), a possible allusion to Ps 22:9 also present in 
Mark 15:30. Matthew 27:42a also follows Mark’s narrative (15:31b) in another 
allusion to Ps 22:9. In Ps 22 the enemies that surround the psalmist taunt him by 
mocking his perceived relationship with God, highlighting what they think is his 
(God’s) absence and therefore condemnation of the psalmist because he is not 
rescued by God. Although in Mark the allusions to Ps 22:9 are apparent only by the 
overlap of the verb sw,zw and a pronoun,572 Matthew, while including this allusion 
(Matt 27:42a), also cites the psalmic verse further in the following verse. The fact 
that Matthew adds a citation of Ps 22:9 that is absent from Mark 15:30-31 (Matt: 
pe,poiqen evpi. to.n qeo,n( r`usa,sqw nu/n eiv qe,lei auvto,n\; LXX Ps 21:9: h;lpisen evpi. 
ku,rion r`usa,sqw auvto,n swsa,tw auvto,n o[ti qe,lei auvto,n) suggests that Matthew saw 
clearly Mark’s allusion to the psalm in this portion of the narrative, and made it 
stronger by molding the language of his narrative more closely to the scriptures.573 
By citing this portion of the psalm, Matthew brings an additional element to the 
crucifixion scene: the ironic misconception of the relationship between Jesus and 
God by those who surround him. Like the enemies of the psalmist, they interpret 
Jesus’ predicament and the “silence” from God as a reflection of his own delusion, in 
this case, that he is God’s son (Matt 27:43: ei=pen ga.r o[ti qeou/ eivmi ui`o,jÅ). In 
Matthew and Mark’s PRN, the passersby are not the only ones to insult Jesus. 
Matthew also adopts Mark’s allusion to Ps 22:7 (Matt 27:44; Mark 15:32b), which 
portrays the two crucified criminals next to Jesus as insulting him (oi ̀
sustaurwqe,ntej/sunestaurwme,noi su.n auvtw/| wvnei,dizon auvto,n). Matthew also retains 
Mark’s account of the “Elijah misunderstanding,” which I have argued earlier may 

                                                 
571 See also Luke 23:34 and John 19:23-24. In John, the reference to Ps 22:19 is a citation 

rather than an allusion. 
572 See Chapter 7 of this study. 
573 Note that NA27 designates Matthew’s use of Ps 22:9 here as a citation rather than an 

allusion. 
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be understood as a mocking of the deliverance anticipated by the psalmist in Ps 
22:20-22.574 Furthermore, Matthew also preserves the Markan account of the 
centurion’s confession (Matt 27:54; Mark 15:39), which I have earlier argued may be 
considered an allusion to Ps 22:28b.575 If this is the case, it may be significant that 
Matthew increases the number of those who confess Jesus as “son of God” (~o de. 
èkato,ntarcoj kai. oì metV auvtou/). Perhaps Matthew recognized Mark’s allusion to 
the nations of Ps 22 and strengthened the connection by increasing the number of 
confessors to reflect a more impressive response to Jesus’ death.576 Lastly, 
Matthew’s account of the proclamation of Jesus’ resurrection (Matt 28:5-8) is an 
expansion of Mark’s own resurrection account, which may be understood as an 
allusion to the similar event of the psalmist’s vindication and the response it invokes 
in Ps 22:28-32.577 

I have already highlighted one additional citation to Ps 22 found in 
Matthew’s account of Jesus’ crucifixion (Ps 22:9 in Matt 27:34), a citation which 
appears to be sparked by the previous Markan allusion to Ps 22:9 (Mark 15:31b). 
There may also be an additional allusion to the psalm not present in Mark’s PRN in 
Matt 27:52-53. These verses contain Matthew’s account of tombs being opened, the 
raising of the dead bodies of saints (polla. sw,mata tw/n kekoimhme,nwn a`gi,wn), and 
their subsequent appearances in Jerusalem after Jesus’ own resurrection, an episode 
not recorded in any of the other three gospels. Some have speculated about the 
influences behind this account (e. g., is it primarily apocalyptic language?) and why 
Matthew chose to include it when the other gospels writers did not.578 Matthew’s 
inclusion of this event may have served several purposes, so that any one 
interpretation need not be selected to the exclusion of others. Given Matthew’s 
consistent use of Ps 22 throughout his PRN, both in citations and allusions derived 

                                                 
574 See Chapter 7 of this study. 
575 See Chapter 7 of this study. 
576 Matthew’s alteration in the number of those who recognize the identity of Jesus may 

reflect his understanding of the Markan centurion’s confession as sincere, an interpretation for which I 
have argued previously in Chapter 3 of this study. So also Fowler, Let the Reader, 208: “In Matthew   
. . . not just the centurion but the entire execution squad is ‘greatly afraid’ when they speak as one 
voice; they seem too afraid to be mocking, and so they must be speaking sincerely.” 

577 See Chapter 7 of this study. 
578 E. g. Leopold Sabourin, “Apocalyptic Traits in Matthew’s Gospel,” Religious Studies 

Bulletin 3 (1983): 19-36; and Ronald D. Witherup, “The Death of Jesus and the Raising of the Saints: 
Matthew 27:51-54 in Context,” SBLSP 26 (1987): 574-585. 
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from Mark’s narrative and also in additional references to the psalm, it should not be 
surprising that this passage may also be an allusion to Ps 22.  

A similar incident is anticipated in Ps 22:30, where the psalmist states that, in 
addition to all the ends of the earth and the nations worshiping God for his mighty 
act of vindicating the psalmist (Ps 22:28-29), even those who have died will worship 
him. In Matt 27:52-53, those who were formerly dead are also portrayed as testifying 
to God’s acts in the form of their resurrection and appearance to the living in 
Jerusalem. From the placement of this incident in Matthew’s narrative, it is clear that 
the reader is meant to understand both Jesus’ death and the (God’s) tearing of the 
temple veil and the subsequent earthquake as the catalysts for this resurrection of the 
saints. On the other hand, ambiguity remains in the narrative as Matthew (a) makes it 
explicit that at least the appearances of these risen ones do not take place until after 
Jesus’ own resurrection (27:53); and (b) implies that it is this series of events (“the 
earthquake and the things that happened,” to.n seismo.n kai. ta. geno,mena) which 
compel them to confess Jesus’ identity (27:54).579 The former ambiguity may 
strengthen the likelihood that this account is to be understood as an allusion to Ps 22, 
since in both cases the acts of the formerly dead do not take place until the 
protagonist (the psalmist, Jesus) is vindicated by God. Thus, the order of events in 
Matthew’s PRN follows closely that of Ps 22.  

From this brief examination of Matthew’s use of Ps 22 in his own PRN, it is  
clear that he adopted all of the strong allusions and the citation found in Mark’s 
PRN, with minimal alteration. Moreover, it appears that Matthew included at least 
one additional allusion (Ps 22:30), another citation (Ps 22:9), and strengthened at 
least one already existing allusion in Mark’s PRN (Ps 22:28b). The conclusions to be 
drawn from these observations is that Matthew fully recognized the importance of Ps 
22 in Mark’s PRN, and deemed it important enough to expound upon in his own 
PRN. It is also important to note that two of the three additional elements of Ps 22 in 
Matthew (above) come from the latter half of the psalm, and are placed within the 
context of Jesus’ death. The added emphasis of the vindication of Jesus and its 
placement in the narrative of his death suggests that Matthew, as an early reader of 
Mark’s gospel, saw in Mark’s PRN indications that the larger context of Ps 22 was 
meant to help interpret and understand Jesus’ death. In Matthew’s PRN, just as in 

                                                 
579 Mark is also ambiguous at this point in his narrative, as it is unclear what sparks the 

centurion’s confession in 15:39, the tearing of the temple veil or the manner in which Jesus dies. 
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Mark, the intertextual relationship between Ps 22 and the account of Jesus’ death 
serves to highlight his identity as a Righteous Sufferer in the company of others such 
as the psalmist of Ps 22, who suffers at the hands of his enemies, but anticipates 
vindication by God via resurrection from the dead. The fact that Jesus is presented as 
a Righteous Sufferer is even more explicit in Matthew’s PRN, as Jesus is called “that 
righteous man” (tw/| dikai,w| evkei,nw|) by Pilate’s wife in 27:19.580  

 
 

Test Case: Luke, Mark, and Ps 22 
Unlike Matthew, Luke does not include in his PRN Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2  

which is present in Mark’s PRN. He does, however, replace this citation in Matthew 
and Mark with a citation from another Psalm of the Righteous Sufferer, Ps 31:6 
(Luke 23:46). More will be said about the function of this citation and its relationship 
to the psalmic citation of Matthew and Mark below. 

Like Matthew and Mark (and John), Luke also includes the allusion to Ps  

22:19 (Luke 23:34), where he identifies those who crucify Jesus as the enemies who 
divide up the garments of the persecuted one by casting lots for them.581 Luke also 
follows Mark in including an allusion to Ps 22:9 in Luke 23:35 (Mark 15:31b). Here 
again Jesus is taunted to save himself as he has saved others, this being combined 
with the ridicule of his self-perceived relationship to God as his Christ and Chosen 
One (ò cristo.j tou/ qeou/ ò evklekto,j). An additional allusion to Ps 22:9 also present 
in Mark’s PRN is placed in Luke on the lips of both the soldiers that surround Jesus 
(Luke 23:37) and one of the criminals hanging next to him (23:39), where they taunt 
Jesus to save himself (sw/son seauto,n). Instead of adopting Mark’s term for these 
criminals (lh|sta,j, Mark 15:27), Luke makes a concerted effort to draw an even 
clearer parallel between the circumstances of the psalmist and Jesus by using the 
same vocabulary as Symmachus’ version of Ps 22:17b in Luke 23:32-33, 39 
(kakou,rgoi, “evil-doers”).582 Luke, as an early reader of Mark, here shows how he 
understood Mark by way of his interpretive adaptation. Luke also contains an 

                                                 
580 Jesus’ condemnation even though he is righteous is contrasted with Pilate’s (ironic) self-

declared “innocence” (avqw/|o,j) involving Jesus’ death in Matt 27:24. 
581 Luke’s narrative is slightly ambiguous at this point, as he never specifies who actually 

partakes in the casting of lots, while in Matthew and Mark it appears to be the soldiers (Matt 27:27; 
Mark 15:16).  

