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Anyone who has ever read the Gospel of Mark cdyelfials likely noticed that most Bibles
contain a footnote, a marginal note, or some aflegice or feature to indicate that there are
guestions about the authenticity of Mark 16:9-20ndst every modern English version does in
some way. Following are some examples of how thdohne:

» A bracketed heading before verses 9-20 which stéfbe earliest manuscripts and
some other ancient witnesses do not have Mark 26.9-

» A footnote containing explanations similar to tbédwing: “Some of the earliest
manuscripts (or “mss.”) do not contain verses (@) 9-20."

* A footnote that reads, “Verses 9 through 20 areoartd in the most ancient
manuscripts, but may be considered an appendirgyadlditional facts™

e A headizlg before verses 9-20 which reads, “An Amicigppendix” or something
similar.

» A footnote that offers a more detailed descriptbthe situation, such as the

following or similar: “Vv. (verses) 9-20 are brat¢&d in NU (an abbreviation for the

Greek text known aNestle-Aland Greek New TestamantiUnited Bible Societies

Greek New Testamgras not original. They are lacking in Codex Sicaig and

Codex Vaticanus (two Greek manuscripts dating édfdlirth century), although

nearly all other mss. (manuscripts) of Mark contagem.”®

Bracketing around verses 9-20, with an explanatotgtion in the footnotes stating,

“Mark %6:9-20 [the portion in brackets] is containenly in later manuscripts,” or

similar.

In other versions, we come across information ey complicate the issue for the average
reader even further. For instance, some transktiariude two alternate endings. Following
Mark 16:8 in theNew Living TranslatiofiNLT], one finds an italicized, bracketed heading
stating [Shorter Ending of MarK] followed by an unnumbered verse which reads, “Tthewy
reported all these instructions briefly to Petett bis companions. Afterward Jesus himself sent
them out from east to west with the sacred andilimjamessage of salvation that gives eternal
life. Amen.” This is followed by another italicizedracketed heading which readl,dhger
Ending of Mark]” with verses 9-20 included below it. A footnotethe New Living Translation
reads, “The most reliable early manuscripts corelied Gospel of Mark at verse 8. Other
manuscripts include various endings to the Gogped of the more noteworthy endings are
printed here.”

! For example, thélew International VersiofNIV].

2 For exampleThe Amplified BiblgAMP].

3 For exampleThe Living BiblgTLB].

* For example, J. B. Phillip§he New Testament in Modern Englistew York: Macmillan, 1958), 111 [JBP].

® For example, thélew King James VersighiKJV].

® For example, Eugene Petersbhe Message: The Bible in Contemporary Langu@sorado Springs: NavPress,
2002), 1845 [MSG]; thélolman Christian Standard Bib[#¢1CSB]; New American Standard Bib]RASB].



In theContemporary English Versig€EV], both alternate endings are also includedhthe
longer one (verses 9-20) printed first, indicatethwa capitalized heading that reads “ONE OLD
ENDING TO MARK’S GOSPEL,” and a footnote that expkthat these verses are not in some
manuscripts. The other alternate ending appedn®and, with a capitalized heading that reads,
“ANOTHER OLD ENDING TO MARK’S GOSPEL,” and an explatory footnote which
indicates, “Some manuscripts and early translati@we both this shorter ending and the longer
one (verses 9-20).” Theoday’'s English VersiofTEV, also calledThe Good News Versiar
Good News for Modern Madhandles the ending of mark in a similar way te @EV. In the
NASB, the shorter alternate ending appears itattand in brackets following verse 20, with a
footnote indicating that it is contained in a femtel manuscripts and versions, usually after verse
8.

The New Revised Standard Version [NRSV] is perliapsnost thorough in disclosing the
entire situation. A footnote on verse 8 indicat&gme of the most ancient authorities bring the
book to a close at the end of verse 8. One aushooitcludes the book with the shorter ending;
others include the shorter ending and then contivitteverses 9-20. In most authorities verses
9-20 follow immediately after verse 8, though imsoof these authorities the passage is marked
as being doubtful.” Between verses 8 and 9, the@ft®h Ending of Mark” is set off by a
heading, and it is followed by another heading thbduces the “Longer Ending of Mark”
(verses 9-20). What is unique about the NRSV’sttneat of the ending of Mark is a footnote
attached to verse 14 which indicates, “Other ann@eathorities add, in whole or in pafnd they
excused themselves, saying, ‘This age of lawlessmesunbelief is under Satan, who does not
allow the truth and power of God to prevail ovee tmclean things of the spirits. Therefore
reveal your righteousness now'—thus they spokentesC And Christ replied to them, ‘The term
of years of Satan’s power has been fulfilled, dbeoterrible things draw near. And for those
who have sinned | was handed over to death, tlegt tiiay return to the truth and sin no more,
that they may inherit the spiritual and imperishalglory of righteousness that is in heaven.”
Thus an entirely different variation to the endofdvark is introduced to English readers.

Those who insist on the superiority of the King &arWersion [KJV] often point to this
phenomenon as evidence for why only that versi@ulshbe used. The KJV includes Mark
16:9-20 and most editions of it make no mentiothefproblem. It was translated into English
using a singular Greek manuscript (known as the@ugeReceptus) which contained the debated
passage, but which came into being much later itinast of the Greek manuscripts and other
ancient versions that translators have accessltytdHiowever, pretending the problem does not
exist does not help us resolve it or make it goyaviae ancient texts of the New Testament
contain multiple variations at the end of Mark, dnid is a fact with which we must deal.

Though the writings of early Christians (the “Chukeathers”) address the various endings early
in Church history, it was not until the publicatiohthe Westcott and Hort Greek New
Testament in 1881 that the issue became a hotlgteélbopic among biblical scholars. In that
edition of the Greek New Testament, Westcott and eladed Mark at 16:8, followed by a colon
(:) and six asterisks (*). The colon indicated ttiet scholars who prepared this edition of the
Greek New Testament did not believe 16:8 was alsigitending to the book. The asterisks



indicated that they believed more information waginally included but now was lost, or that
Mark intended to follow 16:8 with more informatibut did not for some reasdn.

Since that time, scholars have spent much timardndddressing the issue of the ending of
Mark at length. Most of what has been publishethenissue is beyond the grasp of the average
Christian church member, and perhaps even beyaendlitities of the average seminary
graduate. There exists today a need for the igsugs addressed in “layman’s terms” to aid
pastors, Christians, and casual Bible readers.eTisea fear among some that doing so would
cause doubts to arise over the integrity and aityhof Scripture, and that fear is legitimate.dt i
the aim of this study to address the question afkManding in a way that preserves the
integrity and authority of the Bible while makingetissues clear and understandable for those
who are not academic scholars.

The Bible: God’s Inerrant Word

Southern Baptists have summarized their belieésdocument calle@ihe Baptist Faith and
Messagg¢BFM]. The most current edition of BFM was adopted byGoavention in 2000. It

sets forth the view of Scripture held by most SeutiBaptists and Southern Baptist Churches in
the following statement:

The Holy Bible was written by men divinely inspiradd is God's revelation of Himself
to man. It is a perfect treasure of divine instiartt It has God for its author, salvation for
its end, and truth, without any mixture of erran;, fts matter. Therefore, all Scripture is
totally true and trustworthy. It reveals the prpies by which God judges us, and
therefore is, and will remain to the end of the ipthe true center of Christian union,
and the supreme standard by which all human condrestds, and religious opinions
should be tried. All Scripture is a testimony toriSt) who is Himself the focus of divine
revelation®

This is the opening declaration of the BFM, indiogtthat Southern Baptists affirm the
centrality of the Bible to all we believe. The foNing Scripture passages are listed in the BFM
as supporting evidences for the statemertidus 24:4; Deuteronomy 4:1-2; 17:19; Joshua
8:34; Psalms 19:7-10; 119:11,89,105,140; Isaiah1¥4:40:8; Jeremiah 15:16; 36:1-32;
Matthew 5:17-18; 22:29; Luke 21:33; 24:44-46; Jabu39; 16:13-15; 17:17; Acts 2:16ff.;
17:11; Romans 15:4; 16:25-26; 2 Timothy 3:15-17pHews 1:1-2; 4:12; 1 Peter 1:25; 2 Peter
1:19-21.

During the latter part of the twentieth centurgledbate raged among Christians (including
Southern Baptists) concerning the nature of théeBibf chief concern was whether the Bible
was to be considered “inerrant” (having no errarg] “infallible” (incapable of error). There are
many who insist that the Bible cannot be inerrantt infallible because of what they perceive to
be internal contradictions, inaccuracies, and viana found in the manuscripts and versions of
the Bible that have been handed down through theides. On the other hand, there are many

"J. Lee Magnessjarking the End: Sense and Absence in the Gospéhadt (Eugene, Ore.: Wipf & Stock, 2002),
1.
8 http://www.sbc.net/bfm/bfm2000.asp. Accessed 2QF9, 3:25 PM



who insist that the perceived contradictions oelyresent flawed interpretations, the
inaccuracies are due to a lack of full informatariiterary license, and that the textual
variations can be explained satisfactorily. In ®@etg 1978, a gathering of more than 200
prominent evangelical leaders and scholars toodephehich sought to clarify exactly what is
meant by the concept of “inerrancy.” This groupduced a document known as “The Chicago
Statement on Biblical Inerrancy,” consisting ofegiss of affirmations (what we believe) and
denials (what we do not believe) about this impadrissue. The statements address the
interrelated subjects of the inspiration of thei@ares (plainly taught in 2 Timothy 3:16-17,
among other places in the Bible), the inerrancyaurtiority of the Bible. The document affirms
the belief that “inspiration was the work in whiGuwod by His Spirit, through human writers,
gave us His Word. The origin of Scripture is divigarticle VII). The divine origin and
inspiration of the Bible guarantees “true and tugsthy utterance on all matters of which the
Biblical authors were moved to speak and write'tide IX). The statement goes on to say, “We
affirm that inspiration, strictly speaking, appliesly to the autographic text of Scripture”
(Article X).

The “autographic text” (or “autographs”) refershe actual original documents written by the
human biblical writers under the inspiration of ®yrit. It must be admitted up front that all of
these have disappeared with the passage of timenggus only with ancient copies,

translations, and quotations of the original docotsieFrom the study and comparison of these
existing documents, we are able to arrive with warfce at conclusions regarding the wording
of the original autographs. These ancient textsdeain size from scraps little larger than
postage stamps to complete manuscripts of the Bibl@éere are over 5,600 New Testament
manuscripts and fragments available to us in tleekslanguage alone, dating from the second to
fifteenth centuries. In addition, we have at owpdisal over 19,000 early translations of the New
Testament. These startling figures assure us tedtave more material with which to deal in
handling the New Testament than any other worknofeat literature. In fact, we should be

more surprised at the alarming consistency of agee¢ we find among these ancient texts than
at the occasional discrepancy we find.

Discrepancies among the copies, translations, anthtjons do occur. Usually, the variations
involve a word, a sentence, or very brief segmétdxd. The overwhelming majority of
variations have little or no bearing on the meamhthe text, the doctrines of the Christian faith,
or the practices of faithful Christians. Howevéeite are two passages of considerable length
which produce more concern for students of Scrgtdohn 7:53-8:11 and Mark 16:9-20. When
it comes to these two lengthy passages, we findus@ipts that include them and manuscripts
that omit them. Though even here there is littleassn over theological beliefs or practices,
readers cannot help being concerned over the @amrthat exists with two such sizeable
passages. Whether the passage is brief or lorgffempt must be made to determine which of
the variations is most likely original and authenéind thereby inerrant and authoritative. This is
the science of “textual criticism.”

° James R. Edward$he Pillar New Testament Commentary: The Gospebiang to Mark(Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2002), 497.



Textual Criticism

Textual criticism is defined as “the scholarly dg@ine of establishing the text as near to the
original as possible or probabl& The tools of this trade in New Testament studjuite Greek
manuscripts and portions, early translations ofGheek text into other languages (also called
“versions”), and the writings of the early Churdtlirers. The Greek manuscripts and fragments
available include very old fragments written orgita papyrus (an early kind of “paper” made
from the reeds of papyrus plants). Most of thesebzadated to the third and fourth centuries,
but some range from the second to eighth centurtesre are approximately eighty-eight
papyrus manuscripts which have been located to 4atery New Testament book is attested by
at least one papyrus manuscript.”

In addition to these papyrus manuscripts and fragsnéhere are many parchment documents.
Over time, parchment (“paper” made from animal skieplaced papyrus as the primary writing
material. Earlier parchment manuscripts are céliedials” because the writers used only
“capital” (or “uncial”) letters in writing. Most othese date from the fourth to tenth centuries. By
the ninth century, a smaller style of writing hagldloped, and manuscripts of this kind are
called “miniscule” (meaning “small-lettered”). Tteeare over 2,500 hundred Greek parchment
manuscripts available to us today.

Other Greek documents helpful for study are leeti@ms which contain New Testament passages
arranged for weekly reading in church worship ssi Portions of every New Testament book
with the exception of Revelation are found in theiant lectionaries. Though a majority of these
date from the tenth century and later, some haea bmind which are dated as early as the fifth
century.

In addition to the Greek materials used in textugicism, there are many translations of the
New Testament, some of which were produced in¢kersd century very soon after the original
writings. These include Latin, Syriac, Coptic, Amren, Georgian, Ethiopic, Gothic and Arabic,
and include numerous dialogues of some languadeeseTlaid us in determining the date of
original readings and the geographical distribubbthose variations. The writings of the
Church Fathers are also useful in this regard simamey of them quote the Scriptures frequently
and at length. “It has been said that if all thevNleestament manuscripts were destroyed, the
text of ti;;a New Testament could still be restorednfthe quotations made by the church
fathers.’

