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chapter 1

Mark and Space in Recent Discussion

Overview of the Study

The study of first-century Jesus movements has long focused 
largely on temporal questions.� This is seen most clearly, perhaps, in 

the debate regarding the historical Jesus and the coming of the kingdom 
of God. When Jesus expected the kingdom has been a crucial question to 
biblical scholars for more than a century.� This focus on temporal matters 
has been matched by a substantial lack of focus on issues of spatiality 
in first-century Jesus movements. Critical social theory has also focused 
on history (that is, temporality) to the exclusion of geography (that is, 
spatiality).� It is not surprising, therefore, to find that biblical scholarship 
also lacks concern for critical spatial theory. There have been, to be sure, 
recent attempts to redress this problem both in social theory and in bibli-
cal studies.� The present study is an attempt to bring a critical social theory 
of spatiality to bear on one early text from the Jesus movement, the Gospel 
of Mark.

�.  On avoiding the terminology of “Christian/Christianity” for the first-century Jesus 
movement, see Elliott, “Jesus was Neither a ‘Jew’ nor a ‘Christian.’”

�.  See Malina, “Exegetical Eschatology,” 49–59.
�.  See the incisive comments in Soja, Postmodern Geographies.
�.  The list of new works on theory in “human geography,” “narrative geography” and 

“landscape theory” is too long to detail here. Several of these works are discussed in detail in 
chapter two of the present work. Recent works in biblical studies that have taken spatiality 
into account are also numerous. Among those more directly relevant to the present work 
are Malbon, Narrative Space and Mythic Meaning in Mark; Van Eck, Galilee and Jerusalem; 
Riches, Conflicting Mythologies; Malina, “Apocalyptic and Territoriality”; MacDonald, Acts 
of Andrew; Leyerle, “Landscape as Cartography”; and Moxnes, Putting Jesus in His Place.
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Mark’s geographical difficulties have long captured the attention of 
scholars. Numerous attempts have been made to explain them, and there 
have been three major solutions posited. The first of these solutions is sim-
ply that Mark is ignorant of the geographical layout of Galilee and Judea 
since he had never been to these places himself. The second proposed solu-
tion is that Mark, rather than presenting a straightforward cartographic 
understanding of Galilee and Judea, crafts a specific image of both places 
in his selection of materials and in his composition of the Gospel. The 
final solution, one that has been largely rejected, is that Mark does not 
really demonstrate any difficulties at all in relation to geography since he 
presents geographic detail in a manner consistent to the peasantry of his 
time. The following study attempts to address elements of the second so-
lution (that Mark exerts editorial and/or compositional control over the 
geographic presentation of Jesus’ ministry), and in doing so, substantially 
modifies the third solution to suggest that Mark presents the world spa-
tially in a manner widely consistent with geographic traditions found in 
Greek and Roman texts.

Galilee and Jerusalem in Mark’s Gospel

Hedrick suggests that geography may be the one organizing principle in 
the gospel genre. He describes Mark 1–13 in the following way: “the geo-
graphic and spatial locations . . . provide the only clear structural unity to 
all the individual episodes in Mark 1–13, as well as to the sub-groupings 
of material that Mark has organized.”� Mark’s spatial presentation, then, 
provides the reader with an important element to the overall understand-
ing of his Gospel. 

Historical Approaches

The earliest studies to focus significantly on space in Mark are Lohmeyer’s 
Galiläa und Jerusalem and Lightfoot’s Locality and Doctrine in the Gospels.� 
Their basic argument runs as follows. Mark’s Gospel originally ended at 
16:8 and contained no appearances of the resurrected Jesus.� For this rea-