582 Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 363, also sees this parallel in Luke. 



   220

adapted form of the centurion’s confession in Luke 23:47, although the change from 
“son of God” (ui`o.j qeou/, Mark 15:39) to “this man was righteous!” (o` a;nqrwpoj ou-

toj di,kaioj h=n) might call into question any allusion to Ps 22:28b (the worship of the 
nations). Lastly, Luke’s account of Jesus’ resurrection and the following 
proclamation of his vindication by God (Luke 24:5, 8, 33-35) might be regarded as 
an expansion of Mark’s own resurrection account, which may be understood as an 
allusion to the similar event of the psalmist’s vindication and the response it invokes 
in Ps 22:28-32.583 

It is apparent that Luke has not included any strong allusions to Ps 22 other  
than those already present in the Markan PRN. However, there might be a faint 
allusion to the end of the psalm (the thanksgiving portion of Ps 22), implicit in 
Luke’s additional narrative of the discussion between Jesus and one of the criminals 
crucified next to him in Luke 23:42-43. Here the focus of the PRN has shifted from 
Jesus’ impending death to his “coming into his kingdom” (o[tan e;lqh|j eivj th.n 
basilei,an sou). This discussion of a kingdom is reminiscent of the end of Ps 22, 
where God’s kingdom, which involves the worship of all the earth, is anticipated 
after the vindication of the psalmist (Ps 22:29).584 Perhaps, given the presence of 
other allusions to Ps 22 sprinkled throughout his PRN, Luke’s additional material 
here is meant to emphasize the importance of the latter half of the psalm in 
understanding the events surrounding Jesus’ death, an emphasis which he derived 
from Mark’s own use of the psalm in his PRN. At the least it shows Luke’s 
anticipation of Jesus’ vindication even in the very midst of his death, a further 
reminder to his readers that the events of Jesus’ life did not end at the cross.  

I have previously argued that an important function of the allusions and the 
citation to Ps 22 in Mark’s gospel is to present Jesus as the Righteous Sufferer in line 
with those, including the psalmist, who came before him. This claim is further 
substantiated by the increased interest of the early Markan reader Luke to portray 
Jesus as innocent and righteous despite his condemnation to death on a cross. 
Perhaps more than any other gospel, Jesus’ identity as a Righteous Sufferer is made 
explicit in Luke’s PRN.  

This continuation of the Righteous Sufferer motif appears in several portions 
of the Lukan PRN. In Luke 23:41, one of Jesus’ fellow criminals rebukes the other 

                                                 
583 See Chapter 7 of this study. 
584 So also Hoffman, “Psalm 22 (LXX 21),” 363. 
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for mocking him, noting that they (the criminals) have received the proper 
punishment for their deeds (he even describes their sentences as “just,” dikai,wj), 
whereas Jesus “did nothing wrong” to deserve his fate (ou-toj de. ouvde.n a;topon 
e;praxenÅ). Thus, Luke contrasts the guilt of the criminals with the innocence of Jesus.  

Luke also exchanges one citation of a Psalm of the Righteous Sufferer (Ps 22 
in Mark’s PRN) for another when he has Jesus’ last words come from Ps 31:6. It is 
unclear what motivations lay behind this change,585 but it is significant to note that 
Luke does not just replace this citation from Ps 22 with any words, but rather retains 
the importance of presenting Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer by placing upon his lips 
words from another psalm of that category. This may very well indicate Luke’s 
recognition that the citation of Ps 22 in Mark’s gospel belongs to this motif of the 
Righteous Sufferer, and may betray his intent to replace it with another of this motif 
in order to maintain this connection. 

Jesus’ identity as a Righteous Sufferer is made most explicit in the Lukan 
PRN in Luke’s adaptation of the Markan centurion’s confession (Luke 23:47). 
Rather than calling him “son of God” (ui`o.j qeou/, Mark 15:39), Luke’s centurion 
attests to Jesus’ righteousness (o;ntwj ò a;nqrwpoj ou-toj di,kaioj h=n). This constitutes 
evidence outside of Mark’s gospel that Jesus was seen as a Righteous Sufferer figure, 
and it ties in closely with the Lukan Jesus’ last words from the cross (Ps 31). This is 
an important observation, as it shows how Luke was interpreting the reaction of the 
centurion and the meaning of his confession in Mark’s PRN, as well as the Markan 
Jesus’ words from the cross in which he cites from a different Psalm of the Righteous 
Sufferer (Ps 22). 

Luke also emphasizes Jesus’ identity as a Righteous Sufferer in the  
resurrection portion of his PRN. In Luke 24:7 the men at the tomb remind the women 
of Jesus’ previous words concerning his impending suffering, death, and resurrection 
as an explanation for the empty tomb. Adapted forms of the Markan passion-
resurrection predictions are present in Luke 9:22 (Mark 8:31) and 9:44 (Mark 9:31a), 
and 24:7 appears to be an amalgamation of the two. I have argued in a previous 
chapter that Mark’s passion-resurrection predictions serve a dual purpose: to prepare 
his implied readers to anticipate Jesus’ vindication via resurrection after his suffering 

                                                 
585 It is possible that at this early stage the citation from Ps 22 was deemed too harsh or 

theologically difficult for Christian readers to grasp, but this should not be assumed. It should be 
remembered that Luke still includes several of the allusions to Ps 22 (and those from the lament 
portion of the psalm!) in his PRN. 
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and death, and to identify Jesus’ own “story” with the “plot” of the Righteous 
Sufferers of the past (suffering  vindication). By placing this reminder of Jesus’ 
predictions of his suffering, death, and resurrection in his resurrection narrative, 
Luke explicitly reminds his readers of the resurrection’s existence as a crucial 
component of the events of Jesus (by having the women reminded of this 
foreshadowing within the narrative). In addition to the previous indications that Luke 
understands Jesus to be a Righteous Sufferer, the fact that, within the reiteration of 
the passion-resurrection prediction in Luke 24:7, those who are responsible for Jesus’ 
death are called “sinful men” (avnqrw,pwn a`martwlw/n) implies a contrast between 
these persecutors and the sinless Jesus. 
 Moreover, in the midst of his account of Jesus’ resurrection appearances, the 
Lukan Jesus explicitly links his suffering and resurrection with the fulfillment of 
scripture, of which he includes the psalms (Luke 24:44-47). This is yet another close 
link between the psalms used in Luke (some derived from Mark) and the fate of 
Jesus in his suffering, death, and resurrection that is clothed in Righteous Sufferer 
language.586  
 Despite the absence of the citation of Ps 22:2 in Luke’s PRN, it is clear that, 
as an early reader of Mark’s gospel, Luke adopts and adapts much of the psalmic and 
Righteous Sufferer language in his own portrayal of Jesus’ suffering, death, and 
resurrection. In addition to including most of the Markan strong allusions to Ps 22 in 
his own PRN, Luke emphasizes the link between Jesus and the motif of the 
Righteous Sufferer through explicit language not present in the Markan PRN. The 
fact that Luke does use adapted Markan language to achieve this, however, suggests 
that his portrayal of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer was influenced by Mark’s 
portrayal of Jesus. 
 
Conclusions 
 What has been learned from our examination of Matthew and Luke as early 
interpreters of Mark’s use of Ps 22 in his PRN? It has become clear that both 

                                                 
586 Morna D. Hooker, “Beginnings and Endings,” in The Written Gospel (eds. M. Bockmuehl 

and D. A. Hagner; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 184-202, believes this to reflect 
the early Christian community’s understanding of the Jesus events in light of scripture: “ . . . it is clear 
that they [these statements of Jesus] reflect the growing awareness of the Christian community that the 
story of Jesus’ life, death and resurrection corresponded to particular passages in scripture” (198). 
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Matthew and Luke include many of the Markan allusions to Ps 22 and, in the case of 
Matthew, the citation of Ps 22:2. The chart below provides a synopsis of the presence 
of Ps 22 in all three gospels. 
 
 
Key: (c) = citation; (sa) = strong allusion; (fa) = faint allusion 
 Mark Matthew Luke 
Ps 22:2 15:34 (c) 27:46 (c) ------- 
Ps 22:19 15:24b (sa) 27:35 (sa) 23:34 (sa) 
Ps 22:8 15:29 (sa) 27:39 (sa) ------- 
Ps 22:9 15:30-31b (sa) 27:40, 42a (sa); 

27:43 (c) 
23:35, 37, 39 (sa) 

Ps 22:7 15:32b (sa) 27:44 (sa) ------- 
Ps 22:17 15:27 (fa) -------- 23:32-33, 39 (fa) 
Ps 22:20-22a 15:35-36 (fa) 27:47-49 (fa) ------- 
Ps 22:30 ------- 27:52-53 (fa) ------- 
Ps 22:28b 15:39 (fa) 27:54 (fa) 23:47 (fa?) 
Ps 22:29 15:43 (fa) ------- 23:42-43, 50-51 

(fa) 
Ps 22:28-32 16:6, 7 (fa) 28:5-8 24:5, 8, 33-35 (fa) 
 
  

Has this test case produced the results for which I have argued throughout my 
study? Do the PRNs of Matthew and Luke, as products of two early implied readers 
of Mark’s gospel, confirm or disconfirm my thesis that Mark’s earliest readers would 
have recognized the citation of Ps 22:2 as contextual and interpreted it accordingly? 
Several results of this test case confirm the argument of this study.  