When one studies the variations in manuscripts fione cases of accidental and intentional
changes. We must bear in mind that prior to thetjog press, Bibles and other works of
literature were meticulously copied by hand. Sitieeoriginal writings contained no
punctuation or spacing between words, scribes wocd@sionally place spacing or punctuation
between letters and words at the wrong places., Alsts common in our own copying, the eye
of the scribe would jump from one place to anotkiben copying, resulting in the accidental

19 Arthur G. Patzia and Anthony J. Petrofacket Dictionary of Biblical Studig®owners Grove, IIl.: InterVarsity
Press, 2002), 114.
™ David Alan BlackNew Testament Textual Criticism: A Concise G({8mnd Rapids: Baker, 1994), 19.
12 H
Ibid, 24.



omission of words, sentences, or verses. Thereames when scribes would write a letter or
word once when it had originally been written twasel vice-versa, or transpose words or letters
accidentally. These are understandable cases ddtnemor, but intentional variations can also
be identified in the copies. There are cases wdaibes sought to improve the grammar,
spelling or vocabulary of the original, to clardgmmonly misunderstood passages, to
harmonize what appeared to be contradictions, alt¢éo the doctrinal teachings of a text. In the
cases of these intentional changes, there maylesresome scribes who were motivated by
wrong aims, but most were probably pure-heartezivgits to help the readers of the Bible. If we
put ourselves into the shoes of these scribesawenvision their desire to make the reading of
the Bible as simple as possible. | have often imegjithe scribe enjoying dinner with his peers
and talking about his day’s accomplishments. thisch more likely that he may say, “Today, |
took a difficult passage and made it easier to tstded,” than that he would say, “Today, |
really confounded a relatively simple text just fioe fun of it.” We must remember that these
were pious, godly, skilled laborers who were ertegdisvith a tremendous responsibility for their
generation and those to follow.

In wrestling with the variations, scholars seekxamine “external evidence” and “internal
evidence.” The external evidence is found in thailalsle manuscripts, versions, etc. Here, the
scholar seeks to determine which reading is the netiable reflection of the original document.
The manuscripts and versions, as well as the rgadinthe lectionaries and the fathers, reflect
“family resemblances” or common features that hareenpted scholars to divide them into
groups or families called “texttypes.” There ararfof these: Alexandrian (emerging from the
region around Alexandria, Egypt); Byzantine (oraging in the Byzantine empire with its
capital in modern-Turkey); Caesarean and Westeaatth@r of which find much consensus
among scholars as to date or place of origin).

After grouping texts into their most likely fami(yexttype), scholars make decisions based on
several criteria. First, generally speaking, thieeet manuscripts are to be preferred. This is not
always an exact science, however, because datmdificult task, and errors could have crept
in very early. Figure 1 below visually illustratdee possibility that a later manuscript may in fact
preserve a more original reading.

Additionally, preference is given to the readingrid in the most diverse geographical areas. It
is more likely that an original reading would hdeen copied, translated and distributed widely
than an erroneous one. Finally, preference is diwehe reading supported by the greater
number of texttypes. These families of texts tentdeshare common characteristics within
themselves, so when a reading is preserved aaoslkyfdivides, it is likely to be original.
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Here it can be seen that a
later copy may be closer to the
original than an earlier one, if
the earlier one was copied in
error, but the later one was
purely copied from a better
preserved line of copies.

The general rule of thumb when it comes to handhternal evidence is to prefer the reading
that best explains the origin of the other variagiol his decision is based on several factors.
First, it is more likely that a scribe would addher than take away, therefore the shorter reading
is preferred. Second, it is more likely that alsenvould simplify rather than complicate a text,
therefore the harder reading is more likely origiffird, biblical writers tend to employ
characteristic style, vocabulary, and theologicapkases, therefore the passage is to be
compared with the larger book of the Bible and otiwmoks written by the same writer.
Preference is to be given to the one which is reimsilar to his other writings.

By wrestling with these issues, we are able to ctme®nclusions on most textual variations
regarding the original wording of the inspired araphs. This gives us confidence that the
Bibles we hold in our hands are the infallible rnaat, and authoritative Word of God and
faithfully reflect what was written in the originfist-century documents. On most of the
variations found in the New Testament the schaagsunanimous or else the consensus is so
strong to eliminate any serious doubt about thedwgr However, Mark 16 presents what is

likely the most controversial and uncertain casenalscholarly consensus has yet to be found. It
is to this thorny issue that we turn our attentiom.



The Ending of Mark

As indicated in our English translations and tteatnotes, there are multiple endings for the
Gospel of Mark found in the manuscripts, versi@m] other ancient documents. It may be an
overstatement, but if so only barely, to say thit is “the greatest of all literary mysteri&s”

and “the gravest textual problem in the New Testr¥ It is necessary at this point to set forth
the possible endings of Mark that are found indbeuments as well as the theories offered by
leading scholars:

1. An ending at 16:8 (For the sake of clarity, | wéfer to this as the “Short Ending”).

» Scholars who hold to the Short Ending are dividedr g themselves as to the
explanation of the Short Ending. Some suggest Maénded to end the Gospel
here, but others insist that it either originafigluded more (which has now been
irretrievably lost), or that Mark was hindered fraampleting the work by arrest,
persecution, death, or other intervening circuntsan

2. The “Shorter” or “Intermediate” Ending (While mdsihglish Bible versions and
scholarly works refer to this as “the shorter eggim choose to refer to this as the

“Intermediate Ending” to distinguish it from theding at verse 8).

» This ending reads, “But they reported briefly taedP@and those with him all that they
had been told. And after this Jesus himself senbguneans of them, from east to
west, the sacred and imperishable proclamatioteohal salvation. Amen.”

* This text, when included in English Bibles does typically have a verse number.
There are multiple variations of this are found ageeveral manuscripts.

3. An ending which contains 16:9-20 (I will refer tag as the “Long Ending”).
4. The “Freer Logion” occurring between verses 14 dhaf the Long Ending.

* Itis so labeled because, aside from a quotationiofthe writings of the Church
Father Jerome, it has only been found in Codex Wgtlnianus (also known as
“W” or 032), purchased in Egypt by Charles Freet 996 and presently housed in
the Freer Gallery of the Smithsonian Institute iadhMngton, D. C.

* It reads, “And they excused themselves, sayings“@ge of lawlessness and unbelief
is under Satan, who does not allow the truth avdep@f God to prevail over the
unclean things of the spiriter, does not allow what lies under the unclean spiits
understand the truth and power of GddTherefore reveal your righteousness
now'—thus they spoke to Christ. And Christ repltedhem, ‘The term of years of
Satan’s power has been fulfilled, but other teerithings draw near. And for those
who have sinned | was handed over to death, tegtrtray return to the truth and sin
no more, that they may inherit the spiritual angemshable glory of righteousness
that is in heaven.”

5. The Intermediate Ending followed by the Long Ending

Several important assertions must be made beforgdering the evidence for each view. First,
it should be noted that the various endings magealtlassified as “orthodox” in theology.

13 Magness, 1, citing Nineham and Brascomb.

1 Edwards, 497.

' Bruce MetzgerA Textual Comentary on the Greek New Testaf@éhed] (Stuttgart, Germany: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 104



Rightly interpreted, none of them would cause reatiefall into great heresy. Most of what is
found in the Long Ending, for example, is also t#ugjsewhere in the New Testament. As
Darrell Bock writes, “The presence or absence isftéxt [16:9-20, the Long Ending] does not
impact the core of Christian teaching at all. Theth can tell, only the issue of snake handling
and drinking poison is at stake ..*° Therefore, the issue is not between conservatives
liberals, and one should refrain from using th@deels to describe those who disagree on the
conclusion of the matter. There are conservativklimeral scholars who hold to the originality
of the Long Ending, as well as conservative anerlibscholars who reject the Long Ending.

Second, all scholars who wrestle with this iss@eusing the same set of evidence. “Sometimes
it is not clear where the evidence starts and qtfopsiing the dots), and where ‘connecting the
dots’ (i.e., interpreting and making judgments)ihegSometimes we differ on what are dots and
what are dot connector§”Undoubtedly, the presuppositions held by schatghsence their
handling of this issue. For instance, if one ba&lgethat Mark wrote after Matthew or Luke, it
would seem highly unlikely for Mark to omit whattyhhad included in their final chapters.

Also, preference for a specific texttype (describbdve) will lead one to adopt a conclusion that
preserves the integrity of that family. If one hotd the doctrine of preservation, which states
that God has miraculously preserved the text oBibé and kept it free from error in copying
and translating, then one will not accept the gnltsi of a lost ending. Daniel Wallace issues a
much needed but seldom heeded warning about themnte of presuppositions: “Evangelical
scholars must be in the business of pursuing tratfgrdless of where it takes us, rather than
protecting our presupposition¥”

Third, it must be recognized that each of the vieas certain strengths in its favor and
weaknesses working against it. This is a compleklpm which will not be easily resolved. As
Bock states, the ultimate task “is trying to resolvho has the most comprehensive solution to
our problem, and even that solution may well noptmblem free. Any solution to a difficult
problem like this one is likely to leave loose endsied.”™® Apart from the very unlikely event
of an unprecedented manuscript discovery, we wilbpbly be wrestling with the issue until
Jesus returns.

Finally, in spite of the many variations we know wk can detect a trend in the manuscript
history. The earliest evidence we have indicatasniost ancient copies ended at 16:8. As time
went on, the Short Ending was increasingly theetth)f suspicion and question, and eventually
came to be rejected. The Long Ending was at foesitlered inauthentic, then timidly accepted,
then finally considered to be authentic. Yet evant many scribes registered doubts abdt it.

Before tackling the evidence in favor of and ag@iihs Long and Short Endings, other
alternatives can be dismissed rather quickly, legus with only two legitimate options.

16 Darrell Bock, “The Ending of Mark: A Response he tEssays,” in David Alan Black eferspectives on the
I1£7nding of Mark: 4 View¢Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2008), 125

Ibid.
18 Daniel Wallace, “Mark 16:8 as the Conclusion te 8econd Gospel,” in David Alan Black eflerspectives on
the Ending of Mark: 4 ViewdNashville: Broadman & Holman, 2008), 9.
19 Bock in Black,Perspectives] 27.
' Wallace, 24, 29.



The Freer Logion

The Freer Logion is a passage that has been fouoly one manuscript, inserted between
Mark 16:14 and 15:And they excused themselves, saying, ‘This agawddsness and unbelief
is under Satan, who does not allow the truth andgyoof God to prevail over the unclean things
of the spirits. Therefore reveal your righteousnessa’—thus they spoke to Christ. And Christ
replied to them, ‘The term of years of Satan’s pdves been fulfilled, but other terrible things
draw near. And for those who have sinned | was bdrayer to death, that they may return to
the truth and sin no more, that they may inheé $piritual and imperishable glory of
righteousness that is in heaven.”

The Church Father Jerome, writing near the turthefifth century, made mention of only a
portion of this text: And they excused themselves, saying, ‘This agawgdsness and unbelief
is under Satan, who does not allow the truth andgyaof God to prevail over the unclean things
of the spirits Therefore reveal your righteousnesw.” Jerome indicated that this was found

“in certain copies [of Mark], and especially in ®kecodices.?* However, modern scholars
knew of no such copy or codex (a bound “book”) ut@i06. It was then that Charles Freer
purchased the codex in Egypt which came to be kresv@odex Washingtonianus. This Greek
manuscript, dating to the fifth century and contagronly the four Gospels, is the only one
presently known to exist which contains the passigeaeputable scholar believes this portion
of Mark to be authentic. As is evident by a readhthe text, the subject matter and vocabulary
finds no parallel in the rest of the New Testambfast would readily agree with Bruce

Metzger: “The whole expansion has about it an utakéble apocryphal flavor.” By this, he
means that the piece reflects language and thealddeas that were common among the
Gnostics and others who began to corrupt New Testateaching in the second century, issuing
various writings that were immediately rejectednge=the labehpocrypha) by most Christians.
Metzger concludes, “It probably is the work of a@®d or third century scribe who wished to
soften the severe condemnation of the Eleven ib41'6% Because of its scarce evidence among
the manuscripts and its unparalleled vocabularythedlogy, the Freer Logion is best rejected
and removed from the discussion of the likely oragiending to Mark.

The Intermediate Ending

Following Mark 16:8, this passage readst they reported briefly to Peter and those with h
all that they had been told. And after this Jesund¢lf sent out by means of them, from east to
west, the sacred and imperishable proclamationeial salvation. Amen.”

Only one ancient version has been discovered traaims the Intermediate Ending by itself.
Codex Bobiensis, also known as “Old Laktinor “it",” dates to around the turn of the fifth
century (400 AD) and contains only portions of Maty and Mark. It is named for the
monastery in Bobbio, Italy where it was formerlyused before being relocated to its present
home at the National University Library in Turimtérestingly, the Latin equivalent phrase “they

2L Cited in Robert G. Bratcher & Eugene A. NidaHandbook on The Gospel of MgNew York: United Bible
Societies, 1961), 510.
% Metzger, 104.
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said nothing to anyone” has been omitted from 1&n8, 16:3 has undergone significant editing
in this document.

Most of the manuscripts and versions which incligelntermediate Ending have it placed
between verse 8 and the Long Ending. Of all the Nestament manuscripts and fragments we
have access to today, no more than seven Greeksgrgts include the Intermediate Ending, all
of them being of the Alexandrian texttype. It is@afound in a handful of Syriac, Coptic, and
Ethiopic versions, and a very small number of tedries. All of these date from the fourth
century or later. There is little or no trace of thtermediate Ending in the writings of the
Church Fathers.