�.  Hedrick, “What is a Gospel?” 259–60.
�.  Lohmeyer, Galiläa und Jerusalem; and Robert Henry Lightfoot, Locality and Doctrine 

in the Gospels. See also the summary article of Malbon, ‘Galilee and Jerusalem.”
�.  Though there is not universal agreement on this question even today, the position 
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son, the words of the young man (neani/skoj) at the tomb take on an 
additional significance. In Mark 16:7, he tells the women at the tomb that 
the resurrected Jesus will appear to his disciples only once they have re-
turned to Galilee, “just as he told you” (kaqw_j ei=pen u(mi=n).� Rather than 
having Jesus appear in Jerusalem after his death, Mark “preserves” the tra-
dition that Jesus would appear in Galilee. Lohmeyer and Lightfoot argue 
that the reason for such a tradition is that the Gospel preserves a portrait 
of Galilee as the place of Jesus’ acceptance and Jerusalem as the place of his 
rejection and death. Not only does Jesus’ death occur in Jerusalem, but his 
public ministry does not begin until he returns to Galilee from the Jordan 
River after his baptism. It is in Galilee (and its surrounding territories) that 
his public ministry largely takes place.�

Lightfoot highlights several instances of this pattern in Mark’s 
Gospel. He notes that Jesus’ true identity, revealed at the Transfiguration 
(Mark 9), occurs “not in the hallowed city of Jerusalem, but in the remote 
north of Galilee.”10 All of the exorcisms and miraculous healings, except 
for one, occur in the land of Galilee.11 There is no “proclamation of the 
gospel, and also, we may add, no summons or invitation to repentance” 

taken by Lohmeyer and Lightfoot is less controversial today than it was in the 1930s.
�.  This phrase, spoken by the neani/skoj, or young man, at the tomb recalls to the 

reader’s mind Mark 14:28, where Jesus had told the disciples that he would go before them 
to Galilee after his resurrection.

�.  Lightfoot, Locality and Doctrine, 124–25, “Galilee and Jerusalem therefore stand in 
opposition to each other, as the story of the gospels runs in St. Mark. The despised and 
more or less outlawed Galilee is shewn (sic) to have been chosen by God as the seat of the 
gospel and of the revelation of the Son of man, while the sacred city of Jerusalem, the home 
of jewish (sic) piety and patriotism, has become the centre of hostility and sin. Galilee is 
the sphere of revelation, Jerusalem the scene only of rejection. Galilee is the scene of the 
beginning and middle of the Lord’s ministry; Jerusalem only of its end . . . . But the dark 
passage through which he is led has an end, and this is given in the words, ‘After I am raised 
up I will go before you into Galilee,’ the land where the divine fulfillment began and the 
land where it will receive its consummation.”

10.  Ibid., 122. Lightfoot treats the geographic areas surrounding Galilee as part of one 
larger “greater Galilee.”

11.  The exception is the healing of blind Bartimaeus which occurs while Jesus and his 
disciples are leaving Jericho (Mark 10:46–52). There is one other “act of power” located 
in Jerusalem. The withering of the fig tree, though, “owes its position in the narrative to 
its symbolic importance” according to Lohmeyer (ibid., 123). Lohmeyer and Lightfoot 
both accept the Gentile territories that surround Galilee as part of a terra Christiana that 
is encompassed with the environs of Galilee. Miraculous events, therefore, that happen in 
Gentile territory outside of Galilee are considered within this greater Galilee.
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in Jerusalem.12 Perhaps more telling are the “traces of a longer or a more 
frequent residence of the Lord at Jerusalem than is apparent from the book 
itself.”13 These traces includes the fact that Jesus “has friends at Bethany,” 
“the willingness of a resident [of Jerusalem] to set apart a room in his 
house for the last supper,” and the idea that Jesus “was daily . . . in the 
temple teaching,” a fact that makes little sense in Mark’s Gospel since Jesus 
has only been in the city for a few days.14 According to Lightfoot, these 
traces of a longer residence in Jerusalem are de-emphasized by Mark in an 
attempt to highlight the positive nature of Galilee while eliminating any 
positive portrayal of Jerusalem in his received sources.