In the case of Matthew, not only does he adopt all of the strong allusions and 
the citation to Ps 22 present in the Markan PRN, but he also adds a citation and an 
allusion, and strengthens another existing one. Moreover, two of the three additions 
come from the latter half of the psalm, which indicates that Matthew did indeed 
interpret Jesus’ death in light of the entire psalm. Matthew also makes explicit the 
portrayal of Jesus as a Righteous Sufferer by attesting to his righteousness in Matt 
27:19.  
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 Similarly, Luke adopts much of the Markan language of Ps 22 in his PRN. 
Although he does not include the citation of Ps 22:2 by Jesus, he does alter the 
citation by substituting it with another citation from a Psalm of the Righteous 
Sufferer. This indicates that he recognized this link between the two psalms and 
deemed it appropriate to adapt Mark 15:34 accordingly. Most importantly, however, 
Luke significantly increases the explicit Righteous Sufferer language throughout his 
entire PRN, both in the account of Jesus’ crucifixion and also in the account of the 
resurrection and the subsequent appearances.  

Thus, it seems that both Matthew and Luke function somewhat differently to 
substantiate my thesis argument (that Mark’s early implied readers would have read 
and understood Ps 22 as contextual). Matthew clearly adds references to Ps 22 not 
present in Mark, which indicates that he read the Markan citation of Ps 22:2 as 
contextual. The fact that two of these allusions are derived from the latter half of the 
psalm further substantiates this claim. It is Matthew’s direct use of Ps 22, therefore, 
which provides additional external support for my interpretation of Mark 15:34. 
Luke’s use of Ps 22, on the other hand, does not follow Mark as closely as Matthew. 
Yet he clearly recognizes and adopts the Markan emphasis on the Righteous Sufferer 
identity of Jesus, an identity which I have argued is implicit in the Markan PRN, 
precisely in his use of Ps 22 (among other things). By the inclusion of explicit 
Righteous Sufferer language, it is apparent that Luke recognized what was implicit in 
Mark via his use of Ps 22 and used additional means by which to emphasize this 
motif.  
 Matthew and Luke, as our earliest tangible readers of Mark’s gospel, 
constitute two key examples of how Mark was read and interpreted in the first 
century CE. It has been the task of this chapter to examine these two texts to see how 
they adopt and adapt Mark’s use of Ps 22 in the hopes of confirming the thesis of this 
study. The evidence presented above appears to be further support that Mark’s early 
readers would indeed have interpreted the Markan Jesus’ citation of Ps 22:2 
contextually.  
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Appendix A 

MT Psalm 22 

 

 `dwI)d"l. rAmðz>mi rx;V;ªh; tl,Y<ïa;-l[; x:Cen:m.l;â1 
`yti(g"a]v; yrEîb.DI ytiª['Wvymi÷( qAxïr" ynIT"+b.z:[] hm'äl' yliaeâ yliäae 2 
`yli( hY"ïmiWd)-al{w>) hl'y>l;ªw>÷ hn<+[]t; al{åw> ~m'Ayà ar"äq.a, yh;ªl{a/ 3 

`lae(r"f.yI tALïhiT. bveªAy÷ vAd+q' hT'îa;w> 4 
`Amje(L.p;T.w:) Wxªj.B'÷ Wnyte_boa] Wxåj.B' ^B.â 5 

`WvAb)-al{w> Wxåj.b' ß̂B. Wjl'_m.nIw> Wqå[]z" ^yl,äae 6 
`~['( yWzðb.W ~d"ªa'÷ tP;îr>x, vyai_-al{w> t[;l;äAt ykiänOa'w> 7 
`varo) W[ynIïy" hp'ªf'b.÷ Wryjiîp.y: yli_ Wg[iäl.y: ya;roâ-lK' 8 

`AB* #pe(x'î yKi« WhleªyCiy:÷ Whje_L.p;y> hw"åhy>-la, lGOæ 9 
`yMi(ai ydEîv.-l[; yxiªyjib.m;÷ !j,B'_mi yxiägO hT'äa;-yKi( 10 

`hT'a'( yliaeä yMiªai÷ !j,B,îmi ~x,r"_me yTik.l;äv.h' ^yl,['â 11 
`rzE)A[ !yaeî-yKi hb'_Arq. hr"äc'-yKi yNIM,miâ qx;är>Ti-la; 12 

`ynIWr)T.Ki !v"åb' yrEÞyBia; ~yBi_r: ~yrIåP' ynIWbb's.â 13 
`gae(vow> @rEïjo hyE©r>a;÷ ~h,_yPi yl;ä[' WcåP' 14 

 gn"+ADK; yBiliâ hy"åh' yt'îAmñc.[;-lK'( Wdªr>P")t.hiw> éyTik.P;v.nI ~yIM:ïK; 15 
`y['(me %AtåB. smeªn"÷ 

 tw<m"ï-rp;[]l;w>) yx'_Aql.m; qB'äd>mu ynIAvl.Wà yxiªKo fr<x,’K; vbeÛy"¬ 16 
`ynItE)P.v.Ti 

`yl'(g>r:w> yd:îy" yrIªa]K'÷ ynIWp+yQihi ~y[irEm.â td:ä[] ~ybiîl'ñK. ynIWbªb's. yKiî 17 
`ybi(-War>yI WjyBiªy:÷ hM'heî yt'_Amc.[;-lK' rPEïs;a] 18 

`lr"(Ag WlyPiîy: yviªWbl.÷-l[;w> ~h,_l' yd:äg"b. WqåL.x;y> 19 
`hv'Wx) ytir"îz>[,l. ytiªWly"a/÷ qx'_r>Ti-la; hw"hy>â hT'äa;w> 20 

`yti(d"yxiy> bl,K,©÷-dY:mi yvi_p.n: br<x,äme hl'yCiäh; 21 
`ynIt")ynI[] ~ymiärE ynEßr>Q;miW hyE+r>a; yPiämi ynI[eyviAhâ 22 
`&'l<)l.h;a] lh'äq' %AtßB. yx'_a,l. å̂m.vi hr"äP.s;a] 23 

 WNM,ªmi÷ WrWgðw> WhWd+B.K; bqoå[]y: [r;z<å-lK' WhWlªl.h;( hw"“hy> yaeÛr>yI 24 
`lae(r"f.yI [r;z<ï-lK' 

 WNM,_mi wyn"åP' ryTiäs.hi-al{w> ynI©[' tWní[/ #Q;‡vi al{áw> hz"“b'-al{) yKiÛ 25 
`[;me(v' wyl'äae A[ßW>v;b.W* 

`wya'(rEy> dg<n<å ~Leªv;a]÷ yr:îd"n> br"_ lh'îq'B. ytiîL'ñhit.( ª̂T.aimeî 26 
 ~k,äb.b;l. yxiÞy> wyv'_r>Doæ hw"hy>â Wlål.h;(y> W[B'ªf.yIw> ~ywI“n"[] Wlìk.ayO 27 
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`d[;(l' 
 ^yn<©p'l.÷ Wwðx]T;v.yI)w> #r<a'_-ysep.a;-lK' hw"hy>â-la, Wbvuäy"w> WrÜK.z>yI 28 

`~yI)AG tAxïP.v.mi-lK'( 
`~yI)AGB; lveªmoW÷ hk'_WlM.h; hw"hyl;â yKiä 29 

 ydEär>Ay-lK' W[r>k.yIâ wyn"åp'l. #r<a,ª-ynEv.DI-lK'( ŸWW“x]T;v.YI)w: Wlìk.a' 30 
`hY")xi al{å Avªp.n:w>÷ rp"+[' 

`rAD*l; yn"ådoal;( rP:ßsuy> WNd<_b.[;y:) [r;z<ï 31 
`hf'([' yKiä dl'ªAn÷ ~[;îl. At+q'd>ci WdyGIåy:w> Waboy"â 32 

 
1 For the director, upon the hind of the dawn; 

  A melody with respect to David. 
2 My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?  

Far from my salvation are the words of my distress. 
3 God, I cry out by day but you do not answer, 

and at night but I receive no repose. 
4 But you are holy, 

  inhabiting the praises of Israel. 
5 In you our fathers trusted; 

  they trusted and you delivered them. 
6 To you they cried out and escaped; 

  in you they trusted and were not ashamed. 
7 But I am a worm and not a man;  

a reproach of mankind and a scorn of the people. 
8 All who see me mock me;  

  they separate with their lips, they shake their heads. 
9 “Commit to the Lord; let him deliver him;  

let him rescue him for he delights in him!” 
10 For you brought me forth from the womb; 

you caused me to trust while upon my mother’s breasts. 
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11 Upon you I was cast from birth; 

from my mother’s womb you have been my God. 
12 Do not be far from me for distress is near,  

   for there is no one to help. 
13 Many bulls surround me;  

   mighty bulls of Bashan encircle me. 
14 They open their mouths against me, 

 like a lion who tears and roars. 
15 I am poured out like water and all my bones are divided. 

My heart has become like wax; it is melted within my belly. 
16 My strength is dried up like a potsherd and my tongue clings to my jaw, 

and you place me in the dust of death. 
17 For dogs surround me,  

   a pack of evildoers encompasses me. 

   They dig at my hands and my feet. 
18 I count all of my bones. 

   They look; they gaze at me. 
19 They divide my garments for themselves, 

and upon my clothing they cast lots. 
20 But you, O Lord, do not be distant! 