There is internal evidence that indicates thatnkermediate Ending is not original. The style
and vocabulary are unusual when compared to thefdésark. Most noticeable is the seemingly
out of place use of the word “Amen” at the conabasof the section. While this would not be
problematic if the Intermediate Ending was thelfoanclusion of Mark (as it is in Codex
Bobiensis), in every other known manuscript andgieer that word “Amen” is followed by
verses 9-20. Nowhere else in Mark’s Gospel do we $uch an unusual placement of “Amen.”
Additionally, of the thirty-four words contained the Greek text of the Intermediate Ending,
nine occur nowhere else in Mark. The rhetoricakt@also unusual compared to the rest of
Mark.?® Also, there is an apparent contradiction betwéerlntermediate and Long Endings.
The Intermediate has Mary telling the disciplesudlibe resurrection followed by their
commission to proclaim the message of salvatioe. Odng Ending has her telling them,
followed by their disbelief. The tension of thisnt@diction could be relaxed somewhat if the
Intermediate Ending followed the Long Ending, batmanuscript or version does thfdt
always precedes the Long Ending (except in Bobsankich lacks the Long Ending).

Because of these internal factors, no serious achadlay considers the Intermediate Ending
original. The external factors of a heavy presaroeng the Alexandrian manuscripts, as well as
the concentration of occurrences in Ethiopic angtiCorersions, lead many to believe that it
was written in Egypt or elsewhere in North Afrideadater daté® It may have been written to
provide a more acceptable ending to Mark (if igorally concluded at verse 8), to smooth the
difficult transition between verses 8 and 9 (altjloun actuality, placement of it there causes
more problems than it solves), or to replace thegBnding because of theological concerns
(addressed below). The latter suggestion seems$yhighkely, given that all but one of the
ancient documents which include the Intermediatdiftgnalso contain the Long Ending. The
possibility has also been suggested that the I’tgiate Ending was composed to round off a
lectionary reading that would have otherwise codetuat verse 8, since verse 8 is too abrupt an
ending and verses 9-20 would make the readingotog for a Sunday worship serviteThese

are merely speculations, and the real origin ofitiermediate Ending will likely never be

known with certainty. What is generally agreeabteag scholars is that it is not original.

23 |bid, 105.
* Wallace, 25.
% For example, Maurice Robinson, “The Long Endindvieirk As Canonical Verity,” in David Alan Black ed.
Eﬁerspectives on the Ending of Mark: 4 VidihNashville: Broadman & Holman, 2008), 56.
Ibid, 74.
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We have briefly surveyed the case for and agamstof the possible endings for Mark and
dismissed them fairly. This eliminates from conkemthose manuscripts containing the Freer
Logion, the Intermediate Ending, and the Intermied#éad Long endings together. Thus, we are
left with only two viable options. The Gospel of Maither ends at verse 8 (intentionally or
accidentally) or else it originally included ver€e20.

The Long Ending

A very strong case can be made for the originalitgt authenticity of the Long Ending, Mark
16:9-20, which is found in most of our English Bibl The passage is found in an overwhelming
majority (at least 95%) of ancient manuscripts aaions, including many which are very early
and considered to be very important. It is foundagimanuscripts from all four texttypes:
Byzantine, Alexandrian, Western and Caesaféatowever, in many of these manuscripts,
scribes have included notations and symbols tliitate there was some debate over the
authenticity of the Long Ending even very earlyhia transmission process. It should also be
noted that the Long Ending is absent in Codex Bdige which is “the oldest witness to the
Latin Bible™® (early third century) and “the best exemplar &f garliest African Old Latin

text.”?® Other versions that lack the Long Ending inclut dldest Syriac version of the Gospels
(the Sinaitic Syriac of the late fourth or earliglficentury), approximately one hundred
Armenian versions, several important Ethiopic teatsl the two oldest Georgian versions.

Two manuscripts are frequently cited as the mopbmant witnesses against the Long Ending,
Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus (both of theth century). These are the earliest
complete manuscripts of Mark that we have accessday. It is worth mentioning that if these
two manuscripts had not been preserved, much afdh&oversy surrounding the Long Ending
would disappear. However, even these two manusacnpich argue so strongly against the
originality of the Long Ending contain unusual f&as at the end of Mark which may suggest
that Long Ending was known to the scribes who pegbghem. Whereas in most of Vaticanus,
one book immediately follows the preceding one égibning in the next column of text, there
is a blank column at the end of Mark, with Luke ibeghg on the next page. Some suggest that
this unusual blank column indicates that the sonbe aware of the Long Ending and left room
for it to be included, though he ultimately omitieéor some unknown reason. In Sinaiticus,
four pages containing the end of Mark and beginwoiniguke have been replaced by the work of
another scribe with noticeably different handwugtimhough we cannot know for certain what
the original pages contained, it is at least aipdig that they contained the Long Ending and
were replaced by another scribe who felt that tieg Ending should be omitted. Thus, even the
manuscripts which scholars believe present thegést case against the Long Ending may
somewhat inadvertently be witnesses for the Longjrign However, after careful analysis of the
handwriting of the scribes behind these manusgriptss been proven with some measure of
certainty that the Long Ending could not have ordy fit into these spaces unless the writing
had been unusually cramped. It would be more ples&bthem to have included the
Intermediate Ending, yet there are relatively noogars who have asserted that the Intermediate

27 John Christopher Thomas, “A Reconsideration offthding of Mark” inJournal of the Evangelical Theological
2Ssociety,\/ol. 26 No. 4 (December 1983), 410. Electroniciedi{Garland, TX: Galaxie Software, 1998).

Elliott, 86.
2 william HendriksenNew Testament Commentary: Mé&@rand Rapids: Baker, 1975), 683.
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Ending was the original ending of Mark. There ds® @o indicators in the text or margin of
these manuscripts that would suggest that theexcrilere aware of textual variations as we find
in other passages where variation occurs.

The inclusion of the Long Ending in our English Bbis due primarily to the fact that it
appeared in the manuscripts used by Desideriusritisagc. 1466-1536) in the development of
his Greek New Testament, which became the basibédrextus Receptushis was thesreek
New Testament that was used in the making of Kargek Version. Because of the Long
Ending’s inclusion in the King James Version, madisequent English versions have been
reluctant to omit it likely because of fear of pgldutcry. Yet the oldest manuscript that
Erasmus had was from the tenth century, and hisgegi manuscript was from the fifteenth
century. Vaticanus and Sinaiticus predate theseaustipts by 600 to 1,100 years. Therefore,
they should not be discarded from the discussiorgtockly.

At least ten Church Fathers writing from the sectanfifth centuries cite portions of the Long
Ending® Irenaeus, writing around AD 180, is the first taka explicit reference to the Long
Ending. He writes, “Also, towards the conclusiorhaf Gospel, Mark says,” followed by a
guotation of verse 19. Victor of Antioch, who livacbund the turn of the sixth century, was
aware of “many” manuscripts that ended at versed3‘many” that included the Long Ending.
His commentary on the Gospel of Mark, which bec#imeestandard for many centuries,
demonstrates his opinion that the manuscripts auntathe Long Ending were more accurate.

Evidence for the Long Ending may be found amongathtngs of the Fathers even prior to
Irenaeus. Justin Martyr, writing in the middle bétsecond century, uses a phrase that is only
elsewhere found in Mark 16:20. This indicates tifetnay have been aware of the Long Ending.
Some doubt this claim on the basis that Justin doesite Mark 16:20 explicity and that he only
used five words, even rearranging the order ofaivinem. However, Tatian, a disciple of
Justin, includes the Long Ending in his harmonthef Gospels, thBiatessaror(circa AD 170),
reinforcing the possibility that Justin knew ofatyd making it almost certain that it was known
in his lifetime. Additionally, the writer of the apryphalEpistula Apostolorunpwhich claims to

be written by the eleven apostles, a claim whichaputable scholar considers possible), written
around the middle of the second century, demomstiadssible familiarity with the Long Ending
in its description of the visit of the women to tleenb and their return to the disciples. From
these manuscripts, versions, and other ancientgsitwe can see that the Long Ending is at
least as old as the Short Ending, and was widedd by the Church very early in its history.

Interestingly, though some of the most importanthesses for the Long Ending are Alexandrian
manuscripts, the Alexandrian Fathers Clement ange®@mever quote from or allude to the
Long Ending. The Long Ending is also not foundha tEusebian Canons,” which is a thorough
and careful system of cross-referencing parallstages in the Gospels devised by Ammonius
in the second century and later adopted by Eusébihe fourth century (hence the name
“Eusebian Canons”). Eusebius was aware of theengstof the Long Ending, but stated around
AD 325 that “in nearly all the copies of the Gosaetording to Mark” the end was at 16:8. He
remarks that the “accurate” copies of Mark endeas® 8. Similarly, Jerome wrote around AD
407 that “almost all the Greek codices do not hhiseconcluding portion.” In a somewhat

30 Bock in Black,Perspectives].30.
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inexplicable paradox, Jerome chose to include threglEnding in his Latin version (the
Vulgate) in spite of this. This may indicate thatame was aware of the popular reception of the
Long Ending, and like modern English translatoesyéd an outcry if he omitted it.

As we turn to internal evidence, Maurice Robinsas hoted that there are two recurring themes
throughout the Gospel of Mark which argue for th@usion of the Long Ending. The first is a
repeated pattern of Old Testament prophecy, agredimade by Jesus based on that prophecy,
and the fulfillment of both. Relevant here is tmeghecy from Psalm 110:1 of the exaltation of
the Messiah quoted in Mark 12:36, followed by thediction of Jesus based on that prophecy in
14:62. According to Robinson, this pattern is monhpleted until we come to the fulfillment in
16:19. If the Long Ending is omitted, fulfillment the prophecy and prediction does not occur
within the pages of this Gosp#l.

Another recurring theme that Robinson draws atbartd in Mark is that of Jesus as the “new
Elijah.” If Mark was intentionally seeking to draavparallel between Jesus and Elijah, Robinson
insists that the ascension of Jesus (parallelingr& ascent) would have to be recorded to
complete it. In 16:19 we find repetition of the ekkanguage used in the Septuagint (the Greek
translation of the Hebrew Old Testament) to desctiife ascension of Elijah. The
commissioning of the disciples, who would be auticated by the various sign gifts listed in
Mark 16:17-18, parallels the passing of Elijah’smt&to Elisha, whose ministry was also
validated by signs and wonders. Without the Londig, the Elijah theme is not fully
developed” In fairness, it should be recognized that it &sléhan certain that Mark intended to
weave this theme throughout his Gospel. If he el@n this is no guarantee that there would be
an exact parallel between every element of Elijifégsand ministry and that of Jesus. After all,
to omit the ascension is no more problematic tharfdct that Elijah never died while Mark
clearly states that Jesus did.

Robinson also points out thematic and verbal pelsaietween the Long Ending and various
other sections of Mark’s Gospel. He charts outdchgarallels between Mark 1:32-39, the
beginning of Jesus’ earthly ministry, with the Ldagding, the end of Jesus’ public ministry.
This is strong evidence for the Long Ending, indregthat perhaps Mark intended to use these
two passages as “bookends” on his Gospel. Robialsomotes parallels between Mark 3:14-15
(the first commissioning of the disciples), Mark-@:3 (a subsequent commissioning) and verses
14-18 of the Long Ending (the final commissioniridhe disciples). In addition, he plots the
parallels between Mark 7:24-38, an overview of desunistry, and the Long Ending, an
overview of the ministry of Jesus that will be doned through His disciples. These parallels
indicate the possibility that Mark wrote the Longding with the intention of bringing several
key themes of his Gospel to a cld3e.

Much of the discussion involving internal evidenaéhin the Long Ending weighs heavily
against it. Four primary factors are the vocabylatyle, content, and theology of the Long
Ending. When it comes to these matters, those tndides of the issue are dealing with the
same raw data in the text. Remember that we hagad) noted how presuppositions can

3! Robinson, 67.
32 |bid, 67-68.
33 |bid, 69-71.
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influence one’s handling of the issues. So we hiate that even though we have the same set of
“dots,” each side “connects the dots” in differamtys and comes to different conclusions.

In the Greek text of the Long Ending, there are ttdél words. Taking into consideration the
duplication of a few words, there are 101 differaotds used in the Long Ending. Subtracting
from that number the proper names, connective wonaserals, prepositions, particles and
articles, there are seventy-five different wordsighificance to examine and compare with the
rest of Mark. It has been well noted that at Iéastteen (counting duplicates of those words, the
total comes to eighteen) of these seventy-five wal@ not occur anywhere else in the Gospel of
Mark. Eleven of the seventy-five words are usedwleere in Mark in a different sense. Thus,
some one-third of the significant words used inltheg Ending are unique to this portion of
Mark. At least one such unusual word usage occueséry verse of the Long EndiftSeveral
thorough analyses have been conducted on the Lodiggwhich have concluded that no other
single passage of Mark stands out as starkly eiffieirom the rest of Mark besides the Long
Ending® The treatment of different subject matter may nexthe use of different words that
have not been used previously in Mark, but eveswatig for this, “it would appear that the
marked degree of difference between the vocabuwliaip:9-20 and the Gospel of Mark argues
strongly against a single author for botf.”

This conclusion drawn from the vocabulary-relateidence is disputed by those who hold to the
authenticity of the Long Ending. Examining the sg@reek text, Robinson (among others) has
concluded that the vocabulary is not as strongfyospd to the originality of the Long Ending as
has been suggested. He chooses to focus on thods wiich do occur elsewhere in Mark
instead of the words that are unique to the Londjritn As Robinson brings to light, of the 166
words found in the Long Ending, 106 can be fousg@where in Mark in the exact same form;
forty-eight occur elsewhere in Mark in slightly féifent forms (as compounds, different parsings
or declensions). Thus, a total 154 (or 92.7%) ef166 words in the Long Ending have some
related parallel elsewhere in Mark. According tdRegon’s figures, there are only eleven words
in the Long Ending which occur nowhere else in Markd these words (with one exception) are
rare in the whole of the New Testaméft.

