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this range. Although it is popular to date the Gospel of Thomas to the !rst cen-
tury (e.g., ".#. 70$90), dependence on Tatian%s Diatessaron and Tatian%s radical 
encratism suggests a date not much earlier than ".#. 180. And how con!dent 
are we that the Gnostic documents, found in mid-4th century codices, all date 
to times before ".#. 175?

Perhaps the most annoying feature of all is the entire project itself, for the 
idea that we need a new NT implies that the early generations of Christians 
simply did not get it right, that perhaps they failed to see the merits in the 
books that they rejected, refusing to copy them and read them in public.

So why a new NT now? In his preface, Taussig tells us that &the moment 
has arrived to add to it and rebind it . . . A New New Testament o'ers twenty-
!rst-century readers a chance to reconsider, rethink, and reimagine the spiri-
tual and historical content of early Christianity by expanding the writings.( 
In the next paragraph Taussig adds: &This fresh mix of early Christian books 
comes just in time. A deep spiritual longing has emerged over the past twenty-
!ve years that can take advantage of A New New Testament. Innumerable people 
are searching for alternative spiritual paths( (pp.)xvii$xviii).

Perhaps Taussig is right. Perhaps his new NT is just what our postmodern, 
biblically illiterate, Da Vinci Code-reading society is looking for. But are the new 
writings what they really need? Will studying and meditating on books written 
by people who rejected the old tradition of the God of Israel bring the longed-
for spiritual refreshment? Will embracing bizarre theories of cosmogony and 
cosmology lead to enlightenment? Will the gnosis of failed Gnosticism supply 
what some think is missing in Jesus% Passion and Resurrection?

These and many more questions must be probed. Obviously, I view this 
new NT collection as preposterous. I have no objection to assembling a collec-
tion of early texts. I agree with some of the points that Crossan makes in his 
foreword, that comparative study is illuminating. But really, is this new NT 
something that will satisfy the &deep spiritual longing( of today%s society?

Craig A. Evans 
Acadia Divinity College
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Elizabeth Shively, lecturer of New Testament Studies at University of St. An-
drews, provides a wonderful contribution to Markan literature in her Apoca-
lyptic Imagination in the Gospel of Mark. Her erudite prose, cogent analysis, and 
literary reading of Mark prevail with each page. If her hermeneutical concerns, 
critique of Markan and modern parable scholarship, and thesis are used for 
future research, Markan and parable scholarship will be greatly enhanced.

Mark 3:22$30 provides multiple !rst of !rsts and is literarily signi!cant 
for the entire theological message of Mark; so much so, Shively argues for the 
centrality of this passage in interpreting the Gospel of Mark: &I argue that Mark 
3:22$30 provides the program for the whole Gospel. Speci!cally, Mark 3:22$30 
constructs a symbolic world that shapes the literary and theological logic of 
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the rest of the narrative( (pp.)1$2). That is, the placement of Mark 3:22$30, its 
symbolic cosmology, and theological elements contribute as the interpretive 
paradigm of Mark%s cosmic duality. Therefore, as Shively continues to argue, 
Mark describes Jesus in cosmic tension with Satan as he establishes a kingdom 
to liberate his people. This cosmic dualism is unseen to the natural eye but 
Jesus, in this parable, reveals through common apocalyptic symbols available 
in contemporary Jewish thought that &Satan is the strong ruler over a united 
kingdom of demons that !ght against the Spirit( (p.)1). Mark 3 then operates 
in rhetorical fashion for the &liberated community( and the reader by explain-
ing why su'ering and death exist for Jesus and his followers (pp.)3, 252). This 
symbolic imagery is found throughout Mark%s Gospel and this apocalyptic nar-
ratival parable is expanded and described in variation therewithin (e.g., Mark 
1:12$13; 5:1$20; 8:27$10:45; 13:5$37; 16:1$8).

Shively%s thesis provides an interpretive program for the remainder 
of Mark%s Gospel. Chapter 2 interprets Mark 3:22$30 and demonstrates the 
uniqueness of this parable, not only its literary features but also its redacted 
arrangement in Mark. Mark 3:22$30 is a &passage of !rsts( (p.)1). It is Jesus% !rst 
lengthy discourse in Mark. It is the !rst time Jesus speaks in parables. It is the 
!rst solemn declaration introduced by !"#$. When compared with the other 
Synoptic Gospels, Mark%s placement is di'erent and unique. Mark explicitly 
labels this discourse as a %&'&()*# (Mark 3:23), whereas Matthew and Luke 
do not. Furthermore, this parable is placed early in Jesus% ministry, contrary to 
the other Synoptic Gospels. Matthew and Luke report the accusation that Jesus 
casts out demons by Beelzebul and insert sayings before and after the &Strong 
Man( parable. Finally, the unforgivable sin is separated from the Beelzebul 
controversy in Matthew and Luke (pp.)1, 55$56).

