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ABSTRACT

Releasing the Legion:
Biblical Performance Criticism and Bible Translation of Mark 5:1-20
Julie Germain
Master of Arts
with major in
Applied Linguistics
The Graduate Institute of Applied Linguistics, December 2017
Supervising Professor: Steve Parker and Pete Unseth
This thesis examines Biblical Performance Criticism and its application to the
translation process today. Biblical Performance Criticism is a bridge between the origins of
the biblical text and the contemporary audience for whom the performer performs. A
performance involves memorizing or internalizing a portion of Scripture, then acting it out
with gestures and emotion in front of an audience of any size. Following the performance,
the performer and audience discuss various aspects of the performance: what the text means,
how well the text was understood, how the performance can be improved, what insights were
gained from the performance, etc. Biblical Performance Criticism can aid the translation
process by helping to discover key terms, checking the translation, educating participants
about the text, and by helping the translator better understand how the text was received by
the participants.
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1.1

INTRODUCTION

Problem statement
Almost 80% of people in the world function as oral learners, but the majority of

Bible Translation work presupposes literacy. This study offers a via media for the
translation community. By utilizing Biblical Performance Criticism (BPC), oral learners
can access the text of the Bible more quickly and engage with the Scriptures more
meaningfully. Also, this engagement with the text can improve translation efforts already
happening in the language. The entire process of BPC: exegesis, translation, performance,
and discussion offers new ways of learning about and engaging the biblical text.
A biblical “performance” means memorizing or internalizing a portion of Scripture,
then acting it out with gestures and emotions in front of an audience of any size. As opposed
to reading the passage out loud, the performer is intimately familiar with the text and uses
his or her body and voice to express various emotions and actions within the text.
Following the performance, the performer and audience discuss various aspects of the
performance: what the text means, how well the text was understood, how the performance
can be improved, what insights were gained from the performance, etc.
This project performs Mark 5:1-20 as four separate performances among four small
groups, each group being comprised of less than 14 people. Three of the groups were from
St. Luke’s on the Lake Episcopal Church in Austin, TX and one performance occurred in
West Linn, OR. These groups examined the performance and offered feedback.
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2
1.2

Purpose of the study
This study shows how BPC can be used in the translation process. By examining

the oral nature of the first century CE (Common Era) world and crafting a performance for
a contemporary audience, methods and principles can be applied to help aid in the
translation process in the 21st century.
1.3

Need for the study
This study was inspired by my time as a seminary student at Emmanuel Christian

Seminary. While a student there, I learned about BPC and its implications for Biblical
criticism. When I came to the Graduate Institute of Applied Linguistics and learned that
the majority of the world who did not yet have a translation were oral learners (International
Orality Network), I saw the need to integrate BPC, which is rooted in orality, into
translation efforts.
International Orality Network estimates that out of the 7.3 billion people in the
world, 5.7 billion are oral learners (International Orality Network). Oral learners are people
who “may be literate, but prefer to learn through oral means” (International Orality
Network). Many oral learners are part of unengaged and unreached people groups
(International Orality Network).
The Western print mindset has changed the way we in the West think about orality
and literacy. It has led many of us to view orality through a literate lens, which does a
disservice to orality and oral learners. Walter Ong’s seminal work, Orality and Literacy,
(1982) explores the difference between primary oral cultures and secondary oral cultures.
Primary oral cultures are “primary” in that they “contrast with the ‘secondary orality’ of
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present-day high-technology culture, in which a new orality is sustained by telephone,
radio, television, and other electronic devices that depend for their existence and
functioning on writing and print” (Ong 2002:11). Almost 5 billion people in the world have
a cell phone (GSMA Intelligence). This invasion of technology means that “every culture
knows of writing and has some experience of its effects” (Ong 2002:11). The globalization
of the world means that “there are hardly any communities left that participate in a ‘pure’
oral culture. On the oral-literate continuum, the mass of people are gravitating toward the
literate and semiliterate middle classes” (Loubser 2004:73).
Even with every culture affected by writing, there are still differences between oral
learners and literates. Ong notes, “More than any other single invention, writing has
transformed human consciousness” (2002:77). Ong lists nine characteristics found in orally
based thought and expression; these characteristics are: additive rather than subordinative,
aggregative rather than analytic, redundant or ‘copious,’ conservative or traditionalist,
close to the human lifeworld, agonistically toned, empathetic and participatory rather than
objectively distanced, homeostatic, and situational rather than abstract (Ong 2002:36-57).
Many of these characteristics correspond to the biblical text, including additive,
aggregative, and redundant styles. The cultures of the Bible and oral learners today have
much in common in this regard. BPC seeks to bridge that divide.
1.3.1

Print Culture Assumptions
Translators from print cultures carry with them assumptions about the Bible, and

how to interact with the Bible, to oral cultures. To be an effective translator for oral learners,
one needs to assess these assumptions and acknowledge one’s own biases. In an article
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titled “From Performance to Text to Performance,” Kathy Maxwell addresses some of the
assumptions scholars from print culture make regarding the biblical text.
“First, members of a print culture assume that there is one authoritative copy of a
text” (Maxwell 2014:162). Maxwell uses the example of a police report of a car accident
to show how written reports “are often deemed more trustworthy, as they are set indelibly
onto paper” (2014:162). This assumption that written reports are more authoritative than
oral reports are passed onto to the biblical text. While some ancient cultures may have
adhered to this assumption, other ancient cultures did value authoritative copies (Ezra 6).
The underlying principle is people from print cultures have biases which need to be
examined before interacting with the biblical text.
“Second, a print culture assumes that the static copy of a text primarily belongs to
the author” (Maxwell 2014:163). Maxwell makes a case that print culture places a heavy
emphasis on authorial ownership of a composed text. Maxwell states that “the text is best
understood from the author’s rhetorical horizon” (Maxwell 2014:173 n.48). Understanding
the text from the point of view of the author was, is, and always will be an integral part of
exegesis and interpretation. In addition, understanding that some communities may have
interacted with the text in different ways regarding authorial intent is important to note.
“Third, a print culture assumes that the authoritative copy of the text is widely
available and that most people have the ability to cross-reference and refer back to static
forms of the text” (Maxwell 2014:164). Ancient authors did not have access to their texts
in the same way we can access texts today. Copies of the text were available but, as
discussed in chapter 3, those copies were expensive, scarce, and often difficult for the
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uninitiated to read. We must acknowledge that as we have various research methods, “so
too the ancient authors used their most familiar methods” (Maxwell 2014:165). The
research methods employed by ancient authors involved interacting with texts that were
“accessible to only a select few and only on a limited basis” (Maxwell: 2014:165).
“Fourth, when Gospel writers cite a passage from the HB [Hebrew Bible], for
example, we assume they were referencing a fixed, printed text, or at least were referencing
the memory of a printed text” (Maxwell 2014:165). As with the third assumption, this
assumption imposes a modern view upon the text. Ancient authors may not have had texts
available from which to cross-reference passages.
“Finally, we assume that the biblical texts primarily were read, not heard” (Maxwell
2014:166). BPC exists to show that many biblical texts are meant to be heard and
performed in community. The Bible was meant to be heard in community. The texts of our
faith are meant to transform us into the people of God.
Whether or not we agree with Maxwell’s conclusions, scholars and translators need
to come to terms with whatever biases they hold regarding not only the biblical text, but
also oral learners. Oral cultures are much more similar to the culture of the Bible than to
print culture because both oral cultures and ancient cultures have low literacy rates and
books and electronics are expensive for people to purchase. We cannot interact with a
completely different mindset without acknowledging our own assumptions. In order to
fully understand the culture in which oral learners reside, those of us from print cultures
must have a paradigm shift.
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This paradigm shift can be addressed by adopting BPC methods. By tuning our ears
to the sounds of the text and examining how to perform passages, we move away from a
print culture bias. Performing texts helps translators and scholars interact in more oral/aural
ways with the Bible. As seen in Chapter 4, because of the performance, participants are
drawn into the story and discover new insights into the text.
Many missionaries began literacy projects to mimic the literate cultures from which
they came. De Vries cites a project that attempted to create a reading culture among oral
learners, “When missionary Bible translators translated the Bible in these primary oral
conditions, their approaches were shaped by the print cultures they came from, and this
includes the perceptions they had of primary orality” (Vries 2012:85). The outcome of the
project Vries mentions did not produce the desired result of mass literacy. The programs
failed because “reading cultures cannot be created by literacy programs; they grow under
certain conditions, conditions by and large absent in these minority language communities
in the interior of New Guinea or elsewhere (Vries 2012:85). Oral cultures will not turn into
print cultures overnight. Careful discussion, community involvement, and partnership with
the host culture decides how oral cultures receive the Scriptures.
This is the problem for translators today: How do we reach oral learners? One
solution is audio Bibles. But the Bible is a huge collection of books; how does one know
where to begin? If the people were introduced to stories during the translation process
through BPC, they would already have a foundational knowledge of some of the stories.
Another solution for reaching oral learners is chronological Bible storying which
communicates stories of the Bible in chronological order. BPC fits well into this model,
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but chronological Bible storying is often used for evangelism. BPC, on the other hand,
focuses on discipleship and engaging the community. James Maxey, a scholar of BPC, is
reluctant to champion Bible storying because it “appear[s] to use orality as a means to an
end that does not engage African communities as agents, but rather as objects” (2009a:75).
In chronological Bible storying, as Maxey perceives it, the community only receives the
story. In BPC, the community receives the story and participates in the story. Through postperformance discussions and community exegesis questions are answered and a dialogue
forms where the community can claim ownership over the stories. BPC is a tool to be
utilized by the community.
We must create a new paradigm for interacting with the biblical text. Coming from
a print culture, we interact with texts in certain ways. If we assume that practically all
ancient texts were performed, even after they were written down (Horsley 2001:61), this
influences how we interpret texts.
1.3.2

Benefits of Biblical Performance Criticism
The benefits to utilizing BPC are myriad. BPC helps people engage with the

Scripture. Wayne Dye’s article, “The Eight Conditions of Scripture Engagement,” states,
“When all eight conditions are met, good Scripture engagement is highly likely” (2009:91).
BPC helps to address seven of Dye’s eight conditions. Condition 1: Appropriate
Language states that people are able to interact with the Scripture in the language that
speaks strongest to them (Dye 2009:92). Performances can be done in the local language
and have a greater impact among minority speakers. In addition, a text can be performed
in related dialects and languages to discuss translation options, e.g. whether a word is
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understandable in both dialects/languages, or if a word has an entirely different meaning
in different areas.
Condition 2: Acceptable Translation, BPC can help craft an acceptable translation.
Because of the fluidity of the performance, different terms can be used during different
performances. Discussions after the performances can be used to help define and select key
terms. Participants can have more ownership over the translation if they are actively
engaged in the post-performance discussion.
Condition 3: Accessible Forms, as discussed earlier, a majority of the world
functions in oral cultures. Interacting with the Scriptures in an oral performance allows oral
cultures a way to access these texts without literacy. All people are oral learners, even those
of us in the West. The highly literate participants in the performances I conducted gained
new insights from the performances. Many participants commented on how hearing and
seeing the text performed offered a new way of engaging with the text.
Condition 4: Background Knowledge is the main way BPC can be used as a
teaching tool. Footnotes and pictures aid a written translation, but people must be taught
how to use footnotes and pictures must be checked to make sure they are culturally
appropriate. Additionally, audio Bible listeners do not have the luxury of footnotes or
pictures. Performances, on the other hand, can help fill in unknown information for the
people. During a performance, the performer has the ability to talk about the world of the
Bible, describing the architecture of the first century CE, for instance. When the people
hear the story of the paralytic lowered through the roof, they are able to picture what is
happening more accurately. For audiences of performances, Maxey notes that BPC can
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also help with teaching correct doctrine. “Such context-building [i.e. background
knowledge] at times provides information that is lacking by the audience or steers them
away from false inferences based on false assumptions – especially when there is potential
religious-cultural dissonance between the biblical scenario and local culture” (2009a:178).
Post-performance discussions can also be utilized to help teach background knowledge.
Questions can be asked to determine to what degree people comprehended the text. The
audience is also free to ask questions of the performance and performer to fill in any gaps
in knowledge.
Condition 5: Availability, I take in a different direction. Dye cites distribution
systems and obtaining copies of the text as ways to access the Scriptures (2009:94). I think
there is potential for availability after a performance by teaching the audience the story,
then the audience can become performers of the story, making the story quickly available
to more people, including oral preference learners. In Story Journey, Thomas Boomershine
references a way to teach people oral stories, called “lion hunt.” During lion hunt, “the
group says and does everything that the leader says and does, in immediate response”
(1988:54). In this way, the people learn the story and are able to recall it at a later time;
thereby, the Scriptures become available for the community.
Condition 6: Spiritual Hunger is closely tied with evangelism. BPC can be used as
a tool to evangelize. Much like Condition 5: Availability, after people are taught the story
they are then able to tell the story to others helping to feed one another’s spiritual hunger.
Dye cites “Good News Encounters” as “small episodes in daily life when God or the Bible
are seen to meet a felt need” (2009:95). If people have been engaged with the text through

10
BPC (or other methods) they are able to recall Bible stories well and have a productive
Good News Encounter.
Finally, Condition 8: Partnership is the glue that holds all the other conditions
together. If the host community does not support translation efforts, no work can be done
effectively. As Dye states, “Communities should be owners of the translation process”
(2009:96). If a community desires a written translation and despises the thought of audio
Bibles or other oral/aural materials, then they should not be pressed into crafting oral/aural
materials. On the other hand, if the community is open to trying BPC, great strides could
be made in many of the other conditions, thereby helping the community engage with
Scripture in a more meaningful manner.
Another benefit of BPC is the communal nature of the performance event. A
performance needs both a performer and audience, even if that is only one person. The
community gathers to hear the Scripture and the group is transformed through the shared
stories. The stories that are told to the group become the group’s stories. James Maxey
states, “As the community comes together in performance, their identity is reinforced. At
the same time, this identity is shifting as the community interacts with the biblical message”
(2009a:191). As people interact with the biblical text, they are being transformed, as a
community.
BPC engages the whole body for both the performer and the audience. The
performer is the living embodiment of the text:
The performer is present in body with voice, sounds, movements, gestures,
proximity, appearance, and context. The audience is present and experiencing all
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of these dimensions along with the reactions of others in the audience. Performance
is word-became-flesh in an event of embodied immediacy (Rhoads 2010:178).
With many of the senses in play, the audience is engaged in the performance and
the text becomes real and living for the audience.
The performance and discussion of stories helps the community understand the
stories. Stories have been used for millennia to help people identify with their community.
As the community more fully comprehends the stories, they become transformed by these
stories. As the community is transformed by the Bible, stories from the Bible become the
group’s stories. They begin to participate in the Kingdom of God. The people have
ownership over these stories and are transformed into the people of God. (For a fuller
discussion of the transformative power of BPC, see 5.2.)
BPC is utilizing media with which people are already familiar. There is no need on
the people’s part to learn new technology, reading or otherwise. BPC is beneficial in this
way because of its simplicity. The translator needs to be familiar with how stories are told
in the culture. Then the translator finds an appropriate story method for the biblical story
to be conveyed. Biblical stories can then be told any time people are gathered; the
marketplace, church, at home, or while working.
David Rhoads acknowledges various “reasons to employ performance as a tool of
research” (2010:168). First, “performance may help us to investigate the range of meaning
potential for a given composition” (2010:168). Performances are fluid; no two
performances are ever the same. Even if the same performer performs for the same
audience there are innumerable variations among the performer, audience, and
performance. Furthermore, performing for people of various social strata draws out many
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different conclusions. The poor and disenfranchised will often experience a performance
much differently than the rich and powerful.
Second, “performance may help us to explore the potential rhetorical impacts upon
ancient audiences” (Rhoads 2010:168). The various rhetorical effects employed in
Scripture advocate for an emotional response from the audience (Shiner 2003:57).
Performances done in the 21st century may draw out these “potential rhetorical impacts.”
Third, “performance may help us to recover oral features of the text and
performance dynamics to which we might not otherwise have access” (Rhoads 2010:169).
Silently reading a text to oneself does not easily bring out the oral features of a text.
Crafting and participating in a performance event entail that the oral features and
performance dynamics of which Rhoads speaks are brought to the forefront. Recent
scholarship of the Bible has focused on the nuances of the text itself, not the aural and
visual aspects of a performance. But with performance, aural features and physical actions
become part of the world of the text.
Finally, Rhoads states, “Performance may help us to restore the emotive dimensions
to the text” (2010:169). The text of the Bible is meant to draw an emotional response from
the audience. Whitney Shiner notes how performers in the ancient Mediterranean world
“recognized that emotional appeals are extremely important in the shaping of opinion”
(2003:57). Appealing to emotions can help people connect with the biblical text in a new
way, and performance creates a space for that to happen.
1.4

Research question
In what ways can BPC be utilized in the translation process?
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1.5

Limitations of the study
This study is limited in that it is based on research done in a highly literate,

monolingual (English) context. The areas where translations are needed are primarily oral
contexts with speakers of minority languages. There are methods and strategies, though,
that transcend oral/literate biases and can be applied to translation projects throughout the
world. Using Liz Lerman’s Critical Response Process is another limitation. It is a very
Western based model that may not work in all contexts. I utilize it here because it is one
method I am familiar with, my audiences are primarily Western, and it helps promote
quality discussion.

2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Biblical Performance Criticism (BPC), like other types of biblical criticism, began
as a way to engage with the original text of the Bible and draw out meanings for application
today. BPC is informed by multiple disciplines, including form criticism, oral tradition
studies, narrative criticism, performance criticism, and translation. BPC examines the
origins of the Bible and bridges the gap between the original composition of the text and
the contemporary performer/audience today.
Even though BPC is informed by these different disciplines, it is not a practice to
be just “tacked on” to the rest. It is a way to synthesize these various disciplines and form
a new methodology of criticism. As David Rhoads says BPC, “is not just one more
methodology added on to other methodologies. Rather, it represents a paradigm shift in the
interpretation of texts from print medium to oral medium that has implications for the entire
enterprise of New Testament studies” (2010:164). Our way of interpreting the Bible can
be influenced and changed for the better by BPC methods. For example, Rhoads cites
Markan scholars who suggest that Jesus criticizes the widow who give her last two mites
in the temple (Mark 12:41-44). Rhoads, though, “cannot figure out a way to perform that
line—in which Jesus lifts her up as a model (12:43-44)—so as to convey a negative
meaning to it” (2010:191). By utilizing BPC methods, Rhoads was able to test out various
interpretations.
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2.1

Biblical Criticism
BPC has roots in form criticism. Form criticism examines the literary style and oral

transmission of a text. Form criticism studies the forms within the text and works to
determine the historical context of those forms.
BPC is also related to the discipline of oral tradition. Milman Parry and Albert Lord
studied the way “Bosnian folk storytellers used repeated scene types and formulas in a way
that reminded scholars of Homer’s Greek epic stories, the Iliad and Odyssey” (Perry
2016:2). Werner Kelber applied oral tradition to biblical studies in his 1983 work The Oral
and the Written Gospel. In this text, Kelber explores the transmission of oral texts vis-àvis the transmission of written texts in the first century. He concludes that the Gospel of
Mark is a new genre form, different from oral speech. “Mark, the writer, chose the written
medium, not to recapitulate oral messages, but to transform them. By this logic, his literary
production is inherently linked with alienation from living words” (Kelber 1983:130).
In Kelber’s 1994 article “Jesus and Tradition” he amends some of his conclusions
from The Oral and the Written Gospel. Kelber discusses how the Enlightenment has
affected biblical scholarship. The Enlightenment, with its focus on logic and reason, Kelber
posits, has left biblical studies void of sensory and emotive dimensions (1994:163). Kelber
believes that the composition of the Gospels, especially Mark, benefit from oral tradition
and the technology of writing equally.
Kelber’s essay, “Roman Imperialism and Early Christian Scribality” (2004),
observes how early Christian scribal tradition forms a large part of the foundation of
Christian identity. “As a marginalized group, the early Christians scribalized their
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traditions for the purpose of solidifying cultural memory and constructing a sense of history”
(Kelber 2004:152). Kelber examines the Gospels of Mark and Luke, and Revelation. He
shows how these texts influence Christian thought over and against Roman imperialism.
Narrative criticism advocates for reading the biblical text as a narrative. Mark as
Story by David Rhoads, Joanna Dewey, and Donald Michie (1999) examines the Gospel
of Mark as a narrative. Their approach is not to interpret the text in detail, but to look at
the whole of the Gospel as a story. The narrator, setting, plot, characters, and reader are all
studied to uncover a new way of reading the Gospel of Mark. Their “overall conclusion is
that the story of Mark seeks to create ideal readers who will receive the rule of God with
faith and have the courage to follow Jesus whatever the consequences” (1999:138). The
heard Gospel is meant to transform its audience through the receiving of the rule of God.
2.2

Orality Studies
Orality studies are important to BPC because performance is inherently rooted in

orality. Most performances, save for dance or sign language, involve the voice in some
way. Oral/aural performances are an integral part of the human experience. By studying
orality and oral methods, the translator can be better prepared for engaging with oral
learners through performance.
Walter J. Ong’s influential work Orality and Literacy (1982, 2nd edition 2002)
surveys the differences between oral learners and literate learners. Ong describes the
complex nature of oral texts and how writing changes human consciousness. As cultures
moved toward literacy, Ong notes that texts evolved as well. And while Ong supports the
use of orality, he is also a strong proponent of literacy. “Orality is not an ideal, and never
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was. To approach it positively is not to advocate it as a permanent state for any culture.
Literacy opens possibilities to the word and to human existence unimaginable without
writing” (Ong 2002:171).
In “Moving Beyond Colonialist Discourse” (2004) J. A. (Bobby) Loubser examines
cultural differences among oral learners, specifically Africans, and literates. He advocates
for a more nuanced discussion because orality and literacy are defined so fluidly. “There
are many different shades of orality and literacy and as many manifestations of the same
cultural type in many places on the globe. We therefore need a theory of culture that allows
for more sophisticated typologies” (Loubser 2004:82). Loubser seeks to craft translations
of various media properties (production, format, distribution, and reception), with which
oral learners can engage better.
Ernst Wendland’s book Orality and the Scriptures (2013) encourages translators
and others to consider the oral/aural components of Scripture. While not specifically about
BPC, this book is a great starting place for people interested in the “sound” of Scripture.
Wendland analyzes three passages of Scripture for their “essential basis in orality”
(2013:111). Throughout the book, Wendland presses for accurate and well-crafted
translations, Bible translations that are “verbally fashioned faithfully (accurately), but also
oratorically (artistically, rhetorically) in appealing speech cadences with listeners, and
potential memorizers too, in mind” (Wendland 2013:348).
2.3