Scholars arguing for the originality of the Longdirg also point out that in other portions of
similar length throughout Mark, just as high a freqcy of rare words and words unusual to
Mark are used. For instance, John Broadus founeindegn words, phrases, or stylistic usages in
15:44-16:8 which are not elsewhere employed in MBrlkce Terry found over twenty items in
15:40-16:4 that are used only once in Mark, inalgdi3 words found only in that section of
Mark. Maurice Robinson states that seven of sity-tvords (11.2%) in Mark 4:26-29 are
unique, while fifteen of 202 words (7.4%) in Mark:42-52 are unique. Allowing for fifteen
unique words of the 106 in the Long Ending, onl§49% of the vocabulary of the Long Ending

is distinct from the rest of Mark. This percentéaiés roughly half-way between that of the other

3 Bratcher & Nida, 519.

% See for example, Morganthaler, cited in Magnes$usner, cited in Keith Elliott, “The Last Twelwerses of
Mark: Original or Not?” in David Alan Black edPerspectives on the Ending of Mark: 4 VidNashville:
Broadman & Holman, 2008), 90.

% Bratcher & Nida, 519.

3" Robinson, 60.
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two passages, neither of which are questioned coimcetheir authenticity or originality.
Therefore, regardless which side one eventuallyssodown on concerning the Long Ending,
we may agree with Robinson that in the study o$éheocabulary issues, “far less is gained ...
than often is claimed®

A number of stylistic issues are raised in the dration of internal evidence regarding the
Long Ending. Considering the big picture of whapiesented therein, there is an evident change
from the vivid details Mark usually includes in retive passages to a much more bland
presentation of facts in summary forfhAlso, the flow of the narrative seems a bit disfed as
one moves from verse 8 to verse 9. The openingswfrderse 9 may be appropriate if they
stand at the beginning of an entirely new sectio they do not seem to follow the verses that
precede them and provide the context for them. ‘Udreg Ending seems to start over as though
vv1-8 did not exist* In verse 8, the subject is the women, while vérassumes but does not
state Jesus as the subject. Verse 9 introduces Miaggalene almost as a new character to the
story, even though she has already been mentitmee times before in the immediate context
(15:40, 47; 16:1). The other women who are withdtehe tomb quickly disappear from the
narrative after verse 8, never being mentionedraddius Metzger concludes, “The connection
between v8 and vv9-20 is so awkward that it iSalift to believe that the evangelist intended
the section to be a continuation of the Gosfkl.”

More technically, “Several of Mark’s signature stic features are absent from the Long
Ending.”? One of these is the Greek wardthystypically translated in our English Bibles as
“immediately.” It has been noted by most commemtatm Mark that this word carries the
action of the narrative forward through Mark froegimning to end. It occurs some forty-four
times in Mark 1:1 to 16:8. However, the word isio@ably absent in the Long Ending (the last
usage of itis in Mark 15:1). Also, very frequentfiyoughout Mark, the writer will begin
sentences with the Greek conjuncti@, usually translated “and” in English. It has been
estimated that 376 of 583 (64.5%) sentences in Magin withkai.** In the first eight verses of
Mark 16, eight sentences begin wkidi. Yet when we come to the Long Endikgj begins a
sentence only six or seven times in twelve verses.

Additionally, throughout his Gospel Mark demonstsaé tendency to narrate stories in the
“historical present” tense; that is, he describest pction with present tense verbs to add more
life to the flow of the story. We do this in consation, saying things like, “So | am walking

down the street, and here comes this car out oheos” In our English Bibles, historical

present verbs are usually translated in the pasetdhowever the NASB and some other English
versions mark them with a prefixed asterisk togatk that they are present tense in the Greek.
An example from Mark would be 16:2-6, where theaacts carried along by historical present
verbs: “... they are coming to the tomb ... they see the stone had been rolled away ... and he
says to them.” Mark uses this verb tense someibistthroughout his Gospel as a unique

%8 |bid.

% Bratcher & Nida, 519-521.

0 James A. BrooksThe New American Commentary: MgNashville: Broadman, 1991), 273.

1 Metzger, 104-105.

2 Edwards, 498, including footnotes 4, 5, 6.

3 p. Ellingworth, cited in Rod Deckerktouc”, http://faculty.bbc.edu/RDecker/documents/euqds.pccessed
1/22/2009, 2:50 PM.
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stylistic feature. In much longer writings, Mattheses the historical present only seventy-eight
times, and Luke only four. However, there are rstdnical present verbs in the Long Ending!
This marks a sudden change in the writer’s stylelwindicates the strong possibility that what
we have in the Long Ending is the work of a differeriter.

Somewhat related to the style issue is the isswemtent. If the Long Ending is original, then

we might expect it to fill out the expectationstthave been raised for the reader in the
preceding verses. Primarily, we would expect td timat Jesus appears to the disciples and to
Peter in Galilee (16:7, compare also with 14:2&wver, all of the action of verses 9-20 takes
place in and around Jerusalem. The only portigh@ilong Ending which bears any similarity

to a Galilee appearance found in other Gospelsusd in verses 15-16. These verses are similar
to what Jesus said in Matthew 28:19, which took@la Galilee (Matthew 28:16). However,
even here, Galilee is not mentioned by Mark, leg¥ire reader to assume (perhaps incorrectly)
that they are still in a setting close to Jerusalem

What is contained in the Long Ending appears ta patchwork of information gleaned from the
other Gospels and Acts. Mention of Mary Magdaleemons (verse 9) is similar to Luke 8:2,
and her encounter with the risen Lord correspoadshat we find in John 20:1-2. Even here,
there is a disharmony between the other Gospelg) them, Mary’s report is that she has seen
the empty tomb, not the risen Christ. The disbelfeghe disciples (verse 11) is parallel to Luke
24:11. The appearance of Jesus in an unrecognézéahi to two disciples walking from
Jerusalem into the country (verse 12) may welhegesame account as the Emmaus Road
encounter in Luke 24:13-35. Their report (versed®B) be compared to Luke 24:33-35, though
Luke does not imply that their report was not hedk Jesus’ appearance to the eleven (verse
14) is parallel to Luke 24:38-41 and His rebukéhafir unbelief corresponds to John 20:19-29.
Mark’s account of the Great Commission is most lsinio Matthew 28:18-20 (but see also Luke
24:46-48). The wording of Mark 16:16 is somewhatikr to that of John 3:18 and 3:36. The
signs promised to follow the disciples in versesl8#eflect the signs recorded in Luke 10:19;
John 14:12; Acts 2:3-4; 3:7; 5:12; 9:12, 17; 1046:18; 19:6; 28:3-6, 28:8. The ascension
narrative of verse 19 finds parallel with Luke %53 and Acts 1:2, 9-11, and the conclusion
(verse 20) seems to be a “sentence summary” adrttiee book of Acts. Therefore, it is widely
assumed that the Long Ending was written by sometmer than Mark who, being unsatisfied
with an ending at verse 8, wove together detadsfother writings at a later date and attached
them to the ending of Mark. Considering that Markften found last among the Gospels in
some ancient manuscripts, this postscript may baea added as a conclusion to the entire
Gospel collection rather than to Mark alone.

Here again, scholars on the other side of the isgamine the same data and reach different
conclusions. After all, if we are dealing with agraccount, would we not expect to find
similarities between the Biblical writers? Yetlstdome point to the “new” elements introduced
in the Long Ending which are unparalleled in thieeotwritings as evidence of its authenticity.
Robinson points out eleven such unparalleled eléspand states, “Were an independent writer
attempting to summarize the Resurrection appeasdono@d in the remaining three Gospels (or
even those cited in Acts 1 and 1 Corinthians 16xer parallels would be present and the
problematic non-harmonious material woualtt have appeared:® However, it may be that

44 Robinson, 73.
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Robinson has been too generous in counting eleswretements, given the comparisons cited
above. A careful examination will reveal that thare only three such “new” elements in the
Long Ending. We find no mention elsewhere of theegles being found weeping and mourning
(verse 10), though it only seems natural that theyld have been. Also, the report of the two
who encountered Jesus on the road is paralleledke 24, but Mark introduces the unique idea
that their report was not believed (verse 13). dlgjironly in Mark is there such a strong
connection between baptism and salvation foundsév&6). So, we must conclude that there are
not many unique elements to Mark’s Long Ending. phaposal that it is a patchwork
compilation of fragments from other writings idldtighly plausible.

Finally, in our consideration of the internal evide within the Long Ending we must consider
the theological concerns that are raised in itoBefumping into the obvious concerns found
verses 16-18, a more subtle theological issue dhmibddressed which occurs in verse 19. Here
Jesus is referred to as “the Lord Jesus.” Whileetieeno unorthodoxy at risk in such a title, what
catches our eye here is that nowhere else in MaskHis title been used. Typically, Mark only
refers to Him by name, “Jesus.” Though Mark inclidéher titles for Jesus, like Son of God,
Christ, etc., Mark in his role as narrator hasus#d any of them in telling the stories. They
occur in dialogue. Even the use of the simple mhrdke Lord” in verse 20 is unusual for Mark.
Elsewhere this title is found only in Old Testamguotations (1:3; 11:9; 12:11; 12:29-30, 36) or
by Jesus to refer seemingly to God the Father (3:320). In fact, in all but two usages of “the
Lord”, the title is spoken by Jesus. The narratdy aises the title in 1:3 (an Old Testament
guotation) and 16:19-20. Those who argue agaiesptiginality of the Long Ending suggest
that this indicates it was a late addition, for title only became popular in Christian usage
sometime after Mark wrot& This is not entirely accurate however, for “Thed.desus” occurs
once in Luke and many times in Acts, and throughloaitNew Testament epistles, some of
which likely predated Mark. It would be just agifig to argue for the originality of the Long
Ending on the basis that Mark opens and closegfleyring to Jesus as “the Lord,” first in

stating an Old Testament prophecy (1:3) and finaylylemonstrating that Jesus fulfilled that
prophecy (16:19-20). All we can objectively stab@at the usage of “the Lord Jesus” and “the
Lord” in the Long Ending is that it is unusual irakk.

Weightier questions of doctrine arise when one emaswerses 16-18. First, does Mark 16:16
indicate that baptism is a necessary requiremersdivation? At first reading it does appear to
state just that: “He who has believed and has begptized shall be saved.” If this is the intended
teaching of Mark’s Gospel, then we are right tabecerned, for it flies in the face of salvation
by grace alone through faith alone, a doctrine shairates the entire New Testament.
Throughout the New Testament baptism is a testinobrone’s faith in Jesus, not a means of
obtaining salvation. Might this indicate that thenlg Ending came about later, perhaps from the
hand of someone who had corrupted the Gospel byraffworks to the promise of salvation?
Perhaps it does, although we should not jump todbiclusion too hastily. An examination of
the rest of the New Testament will indicate thaittsan, although not a necessary prerequisite
for salvation, is the most common public professabfaith in the early church. The Great
Commission commands the baptizing of new convartd,the preaching of Peter on the day of
Pentecost concluded with a call to baptism as aodstration of repentance and faith in Jesus
(Acts 2:38). It is fair to say that baptism is abhalways assumed to be the first step of faith and

> For example, see Edwards, 498.
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obedience by converts to Christ in the New TestanWhile modern evangelicals may believe
that we have purified the Gospel by separatingathef baptism from the event of salvation, we
have in fact merely replaced the biblical act gftisan as a profession of faith with other
(unbiblical) acts of profession such as walkingagste, filling out a card, etc. So, it may be that
the close connection between baptism and salvatidark 16:16 is not intended to convey the
idea of a works gospel, but to clarify that theliodd demonstration of one’s public profession of
faith in Christ (which saves them) is by baptism &atestimony to that salvation). After all, in
the phrase immediately following in verse 16, candation is reserved not for those who have
believed and not been baptized but for those wire hat believed: “but he who has disbelieved
shall be condemned.” So, although this wordingeidpps a bit uncomfortable to modern
evangelicals, the issue of baptism in the Long Bm@ not without plausible explanations.

More difficult to work around are the concerns tethto the sign gifts in verses 17 and 18. Mark
16:20 presents a very clear and orthodox descnitidhe purpose of sign gifts: “And they went
out and preached everywhere, while the Lord workigd them, and confirmed the word by the
signs that followed.” Casting out demons, speak¥th new tongues, and laying hands on the
sick for healing are frequently found in the bodkats as signs that accompany the disciples on
mission as they proclaim the truth about Jesusoddirout biblical history, miracles seem to
occur with more frequency and intensity during seasof new revelation being given. These
signs confirm the revelation as being divine, antite and authoritative. Since the revelation of
God has been completed in the person of Jesust@hdghe completion of the New Testament
canon (the authoritative collection of inspiredtmgs) and no further revelation is to be given,
we should not anticipate that all modern Christiarisexperience these signs on a regular basis
as proof of their relationship with Christ or adidation of their Christian witness. It does appear
from anecdotal evidence that sign-gifts are moraroon “in many parts of the world today,
especially where concomitant signs help convinae@bristians that the Christian God is more
real and powerful than local religious beliefs @ndts.”® So, with the purpose statement of
verse 20 being present, there is no real conceamihéhe Long Ending over the presence or
function of these signs. It is the specific natofféhe signs that is questionable.