    O my Help, to my assistance make haste! 
21 Rescue my soul from the sword;  

my only soul from the hand of the dog! 
22 Deliver me from the mouth of the lion! 

Now from the horns of the wild oxen you answer me! 
23 I will tell of your name to my brothers;  

   in the midst of the congregation I will praise you. 
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24 Those who fear the Lord, praise him, all you descendents of Jacob, honor him; 

and stand in awe of him, all you descendents of Israel. 
25 For he does despise nor detest the affliction of the afflicted,  

    and does not hide his face from him. 

   When he cries out to him, he hears. 
26 From you comes my praise in the great congregation. 

   I will repay my vows in front of those who fear him. 
27 The afflicted will eat and be satisfied.  

    The ones who seek him will praise the Lord. 

    Let your heart live forever! 
28 All the ends of the earth will remember and turn back to the Lord,  

    and all the clans of the nations will bow down in your presence. 
29 For kingship belongs to the Lord, 

    and he rules among the nations. 
30 All the fat ones of the earth will eat and bow down in his presence;  

   all who descend to the dust will bow down, 

   and his soul will not be preserved. 
31 Offspring will serve him; 

    It will be recounted for the Lord to the generation. 
32 They will come and declare his righteousness 

    to a people yet to be born, 

    for he has done it. 
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Appendix B 

LXX Psalm 21 

 
1 eivj to. te,loj up̀e.r th/j avntilh,myewj th/j e`wqinh/j yalmo.j tw/| Dauid   
2  ò qeo.j ò qeo,j mou pro,scej moi i[na ti, evgkate,lipe,j me makra.n avpo. th/j swthri,aj 

mou oi` lo,goi tw/n paraptwma,twn mou   
3  ò qeo,j mou kekra,xomai h`me,raj kai. ouvk eivsakou,sh| kai. nukto,j kai. ouvk eivj a;noian 

evmoi,   
4  su. de. evn a`gi,oij katoikei/j o` e;painoj Israhl  

5  evpi. soi. h;lpisan oi` pate,rej h`mw/n h;lpisan kai. evrru,sw auvtou,j   
6  pro.j se. evke,kraxan kai. evsw,qhsan evpi. soi. h;lpisan kai. ouv kath|scu,nqhsan   
7  evgw. de, eivmi skw,lhx kai. ouvk a;nqrwpoj o;neidoj avnqrw,pou kai. evxoude,nhma laou/   
8  pa,ntej oi` qewrou/nte,j me evxemukth,risa,n me evla,lhsan evn cei,lesin evki,nhsan 

kefalh,n   
9  h;lpisen evpi. ku,rion r`usa,sqw auvto,n swsa,tw auvto,n o[ti qe,lei auvto,n   
10  o[ti su. ei= o` evkspa,saj me evk gastro,j h ̀evlpi,j mou avpo. mastw/n th/j mhtro,j mou   
11  evpi. se. evperri,fhn evk mh,traj evk koili,aj mhtro,j mou qeo,j mou ei= su,   
12  mh. avposth/|j avpV evmou/ o[ti qli/yij evggu,j o[ti ouvk e;stin o` bohqw/n   
13  perieku,klwsa,n me mo,scoi polloi, tau/roi pi,onej perie,scon me   
14  h;noixan evpV evme. to. sto,ma auvtw/n w`j le,wn o ̀ar̀pa,zwn kai. wvruo,menoj   
15  ẁsei. u[dwr evxecu,qhn kai. dieskorpi,sqh pa,nta ta. ovsta/ mou evgenh,qh h̀ kardi,a mou 

w`sei. khro.j thko,menoj evn me,sw| th/j koili,aj mou   
16  evxhra,nqh w`j o;strakon h` ivscu,j mou kai. h ̀glw/ssa, mou keko,llhtai tw/| la,ruggi, 

mou kai. eivj cou/n qana,tou kath,gage,j me   
17  o[ti evku,klwsa,n me ku,nej polloi, sunagwgh. ponhreuome,nwn perie,scon me w;ruxan 

cei/ra,j mou kai. po,daj   
18  evxhri,qmhsa pa,nta ta. ovsta/ mou auvtoi. de. kateno,hsan kai. evpei/do,n me   
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19  diemeri,santo ta. i`ma,tia, mou e`autoi/j kai. evpi. to.n i`matismo,n mou e;balon klh/ron  
20  su. de, ku,rie mh. makru,nh|j th.n boh,qeia,n mou eivj th.n avnti,lhmyi,n mou pro,scej   
21  r`u/sai avpo. r`omfai,aj th.n yuch,n mou kai. evk ceiro.j kuno.j th.n monogenh/ mou   
22  sw/so,n me evk sto,matoj le,ontoj kai. avpo. kera,twn monokerw,twn th.n tapei,nwsi,n 

mou   
23  dihgh,somai to. o;noma, sou toi/j avdelfoi/j mou evn me,sw| evkklhsi,aj u`mnh,sw se   
24  oi` fobou,menoi ku,rion aivne,sate auvto,n a[pan to. spe,rma Iakwb doxa,sate auvto,n 

fobhqh,twsan auvto.n a[pan to. spe,rma Israhl   
25  o[ti ouvk evxoude,nwsen ouvde. prosw,cqisen th/| deh,sei tou/ ptwcou/ ouvde. avpe,streyen 

to. pro,swpon auvtou/ avpV evmou/ kai. evn tw/| kekrage,nai me pro.j auvto.n eivsh,kouse,n mou  
26  para. sou/ o` e;paino,j mou evn evkklhsi,a| mega,lh| ta.j euvca,j mou avpodw,sw evnw,pion 

tw/n foboume,nwn auvto,n   
27  fa,gontai pe,nhtej kai. evmplhsqh,sontai kai. aivne,sousin ku,rion oi` evkzhtou/ntej 

auvto,n zh,sontai ai` kardi,ai auvtw/n eivj aivw/na aivw/noj   
28  mnhsqh,sontai kai. evpistrafh,sontai pro.j ku,rion pa,nta ta. pe,rata th/j gh/j kai. 

proskunh,sousin evnw,pio,n sou pa/sai ai` patriai. tw/n evqnw/n   
29  o[ti tou/ kuri,ou h` basilei,a kai. auvto.j despo,zei tw/n evqnw/n   
30  e;fagon kai. proseku,nhsan pa,ntej oì pi,onej th/j gh/j evnw,pion auvtou/ propesou/ntai 

pa,ntej oì katabai,nontej eivj th.n gh/n kai. h ̀yuch, mou auvtw/| zh/|   
31  kai. to. spe,rma mou douleu,sei auvtw/| avnaggelh,setai tw/| kuri,w| genea. h` evrcome,nh  
32  kai. avnaggelou/sin th.n dikaiosu,nhn auvtou/ law/| tw/| tecqhsome,nw| o[ti evpoi,hsen ò 

ku,rioj 

 
1 Concerning the end, for the helper of the early morning;  

   A psalm by David. 
2 God, my God, pay attention to me; why did you forsake me? 

Far from my salvation are the words of my trespasses. 
3 My God, I will cry out by day and you will not hear,  

   and by night and you will not listen to my folly. 
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4 But you dwell among the holy ones,  

  the praise of Israel. 
5 Upon you our fathers hoped; 

  they hoped and you delivered them. 
6 To you they cried out and were saved; 

  upon you they hoped and were not disappointed. 
7 But I am a worm and not a man.  

  A reproach of mankind and an object of contempt of people. 
8 All those who see me mock me;  

   they talk with their lips, they shake their head. 
9 “He hoped upon the Lord, let him deliver him; 

let him save him, since he delights in him.” 
10 But you are the one who drew me out from the womb; 

   my hope from my mother’s breast. 
11 Upon you I have been placed from the womb; 

   from my mother’s belly you have been my God. 
12 Do not depart from me because suffering is near, 

   since there is no help. 
13 Many bulls encircled me;  

    fat bulls surrounded me. 
14 They opened their mouths at me,  

   the ones who attack and roar like a lion. 
15 I have been poured out like water and all my bones have been separated. 

   My heart has become like wax melting in the middle of my belly. 
16 My strength has been dried out like a potsherd and my tongue has been joined to   

   my throat, 

   and you have brought me down into the dust of death. 
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17 Because many dogs encircled me, a congregation of evildoers surrounded me. 

   They dug at my hands and feet. 
18 I counted all of my bones. 

   But they looked and took notice of me. 
19 They divided my clothes for themselves  

and upon my clothing they cast lots. 
20 But you, O Lord, do not prolong my help, 

as my Helper, pay close attention! 
21 Rescue my soul from the sword 

and my only soul from the hand of the dog! 
22 Save me from the mouth of the lion, 

    and from the mighty horn, my humiliation. 
23 I will tell of your name to my brothers. 

   In the great assembly I will sing your praises. 
24 Those who fear the Lord, praise him! All the seed of Jacob, glorify him!  

    Fear him, all the seed of Israel! 
25 Because it has not been in vain nor has he been angry towards the prayer of the  

    poor,  

    nor has he turned his presence from me, and among my cries to him he has  

    listened to me. 
26 From you is my praise in the great assembly. 

   I will repay my vows in the presence of those who fear him. 
27 The poor will eat and be satisfied and those who seek him will praise the Lord. 

    Their hearts will live forever. 
28 All the ends of the earth will remember and turn back to the Lord, 

   and all the families of the nations will bow down before you. 
29 Because the kingdom is the Lord’s 
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    and he has dominion over the nations. 
30 All the fat ones of the earth will eat and bow down before him. 

