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MARK’S GOSPEL
1. WHAT IS A GOSPEL? A life of Jesus? 

Never! The gospel is the good news of Christ, his 
Person and his salvation. I here use gospel for that 
gospel, as told to or by you personally or from the 
pulpit of your church; and Gospel as the name of 
one of the first four books of our New Testament. 
Our Gospels, then, are the books inspired by the 
Holy Spirit, as part of the New Testament revelation 
of truth, which present for faith the Person of Jesus 
Christ as Savior, and show sinners how they may 
obtain that salvation, based on his death and resur
rection. Enough must be told of his advent, life, 
preaching, teaching, death, resurrection and the con
tinuity between Jesus himself and the Old Testa
ment, on the one hand, and continuing apostolic 
Christianity, on the other, so that the reader, or the 
hearer of the reading or of its message, may be saved 
and may definitely commit himself to Jesus Christ 
once for all and forever, for the purposes which he 
had in mind in that life, death, resurrection and con
tinuity of Lordship.

A Gospel centers in the end, not the beginning. 
Mark could take for granted the beginning, and 
thirty out of thirty-three years of the life of Jesus, 
as well as the vast majority of known incidents in 
the three years of his public ministry. All this he 
takes for granted and presupposes in his opening 
words: “The beginning (Genesis) of the gospel of 
Jesus Christ, the Son of God”, 1:1. In supposing the 
reader knows THAT, how much Mark presupposes! 
No Gospel is in any way a biography. In the Bible 
before me, about one-fiftieth of Mark’s Gospel is 
given over to John the Baptist — John the Immerser, 
Mark plainly said; for baptism, baptize and Baptist 
are untranslated words, in our Bible. In the original 
Greek are the words that mean immersion, immerse 
and Immerser some 115 times, but they are never 
once translated in our English Bibles in general use. 
Our Lord’s Forerunner marks the continuity between 
Old Testament prophecy and the New Testament or 
new covenant Scriptures, for the last thing the Old 
Testament says is to prophesy the coming of John 
to introduce the coming of the Day of the Lord. Mark 
first proclaims the fulfillment of prophecy and tells 
the story of John’s immersion of those who repented 
of their sins, and he later identifies him as Elijah, 
in spirit and nature reappearing, and his baptism 
as from heaven, in origin and authority. He reports 
Jesus as telling us that John, as the new Elijah, “re- 
storeth all things,” as Elijah had restored the re
vealed worship, almost destroyed by the prophets 
of Baal, 9:11.

John the Immerser is this “beginning of the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God,” 1:1. The 
continuity is the baptism of Jesus, the forty days of 
masive temptation by the devil, that fitted him to 
be the Moses of the New Covenant. There follows 
his Galilean ministry, the narrative of how he pre
sented himself and his Messianic mission to his own 
home province. “Galilee of the Gentiles” was a sort 
of half-way land, a bridge between the Jewish strong
hold of Jerusalem and the outer Gentile world all 
around. The Roman Emperor’s governor was just a 
few miles away, at Caesarea; and the great border
land custom house was in Capernaum, where Mat
thew was first “publican,” collector of taxes for 
Rome, and then apostle for the new King, 2:14. One- 
third of this Gospel is given to this typical Galilean 
ministry and preaching of the Messiah. There fol
lows about a seventh of its pages in glimpses of Jesus 
on foreign soil. He has been rejected by the Galilean 
people and takes his apostles for rest and instruction 
to other lands nearby. But “he could not be hid” 
and shows himself the channel of grace in healing, 
teaching and saving, while he gives deeper and 
darker lessons about the Cross, to which he de
liberately moves on as Messiah. He fed the multi
tudes that sought his manifold ministry and repulsed 
their political and carnal ideas of his Messianic 
kingdom and prepared his apostles for his death, 
resurrection and departure and their continuity of 
his real kingdom, in missions. Then Mark gives 
about a twelfth of his space to Transjordania, the 
Perean land of the Jewish people, through which 
Jesus moves leisurely but firmly on to the Cross. 
Then there comes a third of his Gospel, given to the 
last week of his life, devoted to the death of the 
Person. That is the climax, that the essence of his 
Gospel, the center of our hope. I trust you are not 
pagan enough to suppose that Jesus was a martyr, 
overcome by men, carried against his will to an end 
he did not envisage. If that is your thought, poor, 
blind infidel! You have no gospel. The Cross was 
what Father, Son and Holy Spirit had planned, for 
all eternity, and this occupies the climatic third of 
the Gospel, the high and final place on the platform 
of truth revealed. The resurrection is the last part of 
the book, the consummation of it all. And the simple 
fact is that the coming of the Cross casts its shadow 
over all the book and Christ’s reported words, at 
every step of the way.

A Gospel, then, is primarily the story of the 
Cross, the Person who died there, and why, and the 
sequel three days later. That death was the death 



of the Person, introduced from heaven by the Fore
runner, God-sent, and identified by the divine voice 
at his baptism and anointed visibly, in the symbolic 
coming to him of a dove, for his career of Redeemer. 
The Redeemer then performs his task, our redemp
tion, and afterwards commissions his chosen disciples 
to spread the news and he returns to the Father. 
That is what we mean by a Gospel, each of the four 
giving its own emphases and contributions to the 
whole.