Mark 16:17 is the only place in all four Gospelattthe use of tongues is mentioned. No other
Gospel writer makes mention of the sign gift ofgoes, though the promise of the Spirit's
coming is found in other Gospels. The emphasibese other Gospels rightly falls on the Giver
rather than the gifts. Interestingly, the Long Ergdimakes mention of the gifts, but is silent
concerning the Giver, the person of the Holy Spifidesus had promised the disciples the
supernatural ability to speak in new languagesliraace, then there is no record of them
reflecting on such promise when the events of Restainfolded. In fact, when Peter offers
explanation of the Pentecostal phenomena to thamysrs, he says, “This is what was spoken
of through the prophet Joel,” (Acts 2:16) not “Ttasvhat was spoken of by the Lord Jesus.”
However, as we look through the book of Acts, wel fihat God did supernaturally enable the
disciples of Jesus to speak with other tongues wheGospel was being communicated across
cultural lines, so there is no real difficulty withe presence of tongues here, except that their
mention here is uniqgue among the Gospels.

¢ Edwards, 507.
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When we come to the issues of handling snakes amikirty poison we have more difficulty
finding a reasonable explanation for the inclusibthe Long Ending, or at least these phrases in
it. If the Long Ending is a later addition piecedgéther from separate accounts in the Gospels
and Acts, then the writer may have had the incioéf®aul’s snakebite (Acts 28:1-6) in mind
when he included the phrase, “they will pick uppsaits.” However, it would be improper to
conclude that what happened to Paul there woulibbmative in the experience of all Christians
everywhere. Acts 28 is a “descriptive” passagetiray an account of what happened to Paul at a
particular place and time in history, rather thaprascriptive” passage indicating what we can
expect to happen on a universal and regular basis.

Those who argue for the inclusion of the Long Egdightly recognize that the snake-handling
of Mark 16 is not based on Acts 28, for two differ&reek words are used to describe the
creatures in each passage. The Long Ending dogkaisame word for “serpents” that is found
in Luke 10:19. The similarity between that passage the Long Ending can be handled
different ways by those on each side of the isEhese who argue against the Long Ending may
say that it is further evidence of a patchwork coatipn, while those who argue for it would
likely conclude that Mark 16:18 is corroboratedlmke 10.

An interesting and creative attempt to handle tieks handling issue has been proposed based
on the usage of the same Greek word for serpahtihong Ending and the Greek translation of
Genesis 3. This view holds that the wording of ek 16:18 is figurative, creating the
possibility that the image of handling of snakeg/iha@ a metaphor meaning that “in the age of
salvation the curse of the serpent has been overttnivhile it seems to be a far-fetched
suggestion initially, the contextual meaning of eul0:19 appears to be something very similar
to this point. However, the Luke passage correspomare precisely with Genesis 3, with “tread
upon” as a parallel to the imagery of the heellagald in Genesis 3, and finds further
correspondence with what Paul says in Romans 16f2@: God of peace will soon crush Satan
under your feet.” In all these passages, the idealves around the foot, indicating triumph,
while Mark’s mention of snakes involves pickingitihep with the hand. In the end, we have to
conclude that a discussion of snake handling alotige Long Ending does not help us resolve
the issue of the Long Ending’s originality.

We come then to the even more problematic stateatmnit drinking deadly poison. This is
more difficult to grasp than the other signs of M&6:17-18 because, unlike them, there is no
other mention of such in the entire New Testam®aine have suggested that it may be a
restatement of the idea in Luke 10 of treading upenpents and scorpions, both of which may
be poisonous. However, Mark 16:18 clearly referdrioking poison. The closest parallel we
find to this in ancient Christian writings comesrfr Eusebius in his most famous work
Ecclesiastical HistoryThere he relates a third-hand account, whickeamed from reading
Papias, who heard from the daughters of Philipg&dt8-9), that Justus Barsabas (one of the
men considered but not chosen as a replacemedtidas among the apostles, Acts 1:23)
“thougg he drank a deadly poison, experienced ngtimjurious through the grace of the
Lord.”

47 (i
Ibid, 506.

“8 EusebiusEcclesiastical HistoryTranslated by C. F. Cruse (Grand Rapids: Balegr, r Peabody, Mass.:

Hendrickson, 1998), 105. In other versions of Eusglihis can be found in 3.39.9.
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James Edwards notes that “in the late first cendueylt related to poisonous drugs was exerting
at least some influence in Jewish-Christian cittféghis is apparent from a reference in
JosephusAntiquities(4.279) to the use of magic potioqhérmakoj or poison thanasimosthe
same word found in Mark 16:18). Ignatius, the Chufather who died shortly after the turn of
the second century, wrote to the Trallians wartiegn to abstain from the deadly poison
(thanasimo¥of heretics® The text of Ignatius’ letter is partially corrupitet this point, and
while it appears that he intends “poison” to beetakiguratively here to refer to the heretical
teachings, it may be that they used literal poissmuixtures in their ritual¥. Thus, Edwards
offers as a possibility, “The reference to drinkotepdly poison without harm ... signals to
Mark’s readers that those who believe and follogvdbspel are guaranteed immunity from
heresy, including heretical potions to drirk.”

Though each of these miraculous phenomena havéf@segplanations, taken as a whole, they
are difficult to reconcile with the rest of MarksAdwards notes, “The prominence given to
charismatic signs in verses 17-18 stands in stamkast to the reserve of Jesus in Mark with
regard to signs and sensaticfilh Mark 8:11-13, when the Pharisees pressed Jesassign of
confirmation, “Sighing deeply in His spirit, He daiWhy does this generation seek for a sign?
Truly | say to you, no sign will be given to thisrgeration.”” Bratcher and Nida add, “Yet in the
Longer Ending he is portrayed as promising theebelis ‘signs’ as crassly materialistic and
supernatural as any the Pharisees would have &skedhus they conclude, “The bizarre
promise of immunity from snakes and poisonous driskcompletely out of character with the
Person of Christ as revealed in the Gospel of Mk pther Gospels, and in the whole of the
New Testament. Nowhere did Jesus exempt himsdlisdollowers from the natural laws which
govern this life, nor did he ever intimate suchraggons would be given those who believed in
him. That such miracles have in fact occasionalken place is a matter of record; what is to be
doubted is that the Lord should have promised timeiscriminately to all believers as part of
the blessings which would be bestowed upon th&m.”

Given all of these concerns, it seems that propsnafrthe Long Ending would be hard pressed
to make their case in its defense. However, sone Aayued that these vocabulary, style, and
theological difficulties may in fact render the IgpEnding the “harder reading,” which is often
given preference in textual criticism. One of thestrardent advocates of the Long Ending,
William Farmer, suggests that there is no evidewaglable “to demonstrate an area in
Christendom that would either condone these actioie powerful enough to impose them on
the Church at large through an addition to the &éxhe second gospel™Any attempt to add
such difficult sections to the Gospel later woudditmmediately recognized and rejected,
therefore Farmer concludes that they must be @aigin

* Edwards, 506-507.

*0 |gnatius Epistle to the Trallians6. http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/anfOl.v.iv.vichit Accessed 1/23/2009, 11:38
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Other proponents of the Long Ending have gonedatdengths to offer historical
reconstructions which would explain the obviousatténces between the Long Ending and the
rest of Mark while preserving the authenticity amyinality of it. David Alan Black builds his
case on the scenario that the entirety of Markouptt8 is a transcript (or at least a close
paraphrase) of the teaching and preaching of PEtet.Peter influenced Mark’s Gospel is
widely accepted on the basis of comments maded¢hurch Fathers. The Long Ending, Black
theorizes, consists of Mark’s own postscript teePstteachings. He proposes that originally
some copies of Peter’s teachings circulated withlmstpostscript, but when Mark added it later,
copies containing the postscript also began cititgathus explaining the variations we find
among the ancient manuscripts and versions. Thagascinating and ingenious theory, but in
the end amounts to nothing more than unsupportédpeculative reconstruction. All attempts
to interpret Scripture will inevitably include sommeasure of reconstruction and speculation. As
D. A. Carson notes, “A little speculative reconstion of the flow of history is surely allowable
if we are attempting to fill in some of the lacur{ae“gaps”) left by insufficient evidence®
However, reconstructions must be based on actid¢eee that does exist, and in the case of
Black’s proposal, such a connection is not eagigns For instance, it would seem that if the
difference in style between the whole of Mark amel tong Ending amounted to a difference
between Peter’s style of preaching and Mark’s styMriting, then the Long Ending would be
the only portion of Scripture that would give uy amdication of Mark’s style. Those
characteristic features of style described ean@uld actually be Peter’s, not Mark’s. Thus, we
should be able to identify similarities between Ik of Mark and the epistles of Peter (First
and Second Peter) and his sermons in Acts. Howexedo not find similarities between these
in terms of vocabulary, style or theology (beyohd basic agreement of the orthodox doctrines
of the faith). Schelle writes, “No distinctive Pat theology can be discerned behind the Gospel
of Mark.”" In the end, it appears that in spite of its crégtiand well-intentioned effort to
preserve the integrity of the Long Ending, Bladikigothesis is not very well supported by the
evidence.

Some have suggested that Mark is responsible éokdhg Ending indirectly, in effect “copying
and pasting” it from established pieces of oraditran that he had received. If Mark has done
this, then he has done so knowing that the langistge, and even theology of the passage are
different from the remainder of his gospel. It webabpear that he made no effort to make it “his
own.” While some biblical writers do make use dietsources, it is rare that a writer will lift an
entire narrative, “lock, stock and barrel” withaatashioning it somewhat into their own style.
For instance, if Matthew and Luke did in fact bevrivom Mark throughout their gospels (a
widely held view which is not accepted by Black axriders), then they have not retained Mark’s
characteristic elements, but made the passagestheiby changing wording, adding and
omitting certain details®

Still others suggest that the Long Ending is o@gjibbut fell out of some copies because of the
practice of marking the end of lectionary readi(dgscribed above) with the little Greek word
telos meaning “the end.” Some manuscripts have beamdfewth this word written at the end of
verse 8. It is therefore proposed that a scribeecianthis word and assumed that it meant that the

D, A. CarsonExegetical Fallacie$Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996), 132.
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entire Gospel of Mark ended there, when in facy @anlesignated portion for reading in the local
church ended there. While this is entirely possilbldoes not do justice to the fact that may
other such uses of the lectionéjosoccur throughout this and every other book of@are
which have not caused such confusion among theescrit also fails to explain why there is so
much variation among the manuscripts and versam#his error would likely be an isolated
case, easily corrected by other scribes who haglsado other copies before it was widely
distributed. Elliott is right to dismiss this thgas “weak and unnecessarny.There is no reason
to believe that a lectionary reading would havend for the sake of brevity at verse 8 without
going on to include verses 9-20, since there amgyrother readings which are that long or
longer, and since the Long Ending does not ocaavdiere in lectionary readings until around
the eighth century.

As we have seen in weighing the pros and conseo¥ahious pieces of internal evidence in the
Long Ending, much of the arguments on both sidgarténg style and vocabulary amount to
what Wallace calls “an unprincipled approach thekpbits of data willy-nilly.”® Each side

looks at the same data and draws different coratssinaving subjectively adapted the evidence
to fit into a framework that seems to already exigheir own minds. However, there is a
cumulative weight to the factors which argues sitpagainst the Long Ending. While scholars
who defend the Long Ending are able to point teogassages in Mark where anomalies of
vocabulary and style occur, these “elsewheres*al@ver the map; there is not a single
passage in Mk 1:1-16:8 comparable to the styligtiammatical, and lexical anomalies” found in
the Long Ending’ The combination of all of the unusual words, stydi features, and

theological difficulties in such a short amountsphce strongly favors viewing the Long Ending
as a later addition by another writer. This evideisceven more persuasive given the suspicions
which arise based on the external evidence of @ueuscripts and versions.

Additionally, though Robinson and others have giongreat lengths to show that there are in
fact characteristic features in the Long Endingohhgorrespond to those Mark uses elsewhere in
his Gospel, this does not automatically prove tpeint. In fact, if the Long Ending was written
by someone later who intended for it to be accepieely as authentic, we would expect that
scribe to intentionally employ these charactersstacgive his writing more credibility. He would
have studied Mark thoroughly enough to pass ottleeable fake. Both the Intermediate
Ending and Freer Logion share a few verbal andssityksimilarities with the rest of Mark,
including some which do not occur in the Long Emglinut both of these have been
overwhelmingly rejected. A modern scenario illussathis principle precisely. Morton Smith
claimed to have discovered a long-lost documed®®B that came to be known as “Secret
Mark.” Smith suggested that based on verbal an@stysimilarities, this document must have
been written by Mark. Many New Testament scholagsevquick to join in Smith’s excitement
over this discovery. However, after years of cdrahalysis many scholars have concluded that
the document is a fake, and that is was writtendoe other than Morton Smith himself. If a
twentieth-century American professor of history ldgoass off a believable fake that would fool
even his contemporary scholars, it is not hardn@agine that an ancient scribe who may have

%9 |bid, 96.
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been a native Greek speaker could have carefultiiest Mark and done so even more
convincingly.®?

Many of the Long Ending’s advocates propose thati suppressed early on by scribes who
felt that the sign emphases were theologically l@mhatic or that the resurrection account did
not harmonize with the other Gospels. This is  a@pealing theory on many levels. It
preserves the antiquity of both readings, whilewffy a plausible explanation of how they came
into being. This proposal fails however to takeiatcount that when scribal suppression occurs,
as it often has in the transmission process, tilgicaly the problematic elements are removed.
While we may understand the desire of a scribariih werses 16-18 in part or altogether, here
the entire passage would have been omitted. Asawe &lready noted, much of what is found in
the Long Ending is not problematic at all, and palsafor almost all of it can be found
elsewhere in undisputed texts of the New Testardatditionally, when we find the Long

Ending referenced by the Fathers, they make meofioprses 15-20 (the allegedly
“embarrassing” portions) far more frequently thanses 9-14 (which are decidedly more
agreeable to the rest of ScriptuféJ-herefore it seems that the scribes were sucdessfu
suppressing the problematic elements of the Lordjrignf they ever sought to do so.