   All those who descend into the earth will fall prostrate,  

   and my soul lives in him. 
31 And my seed will serve him;  

   the coming generation will report of the Lord. 
32 And they will report of his righteousness to a people to be born,  

    because the Lord has done it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   234

Works Cited 

 

Ahearne-Kroll, Stephen. "The Suffering of David and the Suffering of Jesus: The 
Use of Four Psalms of Individual Lament in the Passion Narrative of the 
Gospel of Mark." Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago, 2005.   

 

Aichele, George, and Gary A. Phillips. "Introduction: Exegesis, Eisegesis, 
Intergesis." Semeia 69/70 (1995): 7-18.   

 

Aitken, Ellen Bradshaw. Jesus' Death in Early Christian Memory: The Poetics of the 
Passion. Novum Testamentum et Orbis Antiquus 53. Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004. 

 

Aland, Kurt. "Bemerkungen zum Schluss des Markusevangeliums." Pages 157-80 in 
Neotestamentica et Semitica: Studies in Honour of Matthew Black. Edited by 
E.E. Ellis, and M. Wilcox. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1969. 

 

Albright, William F. "A Catalog of Early Hebrew Lyric Poems." Hebrew Union 
College Annual 23 (1950-51): 1-39.  

 

Alexander, Loveday. "The Four among Pagans." Pages 222-37 in The Written 
Gospel. Edited by M. Bockmuehl and D. Hagner. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2005. 

 
 
Alexander, Patrick H., et al, eds. The SBL Handbook of Style: For Ancient Near 

Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies. Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson, 
1999. 

 
 
Allegro, John M. Qumran Cave 4: I (4Q158-4Q186). Discoveries in the Judaean 

Desert 5. Oxford: Clarendon, 1968. 
 

Allen, Leslie C. Psalms 101-150. Word Biblical Commentary 21. Waco: Word 
Books, 1983. 

 

Allison, Dale C. The End of the Ages Has Come: An Early Interpretation of the 
Passion and Resurrection of Jesus. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1985. 

 



   235

             . The New Moses: A Matthean Typology. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1993. 
 
Alter, Robert. The Art of Biblical Narrative. London: George Allen & Unwin, 1981.  
 
 
Ambrose. Of the Christian Faith. In A Select Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene 

Fathers of the Christian Church 2. Edited by P. Schaff. New York: Christian 
Literature, 1887-1894. Reprint, Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson, 1994. 

 

Anderson, Hugh. "The Old Testament in Mark's Gospel." Pages 280-306 in The Use 
of the Old Testament in the New and Other Essays: Studies in Honor of 
William Franklin Stinespring. Edited by J. M. Efird. Durham: Duke 
University Press, 1972. 

 

Annen, Franz. Heil für die Heiden: Zur Bedeutung und Geschichte der Tradition vom 
bessessenen Gerasener (Mk 5,1-20 parr.). Frankfurter theologische Studien 
20. Frankfurt am Main: Joseph Knecht, 1976. 

 

Augustine. The Letters of St. Augustine. Pages ____in Fathers of the Church: A New 
Translation 20. Edited by R. J. Deferrari. Washington D.C.: Catholic 
University of America Press, 1947-. 

 

Barker, Margaret. "Resurrection: Reflections on a New Approach." Pages 98-105 in 
Resurrection. Edited by S. E. Porter, M. A. Hayes, and D. Tombs. Journal for 
the Study of the New Testament: Supplement Series 186. Sheffield: 
Sheffield, 1999. 

 

Bauckham, Richard. God Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New 
Testament. Carlisle: Paternoster, 1998. 

 

Bauer, Johannes B. "Drei Tage." Biblica 39 (1958): 354-58. 
 

Bayer, Hans F. Jesus' Predictions of Vindication and Resurrection: The Provenance, 
Meaning, and Correlation of the Synoptic Predictions. Wissenschaftliche 
Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 2/20 Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul 
Siebeck), 1986.    

 

Beaton, Richard C. "How Matthew Writes." Pages 116-34 in The Written Gospel. 
Edited by M. Bockmuehl and D. Hagner. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2005. 

 



   236

Beavis, Mary Ann. Mark's Audience: The Literary and Social Setting of Mark 4.11-
12. Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplement Series 33. 
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989. 

 

Bennett, W. J., Jr. "The Son of Man Must . . ." Novum Testamentum 17 (1975): 113-
29. 

 

Best, Ernest. The Temptation and the Passion. Society for New Testament Studies 
Monograph Series 2. 2d ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990. 

 

Blackburn, Barry. Theios Anēr and the Markan Miracle Traditions: A Critique of the 
Theios Anēr Concept as an Interpretative Background of the Miracle 
Traditions Used by Mark. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen 
Testament 2/40. Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1991.  

 

Bloom, Harold. The Anxiety of Influence: A Theory of Poetry. New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1973.   

 

Bond, Helen K. Caiaphas: Friend of Rome and Judge of Jesus? Louisville: 
Westminster/John Knox, 2004.     

 

Bowman, John W. The Gospel of Mark: The Christian Jewish Passover Haggadah. 
Studia Postbiblica 8. Leiden: Brill, 1965. 

 

Bradshaw, Paul F. The Search for the Origins of Christian Worship: Sources and 
Methods for the Study of Early Liturgy. 2d ed. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2002.  

 

Braumann, Georg. "Wozu (Mk 15:34)." Pages 155-65 in Theokratia: Jahrbuch Des 
Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum II 1970-1972, Festgabe Für Karl 
Heinrich Rengstorf Zum 70. Leiden: Brill, 1973.  

 

Brown, Raymond E. The Death of the Messiah—from Gethsemane to the Grave: A 
Commentary on the Passion Narratives. 2 vols. Anchor Bible Reference 
Library. New York: Doubleday, 1994.  

 

Buchanan, George. Introduction to Intertextuality. Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen, 
1994. 

 



   237

Bultmann, Rudolph. The History of the Synoptic Tradition. Translated by J. Marsh. 
2d ed. Oxford: Blackwell, 1968. 

 

Burchard, Christoph. "Introduction to Joseph and Aseneth." Pages 177-201 in The 
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha. 2 vols. Edited by J. H. Charlesworth. 
London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1983. 

 

             . "Markus 15:34." Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die 
Kunde der älteren Kirche 74 (1983): 1-11.  

 

Burridge, Richard A. "Who Writes, Why, and for Whom?." Pages 99-115 in The 
Written Gospel. Edited by M. Bockmuehl and D. Hagner. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2005. 

 

Byrskog, Samuel. Jesus the Only Teacher: Didactic Authority and Transmission in 
Ancient Israel, Ancient Judaism, and the Matthean Community. Coniectanea 
biblica: New Testament Series 24. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell 
International, 1994.  

 

Campbell, William S. "'Why Did You Abandon Me?' Abandonment Christology in 
Mark's Gospel." Paper presented at the annual meeting for the Society of 
Biblical Literature. San Antonio, TX, November 22, 2004. 

 

Carey, Holly J. "Teachings and Tirades: Jesus' Temple Act and His Teachings in 
Mark 11:15-19." Stone-Campbell Journal 10:1 (2007): 93-105. 

 

Caza, Lorraine. Mon Dieu, pourquoi m'as-tu abandonné? Recherches Nouvelle Série 
24. Montréal: Bellarmin, 1989.  

 

Charlesworth, James H. "Introduction to Odes of Solomon." Pages 725-34 in The Old 
Testament Pseudepigrapha. 2 vols. Edited by J. H. Charlesworth. London: 
Darton, Longman & Todd, 1983.  

 

             . "Jewish Hymns, Odes, and Prayers (Ca. 167 B.C.E.-135 C.E.)." Pages 411-
36 in Early Judaism and Its Modern Interpreters. Edited by R. A. Kraft and 
G. W. E. Nickelsburg. Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986.  

 

Chronis, Harry L. "The Torn Veil: Cultus and Christology in Mark 15:37-39." 
Journal of Biblical Literature 101 (1982): 97-114. 



   238

Cohn-Sherbok, Dan. "Jesus' Cry on the Cross: An Alternative View." Expository 
Times 93 (1982): 215-17. 

 
 
Collins, Adela Yarbro. "The Appropriation of the Psalms of Individual Lament by 

Mark." Pages 223-41 in The Scriptures in the Gospels. Edited by C. M. 
Tuckett. Bibliotheca ephemeridum theologicarum lovaniensuim 131. Leuven: 
Leuven University Press, 1997.  

 

Coombs, James H. "Allusion Defined and Explained." Poetics 13 (1984): 475-88. 
 

Cranfield, Charles E. B. "A Study of St. Mark 1.9-11." Scottish Journal of Theology 
8 (1955): 53-63. 

 

Crawford, Sidnie White. "Miriam." Pages 566-67 in vol.1 of Encyclopedia of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls. Edited by L. H. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam. 2 vols. 
New York: Oxford University Press, 2000. 

 

Culler, Jonathan. The Pursuit of Signs: Semiotics, Literature, Deconstruction. 
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd, 1981. 

 

Danby, Herbert. The Mishnah: Translated from the Hebrew with Introduction and 
Brief Explanatory Notes. Oxford: Clarendon, 1933.  

 

Danker, Frederick W. "Demonic Secret in Mark: A Reexamination of the Cry of 
Dereliction." Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die 
Kunde der älteren Kirche 61 (1970): 48-69.  

 

Davies, Philip R. Behind the Essenes: History and Ideology in the Dead Sea Scrolls. 
Brown Judaic Studies 94. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987. 

 

Davis, Philip G. "Mark's Christological Paradox." Journal for the Study of the New 
Testament 35 (1989): 3-18.  

 

de Waard, Jan. A Comparative Study of the Old Testament Text in the Dead Sea 
Scrolls and the New Testament. Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah 4. 
Leiden: Brill, 1965. 