Of course, Mark lets us hear Jesus himself in
terpret that death which is the basis of our redemp
tion. Redemption is a buying back, and so Jesus 
himself tells us that the meaning of his death is that 
it was a “ransom instead of many,” 10:45, a price 
paid for their freedom. The word ransom refers to 
the price paid for the freedom of a captive or a slave. 
Jesus did on the Cross what was necessary to set us 
free from the condemnation and captivity and 
eternal consequences of sin. Mark’s Gospel, as all 
Gospels, is the good news of a representative Substi
tute for sinners, a vicarious Sacrifice, a Suffering 
Servant, as portrayed in Isaiah 53, our all-atoning 
Savior. Two terrible Greek verbs portray the horror 
of that experience, which almost overwhelmed the 
Savior in Gethsemane, 14:33. They are almost un
translatable in our speech. The very life of Jesus 
was endangered under the strain, so angels came 
and ministered unto him, Luke informs us. Such was 
the divine horror within him as he shrank from our 
sins, which, as Peter tells us, he “bore in his own 
body on the tree,” I Peter 2:24.

Mark also quotes Jesus, during the Lord’s Sup
per, as planting in Christianity that memorial of his 
death, and saying of the cup: “This is my blood of 
the New Covenant which is poured out for many,” 
14:24. Here is the New Covenant, the essence of our 
New Testament. And it is made valid before God 
through Christ’s atoning blood. And this gospel is 
just as clear in Mark’s Gospel as in Paul’s Epistles 
to the Romans and to the Galatians. Mark tells in 
history what Paul sums up as doctrine in I Cor. 15:3, 
4. Be sure, when you teach Mark, that you are not 
just repeating a lot of isolated stories. It is a "Gospel" 
you are to teach.

Of course, if Mark had been writing an Epistle, 
he would have left out the narrative and given him
self to exposition. But, since he is writing a Gospel, 
he presents the Person and the meaning of his death 
and resurrection, from the Savior’s own lips. This 
we have.

2. WHO, THEN, WAS JESUS? That is the 
question Mark writes to answer. This — not mere 
biographical details of a human life — is the theme 
of a Gospel: who such a Person is and how he came 
in this human life for such a Godward death. He 
announces the Person in the first line he writes. 
John the Baptist announces and identifies him. 
Demons cannot withhold their confession of his 
Divine Being. God the Father, 1:11:9:7, twice de
clares from heaven that this is his Beloved Son. On 

oath, that Son affirms in similar language that he is 
“the Christ, the Son of the Blessed,” 14:16, though 
he well knows that he is thereby signing his own 
death warrant. And to the same conclusion came 
the Roman centurion at the Cross, 14:30.

No less majestic is the other great title he bore, 
“Son of Man.” Certain interpreters I have called 
“squeezers.” Like a lemon squeezer, extracting all 
the juice, they extract all the meaning from the 
words of Jesus and leave us only the rind and pulp. 
So they reduce this title, “Son of Man,” to mean 
merely that Jesus was a member of the human race. 
Why stress the obvious? And why, rather, does 
Mark associate the title with miracle, and miracle- 
working nature in the Son, unless it had prophetic 
and historic meaning? Daniel, the real prophet — 
not an imaginary Daniel of far later times — pre
dicted a ’Being of this same nature and character 
who would come to earth from the clouds of heaven, 
after confronting the Ancient of Days. And to him 
was given “dominion, and glory, and a kingdom, 
that all people, nations and languages should serve 
him. His dominion is an everlasting dominion,” Dan. 
7:13, 14. No son ever born of a human father’s be
getting is this Son of Man, but only he who is Son 
of Mary and Son of God. Mark writes a Gospel of 
this Son. And I love to think of “languages” serving 
that holy Sovereign of the mind, as Greek did for 
Mark and English does for us.

As Son of Man, Jesus forgives sins, 2:10, is Lord 
of the Sabbath — a stupendous claim, due to be a 
fatal claim, when made to the Jews of his day and 
nation. He affirms, long ahead of his death, the 
certain resurrection of this Son of Man, 8:31; 9:9, 31; 
10:33, 34. Constantly, in his sight of the end and 
goal of his human career, the Messianic death and 
resurrection are all of one piece. As the Son of Man, 
he is the judge of human beings at his Second Com
ing, in glory, 8:38. In Mark, you are never far from 
the incarnate Son of God nor from his finished work 
of redemption, on Calvary. The Person and the 
blood are in all the panorama of the Gospel. And 
the source is Jesus, whom Mark knew so well and 
quotes so often for every truth he needed to use.

3. AND, NOW, WHO WAS MARK? We know 
John Mark, fully and thoroughly. And that know
ledge comes from the New Testament, not from be
lated voices of apostate centuries long after Christ, 
namely, self-glorifying Latin cities which, in bitter 
rivalry, became covetous of the tradition and fame 
of some apostolic founder as the pseudo-bishop of an 
anti-biblical diocesan episcopate. Mark is one of the 
authors of our New Testament and the intimate 
friend and colleague of all its other authors.

Luke, our one historian of apostolic Christianity, 
called “the greatest historian in all antiquity,” pre
sents to us: “John whose surname was Mark,” whose 
mother was Mary, the hostess of Christian meetings 
of the Jerusalem Church in her home, Acts 12:12. 
Jesus, after he gave the Great Commission in Galilee, 
Math. 28:16, ordered his apostles to begin their world 



mission in Jerusalem, Acts 1:4; Luke 24:47, 49, and 
work out into neighboring Judea and Samaria and 
ever onward and outward, Acts 1:9. This they and 
109 others with them did, including the mother and 
half-brothers of our Lord. And they met in prayer 
meetings in the home of John Mark, Acts 1:13, 14, 
also attending the temple hours of prayer, Luke 
24:52; Acts 2:46; 3:1. In that upper room they all met 
in church session and elected, in the place of Judas, 
an apostle who should make that responsible group 
complete, Acts 1:15-26. Note that there were only 
eleven apostles in Acts 1:26 and “twelve” in 6:2. And 
the “Acts of the Apostles” is Luke’s history of the 
deliberations and leadership of ALL the apostles, so 
stated definitely in 1:2; 2:37, 42, 43; 4:33-37; 5:2, 12, 
18, 29, 34, 40; 6:6; 8:1, 14, 18; 9:27; 15:2,4, 6, 22, 23, 33; 
16:4, plus the references to Paul, the apostle to the 
Gentiles. Acts is not just a collection of stories about 
Peter and Paul, with a few extras thrown in. The 
whole book is the history of continuing Christianity’s 
“continuing stedfastly in the apostles’ doctrine,” 
2:42. This is the continuity Jesus promised his 
apostles, by the Spirit’s help, in John 14, 15 and 16.