Might scribes have intentionally suppressed thegending because of a lack of harmony
between it and the other resurrection accounts?ethis is theoretically feasible, a comparison
of the details will reveal that it would be unligeMark 16:9 agrees with Luke 24:1 and John
20:1, whereas Matthew 28:1 differs slightly frorhthlee. Therefore, if the scribes intended to
omit something because it did not harmonize, theyld/have more likely omitted Matthew
28:1, not Mark 16:9 and the verses following itisTalso leads us to conclude that if Mark wrote
first, and his Gospel was later used as a sourdédtthew and/or Luke, then they must not
have had access to the Long Ending. If they dieh their endings would be more similar to
Mark’s. If Mark wrote later and made use of Matthawd/or Luke, it does not seem likely that
he would omit the more detailed elements of tharrestion narratives that they have included.

We return to face a very basic question of textusicism: “Which is more likely, that a scribe
would intentionally add the Long Ending, or thegcaibe would intentionally omit the Long
Ending?” Bratcher and Nida conclude that it is tinceivable that any copyist would have
omitted the twelve final verses of the Gospel éthvere original. That they should have been
added, however, from other sources by copyistsfethdhat the Gospel, ending at 16:8, was
incomplete, is highly reasonable, and is, in fiat, most satisfactory solution of the problem
presented by the external evidenf&.”

In view of all these factors, it is reasonabledodude that the Long Ending is not original.
Though sound arguments can be offered for onedteamother which would testify for the
originality of the Long Ending, there is a cumuatweight of all the internal and external
factors together that must be considered. As EBiays, “Some of these anomalies can be
argued over but cumulatively they tell against Marlkauthorship®® Craig Evans offers the
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following as a summary conclusion statement: “Tamfels with Acts and the other Gospels,

the high concentration of vocabulary found nowlese in Mark, the absence of these verses in
our oldest copies of Mark and in the earliest feghand the awkward connection between verses
8 and 9 have led most scholars to conclude thdtahg Ending of Mark was not part of the
original Gospel *°

It is also worth mentioning that the very existentether alternative endings is evidence
against the Long Ending. It seems that early Ghnistwrestled with the rather abrupt ending at
verse 8 and set forth various attempts to bringpeersatisfying closure to the narrative. B. B.
Warfield wrote, “no one doubts that this shortemadasion [the Intermediate Ending] is a
spurious invention of the scribes; but it would hate been invented, save to fill the blafk.”
Metzger agrees, stating, “No one who had availablthe conclusion of the Second Gospel the
twelve verses 9-20, so rich in interesting mateviauld have deliberately replaced them with a
few lines of a colorless and generalized summ&tiad the Long Ending been original, it
seems unlikely that any scribe would have intertilgrchosen to omit it in favor of the
Intermediate Ending, the Freer Logion, or the SEoding.

There have been many attempts to identify the awththe Long Ending. One very interesting
proposal is that it was written by the second agn@hristian apologist Aristion, who was
believed to be a disciple of the apostle John. Eimsed on the fact that a tenth century
Armenian manuscript of the Gospels contains a stetEment at the end of the last line of v8
and before the Long Ending which reads, “of thesBy&er Aristion.” However it is speculative
to conclude that this is a certain reference toAthstion of the second century. It is also unlikel
that an Armenian scribe so far removed from the tahwriting would have been the sole
guardian of such an elusive and mysterious s&twhile this suggestion is not without merit, it
must be considered merely a possibility.

Others have suggested that the Long Ending wasce pif “floating tradition” that had been
passed down orally or in writing which some scideeided to attach to Mark as either a more
fitting conclusion to that Gospel, or as a con@undio the collection of the Gospels. This is also
possible, but even more speculative. The mateasinot been found in any other ancient
writing, and if it were handed down orally, thenproof could ever be found to confirm the
origin, making the entire pursuit a waste of time @ffort. Without any clear evidence of the
origin of the Long Ending, we are only able to #ast it is unlikely to have come from Mark
himself. In view of the unique vocabulary of thengobEnding and the patchwork feel to it, it is
most reasonable to consider it as a second ceatldiyion to the Gospel of Mark. The
vocabulary and concepts found in the Long Endirgnamch more in line with other writings to
come out of that period than with the rest of Mar®ospel. This is the view held by many, as
indicated by Evans: “Most think that the longergzsge is a late secondary conflation of
traditions found in Matthew, Luke, John, and Aetstiched with a few legendary detailS.t
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appears that at some point, very early (perhapBrdtgart of the second century) a scribe
pieced together details from the other Gospelsfartsl to bring Mark to a more satisfying
conclusion, or else to conclude the collectionhef fourfold Gospel. This leaves us with the
Short Ending (verse 8) as the most likely origiayadl authentic ending to Mark’s Gospel.

The Short Ending

To conclude that the Short Ending is to be pretereguires more than a process of elimination.
There are strong arguments against this possilgitywell. Some of these arguments against this
have been considered already as evidence in fdtbe @ther alternatives. But as we have seen,
many of these have perfectly valid counter-argushastwell. For instance, it has already been
stated that a vast majority (some ninety-five peticef manuscripts and versions contain the
Long Ending. This is strong evidence against thert3Bnding, nevertheless, manuscripts must
be “weighed” rather than merely counted. When wadieate each manuscript based on its own
merits, we find good support for the Short Endipaiticus and Vaticanus close with verse 8,
and both remain the earliest complete manuscripthave to date of the Gospel of Mark. These
fourth century manuscripts include the whole Newt&ment. Prior to this time, only smaller
sections of the New Testament (for example, thep@lsor Paul’s letters) circulated in collected
form. Similarities between the two manuscripts fsgdghat they likely had a common ancestor,
which may well have been a Gospel collection datntipe early second century. It has been
suggested that they were perhaps prepared in resporConstantine’s demand for fifty new
Bibles to be prepared for his capital cityif this is correct, then we must assume that #st b
available manuscripts would have been used to preqaech deluxe editions.

The anomalies of these two manuscripts, the replaneleaf in Sinaiticus and the empty

column in Vaticanus, have been mentioned above eSeould argue that these unusual features
argue against the Short Ending. Yet, neither a§ehreanuscripts have sufficient space that
would allow for the Long Ending to be included retsame size and style of handwriting as the
preceding text. Both contain a subscript that iathis that Mark has come to an end at verse 8. In
Sinaiticus, Luke begins in the very next columne Tap in Vaticanus is said by some
proponents of the Long Ending to be unprecedemididel manuscript, but this is a great
overstatement. There are in fact four such gapiseamanuscripfThe apocryphal book of Tobit
ends with more than one blank column, while theo8ddEsdras (an early name for Nehemiah)
and Daniel each have more than two blank columtiseaitrespective ends. All three of these
books end with longer blank sections than that doainthe end of Mark, yet in none of these is a
textual variation indicated or even known. How tltan we be so certain that a variant is
indicated by the gap at the end of Mdfk&Iso, over 700 times in Vaticanus we find “umlduts
(two horizontal dots[I) in the margin beside the lines where the sdslzvare of a textual
variation, yet there is no such indication at M&ék8.* Thus, even the abnormal features of
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus do not undermine thetirtemy in favor of the Short Ending.

When we talk about manuscripts that end at verse&re not merely referring to two Greek
manuscripts, though these two are important wigeskames Brooks summarizes the more
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important manuscripts and versions which only dorttae Short Ending: “Thus ends the Gospel
according to Mark ... in the two earliest and gergnagarded most reliable Greek manuscripts,
in one inferior Greek manuscript, in most Greekite@ries (apparently because the lectionaries
reflect older texts), in one Syriac manuscriptie Coptic manuscript (the oldest version of the
Coptic New Testament), in some Armenian manuscriptdhe two oldest Georgian
manuscripts.” To say “some Aremenian manuscripts” is to undedtee evidence somewhat,
since these number over 100, including almostfah® earliest ones. The Syriac manuscript
Brooks mentions is the Sinaitic Syriac (late fowsttearly fifth century), which is the oldest

form of the Gospels in Syriac. It is very likelyattithis version is based upon a manuscript from
the late second or early third century. In it,daling verse 8 there appears in red ink the
statement, “Here ends the Gospel of Mark,” follovisgdhe beginning of Luke. This list of
manuscripts and versions is only partial, but indastrates the early and widespread
distribution of the manuscripts that end at Mark8l1éhe Short Ending.

It is safe to assume that the early Church Fathedsaccess to manuscripts which we cannot
access today. Occasionally, the Short Ending tstedbe validated by the lack of mention of the
Long Ending by the Fathers. This is an argumemhfsdence, a dangerous line of reasoning,
based upon what is “not said” rather than whaaid.sThe fact that they seldom refer to the
Long Ending does not help us know whether or ney thad access to it. Mark is the least
frequently quoted of all the gospels among theydaathers, so it should not surprise us to find
that there are large sections of it not found antbegeferences of the earlier fathers. Yet, as we
turn to what is said, we find further evidencetfoe Short Ending. Many of the comments of the
Fathers about the Long and Short Endings havedlieaen stated above, but some are worth
repeating here. Eusebius, the foremost historiaheo&arly church, stated in the fourth century
that “in nearly all the copies of the Gospel acawgdo Mark” the end was at 16:8. He remarks
that “accurate” copies of Mark end at verse 8, thiadl the Long Ending is missing from “almost
all manuscripts” which were known to him. Jeronmethie early fifth century, knew of some
manuscripts containing the Long Ending as welhasRreer Logion, but stated, “Almost all the
Greek codices do not have this concluding porti@m® Long Ending). Additionally, by the fifth
and sixth centuries, Victor of Antioch could stdtat he was aware of “very many” manuscripts
which contained the Short Ending only as well asrjvmany” which contained the Long Ending
as well. Thus it appears that the Long Ending da@lgame better known after the passage of
time, while the Short Ending was more commonly knawthe earlier years.

When we turn to internal evidence related to therSBnding, we find three common objections
stated. First, many scholars dismiss the Shortrigndn the basis that it ends with a conjunction,
the Greek wordjar, commonly translated as “because” in English. WBitglish syntax

demands that the word order be rearranged fottyglamithe Greek text, this little word is the
final one in Mark 16:8. It is widely argued thaistlis an inappropriate way to end a sentence,
much less a book. Thorough searches have beenaeddcross the “vast Greek literary
corpus, which consists of more than sixty millioards,””® and these have demonstrated that
only a handful of exceptions can be found. Howegrceptions there are, and they are found in
classical Greek literature, the Septuagint, artiénearly Christian writings. It is frequently
stated that Mark does not end sentences gdttelsewhere in the Gospel, nor do any of the
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other Gospel-writers. This is not entirely accur&te it appears that John 13:13 ends wgidh,
indicating that it is not entirely unprecedentedha Gospels. Given the fact that the Greek text
does not include verse numbers or punctuatios,difficult to tell when the writer intended for a
sentence to end. Therefore, there may in fact ver atsages ajar at the end of sentences
within Mark as well. Therefore, the argument ageihe Short Ending based on & ending

is not as conclusive as some imagine.

The second item of internal evidence that is frejyeliscussed concerning the Short Ending is
the absence of resurrection appearances. If thpebascording to Mark ends at 16:8, then it
ends with no encounter taking place between thepdés and the risen Lord. Every other
Gospel, and even most of the apocryphal and Gngstipels, contain stories of what transpired
and what was said by Jesus after His resurrecfidre only exceptions to this afiene
Protevangelium of JamesdThe Infancy of Narrative of Thomashich contain only
apocryphal legends of Jesus’ youth; @espel of Truttand theGospel of the Egyptiang/hich

do not focus on either the words or deeds of thohcal Jesus; and tl&ospel of Thomas

which contains only supposed sayings of Jesusyddeeds. Even tHeospel of Petemvhich
breaks off with the fear of the women as does M8 1€ontains resurrection appearances of
Jesus prior to that evenThe post-resurrection narratives of the biblicabels communicate
important facts that were incorporated very earty the worship and teaching of the Christian
church. How then could Mark omit these elementsiftis Gospel? If this is indeed a “Gospel,”
a message of good news, then should it not endanilgous reunion between the disciples and
their Lord? Instead, the Short Ending closes withdisciples still in a state of abandonment
while the women who have come to the tomb aretséled afraid. The inclusion of at least one
post-resurrection encounter would help softencbiscern, yet none is offered to the reader in
the Short Ending.

In response to this very strong concern, it mustdted that no other Gospel actually narrates
the resurrection event itself, only the appearant&hrist after the resurrection. Therefore,
Mark cannot be said to be unique in this regartipbly unique in regard to the fact that he does
not include those appearances and encounters. d$@etof Mark also omits any information
regarding the birth of Jesus. Matthew and Luke lgotitain familiar “Christmas” stories while
John begins by explaining Jesus’ eternal originatkvbpens without either of these
perspectives. Therefore, it may be that Mark’s pagpwas to give an account of the earthly
ministry of Jesus, which began at His baptism amttluded with His death, burial and
resurrection. Mark is not entirely silent about thsurrection. The mysterious “young man” at
the tomb declares it as a fact; Jesus has cleadydid it at least three times throughout Mark;
and it has been alluded to indirectly as well. 8o $hort Ending does not leave us with Jesus
still in the tomb, but victoriously risen from tidead in fulfillment of His promise, as proclaimed
by the heavenly visitor in verse 6. The resurreciippearances were an important part of the
early church’s beliefs about Jesus, and therefassodd that Mark does not include them; odd,
but not inexplicable. The ascension of Jesus waallggmportant to the early church, and even
this is omitted by three of the four Gospels. Samyl, as central as the Lord’s Supper is to the
New Testament church, John’s Gospel does not metiimmeal (though he mentions much
about the upper room event that others do not)themstitution of the ordinance.
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Here again, many scholars are not convinced tleatding Ending satisfies this concern much
better than the Short. After all, we have beendeexpect a Galilean reunion between Jesus and
the disciples based on verse 8, but we are nohgive in the Long Ending. This is one reason
why some propose that the original ending of Mak heen irretrievably lost. This is a very
attractive proposal for it takes into consideratio@ problems presented by the internal and
external evidence against the Long Ending, andngite to resolve the concerns held by many
against the Short Ending, namely tee ending and the lack of resurrection accounts. Wnles
the ending was lost, it seems that Mark has lefrédader hanging without complete closure.
Since many feel that this would require a litersophistication beyond Mark’s abilities and
make use of literary devices that were far aheatef time, the missing ending hypothesis has
found many adherents.