 



   239

Derrett, J. Duncan M. "Contributions to the Study of the Gerasene Demoniac." 
Journal for the Study of the New Testament 3 (1979): 2-17.  

 

             . The Making of Mark: The Scriptural Bases of the Earliest Gospel. 2 vols. 
Shipston-on-Stour: P. Drinkwater, 1985. 

 
 
Dibelius, Martin. From Tradition to Gospel. Translated by B. Woolf. London: Ivor 

Nicholson & Watson, 1934.  
 

Dillon, Richard J. "The Psalms of the Suffering Just in the Accounts of Jesus' 
Passion." Worship 61 (1987): 430-40. 

 

Dodd, C. H. According to the Scriptures: The Sub-Structure of New Testament 
Theology. London: Nisbet & Co., 1952.  

 

Donahue, John R. "From Passion Traditions to Passion Narrative." Pages 1-20 in The 
Passion in Mark. Edited by W. Kelber. Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976. 

 

Draisma, Sipke., ed. Intertextuality in Biblical Writings. Kampen: Kok, 1989. 
 

Enslin, Morton. "The Artistry of Mark." Journal of Biblical Literature 66 (1947): 
385-99.   

 

             . The Prophet from Nazareth. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961. 
 

Evans, Craig A. "Did Jesus Predict His Death and Resurrection?." Pages 82-97 in 
Resurrection. Edited by S. E. Porter, M. A. Hayes, and D. Tombs. Journal for 
the Study of the New Testament: Supplement Series 186. Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic Press, 1999.     

 
 
             . "How Septuagintal is Isa 5:1-7 in Mark 12:1-9?." Novum Testamentum 45 

(2003): 105-10. 
 

             . "Jesus' Action in the Temple: Cleansing or Portent of Destruction?." 
Catholic Biblical Quarterly 51 (1989): 237-70. 

 



   240

             . Mark 8:27-16:20. Word Biblical Commentary 34B. Nashville: Thomas 
Nelson, 2001. 

 
 
Falk, Daniel K. "Qumran and the Synagogue Liturgy." Pages 404-34 in The Ancient 

Synagogue from Its Origins until 200 C.E.: Papers Presented at an 
International Conference at Lund University, October 14-17, 2001. Edited by 
B. Olsson, and M. Zetterholm. Coniectanea Biblica New Testament Series 
39. Stockholm: Almquist & Wiksell International, 2003.  

 

Feldmeier, Reinhard. Die Krisis des Gottessohnes: Die Gethsemaneerzählung als 
Schlüssel der Markuspassion. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen 
Testament 2/21. Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1987.   

 

Fishbane, Michael. Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel. Oxford: Clarendon, 
1985.  

 

Fisher, Loren. "Betrayed by Friends: An Expository Study of Psalm 22." 
Interpretation 18 (1964): 20-38.  

 

Foster, Paul. "The Use of Zechariah in Matthew's Gospel." Pages 65-85 in The Book 
of Zechariah and Its Influence. Edited by C. Tuckett. Hampshire, England: 
Ashgate, 2003.   

 

Foucault, Michel. The Archaeology of Knowledge. London: Tavistock, 1972. 
 

Fowler, Robert M. Let the Reader Understand: Reader-Response Criticism and the 
Gospel of Mark. Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991.    

 

France, R. T. The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text. New 
International Greek Testament Commentary. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002. 

 

Gamble, Harry Y. Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early 
Christian Texts. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995. 

 

Geddert, Timothy J. Watchwords: Mark 13 in Markan Eschatology. Journal for the 
Study of the New Testament: Supplement Series 26. Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic Press, 1989. 

 



   241

Gese, Hartmut. "Psalm 22 und das Neue Testament: Der älteste Bericht vom Tode 
Jesu und die Entstehung des Herrenmahles." Pages 180-201 in Vom Sinai zum 
Zion. Beiträge zur evangelischen Theologie 64. Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 
1974.  

 

Gnilka, Joachim. Jesu ipsissima mors:  Der Tod Jesu im Lichte seiner 
Martyriumsparänese. Eichstätter Hochschulreden 38. Munich: Minerva, 
1983.  

 

Gould, Ezra P. The Gospel According to Mark. International Critical Commentary. 
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1896. 

 

Gray, John R. "A Cantata of the Autumn Festival: Psalm LXVIII." Journal of 
Semitic Studies 22 (1977): 2-26.  

 

Green, Joel B. "Death of Jesus." Pages 146-63 in vol. 1 of Dictionary of Jesus and 
the Gospels. Edited by J. B. Green and S. McKnight. Downers Grove: 
InterVarsity, 1992. 

 

Greig, James C. G. "The Teacher of Righteousness and the Qumran Community." 
New Testament Studies 2 (1955): 119-26. 

 

Guelich, Robert A. "The Beginning of the Gospel: Mark 1:1-15." Biblical Research 
27 (1982): 5-15.  

 

Gundry, Robert H. Mark: A Commentary on His Apology for the Cross. Grand 
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1993.    

 
    
Gunkel, Hermann. Die Psalmen. Handkommentar zum Alten Testament 2. 

Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1926. 
 
 
Ham, Clay A. The Coming King and the Rejected Shepherd: Matthew's Reading of 

Zechariah's Messianic Hope. New Testament Monographs 4. Sheffield: 
Sheffield Phoenix, 2005. 

 

Hanson, Anthony T. The Living Utterances of God: The New Testament Exegesis of 
the Old. London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1983. 

 



   242

Hasenzahl, Walter. Die Gottverlassenheit des Christus nach dem Kreuzeswort bei 
Matthäus und Markus und das christologische Verständnis des griechischen 
Psalters. Beiträge zur Förderung christlicher Theologie 39. Gütersloh: 
Bertelsmann, 1937. 

 

Hatina, Thomas R. In Search of a Context: The Function of Scripture in Mark's 
Narrative. Journal for the Study of the New Testament: Supplement Series 
232. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002. 

 

             . "Intertextuality and Historical Criticism in New Testament Studies: Is 
There a Relationship?." Biblical Interpretation 7 (1999): 28-43.  

 

Hays, Richard B. Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul. New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1989.   

 

             . The Moral Vision of the New Testament: Community, Cross, New Creation. 
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1997. 

 

Hays, Richard B., and Joel B. Green. "The Use of the Old Testament by New 
Testament Writers." Pages 222-38 in Hearing the New Testament: Strategies 
for Interpretation. Edited by J. B. Green. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995. 

 

Hengel, Martin. The Atonement: The Origins of the Doctrine in the New Testament. 
London: SCM Press Ltd., 1981. 

 

             . "Eye-Witness Memory and the Writing of the Gospels." Pages 70-96 in The 
Written Gospel. Edited by M. Bockmuehl and D. Hagner. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2005. 

 

             . Studies in the Gospel of Mark. Translated by J. Bowden. London: SCM 
Press Ltd., 1985. 

 

Hermerén, Göran. "Allusions and Intensions." Pages 203-20 in Intention and 
Interpretation. Edited by G. Iseminger. Philadelphia: Temple University 
Press, 1992.   

 

Hinds, Stephen. Allusion and Intertext: Dynamics of Appropriation in Roman Poetry. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998. 

 



   243

Hippolytus, The Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus. Translated by B. S. Easton. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1934. 

 
 
Hoffman, Mark G. V. "Psalm 22 (LXX 21) and the Crucifixion of Jesus." Ph.D. 

diss., Yale University, 1996.  
 

Hollander, John. The Figure of Echo: A Mode of Allusion in Milton and After. 
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981. 

 
 
Holst, Robert. "The ‘Cry of Dereliction’ - Another Point of View." Springfielder 35 

(1972): 286-9. 
 
 
Hooker, Morna D. "Beginnings and Endings." Pages 184-202 in The Written Gospel. 

Edited by M. Bockmuehl, and D. A. Hagner. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2005. 

 

             . "Is the Son of Man Problem Really Insoluble?." Pages 155-68 in Text and 
Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament Presented to Matthew Black. 
Edited by E. Best and R. M. Wilson. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1979.    

 

             . The Gospel According to Saint Mark. Black’s New Testament 
Commentaries 2. Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 1991.  

 

             . The Son of Man in Mark. London: SPCK, 1967. 
 

             . "Traditions About the Temple in the Sayings of Jesus." Bulletin of the John 
Rylands University Library of Manchester 70 (1988): 7-20. 

 

Hunter, A. M. The Gospel According to Saint Mark. Torch Bible Commentaries. 
London: SCM Press, 1948.  

 

Hurtado, Larry W. Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003.  

 
 
              . Mark. New International Biblical Commentary on the New Testament 2. 

Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 1983.    
 



   244

             . "The Women, the Tomb, and the Climax of Mark." forthcoming. 
 

Incigneri, Brian J. The Gospel to the Romans: The Setting and Rhetoric of Mark's 
Gospel. Biblical Interpretation Series 65. Leiden: Brill, 2003.  

 

Iser, Wolfgang. The Implied Reader: Patterns of Communication in Prose Fiction 
from Bunyan to Beckett. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974. 

 
 
Jauss, Hans R. Towards an Aesthetic of Reception. Minneapolis: University of 

Minnesota Press, 1982. 
 

Jeremias, Gert. Der Lehrer der Gerechtigkeit. Studien zur Umwelt des Neuen 
Testaments 2. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963.   

 

Johnson, Earl S., Jr. "Is Mark 15.39 the Key to Mark's Christology?." Journal for the 
Study of the New Testament 31 (1987): 3-22. 

 

Johnson, Luke Timothy. "The Scriptural World of Hebrews." Interpretation 57 
(2003): 237-50. 

 

Jokiranta, Jutta. "The Prototypical Teacher in the Qumran Pesharim: A Social 
Identity Approach." Pages 254-63 in Ancient Israel: The Old Testament in Its 
Social Context. Edited by P. F. Esler. Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005.  