First Century CE Studies
First century CE studies are important to BPC because understanding how the texts

were originally performed can help translators uncover new meanings for the text today.
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In addition, the oral context of the first century CE is similar in some ways to the oral
context of minority languages today. There are low literacy rates in both contexts, as well
as difficulty in obtaining texts. By studying the context of the first century CE, translators
in the twenty-first century can engage minority language contexts more fully.
Richard A. Horsley’s 2006 article “A Prophet Like Moses and Elijah: Popular
Memory and Cultural Patterns in Mark” examines the “difference between the literate
scribal circles who possessed written texts and the nonliterate villagers who did not…”
(2006:172). Horsley looks at the tension between those who have written texts versus the
oral/aural popular versions. He concludes that the tradition of Jesus found in the Gospel of
Mark is more closely aligned with the popular oral/aural tradition than the written tradition.
In “Memory Technology and the Composition of Mark” (2006) Whitney Shiner
theorizes how the Gospel of Mark was composed using an architectural memory device.
Shiner posits that the performer of the Gospel of Mark may “have presented [the Gospel
text] from memory several times before committing it to writing, since it was common for
authors to polish their works before publication through repeated presentations in front of
friendly audiences” (Shiner 2006:164). Shiner suggests that the architectural memory
device aided in these presentations.
Whitney Shiner’s Proclaiming the Gospel (2003) delves into first century CE
secular documents to discover the practices of ancient orators. Shiner explores emotion,
delivery, gestures, memorization, and audience response to uncover how the Gospel of
Mark was possibly performed. There is no way to know for certain how the texts were
performed, but Shiner offers five conclusions of ancient oral performance. First, he notes,
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“The ancient Mediterranean cultures valued oral performance much more highly than our
culture” (Shiner 2003:4). Second, “oral performance of narrative was in a semi dramatic
style” (Shiner 2003:4). Third, “recitation emphasized emotional impact” (Shiner 2003:4).
Fourth, “The accepted style of delivery was quite bombastic by contemporary standards”
(Shiner 2003:5). Fifth, “first-century audiences were equally bombastic” (Shiner 2003:5).
Volume one of the Biblical Performance Criticism series from Cascade Books
entitled The Bible in Ancient and Modern Media (2009) includes Holly Hearon’s essay:
“The Storytelling World of the First Century and the Gospels.” In her essay, Hearon
explores storytelling, the sharing of stories in community, and how in the ancient world
many people were storytellers (2009:27). Hearon proposes that the Gospels grew out of a
shared storytelling context: “What we experience as a written word was experienced by the
earliest Christians as a spoken word, a story told, by one person to another as they shared
a meal, spun wool, or undertook a journey together…” (Hearon 2009:34). Storytelling was
an integral part of ancient culture.
Also included in The Bible in Ancient and Modern Media is Whitney Shiner’s essay
“Oral Performance in the New Testament World” (2009). Much of the material is adapted
from Shiner’s 2003 book Proclaiming the Gospel. Shiner gives a more concise overview
of his conclusions. By examining the ancient world of performance, a fuller picture of the
New Testament texts emerge. Shiner writes, “We can only understand the works of the
New Testament in their historical context through the oral performance of those works”
(2009:62). Performance can help scholars and translators engage the text in new ways.
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Volume Three of the Biblical Performance Criticism series is entitled The Case for
Mark Composed in Performance (2011). The author, Antoinette Clark Wire, posits that
Mark was orally composed within a performance tradition. Wire sets out “to show that
composition in performance can best explain how the text was generated” (2011:17). Wire
believes that multiple performers contributed to the text and the best performers refined
their craft to help “write” Mark. Wire argues for a shift in thinking towards oral
performance composition for the Gospel of Mark.
William V. Harris wrote the seminal work on Greco-Roman literacy, Ancient
Literacy (1989). Harris methodically examines the culture of Greece and Italy, describing
in great detail what portion of the population was literate. His work is so systematic and
thorough it is still the authoritative text on the subject. Harris concludes his work by noting
the complementary nature of writing and orality in the first century, “The written culture
of antiquity was in the main restricted to a privileged minority – though in some places it
was quite a large minority – and it coexisted with elements of an oral culture” (Harris
1989:337).
Harry Y. Gamble wrote Books and Readers in the Early Church (1995). In the same
vein as Harris, Gamble examines literacy among early Christians. Within this study,
Gamble explores the relationship of orality to written materials and fully discusses the
publication and circulation of early Christian literature. Gamble notes the oral/aural nature
of early Christian gatherings, “Every Christian had the opportunity to become acquainted
with Christian literature, especially the scriptures, through catechetical instruction and the
reading and homiletical exposition of texts in the context of worship” (1995:10).
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2.4

Biblical Performance Criticism
BPC offers a new way to examine the biblical text. As a community, performer and

audience can grapple with the words and be transformed by those words. Other forms of
biblical criticism have broken the text down into microscopic pieces, but BPC strives to fit
those pieces back together into a cohesive whole. Translators would do well to perform
texts and apply BPC principles to their translations.
In “Performance Criticism: An Emerging Methodology in Second Testament
Studies” (2006) – Part I and Part II David Rhoads advocates for the establishment of
Performance Criticism “as a discrete discipline in New Testament studies…” (Rhoads
2006a:118). In Part I, Rhoads discusses the nature of the oral culture of the New Testament.
He then looks specifically at the performance event (performer, audience, etc.) in order to
discuss the interpretation of the writing of the New Testament. In Part II, Rhoads explores
how performance criticism can benefit other biblical studies and vice versa. Finally,
Rhoads suggests that the interpreter can benefit from performing the texts.
David Rhoads, writing in “Biblical Performance Criticism: Performance as
Research” (2010) discusses how BPC can aid in researching New Testament writings.
Rhoads advocates for performing the texts for audiences today (Rhoads 2010:168).
Through performance, the exegete is drawn into the world of the text. The
exegete/performer and audience experience the text as a whole and all are transformed by
it (Rhoads 2010:190). “In a sense, the performer becomes the text. Yet in an even larger
sense the Bible becomes embodied in the community in the performance event—by
performance, by response, by memory. Rather than a book, the performer and audience
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become the medium” (Rhoads 2010:191). Through the performance of a text there can be
transformation of both the community and the performer.
Jonathan van den Broek and Lynell Zogbo co-authored an article entitled “Biblical
Performance Criticism and John 8:31-36: Identifying Oral Features and their Translation
into a Contemporary Context” (2015). Broek and Zogbo utilized sound mapping, i.e.
examining the “structures and patterns of sound, rhyme, and repetition” (Broek & Zogbo
2015:2), to craft a “translation for performance” (2015:2). The authors acknowledge that
sound mapping is difficult and has limits, “It is one thing to identify oral features in a text
and quite another to understand their function and create the same effect in a second
language” (2015:25). But through sound mapping translators can “better understand and
explore ways and means to better render these texts for contemporary audiences” (Broek
& Zogbo 2015:2). Engaging the original text in this manner can lead to better translations.
Volume six of the Biblical Performance Criticism series sits at the intersection of
performance and translation. Translating Scripture for Sound and Performance (2012) is
filled with information to help the translator incorporate orality and oral methods into a
translation. Dan Nässelqvist’s article “Translating the Aural Gospel” (2012) examines the
importance of sound analysis. He posits that translation is best done when the source
language is examined and then “find[ing] corresponding ways of achieving the same
effects that are natural to the host language” (Nässelqvist 2012:50). A “sound map” of the
biblical text can help us craft better translations. When we understand how the biblical text
sounds in its original languages, we can find natural ways in the host language to convey
that meaning.
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In “Local Oral-Written Interfaces and the Nature, Transmission, Performance and
Translation of Biblical Texts” (2012), found in volume six of the Biblical Performance
Criticism series, Lourens de Vries examines how orality and writing are intertwined in
society. Vries advocates for the formation of a lectionarium in minority communities. The
lectionarium is a collection of “passages and texts that play a key role in the life of the
young churches” (Vries 2012:87). These passages are to be memorized and internalized so
often that they can be read aloud fluently. Eventually the lectionarium can be expanded to
include other portions of the Bible. Vries closes his article by pointing out how print
cultures must be mindful of biases imposed upon oral cultures.
Philip Noss in “Sound and Meaning in the Gbaya Bible” (2012) also found in
volume six of the Biblical Performance Criticism series, explores the use of ideophones in
performance. Ideophones are “a form of expressive language that describes, portrays, or
depicts anything that a person’s senses may feel or observe” (Noss 2012:101). Ideophones
are a feature of many African languages. The use of ideophones in performance can help
enhance the performance and engage the audience. By understanding the host language,
performances can incorporate features and enrich engagement with the text. Noss’s
experience with Gbaya tales showed that ideophones “draw the listeners into the
performance, evoking the personal experience and perception of each member of the
audience” (2012:105).
Jill Karlik, in “Translation and Performance: Interpreter-Mediated Scriptures in
Manjaku” (2012) also found in volume six of the Biblical Performance Criticism series,
examines how interpretation of texts is more common than reading of texts in African
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contexts. Karlik strives to craft a balance between interpretation and reading. She sees
Bible translation organizations aiding local preachers and interpreters to develop skills in
interpreting. By creating workshops to train interpreters, the interpreters are better able to
communicate Scripture.
J. A. (Bobby) Loubser’s book, Oral and Manuscript Culture in the Bible (2013), is
the seventh volume in the Biblical Performance Criticism series. In this work, he examines
the media of the New Testament and also the “broader implications of media studies for
biblical scholarship” (2013:xv). After delving into the media culture of the New Testament,
Loubser gives an extended look to interpretation and cautions against interpretations that
are culturally insensitive.
David Rhoads and Joanna Dewey offer a new way of interacting with the biblical
text in “Performance Criticism: A Paradigm Shift in New Testament Studies” in From Text
to Performance (2014), the tenth volume in the Biblical Performance Criticism series.
Rhoads and Dewey explore the origins of performance criticism. They then discuss the
function of media in the ancient world. Finally, they call for a paradigm shift in thinking
about ancient texts. Rhoads and Dewey offer “a list of areas for continuing study, research,
and experimentation” (2014:20) in the field of BPC. These areas include studying how
performance is different in oral societies and incorporating various New Testament
methodologies into performance.
Kathy Maxwell authored, “From Performance to Text to Performance: The New
Testament’s Use of the Hebrew Bible in Rhetorical Culture” in From Text to Performance
(2014), the tenth volume in the Biblical Performance Criticism series. This article
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examines print culture biases over against rhetorical culture. By “rhetorical culture”
Maxwell means a culture that has a system of writing but the majority of the population
cannot access that system because of a lack of education. Maxwell suggests that a “print
culture mindset affects the way we view the biblical text and should, at least to some extent,
be set aside in favor of the hermeneutic of a rhetorical culture” (2014:161). Maxwell
concludes by noting how those steeped in print culture can “benefit from recognizing the
differences between habits and assumptions of print and rhetorical culture” (2014:179).
2.5

Bible Translation
Bible translation is important to BPC because most performances that will be done

will be a translation from the Greek or Hebrew text. Therefore, translation plays a critical
role in the formation of a performance. Because 80% of people in the world are orallearners, it would benefit translators to factor in orality principles in their translations.
There is hardly a translation project that would not be improved by integrating oral
methods.
In volume two of the Biblical Performance Criticism series entitled, From Orality
to Orality (2009a), James Maxey looks at BPC from a translation perspective. He builds a
case for translation being contextualization for the host community (Maxey 2009a:73). The
translation style he advocates for is “a mutual engagement of north and south in a way that
benefits all parties” (2009a:193). Maxey pushes for local ownership of the text through
performance. Through this local ownership of the text, new interpretations result. Maxey
states, “In fact, the very acts of translation and of performance become theological
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enterprises. Bible translation, then, becomes contextualization by the local community as
they reshape biblical performances in local contexts” (2009a:195).
James Maxey wrote a two-part article for The Bible Translator entitled
“Performance Criticism and its Implications for Bible Translation.” Part I is subtitled:
“Oral Performance and New Testament Studies.” This article “summarize[s] selected
studies of the first-century NT context or orality and outline[s] Performance Criticism”
(2009b:37). In Part II, subtitled: “Challenges and Experiences,” Maxey looks at how BPC
impacts translation, “both theoretically and in practice” (Maxey 2009c:165). Maxey goes
on to show how BPC can aid the translator and audience through testing interpretations or
filling in background information.
One major text in the translation realm is Mildred L. Larson’s Meaning-Based
Translation (1988). While Larson covers many areas in this textbook, one area that is
completely missing is the orality/aurality of Scripture. This may be due to the fact that
oral/aural studies were only beginning to enter into biblical studies when it was published
(1988). For example, the section on translation procedures is filled with literate
assumptions. “The translator should have had practice in writing the receptor language”
(Larson 1988:520). “During the reading and rereading of the text, the translator will want
to make notes” (Larson 1988:521). Larson’s text should be read alongside Wendland’s
Orality and the Scriptures to help the translator craft a translation that is meaning-based
and pleasing to the ears.
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2.6

Exegetical study
Exegetical study is needed for both written translations and performances.

Translators need to understand the context of the text in order to best convey it to the host
community. Even when a translator or performer has fully studied the passage, questions
may still arise. After every performance I gave, I had questions posed to me that required
me to further study. This is a great benefit to performance. Post-performance discussion
can offer a back-and-forth style teaching method and create a community exegesis where
community members can offer their thoughts on the passage. Adequately studying a
passage before a performance can prepare a translator/performer, but resources will need
to be consulted after a performance because of questions from the audience. The following
books and articles were consulted before and after my performances.
Richard A. Horsley’s commentary on the Gospel of Mark, Hearing the Whole Story
(2001), examines the plot and subplot of the Gospel. Horsley looks at the politics at play
in the Gospel of Mark, specifically “Jesus’ renewal of Israel in Galilean villages in
opposition to the Jerusalem rulers” (2001:xiv). Horsley’s study is a groundbreaking work
examining the sociological situation of the first century CE.
Binding the Strong Man (2010) by Ched Myers, in the same vein as Horsley,
explores the socio-literary situation of the Gospel of Mark. With the Roman occupation of
Palestine as a backdrop, Myers posits that the Gospel of Mark is a strongly political text.
Myers suggests that there is no way to divorce this political reading from the Gospel itself,
stating, “The Jesus story is always more radical when understood first in its own sociohistorical terms” (2010:47).
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Adela Yarbro Collins’s commentary Mark (2007), is part of the Hermenia series
from Fortress Press. Collins explores the literary context of the pericope of Mark 5:1-20,
the genre, the history of the tradition, and offers commentary on the verses. Collins, while
similar to Horsley and Myers in detailed analysis, does not delve as deeply into the political
nature of the pericope. Her commentary offers a sound and well-researched look into the
historical and cultural background of the Gospel of Mark.
Teresa Calpino’s article “The Gerasene Demoniac (Mark 5:1-20): The pre-Markan
Function of the Pericope” (2008) explores the political dimension of the passage. Calpino
suggests that the Gospel of Mark was heavily edited by Mark, therefore positing that there
is a “pre-Markan” version of the text. She further suggests that this “pre-Markan” text has
elements of political satire and that the entire pericope is one of opposites: the townspeople
vs. the demoniac; the reaction of both to Jesus; etc. “The pre-Markan community preserved
this story not only as a testament to Jesus’ divine authority but also as a testament to his
mission” (Calpino 2008:23). According to Calpino, the mission of Jesus is freedom and
acceptance of all people.
Christopher Burdon, in “‘To the Other Side’: Construction of Evil and Fear of
Liberation in Mark 5.1-20,” (2004) crafts a balance between the politics and eschatology
of the pericope. The drive of the passage is seen in the first verse: to the other side. Burdon
takes a literal meaning of the word ‘other’ to imply the way humans ‘other’ one another.
The way to employ this text, according to Burdon, is “a persistent and dynamic facing of
the Other and the courage to cross over and engage with it” (Burdon 2004:167). Burdon
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offers a political reading along the lines of Horsley and Myers. His exegesis of the passage
suggests a Gentile location and also delves into the oral quality of the piece.
N. Joseph Torchia’s article “Eschatological Elements in Jesus’ Healing of the
Gerasene Demoniac: An Exegesis of Mk. 5:1-20” (2001) offers an eschatological
exposition of the pericope. Torchia’s viewpoint is set apart from other commentaries of a
more political bent. Torchia views the pericope as a launching point for Jesus’s mission to
Gentiles. He describes why the scene is so powerful, “Not only does it demonstrate the
universality of Christ’s call to redemption, but it also conveys a profound sense of the
emergence of the Kingdom that reverberates through the entire Gospel” (Torchia 2001:25).
The healing of the demoniac is a demonstration of the Kingdom of God breaking in.
R. T. France’s commentary, The Gospel of Mark (2002), focuses heavily on the
Greek text itself. France is more concerned with the ministry of Jesus than with the politics
in the Gospel of Mark. He sees the exorcism in Mark 5:1-20 as expanding the ministry of
Jesus and advancing the plot of the story (France 2002:227).
A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2002) by Bruce M. Metzger
is a companion to the UBS Greek New Testament. The committee who wrote the book
strove to uncover the differences in the Greek text and posit an original reading. Mark 5:120 has only one textual variant: that of the location of the story. Both locations, Gadara and
Gerasa, are inland towns, not situated on the Sea of Galilee. As mentioned in chapter 4,
Gerasa is the preferred reading due to its difficult nature.
Leon Morris’s commentary, The Gospel According to Matthew (1992) gives a solid
overview of the Gospel of Matthew. Morris desires to help students understand the text and
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apply it to their lives today. He has many explanations regarding why there are two
demoniacs in the Matthew account. One explanation is that one demoniac is more dominant
that the other (Morris 1992:208), another is that Matthew included the demoniac from
chapter 1 of Mark (Morris 1992:209). But Morris eventually concedes “that we really do
not know the reason for the difference” (Morris 1992:209).
2.7

Performance and Discussion
The performance and the post-performance discussion can be utilized as teaching

tools for the community. During the performance, the performer can give information that
is needed for the particular scene. The performer can also watch the audience’s reaction
and adjust the performance as needed. During the discussion time, community members
can ask questions to help fill in needed information. The performer can also ask
comprehension questions to gauge if the performance/translation gave enough information.
In volume one of the Biblical Performance Criticism series, Phil Ruge-Jones’s
article entitled “The Word Heard” (2009) explores “how hearing a text differs from reading
one” (2009:101). Ruge-Jones argues that hearing a story as part of a communal audience
is completely different than silently reading to oneself. “This is perhaps the biggest gift
that performance offers. The audience enters the story with their whole being” (Ruge-Jones
2009:112). The audience experiences a more holistic story, engaging mind, body, and soul.
Peter S. Perry writes about his interaction with BPC in Insights from Performance
Criticism (2016). Perry explores the background of BPC, and he performed Habakkuk and
Revelation for various audiences. From his performances he presents ten insights from
performance criticism. Perry’s insights vary from the community surrounding a
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performance (Perry 2016:148) to the reconnecting of scholarship (2016:152). He concludes
by looking at five challenges facing BPC, which includes being “open to criticism when
we universalize insights rather than being sensitive to the particular cultural situation”
(Perry 2016:160).
In Bringing the Word to Life (2013), Richard F. Ward and David J. Trobisch explore
performance in antiquity, how performance criticism informs our interpretation, and
performance today. They advocate for performers in the 21st century to publicly read
Scripture and for audiences to hear the text communally. “The sacred texts of faith
communities promote the experience and insight that God’s voice was and is heard through
listening to Scripture” (Ward & Trobisch 2013:100). Because the Scriptures were read and
heard in antiquity through performance, we should strive to read and hear them in a similar
manner.
In Story Journey (1988), Tom Boomershine “offer[s] the stories as a gift to anyone
who faces obstacles and embankments in their way. This book is an invitation to a story
journey, to learn the stories of the Gospels as a resource for your life journey” (1988:16).
Each chapter is based on a different pericope from the Gospel of Mark. Within each
chapter, there are suggestions for how the gospel as storytelling can be utilized in various
areas of ministry. His book is a practical guide to learning and telling Bible stories.
As mentioned in chapter 1, Wayne Dye’s article “The Eight Conditions of Scripture
Engagement” (2009), is a great indicator of what BPC can offer translators. Translators can
benefit from utilizing BPC methods even before a performance takes place, but an even
bigger gain is that people can be engaged with Scripture in a method that is familiar to
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them. As Dye notes, “The vitality of Christian faith depends on the Bible being understood
and its teaching brought into daily life” (2009:90). Dye’s Eight Conditions work together
to enrich the spiritual life of the community and BPC is a great addition to help
communities engage with the Scriptures.
Liz Lerman’s Critical Response Process (2003) by Liz Lerman and John Borstel
was developed by Lerman as a way to receive useful feedback from audiences to
performers. Lerman states that the process, “enables a group of people to uncover their
various aesthetic and performance values and, by being patient, apply them to a creative
work-in-progress in a way that pushes the artist’s thinking forward” (2003:Kindle). I
initially encountered this method at seminary and it has proved useful for this thesis. The
method is highly versatile and able to fit a variety of applications, such as “dance, theater,
and other performing disciplines, not to mention writing, visual art, design, planning,
public speaking, curriculum development, teaching processes, almost anything a person
makes…even dessert” (Lerman & Borstel 2003:Kindle).

3

NEW TESTAMENT ORALITY

The discipline of Biblical Performance Criticism (BPC) was born out of a desire to
study how the original texts of the Bible developed. Many prominent BPC scholars are also
scholars of the Bible. They perform the biblical texts for today’s audiences. Through the
performances, BPC scholars hope to learn more about the original texts, what the texts
meant for its first audiences, and gain new insights when performing for contemporary
audiences (Rhoads 2006b:180). For this study, an examination of orality in the first century
of the Common Era (CE) is a critical jumping off point to demonstrating how BPC can be
applied to translation efforts today.
Bible translators work to uncover the original meaning of the text. David Rhoads
points out one way to determine the original meaning: “If the goal of interpretation is to
understand a New Testament writing in its ancient context, contemporary performing can
perhaps open us exegetes to dynamics of the text that we might otherwise ignore or
misunderstand” (2010:168). Performance used among contemporary audiences is not only
beneficial for the current audience, but can also aid the exegete in finding out potential
meanings of the text.
3.1

Orality and Literacy in the First Century CE
It is difficult to determine literacy rates in the first century CE for various reasons.