That continuity of the upper room and its guests 
reaches back to the eve of the crucifixion when Jesus 
established the Lord’s Supper. Mark knows full well 
the facts and tells us of that “large upper room,” 
14:15. The two apostles sent to make arrangements 
were told to enter Jerusalem and a man would meet 
them “carrying a pitcher of water,” v. 13, a woman’s 
work usually. They followed him as guide and 
arranged for the Passover. Our Lord’s supernatural 
knowledge of this man’s actions was confirmed by 
what they found. In that mission, request was made 
for the use by Jesus and the Twelve of the “guest- 
chamber” (translated “inn” and “guestchamber” in 
Luke 2:7; 22:11). This narrative, if the opinion is cor
rect which refers it to the father of Mark, shows him 
to have been either a close friend of Jesus, or maybe 
a secret believer, like Nicodemus or Joseph of Ari- 
mathea. Mark calls the place now “an upper room,” 
whereas he had said “inn” or “guestchamber,” 14:14, 
15. Now there isn’t any probability at all that there 
would have been in Jerusalem, at the disposition of 
Jesus, two mansions big enough to have an upstairs 
room where 120 people could hold church services, 
big enough also to be called an “inn” in its ample 
accommodations for a big supper. In John Mark’s 
home all this took place.

Many authors suggest also that the incident told 
by Mark in 14:50-52 is about himself, that the Geth
semane garden was also the property of Mark’s 
father, who had sent the son there to look after his 
guests, Jesus and the Twelve. Mark slept “raw.” 
Awakened by the soldiers and mob who came to take 
Jesus prisoner, he ran out to see to the interests of 
his guests. Even after the apostles had all fled, Mark 
came near and saw Jesus, came so near that a linen 
cloth he had thrown around his naked body was 
seized and he fled naked.

Here he is called a young man, maybe some

where between 24 and 40 years of age. However, a 
diminutive term is used, possibly indicating greater 
youth. In Acts 12:25, Mark is already old enough to 
leave home and go out on his own in the world of 
work. This was in 45 A.D. He was probably past 
thirty slightly, Saul maybe forty-five years old, and 
dear Cousin Barnabas, so wise, so esteemed, so in
fluential in the ranks of Jewish Levites and the 
Christian church in Jerusalem and, later, in the 
Antioch church, maybe 55, with ten or twelve years 
more of ministry for him.

Now we have here, in John Mark, no timid, 
weak-willed, bashful lackey boy of two great mis
sionaries. Already he had run to Jesus, in great 
peril, when the apostles themselves had already fled. 
Tradition calls him “the stump-fingered,” which is 
held to mean that as a Levite he cut off part of one 
hand in order to disqualify himself for the temple 
service to which he was obligated and leave him 
free to serve Christ. No weakling would do that. 
Far from being subservient to his elders, he abandons 
the mission tour of Paul and Barnabas when it had 
hardly begun and goes home. Whatever that may 
mean, it shows independence of judgment and de
cision of character. Barnabas approved; Paul dis
approved. But so sturdy was Mark that we never 
have any sign that he weakened before Paul. And 
Barnabas preferred Mark to Paul, for his second 
missionary tour. Paul watched Mark from afar and 
longed for his services, enjoyed them once more, 
even in the Imperial City of Rome, and a second 
time longed for them there, as “profitable to me for 
the ministry,” II Tim. 4:11.

In the closing decade of Barnabas’ life, Mark 
was to him a kinsman, a colleague and an inde
pendent, valuable ally, on important Cyprus, where 
world thought turns so often now in the morning 
news. I think it was at the close of Mark’s mission 
there that he wrote his Gospel. A. H. Strong be
lieved that it was in 55 A.D. and I concur. Already 
James had written his Epistle and Paul had written 
two to the Thessalonians and one to the Galatians 
and maybe one to Corinth, whence he would soon 
write the majestic apology for Christianity that we 
call the Epistle to the Romans, the epitaph of the 
Judaizing controversy. Christian Scriptures are 
emerging rapidly. Mark writes the first Scripture 
known as a Gospel, but Matthew and Luke follow 
on in like fashion, by 60 A.D., and Luke adds Acts, 
as Mark aids Paul in Rome and is mentioned in two 
of his four Epistles written in his own hired house, 
where he was an honored prisoner in Rome. Those 
Epistles are Col. 4:10 and Philemon 24.

Here is no life of a weakling, the shadow of 
another personality, a mere repeater of another’s 
words. The vigor of Mark is seen in the directness 
of his history and his abrupt “STRAIGHTWAY,” 
used 40 times in his Gospel and translated straight
way, immediately, anon, forthwith and as soon as; 
and two other similar words add three times to the 
number of his energetic expressions with which he 



gets on with his story. All we read of Mark, or in 
Mark, portrays the energetic "straightway" type of 
character. Mark was to Barnabas what Joshua was 
to Moses.