 
 
Josephus. Translated by H. St. J. Thackeray et al. 10 vols. Loeb Classical Library. 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1926–1965.  
 
 
Juel, Donald H. Messiah and Temple: The Trial of Jesus in the Gospel of Mark. 

Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series 31. Missoula, Montana: 
Scholars Press, 1977.   

 

             . Messianic Exegesis: Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament in 
Early Christianity. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988.  

 

Kaiser, Walter C., Jr. The Uses of the Old Testament in the New. Chicago: Moody 
Press, 1985. 

 



   245

Kee, Howard C. Community of the New Age: Studies in Mark's Gospel. Philadelphia: 
Westminster Press, 1977. 

 

             . "The Function of Scriptural Quotations and Allusions in Mark 11-16." 
Pages 165-88 in Jesus und Paulus. Edited by E. Grässer and E. E. Ellis. 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975.  

 

Kelber, Werner. The Oral and Written Gospel. Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983. 
 

Kenneally, William J. "Eli, Eli, Lema Sabactani’ (Mt 27:46)." Catholic Biblical 
Quarterly 8 (1946): 124-34.  

 

Kim, Tae Hun. "The Anarthrous ui`o.j qeou/ in Mark 15, 39 and the Roman Imperial 
Cult." Biblica 79 (1998): 221-41. 

 

Kinukawa, Hisako. Women and Jesus in Mark: A Japanese Feminist Perspective. 
Marykoll, New York: Orbis Books, 1994. 

 

Kittel, G., and G. Friedrich, eds. Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. 
Translated by G. W. Bromiley. 10 vols. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–
1976. 

 
 
Klein, Ralph W. Textual Criticism of the Old Testament: From the Septuagint to 

Qumran. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974. 
 

Kloppenborg, John S. "Egyptian Viticultural Practices and the Citation of Isa 5:1-7 in 
Mark 12:1-9." Novum Testamentum 44 (2002): 134-59. 

 

             . "Isa 5:1-7 LXX and Mark 12:1,9, Again." Novum Testamentum 46 (2004): 
12-19.  

 

Knohl, Israel. The Messiah before Jesus: The Suffering Servant of the Dead Sea 
Scrolls. Translated by D. Maisel. Berkley: University of California Press, 
2000. 

 

Kristeva, Julia. Séméiotiké: recherches pour une sémanalyse. Paris: Points, 1969. 
 



   246

Lane, William L. The Gospel According to Mark. New London Commentary on the 
New Testament. London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1974.      

 
 
Lange, Harvey D. "The Relationship between Psalm 22 and the Passion Narrative." 

Concordia Theological Monthly 43 (1972): 610-21. 
 

             . "A Study of the Hermeneutical Principles Involved in the Interpretation and 
Use of Psalm 22 in Biblical and Extrabiblical Sources." Ph. D. diss., 
Concordia Seminary, 1970. 

 

Leddy, Michael. "The Limits of Allusion." The British Journal of Aesthetics 32 
(1992): 110-23.   

 

Lim, Timothy H. "The Wicked Priest or the Liar?." Pages 45-51 in The Dead Sea 
Scrolls in Their Historical Context. Edited by T.H. Lim. Edinburgh: T & T 
Clark, 2000. 

 

Lindars, Barnabas. New Testament Apologetic: The Doctrinal Significance of the Old 
Testament Quotations. London: SCM Press LTD, 1961.     

 

Linnemann, Eta. Studien zur Passionsgeschichte. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1970. 

 

Longenecker, Richard N. Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period. Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1975. 

 

MacDonald, Dennis R. The Homeric Epics and the Gospel of Mark. New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 2000.   

 

Mack, Burton L. A Myth of Innocence. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988. 
 

Mann, C. S. Mark: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary. Anchor 
Bible 27. New York: Doubleday, 1986. 

 

Marcus, Joel. "The Old Testament and the Death of Jesus: The Role of Scripture in 
the Gospel Passion Narratives." Pages 205-33 in The Death of Jesus in Early 
Christianity. Edited by J. T. Carroll and J. B. Green. Peabody, Massachusetts: 
Hendrickson, 1995.   



   247

             . The Way of the Lord: Christological Exegesis of the Old Testament in the 
Gospel of Mark. Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992.  

 

Marxsen, Willi. Mark the Evangelist: Studies on the Redaction History of the Gospel. 
Translated by J.Boyce, D. Juel, W. Poehlmann, and R. A. Harrisville. 
Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1969. 

 
 
Matera, Frank J. Passion Narratives and Gospel Theologies: Interpreting the 

Synoptics through Their Passion Stories. New York: Paulist, 1986. 
 

Mauser, Ulrich W. Christ in the Wilderness: The Wilderness Theme in the Second 
Gospel and Its Basis in the Biblical Tradition. Studies in Biblical Theology 
39. London: SCM Press, 1963. 

 

Mays, James L. "Prayer and Christology: Psalm 22 as Perspective on the Passion." 
Theology Today 42 (1985): 322-31.  

 

McKinnis, Ray. "Analysis of Mark 10:32-34." Novum Testamentum 18 (1976): 81-
100.      

 

McKinnon, James W. "On the Question of Psalmody in the Ancient Synagogue." 
Early Music History 6 (1986): 159-91.  

 

Menzies, Allan. The Earliest Gospel: A Historical Study of the Gospel According to 
Mark, with a Text and English Version. New York: Macmillan, 1901. 

 

Metzger, Bruce M. A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament. 2d ed. 
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994.  

 

Miller, Dale and Patricia. The Gospel of Mark as Midrash on Earlier Jewish and 
New Testament Literature. Studies in the Bible and Early Christianity 21. 
Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen, 1990. 

 

Moo, Douglas J. The Old Testament in the Gospel Passion Narratives. Sheffield: 
Almond Press, 1983. 

 

Morris, Leon. The Cross in the New Testament. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965. 
 



   248

Moule, C. F. D. The Origin of Christology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1977. 

 

Moyise, Steve. "Intertextuality and the Study of the OT in the NT." Pages 14-41 in 
The Old Testament in the New Testament: Essays in Honour of J. L. North. 
Edited by S. Moyise. Journal for the Study of the New Testament: 
Supplement Series 189. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000.  

 
 
             ., ed. The Old Testament in the New Testament: Essays in Honour of J. 

L. North. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000. 
 

Neusner, Jacob. The Mishnah: A New Translation. New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1988. 

 

New, David S. Old Testament Quotations in the Synoptic Gospels, and the Two-
Document Hypothesis. Society of Biblical Literature Septuagint and Cognate 
Studies 37. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993. 

 

Nickelsburg, George W. E. Ancient Judaism and Christian Origins: Diversity, 
Continuity, and Transformation. Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003.  

 

             . "The Genre and Function of the Markan Passion Narrative." Harvard 
Theological Review 73 (1980): 153-84.  

 

             . Resurrection, Immortality, and Eternal Life in Intertestamental Judaism. 
Harvard Theological Studies 26. London: Oxford University Press, 1972.  

 

Noble, Paul R. "Esau, Tamar, and Joseph: Criteria for Identifying Inner-Biblical 
Allusions." Vetus Testamentum 52 (2002): 219-52. 

 

O'Day, Gail R. "Jeremiah 9:22-23 and 1 Corinthians 1:26-31: A Study in 
Intertextuality." Journal of Biblical Literature 109 (1990): 259-67.  

 

Oesterley, William O. E. Psalms Translated with Text-Critical and Exegetical Notes. 
London: SPCK, 1953. 

 

Old, Hughes Oliphant. "The Psalms of Praise in the Worship of the New Testament 
Church." Interpretation 39 (1985): 20-33. 



   249

Origen. Contra Celsum. Translated by Henry Chadwick. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1980. 

 
 
Orr, Mary. Intertextuality: Debates and Contexts. Cambridge: Polity, 2003.   
 

Perri, Carmela. "On Alluding." Poetics 7 (1978): 289-307.  
 

Perrin, Norman. The Resurrection Narratives: A New Approach. London: SCM 
Press, 1977.      

 

Perry, John M. "The Three Days in the Synoptic Passion Predictions." Catholic 
Biblical Quarterly 48 (1986): 637-54. 

 

Pesch, Rudolph. Das Markusevangelium: Kommentar zu Kap. 8,27-16,20. Freiburg: 
Herder, 1977.  

 

Philo. Translated by F. H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker. 2 vols. Loeb Classical 
Library. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981. 

 

Proctor, Mark. "After Three Days" in Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:34: Subordinating Jesus' 
Resurrection in the Second Gospel." Perspectives in Religious Studies 30 
(2003): 399-424.     

 

Puech, Émile. "Quelques aspects de la restauration du Rouleau des Hymnes." 
Journal of Jewish Studies 39 (1988): 38-55. 

 

Reumann, John H. "Psalm 22 at the Cross: Lament and Thanksgiving for Jesus 
Christ." Interpretation 28 (1974): 39-58.  

 

Riffaterre, Michael. Text Production. Translated by Terese Lyons. New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1983. 

 

Robbins, Vernon K. Jesus the Teacher: A Socio-Rhetorical Interpretation of Mark. 
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984.  

 

 
 
 



   250

             . "The Reversed Contextualization of Psalm 22 in the Markan Crucifixion: A 
Socio-Rhetorical Analysis." Pages 1161-1183 in The Four Gospels 1992: 
Festschrift Frans Neirynck. Edited by F. Van Segbroeck. Leuven: Leuven 
University Press, 1992.  

 

Rohrbaugh, R. L. "The Social Location of the Markan Audience." Interpretation 47 
(1993): 380-95. 

 

Roth, Wolfgang. Hebrew Gospel: Cracking the Code of Mark. Oak Park, IL: Meyer-
Stone Books, 1988. 