“First, working definitions of literacy vary, and its indices are relative to its definition”
(Gamble 1995:3). How one defines literacy plays a major role in determining literacy rates
in a given culture. “Second, direct evidence about literacy is scarce for antiquity generally
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and scarcer still for early Christianity in particular” (Gamble 1995:3). The third reason it
is difficult to determine literacy rates in the first century CE is due to how “Christianity
developed and spread in multicultural and multilingual settings and thus incorporated from
the start a diversity that forbids the generalizations that are possible for more culturally and
linguistically homogeneous groups” (Gamble 1995:3). Because Christianity developed in
linguistically diverse places in the Mediterranean (for example, Aramaic-speaking
Palestine and Latin-speaking Rome), a person could potentially read well in one language
but be unable to read in another entirely.
Due to these reasons there was most likely a staggeringly low rate of literacy.
William V. Harris extensively studied Greco-Roman literacy rates. He admits the futility
of such a study,
The most that we can hope to do is to give estimates of the likely levels of literacy
prevalent in given populations at given periods, paying due attention to the
existence of semi-literates, and frankly recognizing the degree of uncertainty that
attaches to all such estimates (Harris 1989:327).
In the period ranging from 100 BCE to 250 CE, Harris suggests male literacy levels in
urban areas were “well below the 20-30% range” (1989:259). For women in the same area
“their literacy was below, perhaps far below, 10%” (Harris 1989:259). In rural areas of the
Roman Empire, Harris doubts “that the overall literacy of the western provinces even rose
into the range of 5-10%” (1989:272). These low literacy rates can likely be applied to
Christian communities of the same time period. As Gamble notes, “We must assume…that
the large majority of Christians in the early centuries of the church were illiterate, not
because they were unique but because they were in this respect typical” (1995:6).
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For the literate persons of the first century CE, “it was as common to be read to as
to read for oneself” (Gamble 1995:8). Slaves often performed the tasks of reading and
writing because those tasks were considered labor (Rhoads & Dewey 2014:12). A slave or
scribe would write down the words spoken, so that they could be easily recalled later.
According to Gamble, reading in the first century depended on vocalizing the text: “In the
Greco-Roman world virtually all reading was reading aloud; even when reading privately
the reader gave audible voice to the text” (1995:203). The written text was used in service
to the human voice. Understanding the overwhelming orality of the first century is a
paradigm shift for those in predominantly literate cultures. “All, including literate elites,
were steeped in oral culture” (Rhoads & Dewey 2014:12). This information influences how
we view the text and how we treat it today.
Oral/aural social interactions shaped the culture of the first century. “Everything
[ancient peoples] learned and knew, they knew by word of mouth. People had little or no
direct contact with written language” (Rhoads 2010:158). There was what Rhoads and
Dewey describe as an “oral ethos of early Christianity” (2014:12).
Texts of the first century were most likely memorized. Whitney Shiner mentions
two reasons why this is the case. First, “ancient texts were hard to read because of the
absence of punctuation and divisions between words. Second, it was considered quite
important to read or perform expressively” (2003:103). Scrolls were the primary written
medium and a person would need both hands to manipulate the text, leaving no hands with
which to gesture. Also, as mentioned below, handwritten calligraphy of the time is very

36
difficult to sight-read because there was no punctuation or spacing between words, so
memorization is needed to become familiar with a text.
Memorizing texts was a regular part of ancient culture, and those with a greater
ability to memorize were held in high esteem. As Shiner notes, “Perhaps because the
culture was much more oral than our own, there was generally a greater capacity for
memory in the ancient Mediterranean world. The ability to remember was cultivated, and
memory was highly valued” (2003:104). Writing has changed the way print culture thinks
(Ong 2002:77) and it has changed our ability to memorize.
Memorization and internalization made a person “literate” in the first century. As
Lourens de Vries comments, “To be (fully) literate in antiquity means that someone has
internalized ancient texts and therefore has the ability to recite them” (2012:72). To quote
from a text was to be able to recall it from memory. While writing was (and is) a specialized
skill, memory was (and is) available to all people. “Among both literates and nonliterates
alike, memory was more central than writing” (Rhoads & Dewey 2014:13). This principle
is also true for many oral learners today.
Writing was used as a form of outsourcing. A text was written down in order to be
heard later, not read. As Ong states, “Writing served largely to recycle knowledge back
into the oral world” (2002:117). The preservation of texts by writing was to serve orality.
“Writing did not replace memory; it facilitated it. Speech and memory went together, and
both could be served by writing” (Rhoads & Dewey 2014:13). There was little writing for
the sake of writing. Writing was done so that the text could be preserved and performed
later.
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Memorization of a text also helped retain traditions. Communities found their
identity in the repetition of their oral tradition. “At the popular level, memory of key figures
such as Moses…and Elijah…would have been cultivated orally in village communities”
(Horsley 2006:182). Remembering the stories solidified the community. Oral tradition
helped bond the group. Even highly literate groups, “such as the Pharisees and Qumranites,
depended as much or more on oral cultivation and memory than they did on their precious
but cumbersome scrolls” (Horsley 2006:170). Oral/aural means were necessary to keep
traditions alive.
Any individual New Testament book can be performed in 3 hours or less. The
Gospel of Mark takes a little over 2 hours to perform (Rhoads 2010:172). Shiner states,
“All New Testament writings are short enough to have been memorized for performance,
and because of the expectations of the culture, they probably would have been” (Shiner
2009:53). Gamble notes how in ancient Christian gatherings the reading of Scripture was
read in longer portions: “With such regular and lengthy readings, followed by their
homiletical exposition, Christians who could not read nevertheless became conversant with
the substance of scriptural literature and also with other texts that were occasionally read
in the setting of worship” (1995:8). By hearing a larger portion of the text, early Christians
became more knowledgeable about their faith texts.
Shiner’s research concluded that a performance from memory was likely lively.
The performer was able to gesture and move about the room, consistent with the oral
communication of the time (Shiner 2003:127). “If the Gospel was presented from
memory…the performer would be able to present a much more dramatic rendition” (Shiner
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2003:103). Without a large, cumbersome scroll in hand, the performer is able to engage his
or her audience with an expressive performance, complete with gestures (Shiner 2003:103).
Memorization, though, faded with the invention of the printing press.
“Memorization of long-duration texts became an exception, and the primary mode of
existence of long-duration texts ceased to be in the hearts and minds” (Vries 2012:79).
People in the West became increasingly literate and relied less on memory. But texts were
still read aloud. Ong states, “It was taken for granted that a written text of any worth was
meant to be and deserved to be read aloud, and the practice of reading texts aloud continued,
quite commonly with many variations, through the nineteenth century” (2002:113). The
technology of writing still aided orality up until 200 years ago.
Another reason literacy was difficult to achieve in antiquity was that scrolls and
codices were expensive and scarce. “Throughout the first century, most early Christian
communities had no or few manuscripts, each of which might contain only a single writing”
(Rhoads & Dewey 2014:12). The expense of handwritten manuscripts coupled with low
literacy rates resulted in few people reading books for research or pleasure. In general,
according to David Rhoads, “Christianity was an overwhelmingly oral movement, even
when some scrolls were present” (2010:161).
Even those who could read potentially had difficulty because ancient handwritten
calligraphy varied. Some scribes had good penmanship while others had abysmal
handwriting. Many of the texts were written in all uppercase letters. 1 Also, there was no

1

Also known as majuscule.
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punctuation or spacing between the words, called scriptio continua. Rhoads and Dewey
note, “The writing on scrolls was not designed to facilitate public reading. The writing was
made up of a continuous sequence of one uppercase letter after another without a break”
(2014:15). While modern typography and grammar rules have made it easy to read a text
for private use in the 21st century, first century CE people would have had a more difficult
time deciphering different words.
In addition to scriptio continua, an inexperienced reader would have had difficulty
with the nomina sacra, or sacred names. Christian texts in antiquity contracted the holy
names of God, Lord, Jesus, and Christ (Ward & Trobisch 2013:36). Other words associated
with them, including father, son, “and as many as thirty other words” (Ward & Trobisch
2013:36) were often contracted as well. The contraction leaves only the first and last letters
of the word and includes a line over the word to mark the contraction. For example, the
word for “God” in Greek, Θεός, would be shortened to ΘΣ. Ward and Trobisch note that
readers of the text “were expected to decode the contractions as they read aloud to an
audience” (2013:37). Given the low levels of literacy coupled with difficulties in sight
reading the text, a memorization and performance of the text seems the most probable.
While writing and preservation of texts have made great strides in the last two
millennia, there are still those who have a preference toward oral/aural means of
communication. The mind of the oral learners is adept at remembering and recalling stories.
“Cross-cultural studies have shown that in oral culture, people retain and retrieve
memorable thoughts in mnemonic patterns, shaped for ready oral recurrence” (Horsley
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2001:69). Based on Horsley’s conclusion, oral/aural methods like BPC have a ready place
in oral majority cultures.
3.2

Oral Performance in the First Century CE
The oral/aural performance was the definitive way first century Christians

interacted with their faith texts. As David Rhoads states, “Oral performances were an
integral and formative part of the oral cultures of early Christianity and the primary
medium through which early Christians received and passed on the compositions now
comprising the Second Testament” (Rhoads 2006a:126). Those of us steeped in print
culture today must acknowledge that we have a quite different interaction with the text.
Performances in the early church were most likely done by those whose lives were
affected by Jesus and by people who were amazed at the stories of Jesus. There may have
been professional storytellers recounting the life of Jesus, but by and large, according to
Holly Hearon, storytelling was done by multiple informal storytellers. Hearon writes,
“Storytelling is not the domain of a few individuals, but is an informal activity that is
engaged in by many people” (2009:27).
In the early church, women, as well as men, were the bearers of these stories.
Because the early church understood that they were brothers and sisters in Christ, women
were allowed to tell stories in mixed gender groups (Hearon 2009:30). Also, since the early
Christians met in house churches, women were free to tell stories “because the men and
women gathered there understood themselves to be an extended family, it is probable that
both men and women were active storytellers [of the Christ story] in early Christian
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communities” (Hearon 2009:31). The gathered community is meant to tell stories to one
another, regardless of gender.
Performances were also understood as acts of communication. “Communication
was understood as taking place between actual people involved in a relationship of one
kind or another. The physical presence of the speaker is an important part of the
communication” (Shiner 2009:50). There can be no performance without a performer.
People in antiquity thought of text as synonymous with a performer. David Rhoads states,
If an early Christian had been asked about a letter from Paul or a story of Jesus by
“Mark,” they would have thought of the flesh and blood performance rather than a
manuscript, much as we think of the music and not the score when we mention
Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony or much as we think of our experience of the play
performed rather than the script when we refer to Hamlet or Medea (Rhoads
2006b:164-5).
An experience of a performance is what is remembered, not the textual aid.
While one can make a case for the ubiquity of performance in the first century,
some scholars do not agree that the texts of the New Testament were born out of
storytelling. Werner Kelber makes a case that the Gospel of Mark “alters oral language and
its norms, and thereby reconceptualizes the way one perceives christology, the kingdom,
and authority. Mark’s story reorients basic assumptions held about Jesus and his message”
(1983:130). Kelber reasons that the Gospel of Mark is distinctly different from the orality
present in the first century CE. But within a decade of this book being published, Kelber
softens his initial approach and allows for more oral methods during the composition of
the Gospel of Mark. In a 1994 article entitled “Jesus and Tradition: Words in Time, Words
in Space,” he states that the biblical text “was read aloud and reinterpreted in sermons, thus
complicating tradition by a ‘secondary orality,’ one derived from and filtered through the
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medium of a single text” (1994:162). Kelber eventually acknowledged the relationship of
orality to the written Gospel text (1994:162-3).
Other scholars, such as those versed in BPC, make a case that the New Testament
texts, specifically Mark, were composed orally. Bobby Loubser notes that the Gospels “are
the results of extended performances of the Jesus story. These stories, we can assume, had
already reached a high degree of standardization at the time that they were recorded in
writing” (2013:86). Whitney Shiner discusses the composition of the Gospel of Mark,
saying, “It is perfectly possible that the structure could be developed through repeated oral
performances” (2003:121). Antoinette Wire in The Case for Mark Composed in
Performance concludes that because of the language, scenes, story pattern, use of Greek,
writing, and copying, the Gospel of Mark was composed orally and later written down
(Wire 2011:187). Wire posits that repeated performance of the story refined and regulated
it so that it was a part of the oral tradition of the communities it served.
We can only speculate at how the texts were composed, either orally or written
down. “We cannot know for certain whether the Gospel was written before it was
performed or whether the written Gospel is a record of a preexisting oral narrative” (Shiner
2003:121). There could even have been some sort of hybrid way of composition between
the two methods. “While acceptance came slowly, it is now virtually commonplace to say
that the stories that make up the Gospels were developed by some combination of oral and
written means” (Maxwell 2014:167). What is important to note is that at some point these
texts were eventually written down.
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Where one falls on the question of oral composition is but one small part of this
discussion. The texts at the very least were composed, in whatever manner, in order to be
read aloud. The texts were meant to be heard in community. If we do not perform and listen
to the texts, we are like a student of music who spends all of his or her time in the library
looking at scores and never hears the piece performed by a symphony. What would we
think of a student of Shakespeare who only read the plays and never saw one performed?
The ultimate purpose of BPC is engagement with the text. This engagement can
take place in a variety of ways. As David Rhoads states, “[Performing the text] can put
exegetes in touch with oral dynamics of texts that have been long neglected and that will
reshape our interpretations” (Rhoads 2006b:180). By performing the text, translators can
encounter new ways of examining the text and those new ways can influence the translation
itself.
Many of the places Bible translators are going today have many similarities with
the first century CE. There are low literacy levels, certain cultures highly value storytelling,
books and electronic devices are still expensive, and remembering stories is part of
identifying with the group. If we can understand the culture in which the biblical texts
emerged we can employ similar methods to similar communities today.
Loubser makes a case that interpretation done “by literate scholars is but a fraction
of all interpretation carried out. In principle, all believers are involved in interpreting
Scripture, with the majority of them still doing so in a variety of oral modes” (Loubser
2013:226). No matter what education level or literate skills a person possesses, he or she
is still able to interpret the Bible. Some interpretations may need refining with background
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knowledge of the Bible or other contextual information, but all people should be able to
interact with the biblical text. BPC offers a way to interpret the Bible for oral learners and
literates alike. Translators are able to use this method to help educate the host community
as well as discover new insights into the text.
Some may contend that it is a risk to perform texts. The host community may add
information that is not accurate or offer an interpretation that is counter to what the
translator believes. But, as Loubser observes, “All interpretation is…a risk. But it is a risk
that no interpreter can avoid taking” (Loubser 2013:238). Repeated performances and
discussions can help bring out these interpretations and lead to discussions that correct false
teachings.
The Shema (Deuteronomy 6:4-9) commanded the Hebrew people to “keep these
words that I am commanding you today in your heart” (vs. 6). This memorization allowed
the people instant access to the words of God. Memorization of shared texts formed a
community of people with a shared tradition. Performing the biblical texts today offers the
same. We can be a united community, recalling with one another our shared stories. By
reminding ourselves of these stories, we are united with past storytellers as well.
3.3

Features of hearing the text
Many oral features are universal: “lexical repetition, rhythm, phonological

resonance, volume, line length, aphoristic speech, and grammatical parallelism and
repetition” (Maxey 2009a:156). Translators can employ these features to make texts
memorable and ready for performance. Translators need to be careful to know their host
language well and adapt these where necessary.
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Other features, like those described below, are localized to the language, whether
the biblical language or the host language. The first, sound mapping, is a method of
discovering the aural nature of the biblical text. Translators would do well to become more
familiar with this process. The second feature is ideophones which are “an especially
prominent feature of African languages and African language use (Noss 2012:101).
Ideophones are “a form of expressive language that describes, portrays, or depicts anything
that a person’s senses may feel or observe” (Noss 2012:101). An example from Genesis
1:2 is tohu wabohu, commonly translated in English as “formless and void” (Noss
2012:109). Ideophones are important to consider because they help engage the audience.
3.3.1

Sound Mapping
Sound mapping is a technique where the Scriptures are examined for their aural

quality. This examination results in translations that mimic the aural quality of the Greek
or Hebrew. Dan Nässelqvist notes in his article, “Translating the Aural Gospel,”
The best way to translate a biblical text for contemporary performance may be to
concentrate on how the text (in its source language) is structured to emphasize,
inform, and influence, and then to find corresponding ways of achieving the same
effects that are natural to the host language (2012:50).
By studying the way the texts were composed and how they sounded, a modern day
translator can attempt to reconstruct a pleasant sounding text.
Nässelqvist’s 2012 work is based on Margaret Ellen Lee and Bernard Brandon
Scott’s Sound Mapping (2009). There are six steps involved in crafting a sound map. The
first is “analyzing where each line, or colon, begins and ends” (Nässelqvist 2012:51). A
colon is “a complete statement, easy to repeat in a breath” (Nässelqvist 2012:51). This step
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helps the performer memorize and internalize the text more easily, thereby enabling the
audience to comprehend it better.
The second step is “arranging and analyzing how cola are combined into periods”
(Nässelqvist 2012:51). While colons are complete thoughts in and of themselves, the entire
thought is communicated in full periods. The third step is “identifying and plotting
repetitive sound patterns” (Nässelqvist 2012:52). Sound repetition, whether in quality, e.g.,
phoneme or word repetition; or quantity, e.g., cola of the same length, “create[s] structure
and emphasis” (Nässelqvist 2012:52).
The fourth step is “identifying larger compositional units” (Nässelqvist 2012:52).
Periods are blocked off into scenes. Nässelqvist notes, “At this macrolevel, sound is still
fundamental, although it is intertwined with devices of a more literary nature” (2012:52).
The aural quality of the text is deeply connected to narrative strategies within the text.
The fifth step is “describing sound quality” (Nässelqvist 2012:52). This involves
finding places where sounds complement each other, or where other sounds are dissonant.
Describing sound quality also involves “the use of different forms of personal pronouns
for effects, and significant variations of the verbal aspect” (Nässelqvist 2012:52).
The final step is “analyzing the relation between the content and the stylistic shape
of the text” (Nässelqvist 2012:52). This step brings together all the previous steps and
combines it with the content of the text. The aural quality of the text can never be totally
separated from the subject matter of the text.
As can be seen, this is an arduous task but needed in the field of translation.
Nässelqvist offers two contributions that sound analysis can make to Bible translation.
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“First, sound analysis reveals the aural characteristics of New Testament writings”
(Nässelqvist 2012:52). There are aural features present in the text that emphasize certain
thoughts and draw in listeners. Bible translators need to be aware of these when translating.
“Second, sound analysis provides the starting point for a translation for
performance” (Nässelqvist 2012:53). A “translation for performance…aims at creating a
translation that is easy to read aloud today” (Nässelqvist 2012:49). By examining the aural
features of the Hebrew or Greek and examining the aural features of the host community,
a translation can result that sounds natural in the ears of host communities (Nässelqvist
2012:66). The biblical texts have many aural qualities and we do a disservice if we do not
try and incorporate these features into our translations today.
Below, I have crafted a sound map of Mark 5:6-9, the interaction of Jesus with the
demoniac. This is a simple overview, bringing certain features to the forefront. As outlined
above, sound mapping takes time and effort and it is beyond the scope of this thesis to fully
sound map all of Mark 5:1-20. I have attempted to locate repetitive sounds. I present a
more literal English translation alongside the Greek for ease of reading. The numbers in
parentheses that follow each colon indicate the syllable count for that line.
6 καὶ ἰδὼν τὸν Ἰησοῦν ἀπὸ μακρόθεν (11)
ἔδραμεν καὶ προσεκύνησεν αὐτόν, (11)

6 And seeing Jesus from a distance
he ran and bowed down before him,

This verse highlights the repetition of the Greek letter nu. Out of 10 words, seven
end with nu. Also, this is a balanced period with both colas having 11 syllables.
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7 καὶ κράξας φωνῇ μεγάλῃ λέγει·(10)
Τί ἐμοὶ καὶ σοί, (5)
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου; (11)
ὁρκίζω σε τὸν θεόν, (7)
μή με βασανίσῃς. (6)

7 And crying out in a loud voice, saying,
“What [have] you [to do with] me,
Jesus son of God Most High?
I am begging you in the name of God,
do not torment me.”

In the first colon of this verse, there is repetition of sound between the two etas and
the epsilon/iota diphthong. In the second colon, the demoniac’s initial question contains all
final iotas. In the next colon, there is assonance of the omicron/upsilon diphthong and also
alliteration with the upsilon. In the final colon, the sibilants, zeta and sigma are repeated.
Also there is repetition of mu and eta/epsilon in the demoniac’s begging not to be tormented.
The syllable count (5/11) of the demoniac’s question and identification is mirrored by
Jesus’s command below (11/5).
8 ἔλεγεν γὰρ αὐτῷ (6)
Ἔξελθε τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἀκάθαρτον (11)
ἐκ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. (5)

8 For he was saying to him,
“Unclean spirit, come out
of the man.”

For verse 8, ἔλεγεν and Ἔξελθε both contain three syllables and have epsilon as the
vowel. They also have a similar rhythm. In addition, all three cola begin with epsilon. In
the second colon, the letter theta is repeated three times, and also there is repetition of the
omicron/alpha sound. The final two words both have the omicron/upsilon diphthong. As
stated above, the syllable count from the demoniac’s response is reversed in Jesus’s
command.
9 καὶ ἐπηρώτα αὐτόν· (7)
Τί ὄνομά σοι; (5)
καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ, (5)
Λεγιὼν ὄνομά μοι, (7)

9 And he was asking him,
“What [is] your name?”
And saying to him,
“My name is Legion,
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ὅτι πολλοί ἐσμεν (6)

for we are many.”

There is repetition between the question “What is your name?” and the demoniac’s
response. The word ὄνομά is repeated and the attached pronouns end in the same sound.
When the man responds, there is alliteration between λέγει and Λεγιὼν. Both begin with
lambda and follow with epsilon and gamma. There is mirroring of syllables between the
introduction of Jesus’s question and the question itself (7/5) to the introduction of the man’s
response and his answer (5/7). The balancing of the syllables creates a sort of tension when
the man adds “for we are many.”
This short synopsis shows how rich New Testament texts can be. Alliteration,
assonance, and other repetition of sounds may be able to be drawn out more in other
languages. This is an important step in the performance criticism process because, as van
den Broek and Zogbo note, “orality features present in the Greek text open up the meaning
and intent on the source text in ways that are not evident in ordinary exegesis” (2015:24).
By examining the aurality of the source text and incorporating the aural features found in
a host language, a fuller and more natural translation may result for the host community.
3.3.2

Ideophones
A second feature of hearing the text is ideophones. Philip Noss in his article “Sound

and Meaning in the Gbaya Bible: Ideophones, Performance, and Bible Translation,” notes,
“The ideophone is a form of expressive language that describes, portrays, or depicts
anything that a person’s sense may feel or observe” (2012:101). Ideophones are hard to
define in that they “use sound to express perception” (Noss 2012:102). They have some
similarities to onomatopoetic words.
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The ideophone is a prominent feature of languages in Africa. To incorporate more
fully the host community, the translator must consider the use of ideophones in translation.
Noss’s article explores the use of ideophones in the Gbaya language, specifically their use
in the Gbaya Bible. Some performers of the Gbaya Bible incorporated many ideophones
into their performance, while others used none (Noss 2012:113). Ideophones are useful in
that they bond the performer and participants. “By their essence of sound and imagery,
they draw the listeners into the performance, evoking the personal experience and
perception of each member of the audience” (Noss 2012:105). The use of ideophones
bonds together performer and audience.
I briefly considered integrating an English ideophone into my performance. Mark
5:13: “And the unclean spirits went into the pigs and the group of pigs rushed off a cliff
into the sea SPLASH! and drowned, about two thousand of them.” While I was eager to
try this, I felt that there was no way to include the word seamlessly. It is the climax of the
story and also a somber moment. Noss states, “If [ideophones are] used unwisely, they may
detract from the storyline or from the message; if used incorrectly or without
circumspection, they may introduce an element of the comic that is inappropriate to the
sacred narrative” (2012:114). I did not want to distract the participants by including a word
that did not enhance the story.
In contrast, Maxey describes the use of ideophones as enriching the Vuté
performances. “[The use of ideophones] immediately energized the storytelling (and
storyteller) and engaged the audience in following the actions of the characters in the
stories” (Maxey 2009a:175). This is in contrast to the written Vuté text where very few
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ideophones were used. “Ideophones are one way that the performer engaged his audience”
(Maxey 2009a:176). When used well in performance, ideophones can heighten the
performance event and allow for stronger audience participation.
Ideophones most certainly have a place in translation. In languages where
ideophones are used regularly in storytelling techniques, they may be easily integrated into
performances of the biblical text. It takes more care and planning to incorporate that style
into an English translation. As Noss explains, the sounds of ideophones help draw the
audience into a text: “The key to the significance of the ideophone resides in the fact that
all human beings perceive sensations, and these may be evoked through the sound images
that each culture shares through its common world view” (Noss 2012:115).