Think of all a youth, maybe a teen-ager when 
Jesus began his ministry, would remember per
sonally of Jesus. How often would he have seen and 
heard him in the temple. If all Jerusalem went out 
to the wilderness to see and hear John, that would 
include Mark and his parents. If great throngs from 
Jerusalem, 3:8, went to Galilee to hear Jesus, why not 
Mark? Certainly he would not have to wait three 
decades for Peter to tell him in Rome what hap
pened in his own homeland. Countless thousands, 
at the feasts in Jerusalem, would be repeating the 
words and deeds of Jesus, to all and sundry. In a 
home where Jesus was a guest, Mark would hang on 
his every word and would hear and note from others 
his Master’s sayings. Our Lord’s common command, 
“Follow me,” was not theorized. Multitudes, the 
Greek is plural in some cases, great multitudes, a 
“superlative” multitude, says the Greek, Math. 21:8, 
literally followed Jesus from place to place, some
times for days, often from afar, yes, international 
multitudes. Directly or indirectly, Mark would have 
his very being saturated with these facts and sayings 
in the impressionable days of youth.

Then consider who Mark was, son of a family of 
Levites. His father may have been one of the great 
men of the temple, may have had charge of the 
“storehouse” of tithes, or some other great adminis
trative responsibility. This “upper room” or “inn” of 
a house seems to have been one of the palaces in the 
neighborhood of the temple, not far from the palaces 
of Herod, Pilate and the high priests. Mark would 
know all these high enemies of Jesus in that priestly 
and Levite circle. He would hear both sides, for they 
talked of nothing else but Jesus. He would know of 
the opposition, already up in arms about John the 
Baptist, when Jesus came on the scene. He follows 
it closely all through his Gospel. The second chapter 
registers the official classification of him as a blas
phemer, 2:7. In 2:19, he is speaking of the “Bride
groom’s” removal. In v. 24, men raise the fanatical 
issue of the Sabbath, over a trifle. In 3:5, Jesus is 
angry at their moral obtuseness, hard-hearted spy
ing and schemes. They plot to “destroy” him, v. 6. 
His friends say he is out of his mind, 4:21. The 
scribes, the intellectuals, say he is crazy, 4:22. He is 
denouncing in them the blasphemy against the Holy 
Spirit, 4:29. His family doubts his sanity, 4:31. The 
Gadarenes drive him out of their city, 5:17. His home 
town “was offended at him,” 6:3. He is challenged 
by the religious leaders and denounces them openly 
as hypocrites, 7:6. He calls all their elaborate wor
ship vain, 7:7. Yet they dog his steps, 8:11. When 
heaven’s guests come to him at the Transfiguration 
they know the end. They talk to him about his 
“decease,” Luke 9:31 — that was the supreme thing 
he was to “accomplish.” Now he has to steal along 
the roads, 9:30. His very disciples are afraid of him, 

v. 32, unresponsive to his own clear knowledge of the 
imminence of the Cross, 9:32. And by 10:12, a little 
over half way through the Gospel, behold “they were 
going up to Jerusalem” with him for the last time; 
“and they were amazed; and as they followed, they 
were afraid.” There is not a chapter in Mark’s book 
that is not darkened by the great shadow of Calvary’s 
Cross. Mark had lived with this tragedy, this waning 
hopefulness, this dawning HOPE of the soul. He 
wrote from intimacy with both sides, the Jesus side 
and the anti-Jesus side, an eye witness of much, an 
ear witness of all, directly or from those present.

The Holy Spirit, when he picked Mark to write 
the first Gospel, picked the best man in all Palestine 
for that purpose. He could know the issues from the 
heart of things, in Jerusalem, from both sides, and 
from intimacy with a cousin Levite whose home was 
out among the Gentiles and from all who were close 
to Jesus by nature or by grace. Don’t forget the Holy 
Spirit in the authorship of Mark. And don’t forget 
him in his divine providence as regards the Bible. 
He chose the authors. He providentially made the 
first collections of their works. He, not some far off 
Catholic Council, formed the New Testament, both 
inspiring the Scriptures that make it up and guiding 
the churches to accept them for what they are. This 
is a book of truth, not a pack of lies. It is what it 
professes to be, the Word of God.

4. WE SHOULD BE AWARE OF THE 
DEADLY RIVAL THEORY, THE EVOLUTIONARY 
HYPOTHESIS APPLIED TO MARK AND HIS 
GOSPEL. Strange, fanciful, almost incredible, yet 
it is the fact we see in commentaries and theological 
magazines of the day. As Christianity grew more 
and more powerful in Rome and the Roman Empire, 
till patronized and exploited by murderer Constan
tine, the Great warlord, emperor from 324 to 336, 
A.D., Eusebius, his adulatory Church historian, three 
centuries after Christ, harks back to a writer of lost 
stories, named Papias, himself more than a century 
after Calvary, who, in the third place, quotes with 
almost ludicrous uncertainty a certain “Elder” 
named John, whom nobody will dare to identify. 
Now this unholy trinity simply brushes aside all 
that we KNOW about Mark and his Gospel. We are 
placed in the role of ignoramuses, swallowing the 
most fatuous traditions of far distant times. These 
traditions affirm that Peter preached in Rome. 
Though bi-lingual Rome and bi-lingual Galilee of the 
Gentiles spoke the same koine Greek, common to the 
whole Empire, from Babylon to Spain, yet Peter is 
put down as an ignoramus, unable to speak to the 
world he was sent forth by Jesus to evangelize. So 
he speaks to Rome in Aran^c and Mark interprets 
it in Greek. Now why would Mark know Greek and 
Peter not? Peter had far greater opportunity and 
reason to know Greek in “Galilee of the Gentiles” 
than Mark, right in a hotbed of Hebrews of the 
Hebrews, in the midst of a temple clique. But you 
don’t have to be reasoning or reasonable to believe 
tradition. That is an affliction of the Romanist mind 



and of those who seek to do it reverence, or to agree 
just to be agreeable. But that men called scholars 
should bow down to this idolatry of Rome is hard to 
understand. In the few things we have quoted from 
Papias he contradicts both himself, the New Testa
ment and all reason. And Eusebius was on both sides 
of the great battle for the deity of our Lord, between 
Athanasius and Arius, as was Constantine, who de
manded only unity in the Christian block of popula
tion on which he had bet his life and kingdom. Mark 
has as little real chance for justice in this court as 
Jesus had in the Sanhedrin.