Lohmeyer and Lightfoot argue that the reason that Mark portrayed 
Galilee in a positive light over against Jerusalem is that Galilee represented 
an alternative center of early Christianity that emphasized the eschatologi-
cal return of the Son of Man and rejected the Jerusalem cult.15 Lohmeyer 
believes that this type of Christianity existed very early after the resurrec-
tion based on Mark’s presentation of the eschatological return of the Son 
of man there.16 He attributes the attachment of this type of significance 
to Galilee to Jesus himself: “he makes Galilee the home of his Gospel and 
of his community.”17 Lohmeyer compares T. Zeb. 9:8 with Mark 16:7. 
Testament of Zebulon 9:8 reads “the Lord, the light of righteousness, will 
visit in your land and you will see him in Jerusalem on account of his 
name.”18 Both Mark and the Testament of Zebulon contain the future tense 

12.  Ibid., 123.
13.  Ibid., 125.
14.  Ibid., 125–26. 
15.  See the discussion of Lohmeyer’s position with regard to the eschatological 

manifestation of the Son of Man in ibid., 73–77. Lightfoot asserts that Mark is not privy 
to some traditions of resurrection appearances in Galilee, but rather that the appearance 
of Jesus (as the Son of Man) in Galilee will be the consummation of the ages (ibid., 65). 
“It may be, to judge from the plan and statements of his book, especially if, as is possible, 
it ends and was meant to end at 16:8, that St. Mark should be regarded as a witness to an 
expectation of one appearance or manifestation of the crucified and risen Lord in Galilee; 
and that this appearance or manifestation was to be the consummation itself.” 

16.  In addition to the works of Lohmeyer and Lightfoot, see Grant, The Earliest Gospel, 
125–47.

17.  Lohmeyer, Galiläa und Jerusalem, 30. Translation is my own.
18.  Translation is my own based on the text quoted in Lohmeyer, Galiläa und Jerusalem, 

12. The Greek text, as quoted by Lohmeyer, reads, kai\ meta\ tau=ta a0natelei= e0n u9mi=n 
o( Ku/rioj, to_ fw~j th~j dikaiosu/nhj kai\ e0pistre/yete ei0j th\n gh~n u9mw~n kai\ u9meij 
o!yesqe au0to_n e0n I0erousalh\m dia\ tou= o0no/matoj au0tou=. 



Mark and Space in Recent Discussion �

of o(ra/w and the coming advent of God in the one case and the Son of 
Man in the other. Lohmeyer concludes that the type of tradition found in 
the Testament of Zebulon is exactly what Mark has in mind “only it is not 
the Parousia of God, but rather of Jesus, and it happens not in Jerusalem, 
but rather in Galilee. This is, therefore, the holy land of his eschatologi-
cal coming.”19 Galilee, then, represents an alternative eschatological center 
for Jesus’ return.20 Lohmeyer especially understands the contrast between 
Galilee and Jerusalem to have begun during the ministry of the historical 
Jesus.

Redactional Approaches

In contrast to Lohmeyer and Lightfoot, Marxsen focuses on Mark’s redac-
tional elements. Though he denies the role of author in the modern sense 
to Mark, Marxsen suggests that by examining the framework material of 
the Gospel one can “get a clearer grasp of what is typically Markan on the 
basis of later formulation.”21 Marxsen sees two basic ways to explain the 
geographic framework of Mark’s Gospel. “One is that he constructs it for 
historical purposes” while the “other explanation is that with his outline 
Mark has in mind a purpose other than the historical and uses the geo-
graphical data to express it.”22 Marxsen rejects the first possibility, claiming 
that “due to his ignorance of the territory or to the incompleteness of his 
materials” Mark would not have been able to accomplish such a task.23 He 
opts for the second possibility, that is, that Mark shaped his geographical 
material with a specific purpose in mind. 

Marxsen, however, modifies the position of Lohmeyer. He is not con-
tent to conclude that a “Son of man eschatology” predominated in Galilee, 
providing the reason for Mark’s presentation of Galilee and Jerusalem in 
his Gospel. He wishes to “distinguish, perhaps even more sharply than 
Lohmeyer, the traditional material from the work of the evangelist him-

19.  Ibid., 12. Translation is my own. 
20.  Ibid., 10–15. 
21.  Marxsen, Mark the Evangelist, 29. Marxsen relies heavily on form criticism and 

the work of Bultmann and Schmidt, particularly in his attempt to separate tradition from 
redaction. 