4

METHODOLOGY: PERFORMANCES AND DISCUSSIONS

This chapter explains the methodology used in this thesis. I exegeted, translated,
scripted, and performed Mark 5:1-20. The methodology used was to make a clear, accurate,
and natural translation (Larson 1988:529) that could be easily crafted into a performance.
I wanted the phrases and sentences to be simple enough to be internalized and the scenes
clearly defined.
I chose Mark 5:1-20 because I had previously worked with the text therefore I knew
it had good stage direction and high animation, and would be excellent for a performance.
In addition, I wanted a longer pericope so that I could value every participant’s time and I
wanted the participants to have a wellspring of text on which to comment.
I also chose this text because literature on both the Gospel of Mark and Biblical
Performance Criticism (BPC) is myriad. Maxey offers further reasons for choosing a text
from the Gospel of Mark: “Critics recognize the oral roots of this Gospel; several other
critics have researched the orality features of Mark” (2009a:148). This particular pericope,
though, is underrepresented in BPC literature. By utilizing this text, I am helping to
discover something new in performance criticism.
4.1

Exegesis
Mark 5:1-20 plays into the larger narrative of Mark. Scholars such as Horsley

(2001:14) and Rhoads, Dewey, & Michie (1999:73) cite Mark 1:14-15 as the theme verses
of the Gospel. These verses describe the rule of God breaking into society: “Now after John
was arrested, Jesus came to Galilee, proclaiming the good news of God, and saying, ‘The
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time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God has come near; repent, and believe in the good
news.’” As Rhoads, Dewey, and Michie point out, that is the ultimate subject of the Gospel
of Mark, “Mark’s story is unified around one overall goal: Jesus struggles to establish the
rule of God in the face of obstacles and opposition” (1999:73). The first twenty verses of
chapter five show the kingdom emerging in a community. The Gerasene Demoniac
pericope is part of a larger concentric pattern. It is preceded by a storm narrative and
followed by both a healing and feeding. Chapters six, seven, and eight mimic this pattern.
The performer and author of Mark show the audience Jesus’s power over the earth, demons,
sickness, and food, respectively.
In the context immediately preceding this pericope Mark 4:35-41, the disciples are
crossing the Sea of Galilee with Jesus when a storm formed. Jesus is asleep in the boat and
the disciples wake him up because they are afraid for their lives. Jesus stills the storm and
the disciples reply, “‘Who then is this, that even the wind and the sea obey him?’” (Mark
4:41). Those closest to Jesus are unsure of his divine nature while the “marginal people
with no power – children women, a beggar, a foreigner, a poor widow” (Rhoads, Dewey,
& Michie 1999:129-130) recognize Jesus’s authority. The story following this pericope,
Mark 5:21-43, is Jarius’s sick daughter and the woman with an issue of blood. This woman,
and the man possessed by the Legion of demons are “excluded from common life because
of their afflictions” (Rhoads, Dewey, & Michie 1999:130).
In the larger context of Mark, this story takes place among a triplet series of “boat
stories” (Shiner 2003:115). The first story in the series is Jesus stilling the storm, mentioned
above. The second story in the series is Jesus walking on water in Mark 6:45-52. The final
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story in the series is the discussion in the boat by the disciples about bread (Mark 8:14-21).
While in the boat, Jesus asks the disciples, “‘Do you not yet understand?’” underscoring
how little the disciples know about Jesus or the Kingdom of God. Horsley places this story
in a similar outline as Shiner, but calls the section from 4:35 (the stilling of the storm) to
8:21 (the discussion about bread) a “campaign of renewal of personal and village life in
and beyond Galilee” (2001:14). Jesus and the demoniac’s interaction is part of the
realization of the Kingdom of God among various communities.
Commenting on the larger context of Mark, Horsley notes, “Mark is the story of
Jesus’ [sic] spearheading a movement of renewal among subject peoples over against their
rulers” (2001:147). These “rulers” are both political and spiritual in nature (Horsley
2001:147). The Gospel of Mark’s shorter ending, where the women run away from the
empty tomb, afraid, offers hearers the chance to partake in this narrative of renewal. For
even though the women ran away afraid and told no one about what they had seen, the
story has still endured and come down to us. The response of the women is seen in contrast
to every other minor character in Mark (save for Mark 5:1-20) who are told not to proclaim
and still do. Myers notes how we are to respond: “[W]e are no longer readers but also
actants” (2010:449). Those hearing the story must continue to spread the good news that
Jesus began proclaiming in Mark 1:14-15.
In her Mark commentary Collins notes how this pericope is used to enhance Jesus’s
character. She writes, “In the context of Mark as a whole, this declaration by the demon
[verse 7] serves to develop the theme of Jesus’ identity: the demon as a supernatural entity
knows who Jesus is” (Collins 2007:268). The audience first encountered an unclean spirit
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in chapter one, and both unclean spirits, in chapters 1 and 5, correctly identified Jesus.
Torchia finds an interesting dichotomy between the unclean spirits and those who follow
Jesus, “The fact that He is correctly identified by the demons themselves adds an intriguing
dimension to a story in which He is continually misunderstood or even rejected by those
closest to Him” (2001:2). Minor characters in Mark often understand more fully than those
who live day in and day out with Jesus.
This pericope contains many uniquely Markan features. One such feature is the use
of the additive καὶ. Kαὶ is used to begin 16 out of 20 verses in this pericope. The use of καὶ
may be indicative of the “oral residue” of its composition in an oral culture (Ong 2002:37).
Another unique Markan feature is the composer’s simple and direct style “using ordinary
language to tell this amazing story” (Rhoads, Dewey, & Michie 1999:46). At the same time,
though, “the Markan narrative turns out to have complex patterns of storytelling” (Rhoads,
Dewey, & Michie 1999:47). One example is the string of “boat stories” mentioned above
which “are integrally related to each other by a variety of stylistic patterns and narrative
connections” (Rhoads, Dewey, & Michie 1999:47). Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 8 of the Gospel
of Mark all contain boat stories which create a cohesive unit of storytelling. In addition,
the composer’s use of repetition of certain words “invite readers to make connections
between one part of the narrative and another” (Rhoads, Dewey, & Michie 1999:48).
The composer of Mark utilized irony in a variety of ways. As mentioned previously,
the different reactions between the disciples at the end of Mark 4 and the demoniac’s
reaction in Mark 5 is a brilliant use of irony. The audience is privileged to information
which “creates a community between the reader and the narrator, who together share
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something that puts them on the inside” (Rhoads, Dewey, & Michie 1999:61). One final
Markan feature to be examined is the composer’s use of emotion. Many episodes contain
a great deal of emotion which “practically provides stage directions concerning voice or
gesture” (Shiner 2003:68). In addition to creating a highly emotional backdrop, “Mark
juxtaposes sharply divergent emotional tones” (Shiner 2003:69). For example, the crowd
is initially afraid of the demoniac’s healing (vs. 15) but are amazed at his proclamation in
verse 20.
This pericope is present in Matthew, Mark, and Luke, the Synoptic Gospels. The
most detailed story is Mark’s. Mark devotes plenty of space to each of his narratives, yet
this story brims with elaborate nuances: The demoniac is given three verses to describe his
condition, the demoniac and Jesus have an elaborate (for the Synoptic Gospels)
conversation, and the conclusion to their encounter is also a detailed conversation. Myers
writes, “This confrontation contains more detail and embellishment than any other single
episode in the Gospel prior to the trial narrative” (2010:190).
Luke’s account of this pericope, found in the Gospel of Luke 8:26-39, is shortened
from Mark’s 20 verses to 13 verses, but still detailed. Some details are rearranged in Luke’s
account, for example, information about the restraints placed on the man is discussed in an
aside during the dialogue between Jesus and the man, not in the introductory material. In
addition, Jesus returns to the other side of the lake before the man’s commissioning. The
man is commissioned in a sort of post script to the story.
Matthew’s account is even more condensed. Found in the Gospel of Matthew 8:2834, Matthew only devotes 6 verses to the account. Matthew’s account has two demoniacs

57
(see 4.4.1 below for explanation as to why). Regarding some of the differences found in
the Matthean account, seen in the following paragraph, Matthew notes the location as
Gadara, not Gerasene. There is no background given for the men besides their “fierceness”
(vs. 28). Matthew also recounts the demoniacs yelling at Jesus, but that is the only dialogue
between the men and Jesus. The demon does not reveal the name “Legion.” At the end of
the story the men have no commission from Jesus; the pigs die, the story is told in the city
and countryside, then Jesus leaves the area.
Verse one contains a textual variant regarding the location of the event. Collins
suggests that Gerasene is correct because of its difficult nature: “The reading Γερασηνων
(“Gerasenes”) in Mark 5:1 is probably original because of its strong external support and
its status as the most difficult reading” (Collins 2007:264). Metzger and the United Bible
Society Committee prefer Gerasene for two reasons: “(a) superior external evidence…, and
(b) the probability that Γαδαρηνων is a scribal assimilation to the prevailing text of
Matthew…” (2002:72). France supposes that the name for the area was in flux: “Mark’s
Γερασηνων therefore represents probably either a loose use of the term generally for the
whole of the Decapolis…of which Gerasa was a leading city, or simply a confusion of
similar names, the better-known city substituting for the obscure Gergesa” (2002:227).
Many commentators have debated what “the other side” could mean. Myers
understands this phrase as both literal and symbolic: “Their common destination, ‘the other
side,’ represents passage to gentile territory: symbolic transit to a symbolic locale, a
journey to the unknown, the foreign, the ‘other side’ of humanity” (2010:195). Burdon
posits that the location is Gentile territory because of the impurity within the story: “The
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symbols of non-Israelite uncleanness abound, in tombs and pigs and demons and shackled
and a pagan title for Jesus, all portrayed with considerable ribaldry” (2004:156). All the
uncleanliness plays into the oral performance of the story, according to Burdon.
“Particularly in oral performance of the story, one can sense the reader’s and narrator’s
working on the prejudices of the audience to evoke first disgust and then rejoicing at the
overthrow of pagan impurity” (2004:156). This revulsion helps shape the audience and
allows for the kingdom of God to break into their own lives.
In verses two through five the audience meets the possessed man and learns more
about him. His depiction complements the detailed nature of the rest of the narrative: “The
description of the physical and mental state of the demoniac is the most highly detailed of
all the exorcism accounts” (Calpino 2008:17). Verses three through five offer an
interpolation of the man’s actions prior to Jesus’s arrival. France notes that this portrayal
of his violent behavior foreshadows what the audience will discover about him: “The
intractable nature of this man’s condition is described in a vivid parenthesis, which
prepares the way for the revelation that he is possessed not just by one demon…but by
many” (2002:227).
Verse six begins the fast-paced action of the scene. Collins suggests that the
repetition between verses two and six “is typically used by writers who digress, in order to
return to the original train of thought” (2007:267). This recapitulation could also serve in
an oral performance setting, reminding the performer of his or her place in the story. The
demoniac’s prostration before Jesus is not a posture of worship, but of submission: “His
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bowing implies the demon’s immediate submission to a superior authority” (Calpino
2008:18).
Verse seven contains a mix of Jewish and Greco-Roman thought. Calpino supposes
that the demoniac’s question stems from Jewish tradition. “This phrase [Τι εμοι και σοι]2
which seems to be a deliberate appeal to LXX3 language based on the exact parallel to 1
Kgs. 17:18, would be a highly unusual form of Greco-Roman parlance, and it is likely
Jewish material” (2008:18). While Calpino makes some good points, she overlooks the fact
that the LXX was written for Greek-speaking Jews, which allows room for this phrase
within Greco-Roman speech. After questioning Jesus, the demoniac cries out and reveals
Jesus’s true nature, calling him “Son of the Most High God,” the “pagan title” alluded to
earlier by Burdon. Myers notes that this is “a Hellenistic title we find elsewhere in the New
Testament only in Hebrews 7:1 and Luke’s writings” (2010:191). It is used only here and
in the parallel account in Luke to denote Jesus’s divine nature; other usages refer to God
alone.
The second part of verse seven shows the demon begging not to be tortured. France
posits that the verb used is out of character for the demoniac: “The use of ορκιζω [‘swear’]
by the demon is surprising, since the term is more normally associated with the exorcist,
who binds the demon by oath to come out” (2002:228). Collins further suggests that the
demon possessed man’s begging is a continuation of the struggle that began at his
prostration in verse six. “The demon’s use of the term [ορκιζω] signifies his resistance to

2
3

Literally: What [have] you [to do with] me (translation mine).
I.e. The Septuagint, a Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible.
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Jesus and that a struggle is taking place between them. The demon’s request that Jesus not
torment him signifies that exorcism is painful or at least distressing for the spirit”
(2007:268). This painful exorcism is connected to the summary statement from chapter
one; once the demon is exorcised, God’s rule will have broken into this community. As
Torchia states, “The specific request do not torment me…must be understood in
eschatological terms. In a very real sense, the inauguration of God’s Kingdom through the
Son of God that the demoniac readily recognizes signals the beginning of the end of evil’s
reign” (2001:14). The situation is also packed full of irony. “The demon tries to avoid
torture at the same time that it is torturing the man to a state near death” (Calpino 2008:19).
While the demon begs not to be tormented that is exactly what it is doing to the man.
Verse eight may be the result of oral performance. Collins surmises, “In the telling
of a story, the storyteller sometimes has to fill in information parenthetically that is required
for understanding the course of events” (2007:268). This performance, though, is different
from the previous exorcism of chapter one. Jesus follows the same pattern for exorcising
the demon but omits one crucial aspect. Torchia notes, “What is lacking in this account,
however, is any attempt on Christ’s part to silence the demon(s) or the one healed regarding
His identity or role in this mighty deed” (2001:3). Differing from the rest of Mark, this
account allows the demon to speak freely and later for the man to proclaim what has
happened.
Verse nine finally reveals the demon’s name, Legion. Most commentators agree
that the word “Legion” denotes a unit of the Roman army. Myers posits, “A Latinism, this
term [Legion] had only one meaning in Mark’s social world: a division of Roman soldiers.
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Alerted by this clue, we discover that the rest of the story is filled with military imagery”
(2010:191). Myers continues his argument by exploring how pigs do not travel in herds,
how Jesus dismisses the demon by using a military term, and how the pigs charging into
the lake is military term as well (2010:191). Myers argues that the entire pericope is one of
warfare. Horsley notes that the military analogy is more apparent when apocalypticism is
limited, “The less Mark is assimilated to the modern scholarly concept of ‘apocalypticism’
as somehow ‘alienated’ from history, the clearer it becomes that Mark’s story is concerned
with opposition to Roman imperial rule” (2001:122).
Maxey emphasized the military imagery while discussing background knowledge
of this passage with the national translators and performers from the Vuté language group.
Maxey thought the group would stress the parallels between the colonization of Palestine
and the colonization of Cameroon within the Vuté translation or the performances. He
notes, “The group found the similarities intriguing, yet neither the translation nor any of
the performances reflected any colonial references” (Maxey 2009c:180). The group may
have thought the information was not pertinent to the audience understanding the story, or
it is the result of “conditioning that the Vuté community has experienced with regard to a
Christianity that separates the biblical narratives from politics” (Maxey 2009c:180).
Whatever the case may be, one is hard pressed to divorce the military allusions from the
passage.
While Mark 5:1-20 describes physical Roman infiltration into Galilee, Collins
suggests a deeper meaning to the story: “It would be a culturally logical step for the
audience to link the kingdom of Satan with Rome and the healing [exorcism] activity of
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Jesus with the restored kingdom of Israel” (2007:270). Collins’s scenario is reminiscent of
Jesus’s parable of binding the strong man in the Gospel of Mark 3:22-27. The story has a
dual meaning, combining the military aspect as well as the rule of God breaking in.
Legion’s remarks also contain complexity with the first person singular and first
person plural. Legion answers Jesus in the singular (my), but continues his answer in plural
form (we). Prior to this verse, all references to the man and demon were singular. After this
verse, all but one reference in verse ten speak of the demons as plural. During the postperformance discussions, many participants commented on whether it was the man
speaking or the unclean spirits. I think this jumble of pronouns answers their questions.
The man speaks in verses 7-9a and is adamant about the fate of the demons in verse 10;
but in verse 9b and 12, the demons speak.
Verses ten through twelve move the story towards the exorcism. The request of the
demons that they not go out of the country coincides with the military metaphor. France
suggests that the account parallels Roman occupation: “The whole narrative therefore
constitutes a striking example of the way the NT presents demon possession not as a
psychological problem of the one afflicted, but as a matter of alien occupation” (2002:230).
The appeal of the demons to go into the pigs is an entreaty to stay in the country: “The
demons’ request that Jesus send them into the pigs may be interpreted as a plea for
concession that mediates the tension between resistance and capitulation in the struggle
between demons and exorcist” (Collins 2007:270-1). The demons desire at least some
control over their fate.
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The pigs running into the lake in verse thirteen is reminiscent of other sea victories,
namely Israel’s redemption story out of Egypt. “Enemy soldiers being swallowed by hostile
waters of course brings to mind the narrative of Israel’s liberation from Egypt” (Myers
2010:191). Myers is stating that the drowning of the pigs attempts to evoke the Red Sea
crossing. This is an example of synecdoche, where a part stands for the whole. This use of
synecdoche helps strengthen the community that hears the text because it speaks to the
shared experience of the community and the speaker (Horsley 2001:64). The Gospel
composer is possibly equating the pigs/Roman army’s dramatic and swift dismissal as a
new liberation for Israel.
Horsley states that within these exorcisms the kingdom of God has broken in. Jesus
“casts out the demons and in exercising control over them establishes the kingdom of God”
(2001:146). Collins supposes that exorcisms are only a partial revealing of God’s kingdom,
“Jesus’ exorcisms are not the definitive manifestation of the kingdom of God. Rather, they
constitute a struggle with Satan that prefigures and anticipates the final, full manifestation
of the kingdom of God that will take place with the coming of the Son of Man” (2007:272).
God’s rule still breaks in, but it is not complete until the strong man is bound (Gospel of
Mark 3:22-27).
Verses fourteen through sixteen signal a shift from the pigs to the healed man, who
is still called a demoniac. The pig herders report the plot of the story thus far to everyone.
The crowd comes and is frightened at the sight of the healed man. Calpino states, “The
description of the man contrastingly parallels his possessed state” (2008:21). Before this,
he was wailing and cutting himself all while naked, but now the man is sitting, wearing
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clothes and in his right mind. France states explicitly what the crowd is afraid of, “No one
can object to the δαιμονιζομενος being restored to normality, but the loss of the pigs is
another matter” (2002:232).
The crowd, now involved in the story, implores Jesus to leave. Calpino suggests
two reasons why, “Their request is both due to the economic loss and to their fear of his
future actions” (2008:22). The potential of what Jesus might do frightens the crowd so
much that their actions parallel the initial reaction of the demoniac to Jesus’s arrival. “The
overall reaction of the townspeople reveals a curious reversal of events; in effect, they now
exhibit aspects of the former demoniac’s behavior” (Torchia 2001:20). In order to gain
some control over their everyday lives, the crowd pleads with Jesus to leave. “As the local
people tried to control the suprahuman4 power of the demoniac by binding him, here they
try to control or ward off the suprahuman power of Jesus by asking him to leave their
district” (Collins 2007:273). In verse eighteen Jesus complies with their request.
Jesus denies the former demoniac’s request to follow him. Instead he commissions
him to become an evangelist to his own people. The use of ο κυριος in the text is ambiguous.
France states, “…ο κυριος [is] used in Jesus’ words as a third-person designation of the
one who is the source of ελεος [mercy], must surely refer to God rather than Jesus
himself”(2002:232). The early church may have seen ο κυριος as referring to Jesus himself,
especially in light of the man’s preaching in verse twenty regarding “how much Jesus did
for him.” France further posits, “Since this was not an area where Jesus himself would be

4

Having above average human powers.
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preaching, it is appropriate that the news of God’s new initiative in Jesus should be
announced there by one of the local people who has himself experienced its power”
(2002:233). Jesus realizes that the new follower’s story would have a profound impact on
those that knew him previously. When Jesus returns to the Decapolis in the Gospel of Mark
7:31-37, he must heal in private because such a large crowd gathers around him.
This new follower’s calling can be contrasted with that of “the Twelve.” He calls
the former demoniac to be reinstituted into society, while calling his disciples out of their
lives into an ostracized life. Calpino summarizes,
The tradition shows that Jesus never calls those who have already been
marginalized by illness or possession. Instead, he instructs these individuals to
return to society but calls those who have lived and integrated life within the
community to leave all behind and live a relatively marginalized life with him
(2008:23).
The hearers of the text must respond in like manner.
Verse twenty provides the response of the former demoniac. Collins points out,
“Although the former leper [chapter 1] and the former demoniac do not have ‘the mystery
of the kingdom of God’ (4:11), they nevertheless perform an important preliminary role in
describing the mighty deeds of Jesus to many people” (2007:273). They extoll what God
has done for them through Jesus and the people are amazed at the result. Collins further
notes, “This is the only miracle story in the early Christian tradition in which the motif of
wonder constitutes the actual conclusion” (2007:273). The fear the crowd expressed was
directed at Jesus’s power. Now their reaction of amazement is fixed upon the former
demoniac’s story.
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This pericope fits well within the larger story of the Gospel of Mark. Jesus’s activity
in the entire narrative of Mark calls for a push back against empire and “the renewal of
Israel led by a figure whose mission was reminiscent, and fit the pattern, of the prototypes
Moses and Elijah in popular Israelite cultural memory” (Horsley 2006:190). The rule of
God is breaking in and turning the status quo on its head.
4.2

Translation and Scripting
I translated Mark 5:1-20 from the United Bible Society’s Greek New Testament.

After my initial translation, I then crafted a paraphrase of the text, which clarifies some of
the wording. Because I was performing only this section, I felt it was necessary to clarify
participants and location in the first verse of the text. Instead of the vague, “And they came
to the other side of the sea,” I stated, “Jesus and his disciples came to the Gentile side of
the Sea of Galilee…”
In verse three, I identified the townspeople as those who had bound up the man
with the legion of demons. The New Revised Standard Version says, “And no one could
restrain him anymore.” I took this to mean that he had been bound repeatedly. By
identifying the townspeople as those who used to restrain him, this helps locate the man in
relation to them. This also helps the audience keep track of characters.
I left the interaction between the demoniac and Jesus in the same order as the Greek
text. Some translations smooth out the ordering by having Jesus begin the dialogue,
“Unclean spirit, come out of the man.” As mentioned above in the exegetical section, this
ordering may be the result of oral performance. I preserved this ordering to keep in line
with this presumption.
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In the Greek text, the number of pigs is placed right before the climax of the scene.
The number separates their running off the cliff and their eventual fate. This helps slow
down the action. The audience is eager to know what happened to the pigs once they rush
off into the sea, but the narrator interjects other information before finding out their fate.
In my translation, I speed up this action by placing the number of the pigs at the end of the
scene.
In Insights from Performance Criticism (2016), Perry describes how he gives
introductions before he performs. He has performed both Habakkuk and Revelation. In his
introductions for both books he gives information on the context in which the book was
composed and he informs the audience on what the performance entails. He writes, “Such
introductory remarks should be considered part of the performance, establishing
expectations for the event and relationships between the four elements of performer, text,
audience, and situation” (Perry 2016:89). When Perry performs for small groups, about 15
people, he engages the audience in an hour long discussion. In contrast, when he performs
for larger groups, the audience answer questions printed on a hand-out and then “take a
few minutes to discuss the experience with the person sitting next to them” (Perry 2016:89).
I did not feel it was necessary to introduce my performance in such a way since my
audiences were similar in size to Perry’s small group. If I was performing the entirety of
the book to a larger audience, I would consider adding introductory material.
The following script is adapted from James Maxey’s From Orality to Orality
(2009a:162-3). Paralinguistic features describe tone of voice, while extralinguistic features
describe body postures and hand movements. Maxey notes, “It should be remembered,
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however, that performance is communal. The actual performance of this script will be
influenced by the audience, the setting, and so forth…. Both during the performance and
as a result of the performance the script might be changed significantly” (2009a:164). The
text presented is a fluid script, easily adaptable to various situations.
Paralinguistic

Text
(1) Jesus and his disciples
came to the Gentile side of
the Sea of Galilee, to the
region known as the
Gerasenes.
(2) Jesus got out of the
boat and immediately a
man from the graveyard
with an unclean spirit met
Jesus.
(3) The man lived among
the graves and although the
townspeople had tried to
bind him, (4) they were
unable to keep him chained
up.
He was often tied up in
shackles and chains, but
the chains he ripped apart
and the shackles he broke
in pieces and no one could
subdue him. (5) All the
time, night and day in the
graveyard and among the
hills, he howled and cut
himself with stones.
(6)When the man saw
Jesus from a distance, he
ran up to him, and bowed.

Extralinguistic
Performer walks across
stage

Performer mimics leaving
boat and looks up and sees
someone approaching

The performer can
dramatize the actions stated

Performer mimics action of
demoniac
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Loud voice

Low tone with authority

Brief silent pause
Voice full of compassion

Pleading

(7) Yelling at the top of his
lungs he said, “What do
you want, Jesus, son of
God Most High? I ask you
in God’s name do not hurt
me!”
(8) For Jesus had said,
“Unclean spirit, come out
of him!”
(9) Jesus asked him, “What
is your name?”
The man answered, “My
name is Legion, for we are
many.” (10) The man was
begging him adamantly not
to send them out of the
country.
(11) And seeing a large
group of pigs grazing
nearby, (12) the demons
begged Jesus saying, “Send
us into the pigs so we have
somewhere to go.”
(13) Jesus let them and the
unclean spirits went into
the pigs and the group of
pigs rushed off a cliff into
the sea and drowned, about
two thousand of them.
(14) The people in charge
of the pigs ran off to tell
people in the city and
country. All those people
came to see what had
happened.