 

Ruppert, Lothar. Jesus als der leidende Gerechte? Der Weg Jesu im Lichte eines alt- 
und zwischentestamentlichen Motivs. Stuttgarter Bibelstudien 59. Stuttgart: 
KBW Verlag, 1972.  

 

             . Der leidende Gerechte: Eine motivgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum Alten 
Testament und zwischentestamentlichen Judentum. Forschung zur Bibel 5. 
Würzburg, 1972.  

 

Sabourin, Leopold. "Apocalyptic Traits in Matthew's Gospel." Religious Studies 
Bulletin 3 (1983): 19-36. 

 

Sanders, E. P. Jesus and Judaism. London: SCM Press Ltd, 1985. 
 

             . Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion. 
London: SCM Press Ltd, 1977.  

 

Schaberg, Jane. "Daniel 7,12 and the New Testament Passion-Resurrection 
Predictions." New Testament Studies 31 (1985): 208-22. 

 

Schaub, Thomas. "Allusion and Intertext: History in the End of the Road." Pages 
181-203 in Influence and Intertextuality in Literary History. Edited by J. 
Clayton, and E. Rothstein. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1991. 

 

Schmidt, Hans. Die Psalmen. Tübingen: Mohr, 1934. 
 

Schmidt, Karl L. Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu: Literarkritische Untersuchungen 
zur ältesten Jesusüberlieferung. Berlin: Trowitzsch & Sohn, 1919. 

 



   251

Schmidt, Thomas E. "Cry of Dereliction or Cry of Judgment? Mark 15:34 in 
Context." Bullentin for Biblical Research 4 (1994): 145-53.  

 

Schneck, Richard. Isaiah in the Gospel of Mark, I-VIII. Berkeley Institute of Biblical 
Archaeology and Literature Dissertation Series 1. Vallejo, CA: BIBAL, 1994. 

 

Schultz, S. "Markus und das Alte Testament." Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche 
58 (1961): 184-97. 

 
 
Schweizer, Eduard. Lordship and Discipleship. Studies in Biblical Theology 28. 

London: SCM Press, 1960. 
 

Schwemer, A. E. "Jesu letze Worte am Kreuz (Mk 15, 34; Lk 23, 46; Joh 19, 28ff)." 
Theologische Beiträge 29 (1998): 5-29.  

 
 
Scott, R. B. Y. "The Pillars Jachin and Boaz." Journal of Biblical Literature 58 

(1939): 143-9. 
 

Snodgrass, Klyne. The Parable of the Wicked Tenants. Wissenschaftliche 
Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 27. Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul 
Siebeck), 1983. 

 

             . "Streams of Tradition Emerging from Isaiah 40:1-5 and Their Adaptation in 
the New Testament." Journal for the Study of the New Testament 8 (1980): 
24-45.  

 

Stanley, Christopher D. Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation Technique in 
the Pauline Epistles and Contemporary Literature. Society for New 
Testament Studies Monograph Series 74. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1992.  

 

             . "The Social Environment of ‘Free’ Biblical Quotations in the New 
Testament." Pages 18-27 in Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures 
of Israel: Investigations and Proposals. Edited by C. A. and J. A. Sanders 
Evans. Journal for the Study of the New Testament: Supplement Series 148. 
Sheffield: Sheffield, 1997. 

 



   252

Steichele, Hans-Jörg. Der leidende Sohn Gottes: Eine Untersuchung einiger 
alttestamentlicher Motive in der Christologie des Markusevangeliums. 
Biblische Untersuchungen 14. Regensburg: Pustet, 1980.   

 

Stendahl, Krister. The School of St. Matthew and Its Use of the Old Testament. 
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1968. 

 

Stipp, Hermann-Josef. "Vier Gestalten einer Totenerweckungserzählung (1 Kön 
17,17-24; 2 Kön 4,8-37; Apg 9,36-42; Apg 20,7-12)." Biblica 80 (1999): 43-
77. 

 
 
Stolz, Fritz. "Psalm 22: Alttestamentliches Reden vom Menschen und 

neutestamentliches Reden von Jesus." Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche 77 
(1980): 129-48. 

 

Strecker, Georg. "The Passion and Resurrection Predictions in Mark's Gospel." 
Interpretation 22 (1968): 421-42.    

 

Suhl, Alfred. Die Funktion der Alttestamentlichen Zitate und Anspielungen im 
Markusevangelium. Gütersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1965.  

 

Swartley, Willard M. Israel's Scripture Traditions and the Synoptic Gospels: Story 
Shaping Story. Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 1994. 

 

Taylor, Vincent. Jesus and His Sacrifice: A Study of the Passion-Sayings in the 
Gospels. London: Macmillan, 1937.   

 

Telford, William R. The Barren Temple and the Withered Tree: A Redaction-Critical 
Analysis of the Cursing of the Fig-Tree Pericope in Mark's Gospel and Its 
Relation to the Cleansing of the Temple Tradition. Sheffield: JSOT Press, 
1980. 

 

Tertullian, Apology. Translated by T. R. Glover. Loeb Classical Library. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1960. 

 

Thatcher, Tom. "(Re)Mark(S) on the Cross." Biblical Interpretation 4 (1996): 346-
61. 

 



   253

Theissen, Gerd. The Gospels in Context: Social and Political History in the Synoptic 
Tradition. Translated by L. Maloney. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1992. 

 

Thiselton, Anthony C. New Horizons in Hermeneutics: The Theory and Practice of 
Transforming Biblical Reading. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992. 

 

             . "The Parables as Language-Event: Some Comments on Fuchs's 
Hermeneutics in the Light of Linguistic Philosophy." Scottish Journal of 
Theology 23 (1970): 437-68. 

 

Thompson, Michael. Clothed with Christ: The Example and Teaching of Jesus in 
Romans 12.1-15.13. Journal for the Study of the New Testament: Supplement 
Series 59. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991.   

 

 Tödt, H. E. The Son of Man in the Synoptic Tradition. Translated by D. M. Barton. 
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1965. 

 

Tov, Emanuel. Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible. 2d rev. ed. Minneapolis: 
Fortress Press, 2001.  

 
 
Ulfgard, Håkan. "The Teacher of Righteousness, the History of the Qumran 

Community, and Our Understanding of the Jesus Movement: Texts, Theories 
and Trajectories." Pages 310-46 in Qumran between the Old and New 
Testaments. Edited by F. H. Cryer, and T. L. Thompson. Journal for the 
Study of the Old Testament: Supplement Series 290. Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic Press, 1998.  

 

Ulrich, Eugene. The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible. Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1999. 

 

Vermes, Geza. The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English. London: Allen Lane 
Penguin, 1997.  

 

             . "The Use of vn rb avn rb in Jewish Aramaic." Pages 310-28 in An 
Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts. Edited by M. Black. Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1967. 

 

Voelz, James W. "Multiple Signs, Levels of Meaning and Self as Text: Elements of 
Intertextuality." Semeia 69/70 (1995): 149-164. 



   254

Vorster, Willem S. "The Function of the Use of the Old Testament in Mark." 
Neotestamentica 14 (1981): 62-72. 

 
 
             . "Intertextuality and Redaktionsgeschichte." Pages 15-26 in Intertextuality 

in Biblical Writings: Essays in Honour of Bas Van Iersel. Edited by S. 
Draisma. Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1989. 

 

Wacholder, Ben Zion. "The Righteous Teacher in the Pesherite Commentaries." 
Hebrew Union College Annual 73 (2002): 1-27. 

 
 
Watson, Francis. "The Social Function of Mark's Secrecy Theme." Journal for the 

Study of the New Testament 24 (1985): 49-69. 
 

              . "Why Was Jesus Crucified?" Theology 88 (1985): 105-112. 
 
 
Watts, Rikki E. Isaiah's New Exodus and Mark. Wissenschafliche Untersuchungen 

zum Neuen Testament 88. Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1997.  
 

             . "The Psalms in Mark's Gospel." Pages 25-45 in The Psalms in the New 
Testament. Edited by S. Moyise and M. J. J. Menken. London: T & T Clark 
International, a Continuum imprint, 2004.   

 

White, John L. "Beware the Leavened Bread: Markan Imager in the Last Supper." 
Forum 3 (1987): 49-63. 

 

             . "The Way of the Cross: Was There a Pre-Markan Passion Narrative?." 
Forum 3 (1987): 35-49.   

 

Williams, Gary R. "Frustrated Expectations in Isaiah V 1-7: A Literary 
Interpretation." Vetus Testamentum 35 (1985): 459-65.   

 

Williams, P. J. "The Linguistic Background to Jesus' Dereliction Cry (Matthew 
27:46; Mark 15:34)." Pages 1-12 in The New Testament in Its First Century 
Setting: Essays on Context and Background in Honour of B. W. Winter on 
His 65th Birthday. Edited by P. J. Williams, A. D. Clarke, P. M. Head, and D. 
Instone-Brewer. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004.  

 



   255

Wimsatt, W. K. and Monroe C. Beardsley. "The Intentional Fallacy." Pages 3-18 in 
The Verbal Icon: Studies in the Meaning of Poetry. Lexington: University of 
Kentucky Press, 1954. 

 

Witherup, Ronald D. "The Death of Jesus and the Raising of the Saints: Matthew 
27:51-54 in Context." Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers 26 
(1987): 574-85. 

 

Wright, N. T. Jesus and the Victory of God. Christian Origins and the Question of 
God 2. London: SPCK, 1996. 

 

Young, Franklin W. "A Study of the Relation of Isaiah to the Fourth Gospel." 
Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der älteren 
Kirche 46 (1955): 215-33. 

 

 

 

 
 
  
  

 

 

 

 