22.  Ibid., 54–55. 
23.  Ibid. 
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self.”24 Marxsen distinguishes three stages of development of the early 
Christian traditions. The first stage occurs during the period of the minis-
try of Jesus. Marxsen believes that the historical Jesus “worked in Galilean 
(and neighboring) regions.”25 At this stage of the tradition, certain places 
became attached to certain stories, but this occurred in something of a 
haphazard fashion. There was no overall logic to the locations (except 
insofar as they might have recorded genuine historical reminiscences).26 
The second stage occurs within the primitive community at which point 
the church “in all probability attached itself to Jerusalem”; but Marxsen 
sees a shift toward a Galilean location because it “is natural to suppose 
the Second Coming was awaited where the first coming occurred.”27 It is 
at this second stage that Marxsen sees Galilee becoming a new center for 
the early church. The third stage occurs with the penning of Mark. Mark 
“stands in the midst” of this new “orientation to Galilee.”28 Rather than a 
“historical-geographical” interest, Mark demonstrates an “eschatological-
geographical” interest.29 Marxsen moves past the historical questions of 
Lohmeyer into the redactional framework of Mark’s Gospel. The spatial 
elements of the Gospel reflect the concerns of the late first century CE 
rather than the concerns of the earlier part of that century.

Werner Kelber argues that the Gospel of Mark was written after 
70 CE in order to respond to the crisis generated by the destruction of 
the temple.30 The Gospel’s aim is to bring Jesus into the author’s present. 
Since Jesus’ initial preaching occurs in Galilee (Mark 1:14), this is where 
the kingdom of God “accomplished its realization.”31 Kelber prefers to 
focus on this realization of the kingdom of God in Galilee during Jesus’ 
(narrated) lifetime as the “gist of the gospel program” rather than on its 
future realization with the coming of the Son of man.32 In doing so, he 

24.  Ibid., 56. Marxsen notes in footnote 7 on the same page that Lightfoot’s distinction 
between tradition and redaction is also lacking. 

25.  Ibid., 92.
26.  Marxsen himself is unconcerned whether the data of these received traditions 

preserves accurate historical information or not.
27.  Ibid., 93.
28.  Ibid.
29.  Ibid.
30.  Kelber, The Kingdom in Mark.
31.  Ibid., 11.
32.  Ibid.
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departs from Marxsen’s focus on the risen Christ as the centerpiece of 
Mark’s Gospel.33

Kelber adopts the views of Lohmeyer, Lightfoot, and Marxsen re-
garding the opposition between Galilee and Jerusalem in the Gospel. He 
argues that the Gospel divides the sayings of Jesus into two major clusters, 
one in Galilee (4:1–34) and the other in Jerusalem (13:5–37).34 Kelber, 
however, differs from Lohmeyer, Lightfoot, and Marxsen on the reason 
for an anti-Jerusalem bias in the Gospel. He understands Mark to reject 
the Davidic kingdom and focus instead on God’s kingdom. Kelber reads 
the disagreement over the status of the Messiah as David’s son as a refuta-
tion of the Davidic kingdom (Mark 12:35–37). Since Jesus argues that 
the Christ must be the lord of David rather than his son, Kelber says that 
“Jesus rejects the Davidic sonship in favor of the sonship of God.”35

As a result of his anti-Jerusalem, anti-David bias, Mark presents 
a “break with the center of Jerusalem and an orientation toward a new 
goal.”36 Mark presents the temple, therefore, as “the nerve center of the 
city . . . the seat of Davidic promises which Jesus is about to disclaim, as 
well as the core of hostility and opposition.”37 Kelber notes that in combi-
nation with the plot to murder Jesus (Mark 11:18), the late hour (11:19), 
and the withered fig tree (11:20–21), Mark has in mind the destruction of 
the temple rather than a cleansing.38 “Far from being ‘cleansed’ in order to 
serve in a new and purified fashion, the temple is condemned and ruined 
beyond all hope of recovery.”39 All is not lost, however, since Mark’s Jesus 
inaugurates a rival place of eschatological authority. To that end, Kelber 
argues that Jesus’ activity on the Mount of Olives is intended “to divest 
the temple mount of its eschatological authority.”40 Through the exorcisms 
introduced in Mark 1:21–28, 5:1–20 and 7:24–30, “Galilee was cleansed 

33.  Ibid. Kelber argued that, absent further proof, one should not assume Pauline 
influence on the Gospel of Mark. Without this influence, Kelber believed, the idea of the 
risen Christ could no longer be taken to be the focal point of the work.