5. SCRIBISM. Mark is today the victim of the 
same evil that our Lord denounced in his day — 
SCRIBISM. If you want to see scorn of folly and 
scorching indignation at injustice, just read our 
Lord’s denunciation of the Scribes, in Matthew 23. 
Eight times he pronounces “WOE” upon them, 
“woes” that, as he pronounced the word, sounded 
like the wails of Eastern mourners. Seven times he 
adds the epithet, “hypocrites.” He also calls them 
“blind guides,” each a “child of hell,” “fools and 
blind,” “serpents,” “generation of vipers,” “whited 
sepulchres.” Jesus was not given to the use of mere 
epithets. They were all he said, fruits of scribism 
that had grown as a cancer in the national religious 
life. Scribism is just as deadly today to all moral 
values, produces just as barren religiosity and 
wrecks all possible faith in the Bible. To be Christlike 
is to be “not as the scribes,” 1:22.

Let me take a famous modern commentary on 
Mark as an example. The British infidel who wrote 
it traced the status quo of his unbelief through the 
stages of reading that produced it in him or his pro
fessors before him. Such a mind has come through 
the following outbreaks of infidelity: Eichhorn (1804), 
F. D. Schleiermacher (1817), Greseler (1818), Strauss 
(1835), Wilke (1838), C. H. Weisse (1838), B. Weiss 
(1886), Holtzmann (1901), Wrede (1901), A. Schweitzer 
(1901), in English translation: “The Quest of the His
torical Jesus,” a wild goose chase by the surgeon 
now in Africa who plays Bach faithfully, note by 
note, but shows not the least respect for the Bible,) 
Wellhausen (works of various dates, 1903 to 1911), 
J. Weiss (works from 1892 to 1937), Schmidt (1919), 
M. Dibelius of Heidelberg (inventor of Die Form- 
geschichie des Evangeliums, 1919), Bultmann (works 
from 1921 to 1935), Bussmann (1925-1931), Ed Meyer 
(1921-3), and J. Jeremias (1952). Scribism! And this 
German scribism is an approach to the study of the 
simple Gospel of Mark. This is the genealogy of 
what men must believe or disbelieve instead of Mark 
and our Bible. There is hardly a phase or form of 
infidelity, almost to the point of blasphemy and the 
unpardonable sin, that is not in the teaching of these 
evil books. So is bolstered up the unending craze 
of scribism to join the ever-current Athenians who, 
said Paul, “spent their time in nothing else but 
either to tell, or to hear, some new thing,” Acts 17:21.

Now these names of infidelity are just the pock
marks of a fatal disease. That disease is the union 

of Church and State. Any “National Church” is a 
national sin. Caesar aspires to woo and wed Christ’s 
bride and winds up with the discovery in his harem 
of a harlot pretender. Such State Churches are 
merely the harem-dwellers of Caesar.

These infidels say “The Church” produced the 
Bible. CHURCH is a Bible word and means inalien
ably and always CONGREGATION and nothing that 
does not congregate is a genuine church. This fake 
Church is made up of some deceived Christians and 
millions of children of the devil, sprinkled in infancy, 
and that fake baptism is all the pretense of Chris
tianity they ever had. Such an infant baptism is 
their only pretense of regeneration. Now there never 
was on this earth an infant baptism. Baptism is a 
vow of holiness. No infant is capable of it. An infant 
can no more be baptized than it can marry, bear 
arms, vote or hold a job. There never was, is not 
today, and never will be any such organization as 
these infidels call “The Church.” It is as big a fraud 
as the infant baptisms that began such an apostasy 
in post-apostolic times. The churches of Jesus Christ 
are apostolic in the time of their origin, the original 
one coming from Jesus himself. They did not pro
duce the Bible. It came to them from the apostles 
and their associates in apostolic missions. It was all 
in circulation and use by the churches long before 
this accursed apostasy, “The Church” of Caesar’s 
harem, came into existence. Such names as these in 
the catalog of assassins of Mark are mere minions 
of Caesar’s concubines, paid for their unbelief in 
theological universities of this State and Church 
harlotry.

Yet British and American theologians of the un
evangelical type crave the standing of associates of 
these minions of Caesar’s concubines. They are the 
assassins of Mark. At the end of World War II 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt voiced the allied armies’ 
demand on Germany and its allies for an ABSO
LUTE SURRENDER. They got it. But at the very 
same time a lot of American theologians of unbelief 
ran to the infidels of Germany and begged for the 
privilege of ABSOLUTE SURRENDER to them. 
Such satellites of German State-Church infidelity 
embraced “form criticism,” from Dibelius, about the 
deadliest and most insolent revolt against God and 
the Bible in all literature. Former infidels attacked 
this or that in the Bible. This attacks the Bible itself, 
as a mere dump of traditions, a trash heap of hetero
geneous notions. Let us see. I quote from the same 
commentary on Mark. This wild slander of Mark 
assures us we do not know who wrote anything that 
we read in our New Testament. “The Church” did 
it all. Mark is just a mosaic made up of tiny, anony
mous traditions accumulated by “The Church.” Into 
Dibelius’ mosaic of Form-Criticism go bits of lan
guage countless times worked over, till they assumed 
the form of Mark’s Gospel. These are classified as: 
"Paradigmen, Novellen, myths, Legends, Apothegms”. 
And the Novellen, in a later phase of the theory, 
become Miracle-stories. The words of this “Church”- 