It is not impossible that such a loss may have weduybut it is unlikely. If Mark had been
written in codex (or book form) rather than on eoficthen it would not be unthinkable for a
page or two to fall out along the way. Keith Elliptoposes that this happened not only to the
end of Mark, but to the beginning also, thus expiaj the abruptness of both sections. While
Peter Katz has stated that Gentile Christians werly adopters of the codex fofthcodices did
not become popular until the later part of thet foentury, long after Mark most likely wrote. A
vast majority of the writings we know of from thiest century are scrolls. In a scroll, the end of
a book would be the most protected portion ofeing rewound to the inside after use. It would
be far more likely for a book of this kind to lo$& beginning, the portion on the outside of the
scroll, than its ending.

There have even been attempts by scholars to suggasthe lost ending would have
contained. Since the Gospel according to John th@s been criticized for having “two endings”
(John 20:30-31 and John 21:24-25), Evan Powellfeets the idea (which has not found many
followers) that the original ending of Mark becaattached to the end of John, the material
found in John 218 The similarity between Matthew and Mark to thisp@nd the promise of a
Galilean appearance in Mark 16:8 have led othessiggest that Mark’s original ending
contained something very similar to Matthew 28:98230, the recurring theme of Jesus’
“authority” (Greek,exousia throughout Mark suggests that he may have ertdeddcount with
a transfer of Christ’s authority to His discipl&ge find this precisely in Matthew 28:18.
Edwards points out that every episode pertaininipsus’ authority in Mark is also found in
Matthew. “The only place where Matthew includegference to Jesusxousialauthority) that
is notfound in Mark is in the parting commandment” (29:48Given the strong possibility that
Matthew used Mark as a source, this view is nohewit merit.

Some proponents of the lost ending are conterdttiogth the contents of the now lost ending
only in general terms, insisting that it must han@uded appearances in Galilee, more
information about the actions of the women follogvtheir departure from the tomb, and/or a
visit by the apostles to the tonf8Others go farther, suggesting the exact wordingHe lost
ending. The highly respected New Testament scl@l&:. D. Moule suggests that Mark went on
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to say, “and immediately they told the disciplesuattthese things®* Admittedly, an ending
such as this would eliminate much of the presebatte Yet, the entire proposal is based on a
speculative reconstruction pbssiblewords which have no evidence whatsoever outside of
Moule’s own imagination.

These attempts to provide the supposed lost erftirigtle more than to show how some
scholars believe the Gospel of Mathould haveended. The fact remains that no lost ending has
ever been found, and therefore these suggestioraine purely hypothetical and very highly
speculative. As Magness rightly states, “The morgdrtant task is to forge an interpretation
suitable to the ending of the book, not to constamcending to the book which suits our
interpretation.®

While the lost ending theory has much in its favoterms of answering questions raised by
other alternatives, it has been shown to raiser afhestions which are not so easily answered.
For the ending to be lost, it must have been lesf early prior to many copies being distributed.
With the bulk of material that has been preservesh@nuscripts, versions, lectionaries and the
writings of the Fathers, it seems highly unlikdiat a sizeable portion of Scripture could go
missing without leaving any trace. The loss wowdsldhhad to happen perhaps as early as the
original autograph. If that was so, then it is vigkgly that Mark or one of his companions could
have provided a close, if not exact, replacementvitat went missing. It is also highly unlikely
that a copyist would have chosen to leave off tigiral ending so that it became lost to history.
The Gospel of Mark was known from a very early stagbear the influence and approval of the
Apostle Peter, and it seems doubtful that anyortkerearly church would have suppressed or
found objectionable something that was known teetsuch a high apostolic endorsement. In the
end, all theories related to a lost ending aredasérely “on the one-time existence of material
for which absolutely no extant trace has been fddhd@his is not only unnecessary, given the
evidence we have for at least two other alternatilat it is unsound methodology as well. A
much more reasonable suggestion, based on mord smethodology is the speculation that
Mark may have been prevented from finishing thekwayr iliness, persecution, or other
circumstances including his possible death at #rels of Nero. That scenario is much more
plausible on the grounds of Mark’s historical segtiYet even this is not entirely satisfying, for
the Gospel could have been completed by someoeeTédiss happened with the books of Moses
in the Old Testament, so there is no reason itccoat happen with the book of Mark in the
New. It seems that the speculations of an incoraetost ending to Mark are just that: merely
speculations. Until further evidence emerges thaten these views more plausible, they must
be set aside in favor of the text we have.

We are left with the strong probability that Markended to end his Gospel at 16:8. Given the
concerns already raised, such asgheending and the lack of resurrection appearanceisthen
immediate response to the news of Jesus’ reswrreloéing that of fear and silence, it must be
admitted that Mark 16:8 is somewhat of an unusli#lranger ending. W. L. Knox claimed that
the conventions of ancient biographies and relbteture demand “that you must round off
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your incident properly, leaving nothing to the irimaion.”®* Mark rounds off the other stories
in his Gospel, so it is not unreasonable to expimstto do so here with this story, and with the
book as a whole. Knox also states, “To supposeMaak originally intended to end his Gospel
in this way implies both that he was totally indint to the canons of popular story-telling, and
that by a pure accident he happened to hit on elasion which suits the technique of a highly
sophisticated type of modern literature.” The modgerature he has in mind is what is called
commonly “reader-response” literature, in which éimeling is left open for the reader to fill in
on his own. Thus, Knox reasons, “The odds againdt a coincidence (even if we could for a
moment entertain the idea that Mark was indiffeterdanons which he observes so
scrupulously elsewhere in his Gospel) seem to nfee t8o enormous as to not be worth
considering.®°

The objections of Knox and others in this regardraoted in the assumption that the Gospel
according to Mark can be categorized as anciemgraphy, an assumption that is less than
certain. Many scholars believe that the Gospel afdMvas a brand-new style of writing that had
never been employed before. Therefore, assumindnthavas the first gospel written, Mark’s
opening words, “The beginning of the Gospel of §&3hrist,” defined an entirely new category
of literature. If that is so, then it seems inajgpiate to demand that Mark follow the conventions
of other writings of different genres. We cannoestlte with what Marlshouldhave done, or
couldhave done; we must deal with what Mark did, and $kams to be that he ended at 16:8.
And if he did, then we cannot say that he was twspphisticated to do it, even though his
intention may have been lost on some or many ogaily readers.

It is obvious that many in the ancient church da@éntrouble with a sudden ending at Mark 16:8.
The various attempts to provide more satisfyingcamsions are evidence of that fact. If we
assume that Matthew and Luke were following Mat&ad in their writings, then they must

have also felt that his ending was too abrupttifey supply many more details about the post-
resurrection encounters of Jesus and the discib8e some charge that readers would not
have been able to supply their own ending to am-@meled Gospel, the alternative endings and
the scholarly conjectures about lost endings retiedimany readers, ancient and modern, have
been able to do just that.

There have been various attempts by scholars W 8t 16:8 is in fact a fitting ending to the
Gospel of Mark. Though some of these attempts are plausible than others, and some are
mutually exclusive, the sheer number of them suggést it is not out of the question to think
that Mark intended 16:8 to be a cohesive, satigfyamd meaningful end to his Gospel. These
attempts include literary, theological, and pradtapproaches.

From a literary perspective, while some suggestdhwmarrative of this kind requires a complete
and perfectly satisfying closure, it has been malrdgut by others that narratives rarely provide a
completely satisfying conclusion that leaves aksfions answered. Even the clichéd fairy tale
ending, “And they lived happily ever after,” doest answer all questions. It presupposes that
there is more to follow which is not told, an “eater” beyond what has been written. The
ending is not only the end of story that has beéh but it is equally the beginning of a new

8 Cited in Magness, 7-8.
8 Cited in Thomas, 413-414.

31



story which may never be told. In fact, even thad. &nding leaves much of the rest of the story
untold; that story has many more details recordeelhere, and continues to unfold in the Book
of Acts and throughout church history to the présiay.

The Gospel of Mark is not the only work of anciétgrature to conclude with an open-ending.
The rhetorician Dionysius of Halicarnassus of ihgt £entury BC makes reference to the
“effective use of pauses, delays, stops, obstmstamd abridgments. These silences which stand
for what is not there, he said give emphasis totugthere. ... The Roman rhetoritician

Quintilian (c. AD 35-c. 96) was still interestedthre power of omission as late as the end of the
first century AD. ... Quintillian recognized that theould be utilized for a variety of purposes:

to achie\ég novelty, brevity, a sense of decensgrese of vivaciousness, vehemence, energy or
passion.

Magness provides a fascinating survey of well-kn@awaient epics which demonstrate these
very facts. “The typical epic,” he says, “thougimitist have a close, does not have an end ... and
instinctively the supreme epic poets close theirkwo such a way as to leave us with a vivid
sense ofjoing-on”®’ In Homer'slliad, a number of coincidental parallels can be dravith w
Mark’s Gospel. For example, there is some contsyverer the original ending, with many
scholars believing that tHkad’s last two chapters are later additions. If teiso, then théiad
comes to an end with these words: “So she spokeans; and the women joined in her
mourning.” Even if Homer concluded the work beydinat point, there is still much which the
reader is led to anticipate which is never narradach of the information that modern readers
“know” about the story is actually read into thettand never found, or at best only briefly
alluded to, within the text. These elements incltigeabduction of Helen, the vulnerability and
ultimate death of Achilles, the outcome of the whe, fall of Troy, and even the famous Trojan
Horse. Though these are all assumed by the redbeysare only scarcely hinted at or else not
even mentioned within the pages of thed.?® Magness goes on to provide examples from
Homer'sOdysseyo demonstrate that both of these great works ldaeeader wanting more
when the final page is turned. “The Epic Cycleaisollection of works by later authors who
sought to fill in the gaps they felt were lackimgthe works of Homer. These show that it is not
impossible for readers to imagine for themselves tie story ends by relying on information
contained within the works themselves or othenkisgwn from history. Magness also shows
how this phenomenon of an unresolved conclusionrsda Virgil's Aeneidthe works of
Sophocles, and several other ancient literary mastees.

Magness also demonstrates that Mark is not the Biblycal narrative to leave loose ends
untied. Some of the many examples he includessisinivey are sufficient to illustrate the point.
The entire book of Genesis prepares the readéndd&od’s people, and more specifically the
prominent figure of Joseph, settled in the lan#lisf promise. Yet the book surprisingly
concludes with Joseph “in a coffin in Egypt.” Iteonot end the way we expected, and though
the fulfillment of that expectation will occur, theformation must be found elsewhere. In
Exodus 15 we find the account of the bitter watadensweet, but we are not told that there was
any rejoicing, thanksgiving, or even any drinkitfttpugh we are able to assume that all of these
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occurred. The story in Exodus 17 about God progdwmater from the rock” actually never tells
us that the water came forth from the rock or #matone ever drank from it. The book of
Numbers builds up the anticipation that Israel eiiter the Promised Land, but ends with the
people camped opposite Jericho, the goal beingnfetfilled. If Deuteronomy was intended to
supply the conclusion, it fails to do so. Althouglispense is increased, entry into the land does
not occur. The Song of Solomon ends with the brideg’s words, “My companions are
listening for your voice; let me hear it,” followdxy the bride’s words, “Make haste, my
beloved, and be like a gazelle or a young stag tipemountains of spices.” Are the lovers ever
united? We are not told. We expect it, but we @dgume it®

A clear Old Testament example of an open-endedlgsion is found in the book of Jonah. In
this familiar story, the prophet is commissionedaice a message of judgment to a despised
nation, but runs from God'’s call in disobediencéeAa fishy turn of events, Jonah is
miraculously redirected to obedience, and his prieacsparks a revival in Nineveh. While we
expect this to produce joy in the heart of the pedpwe are surprised to find him sulking in
despair in the final chapter. The book comes tlmsecwith a question that God asks the prophet:
“Should I not have compassion on Nineveh ...?” Weenegad Jonah’s answer to that question.
We are left to wonder what happened next: Did kerthchange? Did he die? Did he forsake the
Lord? We do not know. Some have pointed out thexietlare literary parallels between the first
two chapters of Jonah and the last two chaptershwhiay lead us to the conclusion that he did
have a change of heart. The “missing ending” obbohiwould roughly correspond in these
parallels with Jonah 2:9 where the prophet recomhiiinself to the worship and service of the
Lord.?® Perhaps the connection of these dots is too sixgtisd for the author and audience of
that day. It seems more likely that the authortemtion may have been to leave readers with the
guestion, forcing them to wrestle with their owratie about their obedience and their
comprehension of God'’s plan for the nations. Thepsended ending puts the reader in Jonah’s
shoes and forces him or her to answer God’s quesirahemselves. It is a powerful and
effective conclusion to the story — much more pdwend effective than if the actual response
of Jonah had been included. Could it be that Madsdsomething similar? If Mark intentionally
concludes with the women in fearful silence atribers of the resurrection, then his purpose
may be for the reader to ask, “What will | do abth#& news of this risen Lord Jesus Christ?”