34.  Ibid., 25.
35.  Ibid., 95.
36.  Ibid., 97. 
37.  Ibid., 100.
38.  Ibid., 101–2. It is significant to note that Kelber is arguing for Mark’s status as a 

post-70 gospel in distinction from the majority of scholars before him (1). The destruction 
of the temple for Mark, then, is a fait accompli.

39.  Ibid., 102.
40.  Ibid., 104.
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and created because it is to become the New Jerusalem for those caught in 
the crisis of the old Jerusalem.”41

Kelber further sees the Gospel divided into two “designations”—one 
Jewish and one Gentile.42 According to Kelber, “the idea of the lake as 
the boundary line of Galilee is broken down” in Mark 4:35—8:21.43 This 
section of the Gospel serves to bridge the gap between Jews and Gentiles 
in Mark’s story world. Kelber notes that just as Jesus’ public activity in 
Galilee began with an exorcism (Mark 1:21–28), so does his activity in the 
region of the Decapolis (5:1–20).44 Kelber treats Mark 6:1–6 as a rejection 
of family ties and 7:1–23 as a rejection of the authority of Jerusalem.45 
He sees the rejection of the “southern capital” as an “emancipation” that 
“engenders new freedom of movement.”46 This new freedom of movement 
provides the opportunity for the kingdom to expand northward into the 
region of Tyre and Sidon. Here again, when Jesus enters a new region, 
an exorcism is the first act performed (Mark 7:24–30).47 The conclusion 
drawn from Mark’s first eight chapters is that Jews and Gentiles alike are 
invited into the kingdom. The Lake of Galilee, rather than serving as a 
barrier, “is transposed into a symbol of unity, bridging the gulf between 
Jewish and Gentile Christians.”48

Kelber differs from Lohmeyer, Lightfoot, and Marxsen by arguing 
that Mark was written after the destruction of the temple in Rome for 
Jerusalem-based Christians who had survived the destruction and violent 
takeover of the city by Roman troops. In order to provide them new hope, 
Mark showed that “more than forty years ago Galilee had been designated 

41.  Ibid., 107.
42.  Scholars are becoming increasingly sensitive to the use of “Jew” or “Jewish” to 

translate 0Ioudai=oj. Elliott, “Jesus the Israelite,” makes a convincing case that  0Ioudai=oj 
is best understood as an outsider term for resident of Judea, while those who descended 
from the twelve tribes of Israel referred to themselves as Israelites. This distinction holds 
up in most cases. While sensitive to these sociolinguistic issues, I have retained the more 
common modern usage of “Jew” or “Jewish” to refer to the people and texts of the post-
exilic period of Israel/Judah. In so doing, I have tried to represent faithfully the problems 
and concerns of the modern authors’ whose work I am treating throughout this book. See 
also Hanson and Oakman, Palestine in the Time of Jesus, 11.

43.  Ibid., 46. Kelber largely accepts Lightfoot’s notion of a “greater Galilee.”
44.  Ibid., 51.
45.  Ibid., 53–59.
46.  Ibid., 59.
47.  Ibid., 59.
48.  Ibid., 62–63.
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by Jesus to be the center of life.”49 It is not, however, a political kingdom 
that involves violent overthrow of Rome. It is rather a “new place,” insti-
tuted by Jesus during his lifetime, for the Jesus movement of Mark’s time 
that had been forced from Jerusalem.