Through positioning
oneself as the two
characters, the performer
can recreate the dialogue

Performer can gesture to
where the pigs are

Performer uses hands to
dramatize actions of pigs

Performer can mimic the
actions depicted
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Slow speech

(15) They all came to Jesus Look of astonishment
and saw the demoniac
sitting, clothed, and
thinking straight and they
were scared. (16) Those
who saw the whole
incident with the demoniac
and pigs recounted what
they saw.
(17) And the crowd asked
Hand gesture pointing off
Jesus to leave their area.
stage. Performer mimics
(18) So Jesus got into the
entering boat
boat.
The former demoniac
Performer uses hands to
begged to be part of Jesus’s plead
following.
(19) Jesus said no, but told Shake head
the man,
“Go, return to society, and Point offstage
tell everyone what the Lord
God has done for you and
how God has shown you
mercy.”
(20) And the man left and
Look of excitement
began to make known in
the Ten Towns how much
Jesus had done for him and
everyone marveled.
Table 1: Performance Script for Mark 5:1-20

Maxey notes it is difficult to have an entire Gospel, New Testament, or Bible set
up in this manner because “sheer economics and logistics of size of such a scripted NT
render such a goal as impractical” (2009c:178). But for texts that are destined for
performance, this is a helpful tool both for memorization and transmission of the
performance to new places, new villages, for example.

71
4.3

Memorization/Internalization
Memorization and internalization are critical to performing the text well. A benefit

of memorizing the text is becoming intimately familiar with the text and all its details. As
Rhoads points out, “The real benefit to memorization and performance is not a matter of
knowing details, but of experiencing the world of the narrative or letter as a whole”
(Rhoads 2010:174). While I was not yet able to memorize all 16 chapters of the Gospel of
Mark, I was able to more fully grasp the how this pericope fits into the narrative of the
Gospel of Mark. In the future I want to memorize the entirety of the Gospel and experience
this more fully.
In memorizing Mark 5:1-20, I used a variety of methods. After printing out the
written text on a piece of paper, I cut the paper into the six separate scenes of the pericope
and memorized each of the scenes. I drew a picture on the back of each of the scenes to
help me visualize what the scene was like. I repeated the story over and over, both aloud
and silently, to help it stick in my memory. I listened to some audio Bible versions of the
story, but many were overdramatized

5

and I wanted to memorize my own

translation/paraphrase.
Perry describes this step as, “internalizing” (2016:70). He uses the word
“internalize” to differentiate from memorization. He writes,
‘Internalization’ implies that the text is understood deeply by the performer without
referring directly to a physical text. A performer who has internalized a text can
begin at any place within the story, vary language to fit an audience, summarize or

5

https://www.biblegateway.com/audio/devotional/witness-the-bible-mark/05-Mark05
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expand depending on the constraints and possibilities of the performance situation
(Perry 2016:70).
As I practiced the story, the word order varied, but the main thoughts remained. Even
though I lost my place during the first performance around verses 14 and 15 where the
people who watch the pigs run off to tell everyone what had happened, because I had
internalized the text, I was able to remember my place and pick up where I had left off.
Other scholars offer various methods for memorization. Ruge-Jones taught a class
on the Gospel of Mark. The final project was to perform the Gospel of Mark from memory.
Ruge-Jones discusses how the students first learned a story orally. He first performed the
story for them “complete with gestures and varied intonation” (Ruge-Jones 2009:104). The
students then discussed the performance. Then the students were to repeat the story as
Ruge-Jones spoke. “I would recite a short phrase and they would respond with the same
words, gestures, and tones. We repeated this multiple times; with each repetition I
lengthened the phrase” (Ruge-Jones 2009:104). This is very similar to the “lion hunt”
method described by Boomershine (1988).
The students then received a print copy of the text and broke off into pairs. The
print copy was “for the partner to help the storyteller if she got stuck” (Ruge-Jones
2009:104). The pairs helped each other memorize the text and if one person “lost his train
of thought, then his partner would cue him with the next gesture rather than a word” (RugeJones 2009:104). The point of memorization/internalization is to make the text a part of
the person.
The method Rhoads employs is rote memorization. His style is by “repeating the
text as quickly as I am able to speak” (2010:179). After the words are in his memory, he
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then can work out various performance aspects: tempo, volume, gestures, etc. Rhoads
acknowledges that through this process he is able “to engage my whole psychosomatic self
in the embodiment of the text, not only to tell the story or speak out the letter but also to
show the story or the letter to an audience” (2010:179).
Ward and Trobisch do not advocate for one style of memorization. When they host
workshops for performance, there is no set way for how the group should internalize a text.
After the participants have memorized a text, Ward and Trobisch have the group discuss
their experience. “Sharing different approaches deflects frustration, provides fresh ideas,
and encourages experimenting” (Ward & Trobisch 2013:70). They offer tips such as
working with visuals, similar to Shiner’s technique below, and breaking the scene into
episodes (2013:71-3).
Shiner describes an ancient memorization technique based on architecture: “The
images were placed in one’s imagination at set points in a building or landscape that one
had memorized earlier for this purpose. Since one could move in one’s imagination through
the building or landscape in a set order, one could then remember one’s material in the
proper order (2003:108).” This technique is still used today. Shiner utilized this very
technique in memorizing the entire Gospel of Mark. In his article “Memory Technology
and the Composition of Mark,” Shiner shows how a typical temple front can assist in the
memorization of the gospel:
For memorization tasks involving a larger number of items, one might learn the
figures in the metopes (the sculptured panels in the band between the columns and
the pediment) and remember the order of material by associating an image for each
section with the image of a particular metope (Shiner 2006:157-8).
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By employing this method, memorization of the entire Gospel becomes an easier task.
Other approaches to internalization include teaching the performance to an
audience via the “lion hunt” method (Boomershine 1988) or doing a Bible study of the
pericope in a group and performing it on the spot. These approaches emphasize the
communal aspect of storytelling and aid the group in learning the story.
4.4

Performances and Discussions
I performed Mark 5:1-20 in four small group settings. Each of the groups were

composed of less than 14 people. The first group was an ad hoc group, invited by the rector
of St. Luke’s on the Lake in Austin, TX. The second group consisted of 11 high schoolers
and two adults in a Sunday school class at St. Luke’s on the Lake. The third group was an
ad hoc group, invited by a friend of mine in West Linn, OR. The fourth group was a
women’s Bible study group from St. Luke’s on the Lake.
The four groups were chosen because this is what I could reasonably evaluate in
the time frame I had. I wanted groups that reflected different social locations, hence a group
consisting solely of women and another with young people. By and large though, the
groups consisted of middle and upper middle class people. Future performances could
explore how class plays into both performing and responding to a performance.
Regarding the discussion time, I have adapted Liz Lerman’s Critical Response
Process to only include the first three steps: (1) Statements of Meaning; (2) Artist as
Questioner; and (3) Neutral Questions from Responders. In the fourth step, Permissioned
Opinions, participants must follow a certain protocol: they say what the topic of their
opinion is and ask for the performer’s permission to give it (Lerman & Borstel

75
2003:Kindle). When we practiced this method at seminary, the fourth step seemed
cumbersome, many times it felt unnecessary. Participants during the first performance felt
free to offer their opinions during all the steps. I also feel that many respondents would not
want to offer an opinion to change the performance because the text is Scripture.
Throughout the Critical Response Process, I utilized a PowerPoint presentation of
the steps of the process. This was useful as an initial overview to the process and helped
keep the group on task by following the steps presented. For each of the three steps, I had
questions on the PowerPoint for the group to answer. For the first step, Statements of
Meaning, participants answered the question “What was stimulating, surprising, evocative,
memorable, touching, meaningful for you?” For the second step, Artist as Questioner, I
crafted questions for the participants. The questions for the first performance (see below)
strove to improve upon the performance itself since I had never performed alone before.
For the next three performances, I made a different set of questions (see below) hoping to
show more how the post-performance discussion time could be used as an aid in the
translation process. For the third step, I gave examples of neutral questions: “What was
your thought process in blocking out these scenes?” and “What kinds of emotions were
you hoping to elicit?” Participants during the first performance utilized some of those
questions during the discussion. Other groups did not take advantage of the PowerPoint
supplied questions.
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4.4.1

First Performance
The first performance took place on March 19, 2017.6 The rector of St. Luke’s on

the Lake in Austin, TX, invited participants he thought had a good knowledge of the
scriptures, diversity of ages, diversity of time at St. Luke’s, and would offer thoughtful
responses during the discussion. All participants were Caucasian adults, three male and
four female. One participant is a retired nurse, the rest are professionals: a priest, a realtor,
a writer/editor, a case manager, a compliance officer, and client manager. Their ages ranged
from early 40s to late 60s. Some of the group hold advanced degrees, at least one of which
is a doctorate. Their responses have been edited for clarity and brevity.
In response to Step One, Statements of Meaning, “What was stimulating, surprising,
evocative, memorable, touching, meaningful for you?” (Lerman & Borstel 2003:Kindle),
Participant 5 said, “I liked [the] contemporary language [of the performance].” Multiple
participants emphasized how physical movements, gestures, and movements helped draw
them into the story. Participant 4 said, “I loved the physical movements that you did. In the
sense that it really helped to understand better, especially with the shackles and putting [the
pigs on] the hill.” Participant 6 appreciated the blocking that I did for the various characters,
“I liked how you put Jesus in a place and then you put yourself in the demoniac’s place.
And then you walked towards Jesus.”
Participant 2 referenced a sermon. “That reminded me of [another participant’s]
sermon when you were saying that Mother Teresa sees Jesus in all people and I thought,

6

Video of the performance can be found at: https://youtu.be/2SlrLEJ7mv4
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‘Jesus…he saw himself in Jesus.’ And maybe Jesus saw himself in this too. He was willing
to be taken for a madman, as well. I got that from your [performance]. The way that you
brought it out to us.” This performance helped bring out a connection in this participant’s
mind.
Others commented on the story itself. Participant 1 considered the magnitude of
how many pigs were drowned. “It’s pretty exciting to imagine 2000 pigs running off a cliff
into the sea. Very cinematic, it would be a good movie.” Two other participants discussed
the location of the demons inside the man. Participant 6 said, “He had 2000
demonic/mentally ill things in his brain. That’s what ran off the cliff.” Participant 5 said in
response, “See, I always thought it was in his soul. I always thought the demons were like
in his soul. And couldn’t…they were torturing his soul. He was a tortured soul, he had
2000 demons. He was so tormented that he was told to go out.” Discussion can help bring
out what people think and a chance to correct wrong ideas.
Participant 3 noted how my posture as a storyteller added to the experience. “I felt
like you started out…in a declamatory way, not too much, but enough so it told me, ‘Oh,
this is a story…and we get an idea of the storyteller, back through history and I’m here to
tell you an important symbolic story.’ And also, your brisk pace [of speaking]…add to the
idea: this is an important story.” She continued, “And I think that’s good because it kept
the pace of the [story]. There’s a meaning here, I’m supposed to listen to this and think
about it afterward.” Participant 7 commented on the immediacy of performance, “I felt
very much that I was there. It really was. I felt that I was on a dusty road not too far from
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the cliff.” The performance helped bring out new insights and allowed participants to
participate in the story.
Participant 3 returned to the use of gestures. “I felt, too, like you used gestures and
motions in a way that added to the story. You didn’t overkill. I thought [that] was really
nice. There wasn’t too many [pantomime manic gestures] kind of thing. That could have
taken away from the story.” My toned down gestures were acceptable in a white, middle
class setting, but in other cultures or groups more expressive movements may be required.
This decision will be dictated by the normal storytelling style of the people.
I was then asked by Participant 5, “Why’d you choose this particular piece?” I
responded, “I did a Mark exegesis class at seminary. I had already written an exegetical
piece about it and so I was familiar with the text. I just really like the story goes, there’s
just so much happening. And I wanted to value your time, we talked about this beforehand,
how rich [the text] is, there’s so much going on. It’s [one of] the longest pericopes in the
Gospels. I wanted to value your time and give you a lot to discuss.” Participants were free
to ask questions throughout the process, not solely in Step 3.
For Step Two, Artist as Questioner, I had prepared the following list of questions.
1. How did you experience the initial interaction of the demoniac and Jesus?
2. Were you able to track my transition from character to character?
3. How did you experience the scene with the pigs?
4. What new insights have you gained about this passage?
5. How has your experience of the passage changed (if at all) as a result of the
performance?
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6. Do you have any thoughts on the text/spoken word itself?
Table 2: Step 2 – Artist as Questioner
The questions I composed for this group did not include comprehension questions.
These participants were chosen for their knowledge of the scriptures and thoughtful
responses. Since this was my initial foray into performance, I desired more feedback on
the performance itself. In spite of not asking comprehension questions for this group, I was
still able to answer questions about the text that were presented. For later performances, I
asked comprehension questions to fully show how this discussion time can be beneficial to
the translation process.
In response to my first question, “How did you experience the initial interaction of
the demoniac and Jesus?” participants were in agreement that the casting out of the demon
was done well. My initial worry was that participants would have trouble tracking
characters during the dialogue scenes. Participant 6 responded, “I like when you went from
Jesus to the demoniac and back and forth and back and forth. And when the spirits were
cast out to the pigs you pushed it over there. So that you could actually feel that it was in
the pigs.”
Participant 7 discussed how my take on the demoniac was more subdued, “But you
didn’t overdo it. [Pause] I’m wondering if you could be more dramatic in that piece of your
performance.” Participant 1 wondered if I could have given the demoniac a different voice.
I responded that I had considered doing that but said, “I wondered if it would be weird.”
At the very end of the discussion, Participant 1 recanted his statement of giving the
demoniac a different voice, stating, “The voices might be too distracting.”
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Participant 5 noted how my pauses helped in the dialogue scene, “She did pause a
bit before going from character to, you know, switching characters. She moved her body
and paused and took a breath and so you could tell who was speaking.” Participants then
began to discuss how tortured the man was. I attempted to use this time for teaching and
interjected how the commentaries talk about how interesting it is that the demoniac says,
“Do not torment me!” because of what the demons are doing to the man.
My second question was, “Were you able to track my transition from character to
character?” Participant 1 noted how he had read the text that day in preparation for the
performance “so it was fresh. But even if it hadn’t been fresh it would have still made
sense.” Participant 6 reiterated Participant 1’s point that I should change my voice. Others
chimed in on how to bring out the changed voices.
Participant 2 then asked if the story is retold in a different way in Matthew. I
responded that Matthew has two demoniacs. Then the group broke off into different
clusters to discuss with one another. Participant 2 asked if Mark’s gospel is the oldest.
Participant 7 responded that “Matthew probably had a version of Mark’s.” I then interject
how Matthew often cites pairs of people, whereas Mark and Luke only have the singular.
If I were to interact with this group again, I would compare two demon possessed
men in Matthew 8:28-34, two blind men in both Matthew 9:27-31 and 20:29-34; in each
of these parallel stories in Mark (5:1-20 and 10:46-52, respectively), there is only one
person. I cite how some scholars believe that in Judaism two witnesses are needed in order
to have a truthful account: “A single witness shall not suffice to convict a person of any
crime or wrongdoing in connection with any offense that may be committed. Only on the
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evidence of two or three witnesses shall a charge be sustained” (Deuteronomy 19:15). In
addition I would cite Morris who notes the futility of the arguments: “But in the end we
must confess that we really do not know the reason for the difference [of including two
demoniacs]” (Morris 1992:209).
My third question explored the dramatic climax of the story, “How did you
experience the scene with the pigs?” Participant 7 responded, “I like what [Participant 6]
said how you beautifully sent [the pigs] off.” Participant 5 commented on the demise of
the pigs, saying, “It doesn’t say any of the pigs made it back to shore, it just said they went
into the ocean.” Another participant and I corrected her by stating that the pigs drowned.
The discussion time can be used to correct misunderstandings of the text.
Participant 4 addressed how he felt I should bring out how the people wanted Jesus
to leave because of the economic disaster, “[This] economic thing took place and that’s
one thing I didn’t quite get out of that. But that would be something you may want to make
some changes to.” Participant 6 reiterated how the demoniac’s commissioning was not very
clear. Participant 6 said later in the discussion, “And you really emphasize that the healed
demoniac stayed. Was there. And then Jesus got in the boat. So I thought that was very
insightful.” The same participant had two different responses to the same scene. She was
probably unaware that she contradicted herself. In spite of that this is a benefit of BPC, a
second performance for this group could test out various ways to play this final scene and
emphasize how Jesus commissioned the demoniac.
Respondents then began discussing why the demoniac wanted to be with Jesus.
Participant 5 thought the demoniac wanted to leave because he was part of the economic
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disaster with the pigs. The respondent, who is a retired nurse, commented on people who
are mentally ill. “You just haven’t worked with mentally ill people. It is really frightening
when their medication works and they’re suddenly in a society that they’re not familiar
with. They’re used to being alone. And so that’s an…” Participant 7 interjected,
“Adjustment.” The first participant continued, “It’s a huge adjustment. It’s really freaky.
They need support. And here’s this poor guy all alone. [Gestures] ‘Get out of here, Jesus.’
And he’s left, like, ‘Oh, I’ve lived in this graveyard and now…hmmm…’” The same
respondent continued discussing the scene and wondered what happened to the demoniac
following this incident. If this group had met a second time, I would have answered what
happened with the demoniac. In Mark 7:31-37, Jesus again visits the Ten Towns/Decapolis
and the people of that region respond favorably to Jesus. The crowd brings a deaf and dumb
man whom Jesus heals.
Returning to the scene with the pigs, Participant 5 commented on how she
visualizes the stampede of pigs. “I guess I always visualize the pigs being in this pen, like
a rapid stampede. I always thought it was a stampede coming down and probably taking
out crops, taking out people. I mean, 2000 pigs is a lot.” Participant 4 responded how he
visualized a huge mass.
Participant 2 commented for future performances, “To draw attention to [the end],
slow [your performance] down. But that’s so hard when you’re nervous. Think of the
nuance, but, whenever something slows down, I lean in, at least for performance.”
Participant 3 further commented that playing with pauses might enhance other
performances.
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Other post-performance discussion groups in the literature of BPC have utilized
comments like this to re-perform the text and incorporate new suggestions. I briefly
considered this, but decided against it because of time constraints. If BPC were to become
part of the group teaching for the church, I think incorporating audience suggestions and
re-performing the text would be a great way to help the audience engage with the
performance and text even more.
The fourth question, “What new insights have you gained about this passage?”
prompted the most responses from the participants. Before the performance, the rector had
sent out an email reminding the people of the performance and asking me if there was
anything they needed to do to prepare. In the email, the rector had suggested they read the
passage and I concurred, suggesting they read it in different translations to get a feel for
the narrative. In response to the fourth questions, Participant 2 “wished I didn’t read it
before so I could answer these more [fully].” Participant 5 wanted time to read the passage
after the performance, “We should have listened to your presentation and then go back and
reread [the passage].” This is obviously the mark of a literate audience because they are so
drawn to the written text.
Participant 4 noted how the activity and action of the performance fixed the
narrative in his mind. He said, “I would say the thing that is significant is because you have
activity and actions it plants everything in my mind better. The pictures are there. Our
brains think in pictures not in words. I think that was really impressive in that sense.”
Utilizing performance can help even hyper-literate people interact with the text in new
ways.
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Participant 3 commented on how she became aware through performance that the
interaction between the demoniac and Jesus was a transaction. She emphasized how that
was not made apparent to her in the reading. Jesus helping this man was a sort of
negotiation. “And when the transaction was over, they both moved on.”
Participant 2 wanted me to perform it again. This is a common practice within BPC.
I could have incorporated the suggestions the people had given me up to that point: a
different voice for the demoniac, emphasizing the economic disaster and the demoniac
staying. But I wanted to focus more on their discussion responses.
Participant 5 commented on the orality of the text. She noted how aural methods
were how most people interacted with the text before the invention of movable type and
how “much of the population was illiterate.” Participant 4 chimed in about how “a lot of
the world is illiterate, still is.” Because another participant responded immediately after
this comment, I was unable to offer my input. I would have elaborated on the need for
oral/aural translations and how BPC can aid scholars and translators.
Participant 6 commented on how the performance enhanced how she already
thought about the passage. She referenced a contemplative Bible study method that is
employed by many groups at St. Luke’s. When she comes across this passage again in her
contemplative study, she will consider the post-healing life of the demoniac, mentioned
above, because the performance brought out those ideas for her. Her discussion led me to
do further research and incorporate a new question into the discussion time for the second
performance, see Question 10 in Table 3: Step 2 - Artist as Questioner (Revised Questions).
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Participant 5 emphasized what the healed demoniac’s commissioning really meant.
“But also he left him whole: mentally and spiritually whole. He also said, ‘You got to go
preach, go out and preach the gospel, right now because you’re becoming one of my
disciples and you’re preaching the gospel.’” This response triggered Participant 4 to say,
“Now that you just said that is a great insight, though, because isn’t that what we…outreach
is, what God has done for each of us.” Hearing these texts in community leads to ample
opportunities for teaching and exhortation through discussion.
Participants then discussed the post-healing demoniac’s life and wonder what
became of him. They questioned whether he was able to return to the area. Participant 2
questioned why this healing is different from others. She said, “Usually Jesus asks people
to be silent about miracles and performance that kind of stands out in contrast, like, what’s
so special about this?” I attempted to explain that it is because Jesus is in Gentile country.
I stopped short of explaining that there are not giant crowds of Gentiles following Jesus at
this point in the story.
My fifth question was, “How has your experience about this passage changed, if at
all, as a result of seeing the performance?” Participant 4 noted, “It’s fun sitting around in a
group like this to discuss it afterwards because we’re working on more things because
somebody’s experienced it, I’ve even experienced it, but I’ve now experienced it through
that [performance] and that’s really powerful.” I responded, “These texts are meant to be
heard in community, for it to be read aloud.” Participant 2 recalled how surprised she was
to be attending a performance of the Bible. She had never considered that the biblical text
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was something to be experienced in performance. Participant 5 compared the performance
to seeing Godspell or Jesus Christ Superstar.
Participant 1 noted how my use of “cliff” caught him off guard. “You saying
cliff…made so much more sense. I pictured 2000 pigs storming the beach. I didn’t picture
a cliff, but now I want to go back and let me find it [gets out Bible]. If it said cliff, it
didn’t…” He read his translation which said, “steep bank.” I responded, “Doing the
performance is so fluid, I think I said ‘cliff’ to myself so many times I was like, ‘That’s
what it is!’” The Greek word κρημνος can either mean “cliff” or “steep bank.” Most
English translations use “steep bank,” but a handful use “cliff,” e.g. Good News Translation
and J.B. Phillips New Testament. During the post-performance discussion time, I did not
have my resources available to discuss my translation choices with him. I did talk with him
the next week and informed him that the words “cliff” and “steep bank” can be used
interchangeably in the verse. That is another benefit of BPC, after making a choice in
performance, the performer and audience can negotiate what certain words mean and how
they are used.
The final question I had for the participants was, “Do you have any thoughts on the
text/spoken word itself?” Participant 4 said, “Actually, [I] like hearing the words versus
reading them. I really do.” He continued, “Because you get a different picture in your mind
when hearing them versus seeing them, the words. However, seeing and hearing a
performance is two different elements and, I think, actually has more impact.”
Participant 2 said, “Now I want all the lay readers to act them out.” Another
participant commented that the priest should have acted out the longer gospel reading that
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morning. I responded, “I was thinking about that too.” Then I jokingly added, “I could train
him in how to do that.” Participant 7 then commented that the gospel passage the priest
read that morning was an extended reading and added, “You learn it a number of ways
using more senses.” This is another benefit of BPC: engaging more senses leads to fuller
comprehension. Much like engaging the whole body while learning a new language helps
to learn that language better, i.e. total physical response (TPR).
During Step Three, Neutral Questions from Responders, Participant 4 asked a
question from the PowerPoint, “Well, I would like to know what kind of emotions you
were trying to elicit?” I responded that I hoped to elicit empathy for the demoniac and his
situation. I wanted to focus on the Kingdom of God breaking in. As stated above in the
exegesis, I use Mark 1:14-15 as the theme verses for the entire Gospel. With this
performance, I attempted to perform this “in breaking” of the kingdom, even though the
audience may not have been aware of the connection to Mark 1:14-15. Many scholars of
BPC have memorized the entirety of the Gospel of Mark so that the narrative themes can
be seen throughout the performance.
Participant 5, playing on this theme of emotions, said, “It never said what the
disciples felt, though. I was trying to figure out if the disciples had gotten off the boat with
him or were standing on the beach or standing in the area, watching. If they were just still
in the boat as observers. But I’m sure it would have impacted them.” Participant 7 stated
in response, “Jesus wanted them there for a reason.” BPC can help draw out new insights
into the text and help offer a fuller understanding of the Scriptures.
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Participant 3 asked, “Why act? Why do this?” I stated that this was “how people
initially heard it and then as [the participant] pointed out [the original audiences] heard it
in community so they probably talked about it.” What I was trying to get at in my answer
was that many people in the first century who heard the Gospel of Mark for the first time,
heard it in performance. I am of the idea that because these texts were originally heard in
community, Christians today should also strive to hear the texts in community. Participant
3 gave a follow up question. “So…by recapturing an earlier experience of the gospel we
might capture the spiritual mentality [ourselves]?” I agreed and emphasized that we are
“experiencing it in a new way.”
Participant 1 commented again on the visual nature of the text: “It’s a very visual
miracle in itself. Just the act of the guy that had been screaming and hurting himself and
everyone got used to that. All of a sudden being normal. That in itself was just powerful.
Then the 2000 pigs storming the cliff, it’s just really, really intense too. So it’s such a
visually emotive imagery, you know, visual miracle.” He was the same participant who
questioned my use of “cliff” earlier in the discussion. He uses the word here during the
discussion. It is unknown whether he used this word intentionally or unintentionally. Either
way, this shows how word choice affects participant response.
Participant 5 asked if Matthew had only described two pigs. I corrected her, saying,
“No, two people.” If people have questions, the post-performance discussion is a great time
to address those questions. The performer/scholar/translator is able to discern portions of
what the participants understood based on their questions. Often participant questions can
lead the performer to a fuller understanding as well. During each performance, I was asked
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questions for which I did not have a ready answer. Community exegesis offers a fuller
understanding of the text for both participants and performer.
Participant 3 asked, “Were you thinking about any particular potential audience
when you walked out?” I did not understand her initial question, so she elaborated. “When
you’re blocking it out you memorized mostly straight Scripture, was that your objective?
Or were you thinking at all about do I need to tweak it, modify it, elaborate anything for
my audience?” I acknowledged that I wanted to memorize “straight Scripture” and then
said, “As we do Bible translation then we can take the passage that we’ve done and get it
straight to the people, they don’t have to wait for an audio version to be recorded or a
booklet to be put out. So they can go from the translation and then take it to the people.”
Participant 1 returned to his point about various voices. “I would not try to add
different voices. But I think some very strategic pausing around then. Because, again, in
my mind and how I visualize that whole scene, there’s three characters, the innocent
bystander, there’s Jesus, and then there’s the demoniacs, taking over. So, enough pause
for… or maybe stand in three places. The voices might be too distracting.” If I was meeting
this group again, I would want to try out the various suggestions that were made throughout
the entire discussion.
Participant 3 discussed when I had forgotten my line during the performance around
verses 14 and 15 describing the people who watched the pigs running to tell others what
had happened. Participant 3 talked about how it could have been effectively used as a pause.
She described how our minds create meaning when there is silence and that the people in
the audience would have thought it was intentional. During the performance, I was too