A New Testament parallel may be found in the Adtdhe Apostles. Though Luke begins by
stating his intent to provide the reader with af#drand thorough presentation of factual
information, the book’s ending lacks “a dearth infemstantial detail and wants for complete
closure.®* Two points in particular that the reader has Hedrio expect are left unstated as the
book closes: 1) What happened to Paul?; 2) DidGibgpel have an impact in Rome and
beyond? “Some commentators ... insist that someruggon caused an unnatural conclusion;
perhaps a third volume was planned to ‘finish’ $kary (Zahn) or Luke died before completing
the book (Lietzmann). Others are content to spée@bout what really did happen next: the
accusers failed to appear so Paul was releasetwBaudried and acquitted, or Paul was tried
and executed® Few however are willing to consider the distinasgibility that Luke intended

% |bid, 54-57.

% For example, Magness, 60-62.
L |bid, 65.

%2 |bid, 84.

33



to end this way in order to pass the commissiotodhe reader. Now that Paul, who has been
commissioned as a witness to the nations, is imstend facing death at the hands of Nero, how
will the Gospel advance to the ends of the eartie?r€ader is forced to decide if he will lament
the unfortunate circumstances of Paul or take adtimself to carry on the mission. In the
successive generations, the church has been wintActs 29” if you will, the continuation of

the message and mission of Gospel advance. Thismaay that Luke understood and even
copied what Mark sought to do in the ending ofGaspel — putting the unfinished story into the
hands of the reader or hearer and forcing him otdmake a decision.

These examples are powerful demonstrations ofdire that Magness seeks to make: “When
readers supply the ending they participate ind @xperience it more fully than if the writer had
supplied it to them® It cannot be said to be too sophisticated for Katky when it has been
shown that others who preceded him used the togpen-endings with great effectiveness. And
it cannot be said to be beyond the ability of thdiance to supply the ending themselves by
consulting other works and by taking action fomtiselves when there is ample evidence that
both modern and ancient people have been able justthis.

To English readers, an ending at 16:8 is surprjgmgwe do not expect a message of Good
News (1:1) to end with fear and silence. We musteraber that throughout the Bible, fear has
two senses. First is that sense with which we kfarailiar, a fear that is akin to horror or dread
But there is another sense in which fear is usekpoess a sense of awe and reverence. As
Brooks writes, “The fear may not be natural friplt religious awe,” citing examples from
Exodus 3:3; Isaiah 6:1-5; Jeremiah 1:6-8; Ezeki2® land Luke 1:29-3% Magness states,
“Fear and silence are characteristic responseetanitaculous in Mark®®

Thoughout this Gospel, fear (or something akirt)tesia common reaction of those who observe
the power of God manifested in the person and estd Jesus:

In 1:22, 27; 2:12, the people are amazed at Jésashing, exorcism, and healing.

In 4:41, the disciples are terrified at the calmarighe storm.

In 5:15, the people fear because of the castingftlie demonic legion and the
subsequent episode with the pigs.

In 5:33, the woman with issue of blood confessddreelesus with trembling and fear.
In 5:42, the disciples and parents are astonish#taesuscitation of Jairus’ daughter.
In 6:51, the disciples are “completely amazed” ésus walking on water.

In 9:6-13, the disciples are frightened and sifellbwing transfiguration.

In 9:15, the people are overwhelmed with wondermthey saw Jesus.

In 9:32, the disciples are fearful and silent ahlagus’ prediction of His death and
resurrection.

10.1n 10:24, the disciples are amazed at Jesus’ waiydst the rich.

11.1n 10:32, the disciples are astonished and amaz#ssas’ determination to go to
Jerusalem.
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12.1n 11:18, the chief priests and scribes fearedslesuause the crowds were amazed at his
teaching.
13.1n 12:17, the Pharisees and Herodians are amaz#esl t@taching about Caesar and God.
14.1n 14:50-52, the disciples deserted him and fletdithe young man fled naked
presumably in fear.
15.1n 15:5-6, Pilate is amazed at Jesus’ silence.
16.1n 16:5-6, the women (the same women found in v@8ysge alarmed.

Concerning these passages, Brooks points outefirot the preceding instances Mark used one
of the same words as in 16:8; in five instanceadesl a verb that is cognate to one of the nouns
in 16:8; in the other instances he used synonyfistierefore, preceding stories have prepared
the readers for what is found in 16:8, and affiattthe fear of the women is not a horrible or
dreadful kind of fear, but a reverential and awestifear that was a frequent and common
response to demonstrations of the power of Gochis€ Here, that divine power has been
manifested in the empty tomb and the accompanyinga@ncement that Jesus has risen from the
dead. If we examine the three clear statementssafs) suffering, death and resurrection (8:31;
9:31; 10:33-34), we find that each one is folloviegdmisunderstanding, fear, and silence. These
passages have prepared readers to expect uncerteart and silence to follow the fulfillment

of these predictions as wéll.

The event in Mark’s Gospel that most clearly patalthe resurrection narrative is the account of
the transfiguration in Mark 9:2-9. Both stories ibegith a reference to time (9:2, “six days
later”; 16:6-7, “When the Sabbath was over ... onfits¢ day of the week”), and both involve
three followers (9:2, Peter, James and John; Maty Magdalene, Mary the mother of James
and Salome). In Mark 9:3, the garments of Jesusdime radiant and exceedingly white, as no
launderer on earth can whiten them.” Compare tltis the description of the young man in

16:5, who is “wearing a white robe.” In both passagdhere is a proclamation from a heavenly
being concerning Jesus. At the Mount of Transfigana God the Father speaks, saying, “This is
My beloved Son, listen to Him!” (9:7). At the empgymb, the young man (an angelic being,
Matt 28:5) says, “Do not be amazed; you are lookimglesus the Nazarene, who has been
crucified. He has risen; He is not here; beholde hethe place where they laid Him” (16:6).
Both leave the witnesses with Jesus as the sales foictheir attention (9:8; 16:7). Both
narratives conclude with fear and silence (9:6,88). The wording is very similar between 9:6
and 16:8 reinforcing the reality that “those whe aonfronted with God’s direct intervention in
the thBtoricaI process do not know how to reactThe first human response is overwhelming
fear.’

Magness proposes a model of the miracle storidank which contain five recurring features:
1. Fear, a reaction motivated by confrontation wisitaation which is unknown,
uncontrollable, or unsolvable.
2. Recognition of Jesus as the one who can act andawe (a cry for help, a expression of
trust, a declaration of faith).
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3. The miracle itself.

4. Fear on a new level, that of amazement or astor@shrdifferent from the first kind of
fear. This fear is based on knowledge and sighttheofear of the uncontrollable but of
the One who can control the uncontrollable.

5. Proclamation which includes a full rehearsal oftieacle or a confession of faith or a
statement of joy”’

This model plays out repeatedly in Mark’s miradigries (1:21-28; 1:40-45; 2:1-12; 3:7-12;
4:35-41; 5:1-20; 5:21-43; 6:45-51; 7:31-37). Iht surprising then to find the pattern repeated
in the resurrection account. The women approachotiné in fear of the unknown. The miracle
has already occurred, but is related to them bydluemg man inside the tomb. The women
respond with the second kind of fear, the amazeédaatonished fear of the implications of One
with such power. While their subsequent proclanmaisonot recorded, we know that they did not
remain silent forever, for the other Gospels tslinhat follows, and the entire history of the
church is proof that they did go and tell.

Darrell Bock adds that these cases of fear arsing result of the demonstration of God’s power
call for a choice to keep one’s distance or haita {&:15; 4:41; 5:36; 6:19-20; 9:32; 10:32;
11:18). “Fear can paralyze or lead into faith. Theice is with the one who fear®® It would
appear that Mark has concluded his book with tkention of leading his readers to make this
choice for themselves. Readers are left hangingghiey are not hanging in ignorance. They
have been told what has happened and what withio{lL6:6-7). This open ending allows
“readers to contemplate these unusual events akd eneesponse of faith to God’s unexpected,
unusual, and powerful work. ... The declaration slureection leaves no alternatives but to
remain in fear or to believe. ... The gospel endé \désus’ resurrection declared as an event to
be believed **

The conclusion drawn by Brooks is especially hdlpgre: “Mark ... apparently wanted an

open ending to indicate that the story was not detagput was continuing beyond the time he
wrote. He wanted his readers/hearers to contireisttiry in their own lives. By stating that the
women told no one, he challenged his readers/letressume the responsibility of telling the
good news to everyone. He showed that ultimatelysGan faith does not rest upon signs and
miracles, even appearances of the risen Lord. @rdyor six hundred persons (1 Cor 15:5-8)
ever saw Jesus after his resurrection, and itlikaiy that any of Mark’s original readers/hearers
were among these. ... Mark challenged the discidi&ssaday, and he continues to challenge the
disciples of today, to live and witness for the ddesus Christ in the present and futdfé.”

Therefore, the Short Ending of Mark is completedypsistent with the themes and patterns
developed throughout his Gospel. Though readersdesiye and even expect a visible proof of
Jesus’ resurrection, they have been presentedhgthuthoritative Word of God that He is risen
indeed. Like the conclusion of the story of thdancan and Lazarus in Luke 16, we conclude
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that if they do not believe the Word that has bgigan, they will not be persuaded even if they
see face to face the One who has risen from the dea

In First Corinthians 15, which may have been wnithedecade or more before Mark’s Gospel,
Paul says, “Now | make known to you, brethren,gbspel which | preached to you, which also
you received, in which also you stand, by whicloglsu are saved, if you hold fast the word
which | preached to you, unless you believed imvaihis Gospel that Paul proclaims consists
of the facts that “Christ died for our sins accaglto the Scriptures, and that He was buried, and
that He was raised on the third day according @édStriptures, and that He appeared to Cephas,
then to the twelve. After that He appeared to ntoaa five hundred brethren at one time ...” (1
Corinthians 15:1-8). Mark begins his Gospel byistathat this is the Gospel of Jesus Christ, the
Son of God. And He concludes by reporting thateéhbsigs have occurred:

» “Jesus the Nazarene, who has been crucified” (coenpah Paul’'s statement: “Christ
died for our sins according to the Scriptures”);

* “here is the place where they laid Him” (comparé&wraul: “and that He was buried”);

* “He has risen; He is not here (compare with Paarnd‘that He was raised on the third
day according to the Scriptures);

* “Heis going ahead of you to Galilee; there you s&e Him” (compare with Paul: “and
that He appeared ...).

The core components of the Christian Gospel aremated from Mark’s Short Ending, but
rather are powerfully proclaimed by an authori@atwice as God'’s truth. As with all
presentations of the Gospel, the offer is made aatecision is required. Will the women believe
and obey? Though their first reaction was one dsamack fear and dumbfounded
speechlessness, we know that they did believe erid abedience to the Word of the Gospel.
And so Mark concludes by offering the same chaiceis readers. “What will you do with the
risen Jesus?” Will you leave the empty tomb infése and silence of unbelief, or will you be
awestruck by the Son of God, speechless at Hisstia@ower, and faithfully go and tell the
world the message of this Good News that He im#ise

Conclusion

The day may or may not ever come when more evidsroeind to confirm which of the
possible endings of Mark is original beyond allddas of doubt. Until that time, God has
contented Himself to leave us with the evidenceéhenee, entrusting us to draw fitting
conclusions from that evidence. By weighing thernal and external evidence and the cases
made for the various proposals, we are able to dorttee conclusion that Mark most likely
intended to end his Gospel at 16:8. What then st&llio with the material found in 16:9-207?
There is understandable reluctance to expunge fftemour Bibles, since a strong case exists
for their inclusion, though perhaps not as strositha case for their omission. Since most of
what is found in the Long Ending is taught elsewharScripture, we need not fear that a
Christian brother or sister will fall into rank lesyy or apostasy by following the teachings of the
Long Ending. However, given their uncertain statws,must handle these verses carefully and
beware of basing any belief and practice on thesgeg alone. For instance we should not infer
from Mark 16:16 that baptism is a necessary requerd for salvation, or from verses 17-18 that
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we should go out grabbing snakes by the tail arkilng poison. Based on other clear and
undisputed teachings of Scripture, we know thate¢heould be faulty conclusions. We are
promised throughout the entire Bible that salvaitoa gift of divine grace received by faith
alone and not by works, and that works (even bapteése testimonies to one’s receiving of such
grace, not means of receiving it (Ephesians 2:&drGgxample). We have warnings elsewhere
about putting the Lord to the test (Matthew 4:53er instance), and we are promised that living
for Christ in this fallen world may result in sufiieg (2 Timothy 3:12, for instance). We are not
promised that we will always escape the serpeng®izon with our earthly lives in tact, but we
are promised that Jesus is the Resurrection andfthand he who believes in Him will live

even if he dies, and everyone who lives and bedi@gvélim will never die (John 11:25-26).
Therefore, we may be content to leave the Long itndihere it is, surrounded by its brackets,
marked by its asterisks, clarified by its footnoiasour English Bibles. We can view it is an
early Christian attempt to round off the endindutrk, or to conclude the entire collection of
Gospels, while maintaining that Mark 16:8 is théy@ure conclusion we have to the Gospel.
And that ending is sufficient to prompt us all &cale what to do with the risen Jesus. It appears
that Mark’s aim was to present the audience withugh evidence to rightly choose to believe in
Him and to walk in faith and obedience as we te#§ Good News of the risen Lord to the
nations.
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