Summary

The works of Lohmeyer and Lightfoot continue to exercise a tremendous 
influence among modern scholars. Their thesis, however, is not without 
problems. Though it is true that more miracles occur in the Galilean min-
istry of Jesus than the ministry in Jerusalem, there are clear occurrences 
of problems performing miracles in Galilee. Mark 6:1–6 is the clearest 
example of this problem. “And he could do no deed of power there, except 
that he laid his hands on a few sick people and cured them” (Mark 6:5). In 
this instance, albeit in a limited sense inasmuch as Jesus did cure some sick 
people, Jesus is unable to perform a deed of power (poih~sai ou)demi/an 
du/namin) because it is his hometown. There is nothing in the narratives in 
Jerusalem that suggest that Jesus is unable to perform miracles there. Jesus 
does not encounter sick and possessed people in Jerusalem.50

A further difficulty with the proposal of Lohmeyer and Lightfoot, 
and exacerbated by the studies by Marxsen and Kelber, is that there is no 
evidence for Galilee as a rival center to Jerusalem in early Christianity. 
Though it is clear that some Jesus group members (notably Paul) did have 
difficulty with the leadership of the Jerusalem community over certain 
issues, there are no existing traditions that indicate that there was tension 
between Galilee and Jerusalem during the period proposed by Marxsen 
and Kelber for Mark’s composition. This point, as will be shown below, is 
the centerpiece of the criticism that has been leveled at the conclusions of 
Lohmeyer, Lightfoot, and Marxsen.

Reactions to Lohmeyer and Lightfoot

Several scholars question the polarity of Galilee and Jerusalem in Mark, 
denying that Mark could have envisioned an eschatology in which 
Jerusalem was not central. There are two main responses to the positions 

49.  Ibid., 139.
50.  The exception, of course, is blind Bartimaeus. This is the only person Jesus 

encounters in Judea in need of healing, and he is healed (Mark 10:46–52).
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of Lohmeyer and Lightfoot. The first response rejects the idea that Mark 
contains geographical errors and argues that it is only according to modern 
standards of cartography that such errors are obvious. The second position 
reaffirms the centrality of Jerusalem in the Gospel of Mark. Those who 
argue for Jerusalem’s centrality note that the “new centrality” of Galilee 
in the Gospel should be questioned since Jesus does encounter resistance 
within Galilee in the Gospel. These studies, like those against which they 
react, are largely interested in “centrality” in an eschatological setting.

“Problems” in Mark’s Geography Due to Peasant Perception

Chapman argues that scholars who contend that Mark records geographi-
cal “mistakes” because of his ignorance of the sites in which the events 
recorded took place fail to appreciate the cartographic skills of pre-literate 
peasants.51 His basic argument runs as follows. 1) To ask for cartographic 
exactness in the modern sense of critical mapping is to ask too much of 
Mark. If one judges by these standards, the Markan geographical “mis-
takes” stand out readily.52 2) Counter to the idea that Mark is unfamiliar 
with the sites of ancient Palestine is “the sheer number of place names, 
including several . . . which were not available to the author from the 
Hebrew Bible, the Greek Septuagint, or the foremost geographic writ-
ing of his time, Strabo’s Geography.”53 Chapman notes two other factors 
that suggest that Mark had some firsthand knowledge concerning ancient 
Palestine: “Mark’s accurate placement of references” and his “accurate se-
quences of geographical references.”54 3) Because of this direct knowledge 
of Palestine, Chapman contests, any study that focuses on the geographi-
cal errors in Mark’s Gospel misses the larger point that a narrow focus on 
the mistakes does not explain how Mark produces some (Chapman would 
contend many) correct details about the geography of ancient Palestine.55 

Chapman aims to resolve the issue by recourse to perception theory, 
using the work of Piaget regarding the perception of space by children. 
Briefly, Chapman argues that perception and mental representation of 
space in the Euclidean, projective sense, common to modern cartography, 

51.  Chapman, “Locating the Gospel of Mark.”
52.  See the list of geographical errors listed in ibid., 24.
53.  Ibid.
54.  Ibid.
55.  Ibid.
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is the final stage in the representation of space. Peasant societies, according 
to the studies cited by Chapman, represent space in a colloidal manner 
that is characterized by “egocentrism,” “lack of scale,” “limits defined by 
personal experience,” “topological characteristics,” “plasticity,” and “three-
dimensionality.”56 This representation of space is most concerned with 
proximity. Chapman draws two conclusions about ancient Palestinian 
peasants from these studies of space.