spawned tradition were changed, by Bultmann’s 
later defining, into “Logia, Wisdom-words, Prophetic 
or apocalyptic words, Community rules, ‘I words,’ 
and Parables.” To these the inevitable disciples of 
his added “controversy-stories,” “community-say
ings,” and what have you. Each of these classes of 
material that went into Mark has its own degree of 
probability or improbability, so that, if you wanted 
to use a verse of Scripture, you would have to go 
through a process like tracing your ancestors back 
to 1300 A.D., to find out its degree of probability of 
truth. If I believed this stuff, I would throw my 
Bible in the trash can, repudiate Christianity and 
follow some honest profession. Why don’t these 
infidels do the same? There is no excuse for their 
staying in any institution that calls itself Christian 
or deceiving young preachers they are supposed to 
educate in the Word of God. And if the rank and 
file of American Christians, of any really evangelical 
denomination, knew these facts, the day of such 
hypocrites would be over before another month’s 
salary could be drawn by such men for doing exactly 
the opposite to what they are paid to do. “Academic 
freedom???” THERE IS NO SUCH THING AS 
ACADEMIC FREEDOM WITHOUT ACADEMIC 
RESPONSIBILITY. A man with common decency 
will not sign a solemn vow to teach stipulated truth, 
and not to teach anything to the contrary, and then 
go right into a spree of form criticism or later species 
of infidelity. That is perjury, before God.

No. Mark did not write Mark, say they. In his 
place these German overlords of our infidel profes
sors in New England universities have gathered a 
menagerie of queer beasts in their theological zoo: 
Ur-Marcus, Q (Quelle-source), MI, M2, M3. The 
numbers are written either at the top or at the bot
tom of the capital M, according to the style of the 
respective theory-makers. Ml is a historian. M2 is 
a poet. M3 is theologian. In the zoo, too, are G (Mark 
as known by Luke’s copying him), B (G as expanded 
by a Galilean redactor), E (B expanded from the 
hands of a Roman editor), a “disciples” source, a 
“Twelve-source,” “pre-Markan traditions” and Mar- 
can constructions.” And out of these piles of debris 
of a battered-to-pieces Gospel, we get this later 
classification: “Pronouncement-stories, Stories about 
Jesus, Mar can Constructions, Summary Statements, 
Sayings, Parables and Small Complexes.”

For all this we go back to “The Church,” the in
ventor of our Bibles. Still we are not through. The 
motives are assigned for the action of the goose that 
produced the golden egg: “Apologetic Aims,” “Litur
gical Interests,” “Doctrinal Motives,” “The Miracu
lous Elements in the Gospel” and narratives capable 
of a non-miraculous interpretation (twisting), “nature 
miracles” and so on. All this in some fractions of 
the introduction of one commentary. This is the 
jargon of current infidelity. And the scribism that 
affects our theology is such that only a very inde
pendent soul would dare just take Mark’s real Gospel 
and teach what it means by what it says. That is 

to be out of the theological style. It is unheard of. 
Well, thank God, there are exceptions. Prof. H. C. 
Brown, Jr., writes a fine article in the new “South
western Journal of Theology,” full of valuable sug
gestions about his subject, “Preaching Values in 
Mark’s Gospel.” And he doesn’t quote a single in
fidel. Then the Sunday School Board gets out an
nually a book for these Southwide studies of each 
January. This time it is “A Study of the Gospel of 
Mark,” by Dr. Hugh R. Peterson, of the Louisville 
Seminary. While it gives a paragraph to quote 
Papias and the theory spun from his senseless words, 
it dismisses the matter there and returns to Mark’s 
Gospel as a real product of the Holy Spirit through 
Mark himself. And the book is a real study of Mark.

6. WE KNOW WHERE BOTH PETER AND 
MARK WERE, AND WERE NOT, AND WHEN. 
The supposition that Peter was 25 years “Bishop of 
Rome,” besides being “Bishop of Antioch” a while, 
so insanely proclaimed by reporters to millions, dur
ing the recent publicity over a pope’s death, is of 
the same sort of historical value as Mother Goose 
Rhymes. Peter’s movements are clear, in the large, 
as are Mark’s, from the death of Christ to the climax 
of the ministry of them both. Peter was in Jerusa
lem at and after the death of Jesus, A.D. 30, Acts 1-5. 
It was a busy life in the Jerusalem Church, of which 
he was no more bishop than his brethren, the other 
apostles and other elders. It grew to be a great 
church of many thousands and all the apostles 
obeyed the risen Lord and gave themselves to 
evangelize first Jerusalem, then Judea, then the 
outlying provinces of the Holy Land, then the regions 
beyond. Peter was in Jerusalem till Paul was con
verted in the midst of his persecution, in A.D. 37. 
All the apostles stuck to their posts, even though 
the rest of the church was either killed or scattered, 
Acts 8:1. At the end of Paul’s three years in Arabia, 
he visits Peter in Jerusalem, A.D. 40, Gal. 1:18. He 
went up, he says, “to SEE” Peter, as one goes to see 
the Pyramids or one of the wonders of the world. 
Barnabas stands for Saul, the suspect, in the 
suspicious church, 9:26-28. Peter is still there in 
44 A.D., when James is killed, though he has made 
tours of Palestine and been the instrument in the 
first Gentile conversion and baptism, Acts 10 and 11. 
If Cornelius was the beginning of Gentile evangelism, 
then clearly there had been no visit to Rome by 
Peter up to this time. Peter dedicates himself to 
further evangelistic sallies, 12:18, but is back at his 
post in Jerusalem when the Jerusalem Conference 
between that church and the Antioch Church, 
through messengers from Antioch, brings up a great 
discussion and deliverance conjointly, Acts 15. Paul 
gives an account of a private meeting there. In it 
he and Barnabas make a solemn contract with Peter 
and John. They entered into a gentlemen’s agree
ment that they, Jewish evangelizers of Jewry in 
Jerusalem and the great area of the Dispersion, 
would go to the Jews (“the circumcision”), whereas 
Barnabas and Saul would go to the Gentile world 