90
embarrassed because I had a memory lapse. I apologized and then remembered my place.
But the use of a pause may have made the scene more dramatic.
4.4.2

Second Performance
The second performance took place on May 7, 2017.7 I met with teens during their

Sunday school. There was an hour allotted for the performance and discussion. The group
meets regularly at this time; therefore, I was unable to manage the group size. Eleven
students were present, five males and six females. Two adult sponsors were also present:
one male and one female. The sponsors engaged with the discussion while also helping the
teens participate in the discussion. All the participants are Caucasian. This performance
was my first introduction to the teen group meaning that there was no rapport between the
teens and myself.
Two group participants, one female (Participant 1) and one male (Participant 11),
did not speak at all. Whether this is a result of the group size, the participants do not engage
in discussion normally, or not knowing me as well, is not known. Ten of the students attend
public school and one attends a private Christian school. The teens gave thoughtful answers,
but occasionally spoke in order to make the group laugh. Some answers deliberately led
the group off topic during the discussion. I strove to leave space for their banter while also
being conscientious about the fixed time. Responses have been edited for clarity and
brevity.

7

Video of the performance can be found at: https://youtu.be/Mu9wvv2-IIA
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During Step One, Statements of Meaning, the participants answered the question,
“What was stimulating, surprising, evocative, memorable, touching, meaningful for you?”
(Lerman & Borstel 2003:Kindle). Participant 2 commented, “The man could rip apart
chains with bare arms.” Participant 6 said this was one of her favorite Bible passages
because “[there are so] many [demons] in one person and it shows that unclean spirits can
affect what a person does and take control of them.”
Participant 10 commented on both the man cutting himself and also the sheer
number of pigs. Throughout the conversation the students commented on the self-harm the
man committed. This was both because of previous discussions the group had and because
the gesture I chose to enact mimicked self-harm behavior. As I spoke the line, “And he cut
himself with stones,” I also ran my right hand along my left wrist in a slicing motion and
vice versa. Participant 12, one of the group sponsors, said, “I didn’t even pick up on the
cutting with rocks, but it reminds me of a lot of stuff we’ve been talking about over the last
couple of weeks.” In prior weeks, the teen Sunday school class had spent time discussing
self-harm.
Participant 9 wondered, “If the pigs belonged to anybody and if they were upset?”
Participant 8 joked, “How many people didn’t get bacon cause all those pigs went off the
cliff.” Participant 6 thought the story took place in a Jewish area. She asked, “Technically,
couldn’t they not eat pork?” I responded, “No, he was on the Gentile side; I tried to make
that clear in the beginning. These people could eat bacon.” Even though I made explicit
where the scene took place, some people missed that indication entirely. The discussion
then returned to questioning who owned the pigs. I quoted from the performance and said,
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“The people watching the pigs ran off to tell everyone what had happened.” There was
probably someone who hired the pig herders to guard the pigs but the story does not make
that clear.
Participant 6 noted the difference in Jesus’s command to the demoniac and the
demoniac’s actions. She said, “I thought it was interesting, he said, ‘Go tell everyone what
the Lord your God has done for you.’ And he went and told everyone what Jesus had done
for him. I had never really noticed.” She was the only participant in any of the four groups
to comment on how Jesus told the man to proclaim what “God” had done for him and the
man proclaimed what “Jesus” had done for him. I think the divinity of Jesus is an important
distinction in Mark’s narrative and I tried to emphasize that during performances. In
retrospect, I could have included a question to bring out this difference.
Participant 8 noted throughout the discussion time how the loss of the pigs was a
loss of “bacon.” Often it was for comedic effect. The discussion moved to how the people
of the time might not have had as much food and how the death of 2000 pigs affected their
livelihood. Participant 2 asked, “Why did they jump off the cliff in the first place?”
Participant 6 answered via another question, “Well, isn’t the main goal of a demon or
unclean spirit to cause havoc and trouble and all that kind of stuff?” Being in dialogue with
one another aids in community exegesis of the passage.
Participant 3 asked, “So were there 2000 unclean spirits in that one person?” I
respond, “That’s what commentators think [because] there’s 2000 pigs, one [unclean spirit]
for each of them. But a legion is a thousand, a Roman legion, would be 1000 soldiers.” I
misspoke here because, as Torchia states, “[A] typical Roman Legion comprised between
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five and six thousand troops” (2001:19). If I were to meet with this group again, I would
correct what I had previously said.
As noted above, after the first performance, I wanted to explore more how the
discussion time could be utilized as a translation aid. The following questions are a
complete revision of the first list of questions and include more comprehension questions.

1. Is the setting of “the Gentile side” of the sea important to Mark’s telling of the
story? What do you think Jesus is doing in Gentile territory?
2. What does the story tell us about the demoniac? How would you characterize
him?
3. What is the significance of the demoniac saying “Jesus, son of the Most High
God?”
4. What other Bible stories does the scene with the pigs bring to mind?
5. Why does the crowd ask Jesus to leave? Why are they angry at the demoniac’s
healing?
6. Why does the former demoniac want to follow Jesus?
7. Why does Jesus tell him no?
8. What is different about Jesus’s command to the man from other healings he has
done (Mark chapter 1:21-28; chapter 3:7-12)?
9. What does the man do? How does that impact Jesus’s ministry later (7:31ff)?
10. What feelings did you experience listening to the passage?
11. What new insights have you gained about this passage?
12. How has your experience about this passage changed (if at all) as a result of
this performance?
Table 3: Step 2 - Artist as Questioner (Revised Questions)
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In response to my first question, “Is the setting of ‘the Gentile side’ of the sea
important to Mark’s telling of the story? What do you think Jesus is doing in Gentile
territory?” Participant 8 responded that the death of the 2000 pigs was a waste of bacon
because “they can’t eat it.” Participant 6 noted how Jesus was not solely going into Jewish
territory and emphasized that “this [message] is for everyone and not just the Jews.”
Participant 6 then wanted to know the immediate literary context of the passage. I
had a memory lapse of what happened at the end of Mark 4, so another participant looked
up the context. The story immediately preceding Mark 5 is Jesus calming the storm. This
is set in juxtaposition with the Gerasene demoniac story because in the calming of the storm
the disciples ask, “Who then is this, that even the wind and the sea obey him?” while the
demoniac immediately identifies Jesus as “Son of the Most High God.” The composer of
the Gospel of Mark continually shows how Jesus is recognized, not by those close to him,
but by those outside the Kingdom of God.
The second question “What does the story tell us about the demoniac? How would
you characterize him?” gave the students pause because they were confused about the word
“demoniac.” Previously, Participant 6 had stumbled over the word and noted, “[I] haven’t
heard that word before.” I thought my use of ‘demoniac’ during the performance would
make apparent for the participants who the demoniac was. In spite of that misstep, the
discussion time was beneficial because I was able to explain that the demoniac was the
man who had the demons.
Participant 4 remarked on the amazing transformation of the demoniac; “He was
crazy but then he got healed.” Participant 6 commented, “I also notice it doesn’t tell us
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when he got possessed, or when they entered him. It starts out when he’s hurting himself.”
Participant 8 said, “And there’s nobody trying to help him. He’s just out.” I responded,
“Well, the townspeople sort of try to help him by chaining him up. I mean, they’re more
helping themselves.”
Participant 3 reiterated the strength of the demoniac in the breaking of the chains,
“I would guess that he’s some sort of brute that he can break some chains. That’s pretty
hard to do.” Participant 4 said the demoniac was “going insane.” Participant 9 noted how
the demoniac was “tortured and in pain.” Participant 6 discussed the dichotomy between
the man and the demons. “Also we don’t get that much about him. We get a lot of what the
demons did through him. The only part we get of him is ‘Let me come with you.’ He’s
very thankful, obviously, because he’s not destroying himself anymore.”
Participant 12 asked the students to imagine “being tortured and in pain for a day
or six years; what would it feel like when it was all gone?” One participant said that it
would “probably feel pretty good.” Participant 12 then continued, “Might be kind of scary
too.” She was evidently trying to create empathy for the man.
The third question was “What is the significance of the demoniac saying ‘Jesus,
son of the Most High God?’” Participant 6 noted how “even the demons recognize that
he’s the son of God.” After some discussion, she then commented, “But it’s [the]
repetitiveness of demons around him recognizing him as the son of God. But the Pharisees
and other people wouldn’t.” Participant 10 asked, “Didn’t the demon also say something
about, ‘high God’ so he recognizes that he has a high power?”
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For the fourth question, “What other Bible stories does the scene with the pigs bring
to mind?” I think the participants were somewhat confused as to what I was asking. My
use of this question was striving toward the use of synecdoche in the story. As noted above,
there are elements of this story that are reminiscent of the Exodus story.
Participant 13, one of the sponsors, encouraged the students and said, “Ya’ll were
talking about other examples of demons addressing Jesus, so you’ve already mentioned
some other Bible stories.” Participant 6 then expressed her confusion over the question, “I
thought it was asking what other Bible stories have pigs in them.” I clarified that I was
trying to elicit other stories, not just pig stories.
Participant 3 noted, “Demons must have been pretty strong if they were to convince
2000 pigs to jump off a cliff. Because I know that pigs…are resilient. They don’t like
listening very much.” Other participants noted how Participant 3 has “personal experience
with pigs.”
Participant 4, returning to my question, said, “Moses parted the Red Sea.” I
admitted that this was the answer I was going for. The group then veered off into a silly
discussion. Participant 13 returned the discussion to the Exodus story. He asked Participant
4, “What is it about that’s similar to the parting of the Red Sea? Because it was not just
Moses parting the Red Sea. What else happened after Moses parted and they walked on
dry land?” After receiving help from other participants, Participant 4 states, “[The
Egyptians] got drowned. All the pigs died so then the water came back and they drowned.”
Participant 4 described the army as ‘pigs,’ which, while inadvertent, is how commentators
Myers and Horsley, among others, equate the two stories.
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The fifth question was “Why does the crowd ask Jesus to leave? Why are they angry
at the demoniac’s healing?” This question prompted the most responses from the group.
Participant 8 said that the people were “probably pretty freaked out” at the demoniac’s
healing. Participant 10 noted that the food supply for the local people was now gone, saying,
“All the food is gone and they probably missed their bacon.” Participant 9 remarked how
this event was “not an everyday occurrence.”
After the group got off track again, I repeated the question. Participant 8 responded,
“Because he did something they couldn’t.” I had not considered this as a reason for the
townspeople to be angry. Participant 6 said that the townspeople “just don’t understand”
the healing. Participant 13 noted that in Mark chapter 5, Jesus has not revealed himself to
the disciples. In response, Participant 8 said, “For all they know they’re both demon
possessed.” This comment gave pause to the group since many had not considered this
point.
Participant 6 then discussed the differences between Jew and Gentile. She
wondered if Jewish people wore different clothing. Participant 13 laughed and made a joke,
“A Jew logo, like Under Armour.” I interjected and referenced John 4, the Samaritan
Woman at the Well story, to bring up how the woman knew Jesus was a Jew, “It’s probably
some sort of clothing or some sort of marking on the outside." Then Participant 13
explained language variations in English and how other languages also have various
dialects. He continued, “If he’s following strict Jewish laws he may be treating himself
differently the way his hair, his beard, things along those lines…So I’m sure there were
probably were some visual and language cues.”
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Participant 12 moved the discussion to mental illness, saying, “We tend to be afraid
of mental illness. We don’t want to talk about it and we don’t want to deal with it. And we
kind of want to act like it’s not happening.” Participant 6 then described the scene using
people in the room to help draw out the drama of the scene. “If [Participant 4] was going
insane and breaking shackles and everything. And then this random person… [Participant
13] just showed up and healed him, and then a bunch of animals ran off a cliff, we’d be
pretty scared of you.” Participant 8 acknowledged that that was her initial reaction.
Participant 13 then discussed his mental health background and how mental health
professionals have biases about treatment. He compared that assessment to the story. The
townspeople may not have trusted the healing Jesus performed because of their prior
experience with the demoniac. “We know what we know because we had all these years,
we’ve been around this guy, we know what’s best. Best to lock him up. Send him out in
the desert for whatever reason.” The people think they know what is best because they have
interacted with him the most.
Participant 10 noted that the townspeople may be angry because “they spent years
trying to figure out how to get him better. And then all of a sudden [snaps] he’s better.” I
had not considered that the people would be angry because of his instantaneous healing.
Participant 5 connected the story to what the group had studied in previous weeks, “Last
week we talked about how some people don’t know how to deal with certain bad situations,
which [some people] put off or ignore it. That might be what they’re doing. Put the problem
over there and don’t think about it anymore.”
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The sixth question was “Why does the former demoniac want to follow Jesus?”
Participant 8 responded, “Well, if I was possessed and somebody just came along and did
something, I’d be like, ‘Dude, I’m going to stay with you.’ [Laughter] You got something.
He can fix me.” Participant 6 noted how the man wanted to be with Jesus because his
demon possession could happen again. "I think he could also be scared that it could happen
to him again. It’s a safety thing. ’You’re here, maybe it won’t happen again.’ Participant 6
continued by saying, “Jesus is a ‘bro,’” meaning that he is relatable and a person others
want to be around.
For question seven, I asked, “Why does Jesus tell him no?” Participant 8 answered,
“Because that’s just not what he’s supposed to be.” Participant 9 noted that Jesus “had
other plans for the demoniac.” Participant 4 said that the man was to “spread the word.”
Participant 6 commented, “I think it would be better coming from a Gentile to other
Gentiles, than from a Jew coming in and being like, ‘Hey, I’m the son of a God you don’t
believe in, come follow me.’”
Question eight was “What is different about Jesus’s command to the man from
other healings he has done?” I then gave the students other Mark passages to look up: 1:2128 and 3:7-12. In these other verses, people who are healed are told not to speak about who
Jesus is. But in Mark 5:1-20, the former demoniac is commissioned to tell “what the Lord
has done.” I reframed my questions after the students read the passages and said, “Here’s
another account [of Jesus] telling the demons not to tell people who he is. And yet here’s
the demoniac, he sent him off, to go tell everyone who he is, what do you think is going on
here?” Participant 3 said, “It’s all part of the plan.”
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Participant 12 asked about the chronology of all the stories. I responded that the
two stories we read are both before Mark 5 and on the Jewish side of the sea. This is one
benefit to hearing the story in its totality. If I had performed the entirety of the Gospel of
Mark, the participants would have been aware of this chronology and the silencing of
demons before the commissioning of the demoniac in chapter 5.
Participant 8 projected feelings onto Jesus, saying, “Maybe he’s like, ‘Alright, so
when these Jewish people find out, they’re going to freak.’” Participant 6 responded, “The
Gentiles freaked too.” Participant 8 retorted, “Well, I mean, yeah, but don’t the Jewish
people kill him?” I added, “And the Romans. It’s a joint effort.” Participant 8 then
continued, “Maybe he was trying to reach Gentiles and let them know before. He’s like,
‘Alright.’ And then he’s going to deal with the difficult people.” These comments show
how discussion time helps bring out the audience’s thoughts on other portions of Scripture.
Participant 12 then asked Participant 6 about Jesus saying, “It’s not time.”
Participant 6 responded, “I don’t think that’s in the Mark translation, I think it’s one of the
other Gospels.” Participant 8 then noted that after Mark 3:7-12, “it says…that he appoints
the 12 apostles, so maybe he was just getting everything set, and then go.” She reiterated
her point that Jesus is preparing the way.
I then attempted to lead the group to question nine “What does the man do? How
does that impact Jesus’s ministry later (7:31ff)?”, but Participant 8 interrupted and
described how the man “has a personal account [of Jesus].” After getting off track, I
repeated the question and have the students look up what happens after this story. While
Participant 8 read the verse out loud, she stumbled over the word “Decapolis.” I explained
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that this was the same place as the “Ten Towns” in my performance. I feel that this helped
bring together the story for the students. It helped them see that the events in the story are
connected. I then asked the students if the people of the region are chasing Jesus off again.
Multiple students respond, “No.” Participant 8 responded that the people are enthusiastic
at Jesus’s return, “They’re like, ‘Come on, we got to do this.’” Participant 6 reiterated the
sentiment, saying, “Do this job right.” The students realized that the reason so many people
came to Jesus in the Decapolis was, potentially, the result of the former demoniac’s
preaching.
Participant 12 said, “[The man] prepared people, right? And gave them something
to expect. Or else they wouldn’t have brought him someone else to heal if they didn’t know
he could heal.” The group then jokingly discussed whether colds were deadly in the first
century and if there was swine flu because all the pigs were dead.
Question ten, “What feelings did you experience listening to the passage?”
attempted to get the students discussing the emotional impact of the story. Two participants
described their emotional reaction surrounding the death of the pigs. Participant 8 said, “I
got the chill bumps where the pigs [jumped]. Cause that’s a lot of bacon.” Participant 3
responded, “I felt kind of sorry for the pigs.” This participant had raised a pig.
Participant 6 gave a personal account of demon possession. The Monday before the
performance, she had relapsed into self-harm and felt the presence of a demon. She
recounted the event, “And there was actually an evil spirit in me. And I could actually hear
it talking, because it was talking through me. And it had control over me and was causing
me to harm myself.” She discussed how some people do not believe in demon possession,
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but she does. She continued with the story, “It was really intense for a good hour and I
finally called my mom and she came upstairs and I was crying. And she expelled the demon
because she called the name of God. And I felt it leave.” After stumbling around trying to
find the right words, I said, “It’s cool your mom got the demon out of you.”
Participant 12 commented on how amazing it is that God works in such mysterious
ways that are all interconnected. She said, “I feel like we’ve had a lot of these kind of things
happening in this group over the last few months.” Participant 7 reiterated her statement
and noted, “I feel like every week there’s a connection with someone with the lesson. It’s
like freaking me out.” I then described how it has taken me “weeks to do another one of
these performances and it just happened to be this [week] and I was like, ‘I’ll do this one.’
And then all this stuff happens, so it’s really cool. All the connections.”
Question eleven was “What new insights have you gained about this passage?”
Multiple participants commented that they did not realize the magnitude of the pig herd.
The participants then briefly discussed other Bible stories. Participant 12 taught the
students that as we age, we gain different interpretations about the Bible. She noted, “When
you read a passage at different times in your life, or different days, it says something
completely different to you than it may have a few years ago.” Throughout our lives we
learn and then, in turn, apply what we have learned to the Bible and vice versa. Participant
12 continued, “[I] never would have picked up on the cutting his arm thing unless there
would have been these issues just recently, it’s a bigger issue now. Or the idea of that being
a demon possession would never have occurred to me.”
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Participant 8 commented on how amazing it is that we still have the same problems
present in our society as in Bible times; problems such as self-harm or demon
possession/mental illness. She said, “I was thinking how he was cutting himself and even
though we don’t like to throw people out in the wilderness and put them in shackles…the
same problems are still here. We deal with them the same way.” Participant 7 reiterated the
mental health issues point by noting how May is “mental health awareness month.”
For question twelve, “How has your experience about this passage changed (if at
all) as a result of this performance?” I wanted to gauge how their perception changed
because of performance. The students may have been overly tired of questions at this point
(41 minutes into the discussion time) because there was little response from them.
Participant 6 noted how it was quite different to watch a performance versus reading the
text. She said, “It was cool watching somebody actually perform it…it’s different to watch.
I feel like we pick up on other stuff than the number of pigs.”
Participant 9 commented on how he noticed subtle details because of the
performance, saying, “Hearing it from you kind of…I was to pick up more on subtle details
and things. Like the setting, and how many pigs there were.” Participant 6 then continued,
“You also have to pay attention more when somebody’s reciting because you don’t have it
in front of you. So you can’t just…skip over. You actually have to pay attention.”
For Step Three, Neutral Questions from Responders, I think the students were tired
of the discussion (43 minutes into the discussion time) because there was very little input
from the audience. Participant 8 asked, “Why’d you choose this verse?” I explained how I
had been in a Mark exegesis class at seminary and how studying this passage before made
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it an easy choice for this current project. During my explanation, I used the word “exegete”
and most of the participants did not know what the word meant. So I explained, “It comes
from the Greek, to draw out meaning. So you’re reading and you’re figuring out what the
meaning, the intent of the passage is.”
Participant 12 asked, “So what is your thesis?” I explained how I’m “looking at the
performance and discussion afterwards and looking at how this can help in Bible
translation.” I then explained how minority speakers cannot or do not want to read and how
the method of performance would be a great teaching tool. Participant 13 then discusses
the differences between reading Shakespeare and watching a play performed. He summed
up by saying, “When you see someone doing it, I think there’s different ways that you
begin to put yourself in the position of the players.” There is a connection between the
performers and audience that is not present in reading or reading aloud.
Participant 12 noted how performance “is much more engaging.” She then went on
to discuss how the students love performing passages of the Bible. I encouraged them in
that because, as pointed out in this thesis, this is how the texts were meant to be heard. Also,
the students can be much more engaged with the text.
Participant 6 asked if I was trying to get certain answers from the students. I
responded, “I was hoping not to [steer the answers]. Another part of my thesis is that this
is community exegesis, community drawing out the meaning.” I commented that some of
the things the students said gave me new insights and their thoughts helped drive me further
into studying the passage.
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Participant 10 asked, “Did we make you think about that any other, the passage that
you were doing, anything that you do, did you think of it in a different way than before?”
I responded, “Yeah, I couldn’t figure out what it was, but somebody said something and I
was like, ’Oh, I didn’t think about that.’” Participant 12 then commented, “That’s why it’s
great to have community, you can share things with.” The students surprised me with some
of their answers and helped me to think about the passage in new ways.
If I had had more time with the group, I would have liked to try the “lion hunt”
method with them. In that way, they could have been able to learn the story for themselves.
They love performance because it engages them and they love acting. They would have the
chance to perform the text themselves and memorize the piece.
4.4.3