First, I do not believe anything like a true map was ever consciously 
represented in its totality in the mind of a Palestinian peasant. Such 
a representation would require greater familiarity with Euclidean 
and projective space. Second, since colloidal geography must re-
tain its three-dimensional realism, a resident of Jerusalem would 
have thought of “map,” if at all, rather as a constellation of actual 
places, than as a constellation of symbols.57

Such an understanding, Chapman concludes, explains Mark’s geo-
graphical “errors.” The more remote the place was from the author, the 
more likely the “scale” of places might become distorted. Chapman argues 
that the author of Mark, given the amount of geographic detail in the 
Passion narrative, resided in Jerusalem.58 The “correct” geographic refer-
ences in Galilee are likely due to “Mark’s repeated contact with residents 
from that area.”59 For Chapman, then, Mark presents space fairly straight-
forwardly, only lacking the spatial perception of a modern cartographer.

Eschatological Centrality of Jerusalem

Davies represents a second critique of Lohmeyer, Lightfoot and Marxsen.60 
He rejects the view that Galilee is the “favored” geographical setting in 
the Gospel of Mark, offering three arguments against this position. The 
first, and perhaps most telling, criticism is the fact that there is “no con-
vincing evidence for the existence of a distinct Galilean Christianity” that 
“could have imposed itself on the tradition” in such a way as to create a 

56.  Ibid., 30–31.
57.  Ibid., 31.
58.  Ibid., 34.
59.  Ibid., 35.
60.  Davies, Gospel and the Land. In footnotes on 221 and 409, Davies lists a number of 

scholars who disagree with Lohmeyer, Lightfoot and Marxsen. 
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gospel that favored Galilee over Jerusalem.61 The second critique is that 
the scheme “acceptance at Galilee/rejection at Jerusalem” does not work 
out neatly with the text of Mark’s Gospel.62 Davies’ final critique is that 
there is no evidence for an eschatological tradition locating the coming of 
the Messiah in Galilee. He contends that because “there is no connection 
made between the Messiah and Galilee . . . any marked eschatological or 
theological significance ascribed to Galilee by a primitive Christian com-
munity would be extremely difficult to understand.”63 

In summarizing his opposition to Lohmeyer and Lightfoot, Davies 
concludes:

Not for him [Matthew] nor for Mark was Galilee terra Christiana; 
it was not Messianic holy land in either Gospel. Failure as well as 
success marked the Galilean ministry from the start. That failure 
knew no geographic boundaries. There is no Galilean idyll for 
Jesus in Mark or Matthew. For them both, Galilee found much to 
object to in Jesus, as he found much to condemn in it. Lohmeyer 
and Lightfoot too easily overlooked the fact that even when the 
Galileans ‘understood’ Jesus they misunderstood him: for this rea-
son, at the very height of his popularity there, Jesus found that he 
had to escape from Galilee.64

After rejecting the position of Lohmeyer and Lightfoot, Davies at-
tempts to discuss Mark’s presentation of Galilee “as objectively as possible, 
that is, without any attempt to ascribe a theological dimension to it.”65 
He notes four factors that he argues should be interpreted to mean that 
Galilean Jews never set up a rival center to Jerusalem: (1) pilgrims con-
stantly moved from Galilee to Jerusalem, (2) Galilean revolutionaries fo-
cused on Jerusalem rather than Galilee (indeed Galileans were “among the 
most audacious Zealots in Jerusalem”), (3) they were ready “to accept the 

61.  Ibid., 222. 
62.  Indeed, Davies points to the inclusion of an entire chapter in Lightfoot’s earlier 

book, History and Interpretation in the Gospels, titled “The Rejection in the Patris,” and 
notes that there is simply no mention of the significance of this text in his later book. 
Davies argues that the rejection at Nazareth comes immediately after three works of 
power, culminating with Jesus raising Jairus’ daughter from the dead (Mark 5:35–43). 
He compares this scene, followed by Jesus’ rejection at Nazareth, to the Gospel of John’s 
account of Jesus’ raising of Lazarus and the plot to kill him that ensues.

63.  Davies, Gospel and the Land, 222.
64.  Ibid., 241.
65.  Ibid., 239.
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