(“the^ircumcision”), Gal. 2:9. Peter violated his 
word of honor very soon, but the stinging public 
rebuke he got from Paul cured him of that. He never 
so offended again and Dr. A. T. Robertson felt sure 
the two men never saw each other again. This would 
be maybe 51 A.D. In I Cor. 9:5 Paul speaks of Peter 
and his wife. Peter both “leads her around,” says 
the Greek, and is supported by the brotherhood in 
his missionary work, Paul adds, I Cor. 9:5. That is 
57 A.D. We know Peter’s field in this era of his 
work in the great Dispersion. It is the lakeside 
provinces of Asia Minor, I Peter 1:1. That great 
evangelist, Silas, had been his colleague there and 
was still in Babylon, when he wrote, I Peter 5:12, 13. 
One of the strangest perversions of the Bible in all 
literature is the habit of allegorizing this plain his
torical statement that Peter was in Babylon. These 
same disciples of German infidelity and some better 
men, too, alas, sneer at anyone who allegorizes the 
Old Testament language, including Jesus. But 
THEY allegorize Babylon, in a plain, historical state
ment, giving to the word a sense we find only decades 
later in a highly figurative book where Rome is 
called Babylon in Rev. 14:8; 16:19; 17:5; 18:2, 10, 21. 
The allegorical sense is very plain as John writes. 
The literal sense is even more plain as Peter writes. 
It is in the same Dispersion where he was at work. 
The two great capitivities and resulting Dispersion 
of the Jews, after both the Northern Kingdom had 
been removed to Nineveh and the Southern one to 
Babylon, have left a vast Jewish population in that 
region. Peter had been in the cities above Nineveh: 
he writes from Babylon, the later center, still a large 
Jewish habitat of the Dispersion, though much of 
the building material of palaces and walls had been 
removed to a new political center. Peter writes his 
first Epistle from this erstwhile capital of the Dis
persion and so states in a straightforward declara
tion. There is no worse sin of allegorizing in all 
literature than to imagine a fanciful reference to 
place names here that would arbitrarily throw the 
apostle to the other side of the Roman world, where 
he had absolutely no right to be, by his solemn oath.

Now on Mark. He was in Jerusalem till taken 
down to Antioch with Barnabas, Acts 12:25. He was 
with Paul and Barnabas in the first missionary 
journey they made, 45 A.D., the first lap only of 
that trip. Then he went home. He is with Barnabas, 
in his Levite home country, from 50 or 51 on for 
some years. That was probably the time when he 
wrote his Gospel. He was already Peter’s “son,” 
either won to Christ by the apostle in Jerusalem in 
his youth, or associated with him in the long Jerusa
lem ministry of Peter, his mentor and ideal of those 
intimate days in his mother’s home. Years on Cyprus 
would give time for literary work. A. H. Strong puts 
55 as the time that Mark wrote his Gospel. A dis
cerning opinion. Matthew and Luke would eagerly 
read this first great literary work of its kind in all 
human history, before 60 A.D. and write their own 
Gospels, Luke writing Acts with Paul in Rome, by 

63 A.D. And in two of Paul’s Epistles, Col. 4:10 and 
Philemon 24, he affirms the presence of Mark with 
him in Rome. Mark’s career in Rome is with Paul, 
not with Peter. And Paul exhorts the Colossian 
brethren to “receive” Mark according to “command
ments” he had already given. Now where would 
Mark be going, coming from Rome to Colosse? Look 
at your map and you will see. Colosse is on a bee line 
from Rome to Babylon. Mark went that way to join 
Peter in his mission work there, as Paul sets out 
from Rome for his final voyages to his churches and 
to evangelize Spain. After Babylon, we never hear 
of Mark again. We can follow Peter and Mark, sep
arate or together, right along through the history. 
IN BIBLE HISTORY, Peter is never in Rome once, 
or near there. Churches existed there, but he did 
not found them. Paul wrote to the Roman churches, 
one of them in Priscilla’s house, in 58 A.D. and he 
neither mentions Peter nor greets him. Paul was 
very courteous. Peter and Rome were unrelated. 
This colossal hoax of Peter in Rome, yet unable to 
talk the language and needing Mark as an interpreter, 
is an insult to the intelligence of anyone who hears 
it. Yet the anti-biblical scribism of our day comes 
begging such inventors of fables for the privilege 
of an “ABSOLUTE SURRENDER” to the German 
concubines of Caesar and their theological minions.

You can easily be the judge as to the colossal 
difference of style between Peter and Mark. Peter 
is a preacher and in his Epistles he preaches, and you 
have sermons and addresses of his in the first several 
chapters of Acts and 10, 11 and 15. He is a doctrinal 
preacher and proves his doctrines to his Jewish 
hearers by citations from the prophets. Peter’s 
preaching is no more like Mark’s Gospel than Mark’s 
Gospel is like Peter’s preaching. They were in no 
way related.

Now the Jewish War, 66 to 70 A.D., closed any 
mission doors among the Jews, so wonderfully open 
till that time in temple and synagogues. Then the 
work of Peter and John would be over, in the “cir
cumcision.” Dr. Robertson thought that then Peter 
came to Rome, as John went to Ephesus, and worked 
among the Gentiles till death. Paul was already 
dead, he thought. So Peter’s coming was no invasion 
of his field. That is possible. From that little, Rome 
manufactured the vast horde of traditions on which 
it built the papacy and its medieval empire and 
pompous pretensions. But that has absolutely noth
ing to do with Mark’s Gospel, independent, original 
and confirmed by the ample knowledge he had from 
his home and friends on the spot, where Jesus lived 
and died and rose again.