Subsequent chapters seek to demonstrate the validity of her thesis and 
the role of the unique literary features of Mark 3:22$30 in the remainder of the 
Gospel of Mark. Chapter 3 exhibits how the symbolic world of Mark 3:22$30 is 
congruent to the apocalyptic, symbolic world of other Jewish texts. Chapter 4 
provides a character study of the Holy Spirit, Jesus, Satan, and the Scribes in 
the Gospel of Mark and elucidates how their tension-!lled interaction upholds 
this cosmic apocalyptic dualism. Chapters 5$6 analyze other key features of 
Mark and their similar cosmic tension, undergirding the overall message of 
Mark. Mark 5:1$20 is a lengthy discourse whereby Jesus is victorious over this 
cosmic duality. Mark 13:5$37 shows Jesus as victor over the cosmic world and 
con*ict. Mark 8:27$10:45 provides a tri-part unifying pattern whereby Mark 
contrasts +, +-$ .$/'0%1$ and +, +)2 /3)2.

There are relatively few critiques of Shively%s work. In two di'erent areas 
Shively claims to build major portions of her thesis on the works and presuppo-
sitions of Metaphors we Live By, by George Lako' and Mark Johnson (p.)30) and 
The Writings of the New Testament: An Interpretation, by Luke Timothy Johnson 
(p.)2 n. 2). This presuppositional framework, I hope, will not truncate wider 
readership and acceptance of her ideas. I anticipate her reconstruction still 
standing even if these pillars are taken from Shively%s thesis. Therefore, though 
she builds on the language and works of these sources, they are not totally 
systemic to her overall argument.

The usefulness of Shively%s work far outweighs its insu+ciencies. Even 
if there is no agreement with her conclusions, presuppositions, or theological 
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positions, she has provided a great hermeneutical example of closely reading 
the text. Furthermore, she has provided a model on how to read a book, high-
lighting important literary and theological features uniquely given to a speci!c 
book. She has provided enough material for further studies and analysis of 
a Synoptic reading of Mark 3:22$30. She, hopefully recognized by more, has 
provided a work that will sanguinely advance scholarship on parables.

Without any reservation, I heartily recommend this resource especially for 
studies in Markan literature, Synoptic Gospel studies, NT apocalyptic studies, 
and parable research. Her conclusions, argumentation, and research will aid 
and assist any researchers and students in these areas.

Shawn J. Wilhite 
Southern Seminary
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Greg Beale provides modern readers of the Bible a guidebook that navigates 
how NT writers used the OT. This is no small feat as there are many challeng-
ing issues confronting present-day interpreters on this topic. However, Beale is 
quite suited for this task, having already produced a corpus on this issue (New 
Testament Biblical Theology: The Unfolding of the Old Testament in the New [Grand 
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2011]; and, with D. A. Carson, Commentary on the 
New Testament Use of the Old Testament [Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007]).

One value of this handbook lies in the summation of the major issues 
involved in interpreting the NT use of the OT. Beale presents adequate infor-
mation on a given topic, the state of scholarly debate regarding the topic, and 
then an assessment. One example regards the criteria for identifying quotations 
and allusions in the NT. Beale proposes a sevenfold list of identifying criteria 
but also an alternative viewpoint in an excursus (pp.)32$34). This aims at giving 
readers some balance regarding the topics discussed in this handbook.

Biblical interpreters have struggled in analyzing how the NT writers used 
the OT, and this is compounded by the many presuppositions and biases that 
exist on the part of di'erent interpretive traditions. Beale proposes a nine step 
method that seeks to account for the di'erent contexts involved when a later 
writer utilizes an OT quotation or allusion (e.g., the original context of the NT, 
the various interpretive traditions of early/late Judaism, later OT usage, the 
author%s hermeneutical tradition, and various textual traditions, such as the 
NT, LXX, MT, and early Jewish citations). His method attempts at an interpre-
tive reading that builds on the di'erent contexts of the OT reference that led 
to its intended usage by the NT writer. As a result, Beale does not necessarily 
argue for the sole &original intent( of the OT writers but one that illumines the 
di'erent interpretive trajectories carrying the reference to the mind of a NT 
writer and led to it being included within the words of Scripture.

A key feature of Beale%s heuristic lies in the &redemptive-historical per-
spective,( the notion that the new revelation of God in Christ is integrally 
related to the old preparatory revelation of God to and through Israel (p.)98). 