Third Performance
The third performance took place on June 21, 2017 in West Linn, Oregon.8 My

friend was interested in this thesis, wanted to see a performance, and was gracious enough
to be the hostess to a performance. She crafted an ad hoc group of 8 participants along with
two toddlers. Six participants were Caucasian and two were Korean. The group was split
evenly between men and women. The occupations of the participants are dental hygienists,
college professor, sales consultant, logistics coordinator, camp instructor, nurse, and
accounts manager. The age range of the participants was from mid-20s to early 60s. All
participants hold bachelor’s degrees, with many participants holding advanced degrees,
one of which is a doctorate. During the performance, Participant 5 needed to take care of a

8

Video of the performance can be found at: https://youtu.be/jXB9Pvqy2lo
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toddler and missed most of the performance. She was able to rejoin during the discussion
but was unable to comment on the performance specifically. Responses have been edited
for clarity and brevity.
In response to Step 1: Statements of Meaning, Participant 3 had “always thought
about this story in particular, it's interesting how they beg him not to send them away and
then immediately when they go into the pigs, they kill the pigs.” I agree with him and then
he questioned, “Where do they go after?” Participant 4 made a connection to today and
mental illness. She said, “I've been thinking that trying to put it in today's experience, it
just seems like just now we're able to talk about mental illness.” She further wondered,
“And often you think about pigs…why pigs? You know 2000 pigs is a lot.” Participant 2
questioned what “the owner did do to deserve that?” Participant 4 asked, “Or were they
just wild pigs?” Participant 1 answered, “Unlikely.” I answered as well, saying, “I probably
don’t think they were wild because there are people watching them who go off and tell.”
Participant 4 further noted, “I think that Legion’s, the demoniac’s reaction, after he
was healed was that he wanted to be involved and he was told to stay. And what effect that
had on him.” I answered with a thought from a commentary that described how “the
disciples were called out of society to be strangers to proclaim the gospel, and this man, he
was ostracized because of his illness and so Jesus wants him to be reintegrated into society.”
Participant 3 wondered “how long has he been in that condition and not actually living his
life? It’s been kind of stolen from him. [Now is] his chance [to] live whatever remains to
him.”
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In response to question one of Step 2: Artist as Questioner, “Is the setting of ‘the
Gentile side’ of the sea important to Mark’s telling of the story? What do you think Jesus
is doing in Gentile territory?” Participant 1 discussed how various Gospel composers
appeal to their audience. He said, “Yes, of course. He comes back and forth. Back and forth.
Jewish side, Gentile side. Matthew, because he is, his audience was Jews, he emphasizes
that aspect. But Mark has a different audience he emphasizes things.” I explained the
context of this story, “The story right before this is the calming of the sea. And the disciples
ask, ‘Who is this?’…But the man…tells them who Jesus is right there…The disciples don’t
know who he is, but these other people do.” Participant 1 continued with this thought,
“Chapter 15 it is the Gentile again, the centurion, the one who confessed him, ‘He was truly
the son of God.’”
Responding to question 2, “What does the story tell us about the demoniac? How
would you characterize him?” Participant 3 said, “It seems that the person apart from the
demon is appreciative. Because immediately he goes, he thanks Jesus and then says, ‘Can
I follow you?’ Quick to make decisions at things and a grateful individual.” Participant 4
again compared the situation with today. She noted, “I think we need to understand the
importance of him being an outcast. Not just Gentiles, but an outcast at that. When you
think about downtown Portland and the homeless people on the street, would you even be
in that position?”
In response to question 3, “What is the significance of the demoniac saying, ‘Jesus,
son of the most high God’?” Participant 1 said “Ouch” and then reiterated the point that
“the most unlikely people…who meet Jesus get it, but his disciples don’t get it.” Participant
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1 then described a story at a churched he pastored. Korean-American Christians were asked
to aid North Koreans during a famine that killed millions. Even though the church had
wealthy people in it, they only raised $300. In comparison, one non-Christian man had
given $500, saying, “When I was poor I know what it is like, I’m blessed now, I’d like to
share.” He used this example to show how even today people outside of Christianity can
witness to Jesus, and those inside Christianity often do not understand.
Participant 3 discussed how the statement, “Son of the most high God,” “Speaks to
the power that Jesus had.” He then talked about how demons seem to be aware that Jesus
is fully human and fully divine and how that impacted him. He said, “That speaks volumes
for me, wow, he really was all God and all man. That’s really hard to wrap your brain
around.”
Question 4 was, “What other Bible stories does the scene with the pigs bring to
mind?” Participant 4 said the prodigal son because “he ended up with the pigs. And that
was just, they represent such low and dirty.” Participant 7, who had been out of the room
while Participant 4 spoke, said, “The prodigal son…[because] it was the lowest of the low
and the worst possible thing. And we know that the Jews think that pig is bad. They don’t
eat it.” Participant 5 noted how “there’s a lot of stories where people need healing.”
Participant 3 said, “I really just think of [the pigs] just jumping into the sea and I’m like, ‘I
don’t think there’s any other scene where people jumped into the sea.’ So I don’t think, it’s
very unique.” I questioned him, “There’s not another [story] where people die in the sea?”
Participant 5 stated, “When they crossed the Red Sea.” I then state, “Right, a lot of
commentators think that’s what Mark’s trying to evoke here, the Red Sea crossing.”
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Responding to question 5, “Why does the crowd ask Jesus to leave? Why are they
angry at the demoniac’s healing?” Participant 3 said, “Anybody who encounters something
weird and strange [is] almost never drawn to it. They always want…it to go away.”
Participant 7 noted, “I think it would be confusing to have somebody that’s always been
an outcast, not be an outcast anymore. It would be disturbing. We’re used to avoiding that
guy, we’re used to keeping him in his box.” She further wondered, “What else is [Jesus]
going to change? Who does that make the person we’re afraid of now?” I had never
considered that the community would need to find a new scapegoat.
Question 6 was, “Why does the former demoniac want to follow Jesus?” Participant
5 echoed an earlier thought, and said, “I think [P3] kind of hit on that, grateful.” Participant
3 wondered how much control the man had. He stated, “I’m curious too, also, if while
being possessed if he still had some semblance, understand the fear the demons had or we
don’t know the relationship that the physical has with the spiritual.” I then note how the
text switches between the singular and plural when the man/demons speak. Participant 6
noted, “He’s probably not employed. And he didn’t have a job or work so he didn’t have
anywhere else to go. [That might be] why he wanted to follow Jesus.” Participant 5 said
the man would have “a fresh start if he goes somewhere else.” Participant 8 discussed how
“This guy was alone, he didn’t have anything. He’s probably incredibly desperate and
incredibly grateful.” Participant 4 piggy-backed off his statement, and said, “Which would
scare the crowd more, I think. [The crowd wonders] ‘What [does] Jesus see in me?’”
I continued with question 7, “Why does Jesus tell him no?” Participant 5 noted how
the demoniac has “more of a pull because people will believe it more if they know this man
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was once demon possessed as opposed to going somewhere new where they don’t [know
him].” She further stated, “To see someone as a fully functional person than they once were.
That’s pretty powerful.” The drastic transformation of the man would be a draw for some
people.
Question 8 was, “What is different about Jesus’s command to the man from other
healings he has done?” We looked at other verses in the Gospel of Mark chapters 1 and 3.
Participant 5 asked if the commissioning or commands to be quiet were “based off of
location?” Participant 3 noted how stories travel and Jesus recognized that fact. Participant
3 said, “I think in order to get the proper message across he needed to spread it in a specific
way so it wasn’t misconstrued or maybe tossed like, ‘Oh, that didn’t happen.’ or ‘That was
a random occurrence.’” He further continued in this line of thinking, “If [a story] starts
with the Gentiles and they hear about this thing and they learn more about it, then when it
does travel to the Jewish side, they can’t just dismiss it.” I had not considered the story
spreading as part of Jewish people accepting Jesus as the Messiah.
Question 9 was, “What does the man do? How does that impact Jesus’s ministry
later (7:31ff)?” Participant 3 commented that the man “soften[ed] that area to Jesus’s
ministry. So he’s more easily accepted but also the more that he …does there, the more
they want to share the news of what’s happening with people around them.” He continued,
“Obviously their perception of him has changed. They’re no longer afraid of him shaking
things up in their community, they readily accept him and want to see what it is he’s going
to do.”
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In response to question 10, “What feelings did you experience listening to the
passage?” Participant 8 spoke of his confusion, “Who absorbed the loss of the 2000 pigs?
Why does Jesus negotiate with the demons? What point do the pigs play in the story? It’s
like an outlier.” Participant 3 resonated with that confusion a different part of the story,
“Why do they say no when the guy asks, ‘Can I follow you?’” Participant 7, attempting to
answer some of this confusion, quoted her pastor, saying, “The Bible was written for us
but it wasn’t written to us.” She explained, “There could be things that they understand in
this passage that we never will. Because maybe it was a context kind of thing.”
I then answered some of Participant 8’s questions referencing the political nature
of the story:
A couple [of] commentators take this as a really political story and so the pigs
represent Rome and the getting out of, because the guy’s name is Legion, sort of
implies Roman overarching rulers. Getting the pigs out, getting the Romans out,
kind of liberation, which is why it harkens back to the Red Sea story, the liberation
of the Israelites, so they want this liberation from the Romans.
This piqued his interest. After the discussion ended, Participant 8 found a commentary on
Mark that he owned to further study this passage.
Responding to question 11, “What new insights have you gained about this
passage?” Participant 8 noted, “The most important thing about the story is what Jesus did
for the man.” Participant 7 joked, “There’s no animal rights activists in the room?
[Laughter] Men are more important than animals?” Participant 3 echoed thoughts from
earlier and said, “I never thought about it as who pays for the pigs?” He continued, “Did
[the herders] get in trouble because all the pigs died…Were they reprimanded for that?
After he leaves, what happens?”
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In response to the final question, “How has your experience about this passage
changed (if at all) as a result of this performance?” Participant 4 discussed how she “was
paying attention to your facial expressions as you were telling it and hand gestures. And I
thought, how nice to have this passage that’s so familiar being put to physical action.” I
emphasized how the actions “really help you remember it if you ever have to internalize a
passage, it’s very helpful, the motions.” Participant 3 discussed the difference between
reading and performance, saying, “when you read it in your head or even out loud you
don’t emphasize…[a] particular word or phrase and having someone else say it and
emphasizing a different part of it gives it a different context, different meaning.” I
mentioned how, in BPC, there is value in varied performances. I stated, “You can perform
[the text] differently and have different interpretations and what if they’re all valid? What
if treating [the text] differently like this is an ok thing?” Participant 4 then stated, “That’s
why it’s a living document.”
For Step 3: Audience asks Questions, Participant 1 quoted from Mark Allan
Powell’s book, What Do They Hear? and asked, “Who do you identify with?” He explained
that the research Powell did pointed out how preachers identify with Jesus while lay people
identify with other characters. He noted how his own perception changed, “I don’t know
when it was for me but I realize that I no longer read it like a lay person because as I was
reading I was, ‘How am I going to use this?’” He then asked me, “What was going on in
your head as you performed?” I replied, “As I perform I’m trying to think of the next [line].
I’m trying to remember my lines.” Participant 1 responded, “True. But before that, as you
are getting ready.” I answered, “No one’s ever asked me that.” Then as I began to formulate
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an answer in my head, another participant asked a question. If I were to answer this question
now, I would say I identify with the former demoniac since I feel like I have a commission
from Jesus as well.
Participant 4 asked, “Did you write what you performed? It wasn’t taken from a
text, like a translation?” I explained, “I took an exegesis class at seminary on Mark….We
had to translate the passage, and at the end of the paper give a paraphrase, and so this is
based on the paraphrase that I did.” I explained how I had modified the passage even more
so that it would be understandable as a standalone text.
Participant 3 discussed how he better understood the story because of the additions
I supplied. He said, “Pointing [the Gentile side] out makes me think about it in a different
way. [Such as] the cultural response from differing sides and how he’s kind of the
interceder between the two since he’s traveling back and forth so much.”
Participant 8 asked, “Why did you pick this passage?” I responded, “I had a history
with it because I had taken the exegesis class and then it’s also the longest pericope…I
wanted to give you guys a lot [of story] to [discuss]. Also I just think it’s a really fun
passage.”
4.4.4

Fourth Performance
The fourth performance took place on July 12, 2017 in Cedar Park, TX.9 This group

was an ad hoc group made up of women parishioners from St. Luke’s on the Lake
Episcopal Church, Austin, TX. The six women knew each other well and had a comradery

9

Video of the performance can be found at: https://youtu.be/lYi9C4rwixE
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between them which created a lively discussion time. The age range of the group was early
40s to mid 60s. All the participants were Caucasian. Their occupations are church program
directors, counselor, information systems manager, paralegal, and school administrator. I
am unsure of the educational background of the participants. One participant brought her
11 week old grandson who slept for most of the performance and discussion.
In response to Step 1: Statements of Meaning, Participant 3 responded strongly to
the performance itself, “I think you were exciting. I have a good rapport with you and
you’re always fun and friendly but you got really intense all of a sudden and I was like,
‘Whoa!’ And I was like, ‘This is important.’” I responded how I saw her reaction and how
that interaction is a large part of the performance atmosphere. Participant 5 “was really
intrigued by hearing and kind of seeing the story portrayed.” She continued, “Just hearing
you speak out and just a little bit of movement along with the story just made me more
attentive to the words that were being said than if I were reading it for the umpteenth time.”
Participant 2 commented, “The body language to me really drew me in.” She further noted
how she felt like she was there and said, “I can see it happening.” Participant 4 noted,
“Reciting as opposed to reading but plus the motions really makes the story come alive. I
mean, I’m very familiar with the story, but alive in a way that surprised me.”
Participant 5 asked, “Was that a word for word translation?” I explained, “I had
done a translation and then I did a paraphrase.” She responded that the paraphrase “feels
more natural. I think that also made me pay more attention than if I knew you were [reciting
from] King James or NIV.” She further added, “I appreciate that you didn’t overact it
because I think that would have been distracting.” Participant 3 then commented on how
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she did not remember certain parts of the story. “I don’t remember, I know I’ve read it, but
I don’t remember…that he broke the chains, broke the leg chains…I didn’t remember the
cutting, either.”
Participant 6 asked, “Is [the story] in different books or just in Mark?” I answered,
“It’s in all three [Matthew, Mark, and Luke] but it’s the longest one in Mark’s. And then
Matthew has two demoniacs. And it’s a really shortened account.”
Responding to question one of Step 2: Artist as Questioner, “Is the setting of ‘the
Gentile side’ of the sea important to Mark’s telling of the story? What do you think Jesus
is doing in Gentile territory?” Participant 5 said, “I didn’t really think about it after you
said it but I did notice that you said it at first, so there was a reason for that.” I explained
some of my reasoning for adding the information, “I’m trying to help you guys because
you’re just jumping into the story…helping you…understand he’s going from the Jewish
side to the Gentile side.”
Participant 4 used my explanation to connect this story to the apostle Paul. “And if
he’s going to the Gentile side…then this scene could be a precursor of Paul…declaring
salvation is for us too.” Participant 2 agreed with her. Participant 6 joked, “And [Jesus’s]
message wasn’t really being received well on the other side.” Participant 3 noted, “And it’s
a pretty dramatic thing that he does, so here’s this person that’s going to go tell everybody
now.”
Question 2 was, “What does the story tell us about the demoniac? How would you
characterize him?” Participant 1 said the man was “overcome.” Participant 3 commented,
“I was thinking tortured soul.” Participant 4 “was struck by how folks were cutting even
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back then.” Participant 5 noted that she had “never heard that or noticed it” in her prior
interaction with the passage. I responded, “Well, I think you probably noticed it more
because I did that action [mimic cutting motion].” She responded that she had “never heard
the phrase ‘cutting’ used.” Participant 1 agreed that she had never heard the phrase either.
Both were also in agreement that the cutting “was a new detail” that they noticed.
Participant 5 then noted how because of this new detail she had “more…compassion for
the demoniac.” Participant 2 discussed how the man “was somebody in a lot of pain who
was trying to use whatever he had at hand to be able to deal with his pain.”
The participants then discussed the number of pigs. Participant 5 asked, “Does that
mean that he had 2000…parts? Like 2000 different fractured pieces of his personality?” I
answered, “A Roman legion was 5000 to 6000 troops.” The group then joked about the
math behind the exorcism. Participant 3 said, “So some of them had to double up.”
Participant 5 asked, “Two per pig?” After laughing about this portion, we continued with
the questions.
In response to question 3, “What is the significance of the demoniac saying, ‘Jesus,
son of the most high God’?” Participant 3 noted how the man knew who Jesus was. She
then noted how “There’s a couple of times in the Bible where demons acknowledge,
recognize Jesus.” Participant 4 said, “The demon would not know but the spiritual, spiritual
realm they definitely recognize, they know.” Participant 2 commented, “And son of the
most high God, just the acknowledgement.”
Participant 3 asked, “Was Jesus alone at this point?” I explained, “It says ‘they’ [in
the Greek text] at the beginning so I said ‘Jesus and his disciples’… I presume the disciples
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are there somewhere, they’re just not actors in this story.” Participant 3 continued, “I just
wondered because if they heard that, that had to be miraculous.” Participant 5 asked where
in the Gospel of Mark this story took place. I explained, “The story that’s right before this
is…Jesus stills the storm and the disciples ask ‘Who is this?’ so I think there’s kind of a
dichotomy between that story, the disciples don’t know who it is and then this story.”
Participant 4 comments, “You got your Peter, you got your Thomas, you got your John the
Baptist with all their poor, with all their doubts and here’s, and there’s no doubt in that
statement.”
Question 4 was, “What other Bible stories does the scene with the pigs bring to
mind?” Participant 3 said, “I can’t think of another story where there’s like a proxy.”
Participant 2 mentioned the story in Acts 16 where a slave girl who has a demon can predict
the future. The apostle Paul exorcises the demon from her and her owners are upset because
they are now unable to make money. She compared the stories because of the monetary
loss. She said, “I was thinking about when they cast the demon out of the woman and it
messed up the livelihood of… the people and they’re angry.” Participant 5 compared this
story to “the story of the man who asked Jesus to come and save his daughter who just
recognized Jesus for who he was and what he can do.”
In response to question 5, “Why does the crowd ask Jesus to leave? Why are they
angry at the demoniac’s healing?” Participant 3 said, “I think they’re scared and then
they’re mad about all their pigs dying.” She further noted how this entire situation was
“scary.” “[The people] knew it was a pretty strong force and then Jesus heals him that’s
got to be kind of scary.” Participant 5 discussed how the scene appeared to the townspeople.
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“That’s a whole bad scene right there that appeared to them to be the demoniac’s fault.”
Participant 2 said in response, “Oh, I didn’t even think about that. Off go my pigs, his fault.”
Participant 5 continued, “I wouldn’t be pleased about it, at all because it cost me something.”
Responding to question 6, “Why does the former demoniac want to follow Jesus?”
Participant 4 stated, “Same reason I want to follow him, I’m healed.” Participant 2 said that
Jesus “saved his life.” She continued and noted “how devastating it would have been to
him too [to be told no by Jesus].” Participant 1 remarked how the man “would not ever
want to have that [amount of demons] again.” Participant 2 agreed and described how the
man, if that was his mindset, desired “safety.”
Question 7 was, “Why does Jesus tell him no?” Participant 2 commented, “Because
it’s time for him to witness to God’s glory.” Participant 3 related a story of her grandfather
who had been a terrible man before his conversion to Christianity. She said, “It seems to
me, Jesus knew the people that were hurting the most or the people, or were the lowest
down that got healed were some of the best witnesses.” Participant 5 said, “What’s the
ultimate value to the kingdom? His testimony to the Gentiles, to however many people he
can reach with this. This whole village knows what was going on with him and so many
others.”
Question 8 was, “What is different about Jesus’s command to the man from other
healings he has done (Mark chapter 1:21-28, chapter 3:7-12)?” Participant 1 noted how the
men in the other stories were told, “No don’t tell everybody, be quiet.” Commenting on
chapter 1, Participant 5 said, “This happened in the synagogue, so it was not in Gentile
territory, this was in front of his own people. Nevertheless, he was recognized and called
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out for who he was by the demon as the holy one of God.” She continued, “When Jesus
said sternly, ‘Be quiet!’ I don’t think he was trying to tell, trying to silence the voice saying
who he was.” Participant 2 said in response to her, “[Jesus is] trying to be in control or in
command maybe.” Participant 5 agreed with her. Commenting on the chapter 3 account,
Participant 2 noted, “[Jesus is] still saying not to make him known, I guess this is early on
in his ministry.” Participant 2 further stated, “They’re not going to arrest him there [in
Gentile territory]. But the Jewish side, they would have arrested him and killed him before
he would have been able to complete his ministry.” I had not considered this point before.
Responding to question 9, “What does the man do? How does that impact Jesus’s
ministry later (7:31-38)?” Participant 3 said, “He must have gone and spread the word.”
Participant 3 continued and noted, “[Jesus] told the demoniac [in chapter 5] to tell people
and now he’s telling this guy, ‘Don’t tell anybody’ or telling these people, ‘Well, don’t tell
anybody.’ That’s confusing.” I had not done enough study to comment on this portion of
the story. Participant 4 offered her own interpretation, applying the situation to today. “Just
because Jesus said this last time, doesn’t mean he’s going to say the same thing this time
and that you can’t just go on your experience, you have to ask him for the answer, each
and every time.”
Participant 2 commented that perhaps Jesus was using reverse psychology. I
commented on the stilling of the storm in Mark 4 to show how the composer of Mark is
crafting a narrative. “These other stories where Jesus tells him, ‘No,’ but then this other
story he says, ‘Yes,’ and that comes right after the disciples don’t know who Jesus is. Mark
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is slowly revealing things to us.” Participant 2 then commented, “Maybe this is
chronological because sometimes the Gospels show things in a different order.” I agreed.
Participant 5 remarked how the story in chapter 5 affected the whole town but that
the story in chapter 7 only affected one person, the deaf and mute man. She said, “The story
that you portrayed impacted this entire town, huge impact, 2000 pigs, every citizen affected
There’s really no way to kind of hush, hush that, but one person, ‘I’m not trying to
brag…don’t tell anybody.’” Participant 2 commented, “[Jesus is] being humble.”
Participant 5 then continued, “Go tell everybody what you’ve seen. Or maybe that
was part of the man’s healing was to be able to go tell everyone, tell the story.” Participant
2 said, “I never thought about that, that’s cool.” Participant 1 joked, “Debrief.” I had not
considered the fact that being able to tell people about his healing would help the man work
through his trauma.
In response to question 10, “What feelings did you experience listening to the
passage?” Participant 4 noted, “Everyone here experienced the passage differently than any
of us ever had before.” Participant 1 said, “I’ve learned a lot from it, it was awesome.”
Participant 2 commented, “Thinking about it now this way it gives me hope….So no matter
how bad of shape I can get into I’m not far, too far away for Jesus to be able to come in
and do healing.” In response to her statement, Participant 4 said, “Nobody is too far gone.”
Question 11 was, “What new insights have you gained about this passage?”
Participant 5 noted, “[I] hadn’t really paid attention to the whole Gentile thing. Didn’t
really think about why the townspeople wouldn’t…be happy for the guy.” She continued
with another thought about why the townspeople would be angry. She said, “Maybe they’re
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envious that he got all this attention.” Participant 6 remarked, “I think I missed in this
passage and then in all the others too, the part that the spirits talk to [Jesus].” She had not
considered how “the spirits talked to him and recognized him as the son of the most high
God.” Participant 5 commented, “If they’ll [the unclean spirits] obey him, maybe I could
try at some point, eventually.”
For the final question, “How has your experience about this passage changed (if at
all) as a result of this performance?” Participant 5 said the performance and discussion
offered “much more depth, much more understanding.” She then jokingly asked me,
“What’s your schedule for the next 20 years?” Participant 5 then noted how the
performance was similar to a Walk Thru the Bible presentation. Other participants
discussed Walk Thru the Bible. Participant 5 discussed how my performance differed from
Walk Thru the Bible. “[Walk Thru the Bible] was more of a device to memorize and kind
of get the metanarrative but not any discussion of the meaning behind it so much…I wish
that I could experience more of the sort of enactment that you did.”
I then told her, “Well, anybody can do it.” Multiple participants disagreed with me
but after I stated, “That’s kind of the point of my thesis that anybody can do it,” participants
jokingly changed their perspective. Participant 5 commented that performance is for
“people who don’t mind standing up in front of a group.” To which I responded, “I was so
nervous.” Participant 5 noted, “I couldn’t tell you were nervous at all. But setting the stage,
for the discussion afterwards is what made it much richer.”
In Step 3: Audience Asks Neutral Questions, one respondent had asked me before
the performance why the pigs had gathered in a herd because she knew that was not the
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nature of pigs. I told her to ask that question during this step. She asked, “First of all pigs
are not herded, generally. They usually are in their little wallow. So all these pigs go off
this cliff, why were they near a cliff? That’s not where pigs hang out…” I explained, “The
word that I used [for] ‘cliff,’ a lot of translations take it as ‘a steep bank.’” Then some
participants began joking about St. Luke’s on the Lake being on a cliff and transposed the
story to that location. Participant 1 suggested, “[Perhaps] some loud noise or something
would start a stampede.” Participant 3 answered, “Yeah, but pigs don’t stampede.”
Participant 2 jokingly asked, “Well, how many pigs have you researched that have demons
in them?” Participant 3 conceded, “Yeah, I don’t know about legion pig behavior, I just
know about normal pig behavior.” I explained how there was a lot of military imagery in
the text and that this was an “allegory for the Roman army and they want the Romans out
of their area. And so that’s why they’re in a herd because that’s how Romans, they’re all
herd[ed] together.” I forgot to mention how the scene with the pigs was reminiscent of the
Red Sea story. Participant 3 then offered her own interpretation of why the pigs were in a
herd. She thought that perhaps the pigs were going to be sold, which is why they were
herded together, and that they were going to be shipped on a boat, which is why they were
near water.
Participant 3 said, “I cheated and read the passage before you came and I’m like,
‘Why did she pick this passage?’” I explained how I had taken a class on the Gospel of
Mark in seminary and I had chosen this passage in that class. I further discussed how I
wanted the participants to have plenty to talk about. “I just wanted to give you guys a lot
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of stuff to think about and to talk about and to kind of make it worth your while.” Multiple
participants then joked that I was giving them “more meat, more bacon.”
Participant 2 asked, “Is now where you get to tell us like what the premise is of
your thesis? Like what it is that you’re trying to figure out through this.” I then explained
BPC to the group and discussed how it can be useful in the translation process. We further
discussed topics not pertinent to the performance or discussion.