A further fable arises from this colossal set of 
falsehoods, so miserably exploited by ecclesiastical 
tyrants, namely the false doctrine of “The Church 
as our Mother.” Catholics contemptuously ask us in 
Brazil: “Who is your mother?” They have two 
mothers, the Virgin and “The Church.” I reply: “We 
have the same mother that Adam had. We read in 
Luke’s genealogy of Jesus that Adam was the Son 



of God. So are we, for ‘if any man be in Christ 
Jesus, he is a new CREATION.’ We are born from 
above, not from some Caesar’s concubine.” But by 
first allegorizing Babylon into Rome and then chang
ing the reference to Peter’s wife, “she,” not “church,” 
in the Greek, I Peter 5:13, they have the coveted 
CHURCH OF ROME idea, words it never pleased the 
Holy Spirit to let enter the Bible. Then they also 
changed II John’s salutation: “The elder unto the 
elect lady and her children,” v. 1, to make the elect 
woman “The Church” and there you have the chil
dren of the Church, as unholy apostasy from the gos
pel of grace. And the priest who pours the holy 
water on the helpless baby becomes “Father” Fake, 
along with the Fake Mother.

7. WHAT ELSE HAVE WE FROM MARK? 
We have seen the two-fold gospel he presents: the 
Person, Jesus, Son of God and Son of Man, and the 
redeeming act, Calvary, the blood of the covenant, 
(a) He gives us 9 of our Lord’s 40 parables, reveal
ing both Person and teaching, and 18 of his 36 mir
acles, two of which he alone has. He has, by one count, 
34 of the great sayings of Jesus. In it all is a tremen
dous body of truth, but never slowing down his 
“straightway, straightway, straightway” march of 
Gospel, the presentation of the redeeming Person.

(b) It would be well for our devotees of the 
evolutionary hypothesis, who have to remake all the 
Bible history in Darwin’s image, to give a moment’s 
thought to the evolution of the revelation of the 
Kingdom of God, in Gospels and Epistles. In Mark, 
Jesus is called “King” six times, all during his trial 
and crucifixion. And we have “kingdom of God” 
only 15 times in Mark, whereas Matthew and Luke 
have the phrase, or its equivalent “kingdom of 
heaven,” 100 times. But, John, who wrote thirty or 
forty years later, has “kingdom” only 5 times, twice 
on one occasion about the new birth, and three times 
on another occasion to tell Pilate that his kingdom 
is not of this v^orld. Let the gentlemen put that in 
their pipes and smoke it who are sure that the king
dom of God is about all there is to Christianity, and 
that it consists of socialism, the worship of the be-all, 
do-all, control-all State, a totalitarian ideology to be 
forced on men in this life, since that is the only life 
a lot of the infidels believe in. “NOT OF THIS 
WORLD” is Christ’s kingdom. You enter it by re
generation and it is the sovereignty of the living 
Lord in the heart. They who love to sneer at “Pie 
in the sky” might also meditate on the fact that the 
very word KINGDOM slowly disappears in the New 
Testament as a word to convey truth and duty. The 
Bible evolution of the word kingdom is that the word 
diminished almost to the vanishing point, occurring 
only once in Romans, and only 20 times in all the 
New Testament after the Gospels. But the word 
church occurs 115 times and thirty-five times it is 
plural, CHURCHES, a term most of our State
worshippers can hardly bring themselves to believe 
or pronounce. They seem to have a bone in their 
tongue that will not let them say CHURCHES. Yet 

the final revelation of Jesus from heaven gives seven
fold emphasis to his command: “He that hath an ear 
to hear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the 
CHURCHES.”

Till the theocratic kingdom of God in Israel 
ended in 70 A.D. it was natural this great emphasis 
on the word kingdom should be noted, for it was 
then Jesus taught precisely the truth that his real 
sovereignty is not in a national theocratic-political 
life. But as the Jews’ rival kingdom of God ended, 
that ceased to be the great issue in revealed religion; 
and the vocabulary of grace for salvation, and 
churches for obedience, assumed larger proportions.

(c) One final word. Let the student note Mark’s 
stern word on worship. That is the craze of modern 
apostasy, that WORSHIP is the great thing in Chris
tianity; and they call the architects, and the sculptors 
and the artists and the glazers of stained glass and 
the candlestick makers and the adorners of every 
tribe and the creators of dim lighting effects, for 
men “love darkness rather than light, because their 
deeds are evil,” and the ritualists for robes and 
altars and a lot else Christianity does not know at all 
because it was never revealed and is exactly the 
opposite of much that has been revealed. And they 
are set to make worship BEAUTIFUL and create a 
pagan reverence for places and days. And then mil
lions go once or twice a year, for form’s sake, and 
their Christianity dies and is buried in this accursed 
tomb. There never was a greater perversion of truth 
than the notion that worship is about everything in 
Christianity. Mark writes the first Gospel, and most 
of the words for worship he omits altogether and he 
uses one word twice, 5:6; 15:3, and another one, one 
lone time, 7:7. Compare the vast vocabulary, con
stantly on the tongue of apostle and evangelist, re
pent, believe, salvation—noun and verb—, churches, 
baptism, righteousness, justify, holy and many more 
and see how wilfully blind are they that make wor
ship, self-spawned idolatry misnamed worship, most 
all there is to Christianity. Now hear the word of 
both Old and New Covenants which Mark preserves 
for us from the lips of Jesus on worship: “In vain do 
they worship me, teaching for doctrines the com
mandments of men,” 7:7. That text, if it ruled the 
religious heart and life, would sweep out of existence 
nearly all the religious entities of the world, worldly; 
and would nullify, as it is null before God, 95% of 
the world’s worship. False worship is treason. Wor
ship in spirit and in TRUTH.

If we are going to teach Mark’s Gospel this year, 
let us teach Mark’s GOSPEL!

W. C. TAYLOR
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