5

CONCLUSIONS AND QUESTIONS

Many readers may come to this chapter and wonder how they can take on one more
new idea to try in their context. The beauty of Biblical Performance Criticism (BPC) is that
many translators and pastors are already doing similar activities. I mentioned BPC to a
translator in Pioneer Bible Translators and he was intrigued by what BPC could offer. I
later heard him describe how he presented the Scriptures in a storytelling context. I was
surprised because what he described was so similar to BPC; I had just given him a name to
something he was already doing. I have no doubt that other translators and pastors are in a
similar place. As stated earlier, BPC is not something to be “tacked on,” but it is a strategy
for holistically examining and engaging with the Scriptures.
5.1

BPC and the Translation Process
There are various ways to incorporate BPC into what translators are already doing.

James Maxey offers two options for engaging the text. In his first method, Maxey proposes
a “communal encounter of the biblical composition through performance” (2009a:143). In
this application, participants take turns being the performer and are the collective audience
for other performers. Before performing, participants would discuss the social-historical
context of the texts, examine the orality present in the text, and talk over performance
issues. The group would also analyze the local performance style. After the group watched
performances, “there would be time…to discuss the rhetorical effects, the insights gained,
and the communication challenges of the performance. These discussions would inform
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other performances as the original group performed these compositions in other settings”
(Maxey 2009a:143).
A second approach Maxey champions is the apprenticeship model. In a culture that
is more steeped in oral tradition, creating a script may be out of the question. In the
apprenticeship model, future performers learn the text from an experienced mentor. Those
audience members would then perform the text. As Maxey notes, “The handing on of oral
tradition in biblical performances would replicate the already established process of
learning and the passing on of traditions” (2009a:164). He further suggests that the
performances can be video recorded in place of face-to-face contact with the mentor
(2009a:164).
Karlik offers a different method. The translation team with which her husband
worked were teachers and preachers in their local communities. After spending the
morning studying and drafting a passage, the national translators would “go out in the
evenings to village churches where they would teach or preach on the passage; and
feedback on the way home brought about revisions” (Karlik 2012:182). While Karlik’s
essay goes in a different direction than performance, her description of how these
translators disseminated the text to their communities could be useful for translators. From
my personal experience in Tanzania, many national translators were also pastors and
teachers. If these pastors and teachers were taught the skills needed to engage in BPC, more
people would be able to engage with the Scriptures in culturally appropriate ways.
Translators could also discuss the possibility of creating a lectionarium. As de Vries
states, this is a collection of “passages and texts that play a key role in the life of the young
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churches” (2012:87). Preachers and teachers become so familiar with this collection of
texts that they internalize them. The audience will also hear these texts repeatedly and
eventually “memorize and internalize the meanings and intentions of the biblical texts”
(Vries 2012:87). More texts can be incorporated into the community as the texts are
internalized. This is just one method to consider in order to help host communities become
familiar with the biblical text.
BPC and Oral Bible Translation go hand in hand. By utilizing software such as
Render10 alongside BPC, translation teams can work out various translation issues while
attending to the needs of the oral community. As Rhoads points out, “The act of translating
for oral performance itself is a discipline that leads one to notice aspects of the text often
overlooked – repetition, word associations, rhyme and rhythm, historical presents, word
order, verbal threads, alliteration, and so on” (Rhoads 2006b:171). Translation teams that
tell the stories out loud can employ sound mapping to gather features used in the source
text that may be transferred to the host language. Other features, such as honorifics, can be
worked out in BPC to craft a more natural translation.
Hearing and telling Bible stories out loud can also lead to finding moments of
contrast. For example, the Syrophonecian woman in Mark 7:26-30 replies to Jesus in a
surprising manner. Jesus’s reaction can be conveyed in a variety of ways through BPC.
Translation teams may also be able to hear conflict or negotiation not apparent in the
reading of the text. For example, Participant 3 during the first performance commented on

10

https://www.faithcomesbyhearing.com/audio-bibles/render
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how the dialogue between Jesus and the demoniac seemed more like a transaction. That
aspect may not have been apparent to her without seeing the performance.
Non-verbal communication can be utilized through performance to draw out
various interpretations. Non-verbal communication can help communicate compassion,
surprise, sadness, or a whole host of emotion not found in the written text. Various nonverbal cues can be used to test out what is the best way to translate and perform passages.
Perhaps a translation team could even find better phrasing for a passage through the use of
dramatic non-verbal communication.
In the same vein as non-verbal communication, tone and subtext can become
integral parts of performance. A story performed at different times with different attitudes
or tones can drastically change the performance, for example, compassion could be
changed to sarcasm. Wendland states, “By altering such characteristics as the volume,
stress, tempo, pitch, pause length and spacing, vowel color, and other paralinguistic
variables, one can appreciably alter or modify the functional import and pragmatic attitude
of a certain utterance” (2013:189). Similarly, subtext must be taken into account as well.
Subtext is “the message that the performer gives in the way a line is delivered” (Rhoads
2006b:176). As Rhoads notes, “There is no way to do a performance without conveying a
subtext message with each and every line, no matter how badly done or ill-informed it is”
(2006b:177). The act of performing or reading the text out loud requires that subtext be
addressed. By thinking about these aspects while translating, we may become aware of
“hitherto unnoticed dimensions of the biblical texts” (Rhoads 2006b:173).
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I think BPC in the translation process can begin with the performance of pericopes,
but should move to performing entire books. Not only is this how the first Christians
experienced their faith texts, but as Rhoads argues, “I myself do not find it possible to
understand or convey the full meaning or the overall rhetorical impact of a text without
performing it in its entirety” (2010:172). Critical Bible scholarship has dissected the
biblical text, but with performance, the emotional impact of the Scriptures can be reexperienced. Learning the entirety of a book can bring transformation in people’s lives,
and the life of the host community, as discussed below.
One area where BPC can have immediate impact is to utilize it during the checking
of texts. Larson calls this step “testing,” and advocates for its use early in the process.
“After the first section, episode, or chapter is completed, it should be tested” (1988:529).
Another PBT missionary routinely has national translators act out portions of text that are
confusing, as a form of testing. Through this process the team has be able to clarify
passages of Scripture. For example, the team initially thought the temple curtain was ripped
from side to side instead of top to bottom (Matthew 27:51). The PBT translator asked one
of the national translators to pretend to walk around this curtain. The translation team then
discovered their error when the national translator bent over to avoid the imaginary curtain,
instead of walking around it.
As can be seen from this example, testing in oral majority contexts already has
some similarities to BPC, but the process of BPC can help create a better dialogue about
the text. Every performance and discussion I did resulted in me learning something new.
After the first two performances, I needed to study the text and surrounding texts more. In

129
utilizing BPC, the translator will become more knowledgeable about the passage and will
need to do more research before performing it again.
BPC can also be used as a teaching tool. Wayne Dye’s fourth condition of Scripture
Engagement, Background Knowledge, plays directly into this need. Performing the
scripture and discussing it afterward opened up a dialogue where people learned so much
more about the biblical text, than just silently reading to themselves. I was able to answer
questions for people. Participants benefited from insights that others in the group had. I
added information into the text to aid in people’s understanding of the story. People became
more familiar with the text because of this method. Through this method the community is
able to participate in community Bible studies which will help them learn more about the
text and engage more fully with the text.
Maxey notes how some of the Vuté composed songs based off of BPC
performances. Performances can help people hear the Scriptures and be inspired to craft
songs in the local style. The Vuté songs had to fulfill two criteria: “the local style of music
must be respected in the compositions; [and] the lyrics these songs are to follow closely
the already translated texts, with limited creative licensing for revision” (Maxey
2009a:189). During BPC, local artists could be motivated to create culturally appropriate
pieces of art for the community. Or a workshop could be conducted where the community
performs pericopes from the Bible and pieces of art are produced within the workshop.
BPC can lend itself to other forms of artistry easily.
BPC can also be utilized in minority language contexts through the testing of words
and phrases. Performances could be performed twice for the same group and different
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words can be used in each performance. The translator can then open up a dialogue about
word use and the meaning of certain words. New discoveries about the language could
result. A similar encounter happened in my first performance. One participant had often
heard “steep bank” and was distracted by my use of “cliff.” He eventually spoke “cliff”
back to me when describing the scene. This shows how the words we use in performance
can influence our audiences.
Also in minority language contexts, if there is a language with various dialects or
chaining, performances could be adapted for each dialect. Discussions could be based on
the comprehension of the dialect. Translators can check to see if certain dialectical
variations are understandable in other groups. While this can also be done in writing, the
fluidity of performance allows the translator to do these checks in real time with various
performances.
One caution of this method is the need for sensitivity in the host community. BPC
is not a magic bullet. There are places and contexts where BPC will not be an effective
tool, such as language groups who only want a written translation because of the prestige
it brings or language groups who regard exclusively oral translation strategies as
marginalization. And while BPC is a great tool to utilize in oral majority contexts, some
oral majority contexts may find the method patronizing or a form of soft racism because of
past efforts that have left cultures “in a pre-modern, non-progressive state” (Perry
2016:160). This is where Dye’s Condition 8: Partnership comes into play. The host
community must be consulted regarding translation efforts. If the host community
perceives BPC as a “continuation of colonial condescension” (Perry 2016:160) or has no
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desire for oral/aural materials, then perhaps the method needs to be rethought. But by and
large, I am confident that by utilizing BPC in the translation process, our translations can
become richer.
5.2

Transformative Power of BPC
Not only is BPC useful in the translation process, but it can also have an impact in

the host community. The people who are engaged in the translation process will have local
ownership of the text. Through performance and discussion of the texts, the people will
learn more about the text, offer their own community exegesis, and be transformed by the
texts. Wendland summarizes this idea by saying:
A performance-based methodology can also serve another vital function, namely,
to get the translation’s ‘host community’ more actively involved in the project from
the very beginning, while the first texts are being drafted, rather than at the very
end, as happens all too often. Widespread public ‘acceptability’ (transferred then to
actual use) is the ultimate goal of any translation, and the sooner that the primary
client audience can become meaningfully ‘engaged’ in the process of evaluating
and improving the team’s drafts, the more effective the project will be in terms of
accomplishing its communicative intentions (Skopos) (2013:72-3).
Performance engages the community at large, not just the individual. Those who
hear a performance are actively engaged in the storytelling. As Maxey states, “Audiences
are actively participating in the performance, influencing the performer, responding to the
performer – verbally and nonverbally – at times joining in the role of performer themselves”
(2009a:136). As a majority print culture, we are not used to this participation. “In contrast
with modern readers, who read to gather information, hearers of oral performance
participate in the narrative” (Horsley 2001:75). Those who are engaged in performance can
eventually be transformed by it.
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The performances I conducted were transformative for the groups. Each group had
a least one comment that amounted to “I wish I heard the text like this all the time!” All of
the groups were highly literate as well. People steeped in print culture gained so much from
a single performance. Shiner writes about that transformative power. “The performance of
the Gospel makes Jesus powerfully present….The Gospel event embodying the life and
death of Jesus is transformative. Transformative because it lifts me out of ordinary
existence. It creates a new reality” (Shiner 2003:192-3). Performing the Gospel story has
the potential to be a transformative experience no matter the social situation of those
involved.
Stories have been used for millennia to help people identify as a community. Stories
utilized in the Judeo-Christian tradition have been used for the same purpose: to instill
identity among adherents. As Hearon states, “Stories, therefore, provided an effective way
to offer guidance, instill values, and shape attitudes” (2009:32). Stories have the power not
only to offer a sense of identity to a group, there is also a transformative aspect to stories.
“Stories invite listeners to enter the world of the story, to identify with the characters, and
be transformed with them or by them” (Hearon 2009:32).
In whatever way one describes this event, whether it be ‘performance’ or
‘storytelling,’ there is a distinctly social nature to it. There can be no spoken story without
an audience. As Hearon notes, “Storytelling is fundamentally a social activity” (Hearon
2009:33). The texts of our faith were meant to be heard in community. Through
performance, people are transformed because they are hearing the stories. This hearing, in
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turn, brings about transformation in the community as they begin to identify with the stories
of their faith.
Performance is a powerful form of incarnational ministry. Performers embody the
words of their faith. The community gathered around transforms their own identity to the
one performed. As Rhoads states, “The Bible becomes embodied in the community in the
performance event—by performance, by response, by memory. Rather than a book, the
performer and audience become the medium” (2010:191).
5.3

For Further Study
Many questions remain unexplored by this thesis. The following questions may

help fill out how BPC can be utilized in the translation process.
5.3.1

How can BPC work in minority languages?
While this is a limitation of my own study, others have worked to incorporate BPC

with minority languages. James Maxey explored this topic in From Orality to Orality
(2009a) with the Vuté people. Volume 6 of the Biblical Performance Criticism series,
Translating Scripture for Sound and Performance (2012), edited by Maxey and Ernst
Wendland, contains a series of essays by various authors which examine the intersection
of minority language Bible translation and BPC. Wendland’s Orality and the Scriptures
(2013) describes how orality is an integral part of Bible translation efforts: “[Orality]
must…be taken into serious consideration during the initial planning stages of any Bible
translation project as well as for the duration of its ongoing implementation during the
overlapping stages of composing, testing, transmitting, and audience-engaging the new
vernacular text” (2013:353). By examining the aural features of minority languages,
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incorporating local storytelling practices (when appropriate), translating pericopes initially,
and including relevant background knowledge, BPC can become an integral part of the
translation process.
5.3.2

How are less biblically literate people going to participate in community exegesis?
De Vries’s suggestion of the creation of a lectionarium would help communities

increase their biblical knowledge. Also, translating pericopes that can be performed easily
can help people remember and continually perform those stories. Discussion of these
pericopes can also be used as a teaching opportunity to help people become biblically
literate. This discussion and community exegesis can help people have new insights into
the text.
Another perspective, though, is discovering what interpretations less biblically
literate people hold. I think it is important to hear new interpretations on the text. These
interpretations may not be valid due to misinformation or lack of cultural knowledge, but
various interpretations need to be brought out. As Rhoads says, “I am convinced that we
need to experience different styles of performance and diverse interpretations – with
various audiences, material settings, and social locations” (2010:172).
5.3.3

How do we strike a balance between literacy and orality?
A balance between literacy and orality is achieved by listening to what the

community wants for their own Scriptures. As Dye notes, “Partnership issues are among
the most important factors contributing to the success or failure of Bible translation projects”
(2009:96). Performance can be a stepping stone to both audio recordings, for obvious
reasons, and written texts, as evidenced by the script in chapter 4. Churches in majority
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and minority language contexts can benefit from performance. As Wendland states, “[T]he
dimension of orality is a vital element in all facets of proclaiming as well as appropriating
the Scriptures today” (2013:353). Almost all contexts, save for those mentioned above who
only want a written translation for prestige purposes and those who view oral strategies as
condescending, can benefit from BPC.

APPENDIX A: PERFORMANCES BREAKDOWN
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First
Performance

Second
Performance

Third
Performance

Fourth
Performance

Date

March 19, 2017

May 7, 2017

June 21, 2017

July 12, 2017

Number of
Participants

7

13

8 adults, 2
toddlers

6 adults, 1 baby

Ages of
participants

Between early
40s to late 60s

11 teenagers, 2
adults in their
mid 40s

Between mid20s to early 60s

Between early
40s to mid 60s

Genders of
participants

4 females
3 males

6 teen females
1 adult female
5 teen males
1 adult male

4 females
4 males

6 females

High school
students, mental
health worker,
Pilates
instructor

College
professor,
dental hygienist
(2), sales
consultant,
logistics
coordinator,
camp instructor,
nurse, accounts
manager

Church
program
director (2),
counselor,
information
systems
manager,
paralegal,
school
administrator

Occupations Nurse, priest,
of
realtor, writer,
participants case manager,
compliance
officer, client
manager
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First
Performance

Step 2:
Artist as
Questioner
(for Steps 1
and 3, see
Appendix
B)

1. How did you
experience the
initial
interaction of
the demoniac
and Jesus?

Second
Performance

1. Is the setting
of “the Gentile
side” of the sea
important to
Mark’s telling
of the story?
What do you
2. Were you
think Jesus is
able to track my doing in Gentile
transition from territory?
character to
character?
2. What does
the story tell us
3. How did you about the
experience the
demoniac? How
scene with the
would you
pigs?
characterize
him?
4. What new
insights have
3. What is the
you gained
significance of
about this
the demoniac
passage?
saying “Jesus,
son of the Most
5. How has
High God?”
your experience
of the passage
4. What other
changed (if at
Bible stories
all) as a result
does the scene
of the
with the pigs
performance?
bring to mind?
6. Do you have
any thoughts on
the text/spoken
word itself?

Third
Performance

Fourth
Performance

1. Is the setting
of “the Gentile
side” of the sea
important to
Mark’s telling
of the story?
What do you
think Jesus is
doing in Gentile
territory?

1. Is the setting
of “the Gentile
side” of the sea
important to
Mark’s telling
of the story?
What do you
think Jesus is
doing in Gentile
territory?

2. What does
the story tell us
about the
demoniac? How
would you
characterize
him?

2. What does
the story tell us
about the
demoniac? How
would you
characterize
him?

3. What is the
significance of
the demoniac
saying “Jesus,
son of the Most
High God?”

3. What is the
significance of
the demoniac
saying “Jesus,
son of the Most
High God?”

4. What other
Bible stories
does the scene
with the pigs
bring to mind?

4. What other
Bible stories
does the scene
with the pigs
bring to mind?
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First
Performance

Second
Performance

Third
Performance

Fourth
Performance

5. Why does the
crowd ask Jesus
to leave? Why
are they angry
at the
demoniac’s
healing?

5. Why does the
crowd ask Jesus
to leave? Why
are they angry
at the
demoniac’s
healing?

5. Why does the
crowd ask Jesus
to leave? Why
are they angry
at the
demoniac’s
healing?

6. Why does the
former
demoniac want
to follow Jesus?

6. Why does the
former
demoniac want
to follow Jesus?

6. Why does the
former
demoniac want
to follow Jesus?

7. Why does
Jesus tell him
no?

7. Why does
Jesus tell him
no?

7. Why does
Jesus tell him
no?

8. What is
different about
Jesus’s
command to the
man from other
healings he has
done (Mark
chapter 1:2128; chapter 3:712)?

8. What is
different about
Jesus’s
command to the
man from other
healings he has
done (Mark
chapter 1:2128; chapter 3:712)?

8. What is
different about
Jesus’s
command to the
man from other
healings he has
done (Mark
chapter 1:2128; chapter 3:712)?

9. What does
the man do?
How does that
impact Jesus’s
ministry later
(7:31ff)?

9. What does
the man do?
How does that
impact Jesus’s
ministry later
(7:31ff)?

9. What does
the man do?
How does that
impact Jesus’s
ministry later
(7:31ff)?
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First
Performance

Second
Performance

Third
Performance

Fourth
Performance

10. What
feelings did you
experience
listening to the
passage?

10. What
feelings did you
experience
listening to the
passage?

10. What
feelings did you
experience
listening to the
passage?

11. What new
insights have
you gained
about this
passage?

11. What new
insights have
you gained
about this
passage?

11. What new
insights have
you gained
about this
passage?

12. How has
your experience
about this
passage
changed (if at
all) as a result
of this
performance?

12. How has
your experience
about this
passage
changed (if at
all) as a result
of this
performance?

12. How has
your experience
about this
passage
changed (if at
all) as a result
of this
performance?

APPENDIX B: POWERPOINT QUESTIONS
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Step 1: Statements of Meaning

What was exciting, evocative,
challenging, memorable, compelling,
stimulating to you about this work?

Step 2: Artist at Questioner

(See Appendix A)

Step 3: Responders Ask Neutral
Questions

What was your thought process in
blocking out these scenes?
What kinds of emotions were you hoping
to elicit?

APPENDIX C: VIDEO PERFORMANCE LINKS
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Performances

YouTube Link

Performance to ad hoc group at St.
Luke's on the Lake, Austin, TX on
March 19, 2017

https://youtu.be/2SlrLEJ7mv4

Performance to high school teen group at
St. Luke's on the Lake, Austin, TX on
May 7, 2017

https://youtu.be/Mu9wvv2-IIA

Performance to ad hoc group in West
Linn, OR on June 21, 2017

https://youtu.be/jXB9Pvqy2lo

Performance to ad hoc group in Cedar
Park, TX on July 12, 2017

https://youtu.be/lYi9C4rwixE
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