John 1:1
Mark 16:9-20

These verses are not part of the original text or manuscript of Scripture.

Explanation:

1.  This passage is not found in the following manuscripts:


a.  Codex , circa 350 A.D.  one of the two oldest and most reliably accurate Codex manuscripts.


b.  Codex B, circa 325 A.D.  the other of the two oldest and most reliable of the Codex manuscripts.


c.  Latin manuscript k, 4th/5th century.


d.  Syriac s translation, 4th century.


e.  Eusebius, the first Church historian, died circa 325 A.D knew nothing of this passage. 
2.  So when did this passage first enter into the manuscript evidence (these are only a few of the later manuscripts; there are many more through the 7th-15th centuries).


a.  Codex A, 5th century A.D.


b.  Codex C, 5th century.


c.  Codex D, 5th century.


d.  Codex K, 9th century.


e.  Codex W, 4th/5th century manuscript.


f.  Codex 099, 7th century manuscript.

3.  “Four endings of the Gospel according to Mark are current in the manuscripts.


(1)  The last twelve verses of the commonly received text of Mark are absent from the two oldest Greek manuscripts (א and B), from the Old Latin codex Bobiensis (it), the Sinaitic Syriac manuscript, about one hundred Armenian manuscripts, and the two oldest Georgian manuscripts (written a.d. 897 and a.d. 913).  Clement of Alexandria and Origen show no knowledge of the existence of these verses; furthermore Eusebius and Jerome attest that the passage was absent from almost all Greek copies of Mark known to them.  The original form of the Eusebian sections (drawn up by Ammonius) makes no provision for numbering sections of the text after 16:8.  Not a few [=Many] manuscripts that contain the passage have scribal notes stating that older Greek copies lack it, and in other witnesses the passage is marked with asterisks [*] or obeli, the conventional signs used by copyists to indicate a spurious addition to a document.


(2)  Several witnesses, including four uncial Greek manuscripts of the seventh, eighth, and ninth centuries (L Ψ 099 0112 and many others), as well as Old Latin k manuscript, the margin of the Harclean Syriac, several Sahidic and Bohairic manuscripts, and not a few Ethiopic manuscripts, continue after verse 8 as follows (with trifling variations): “But they reported briefly to Peter and those with him all that they had been told.  And after these things Jesus himself sent out through them, from east to west, the sacred and imperishable proclamation of eternal salvation.”  All of these witnesses except itk [a Lain manuscript] also continue with verses 9–20.


(3)  The traditional ending of Mark (so familiar through the Authorized Version [King James] and other translations of the Textus Receptus) is present in the vast number of witnesses, including A C D K W X Δ Θ Π Ψ 099 0112 f  28 33 and many others.  The earliest patristic witnesses to part or all of the long ending are Irenaeus and the Diatessaron [A harmony of the Gospels, meaning ‘through [the] four’) in the form of a continuous narrative, compiled around 170 A.D.  by Tatian.
].  It is not certain whether Justin Martyr was acquainted with the passage.


(4)  In the fourth century the traditional ending also circulated, according to testimony preserved by Jerome, in an expanded form, preserved today in one Greek manuscript.  Codex W includes the following after verse 14: “And they excused themselves, saying, ‘This age of lawlessness and unbelief is under Satan, who does not allow the truth and power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spirits [or, does not allow what lies under the unclean spirits to understand the truth and power of God].  Therefore reveal your righteousness now’—thus they spoke to Christ.  And Christ replied to them, ‘The term of years of Satan’s power has been fulfilled, but other terrible things draw near.  And for those who have sinned I was handed over to death, that they may return to the truth and sin no more, in order that they may inherit the spiritual and incorruptible glory of righteousness that is in heaven.’”

How should the evidence of each of these endings be evaluated?  It is obvious that the expanded form of the long ending (4) has no claim to be original.  Not only is the external evidence extremely limited, but the expansion contains several non-Markan words and expressions as well as several that occur nowhere else in the New Testament.  The whole expansion has about it an unmistakable apocryphal flavor.  It probably is the work of a second or third century scribe who wished to soften the severe condemnation of the Eleven in Mk 16:14.


The longer ending (3), though current in a variety of witnesses, some of them ancient, must also be judged by internal evidence to be secondary.



 (a)  The vocabulary and style of verses 9–20 are non-Markan (many Greek words are found nowhere else in Mark; and certain descriptions words used as designations of the disciples, occur only here in the New Testament).



(b)  The connection between verse 8 and verses 9–20 is so awkward that it is difficult to believe that the evangelist intended the section to be a continuation of the Gospel.  Thus, the subject of verse 8 is the women, whereas Jesus is the presumed subject in verse 9; in verse 9 Mary Magdalene is identified even though she has been mentioned only a few lines before (15:47 and 16:1); the other women of verses 1–8 are now forgotten; the use of ANASTAS DE (= however after rising up) and the position of PRWTON (= first) are appropriate at the beginning of a comprehensive narrative, but they are ill-suited in a continuation of verses 1–8.  In short, all these features indicate that the section was added by someone who knew a form of Mark that ended abruptly with verse 8 and who wished to supply a more appropriate conclusion.  In view of the inconcinnities [inelegance; unsuitableness] between verses 1–8 and 9–20, it is unlikely that the long ending was composed ad hoc [for the specific purpose] to fill up an obvious gap; it is more likely that the section was excerpted from another document, dating perhaps from the first half of the second century.


The internal evidence for the shorter ending (2) is decidedly against its being genuine.  Besides containing a high percentage of non-Markan words, its rhetorical tone differs totally from the simple style of Mark’s Gospel.  Finally it should be observed that the external evidence for the shorter ending (2) resolves itself into additional testimony supporting the omission of verses 9–20.  No one who had available as the conclusion of the Second Gospel the twelve verses 9–20, so rich in interesting material, would have deliberately replaced them with a few lines of a colorless and generalized summary.  Therefore, the documentary evidence supporting (2) should be added to that supporting (1).  Thus, on the basis of good external evidence and strong internal considerations it appears that the earliest ascertainable form of the Gospel of Mark ended with 16:8.  At the same time, however, out of deference to the evident antiquity of the longer ending and its importance in the textual tradition of the Gospel, the Committee decided to include verses 9–20 as part of the text, but to enclose them within double square brackets in order to indicate that they are the work of an author other than the evangelist.”

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “So the facts are very complicated, but argue strongly against the genuineness of verses 9 to 20 of Mark 16.  There is little in these verses not in Mt 28.  It is difficult to believe that Mark ended his Gospel with verse 8 unless he was interrupted.  A leaf or column may have been torn off at the end of the papyrus roll.  The loss of the ending was treated in various ways.  Some documents left it alone.  Some added one ending, some another, some added both.”


b.  “The last 12 verses of Mark (16:9–20) known as ‘the longer ending of Mark’ constitute one of the most difficult and most disputed textual problems in the New Testament.  Were these verses included or omitted in Mark’s original text?  Most modern English translations call attention to the problem in some way such as adding an explanatory footnote at verse 9 (NASB), setting this section apart from verse 8 with an explanatory note (NIV), or printing the whole section in the margin (RSV).  The external evidence includes the following:



(1)  The two earliest (fourth century) uncial manuscripts (Sinaiticus and Vaticanus) omit the verses though their respective scribes left some blank space after verse 8, suggesting that they knew of a longer ending but did not have it in the manuscript they were copying.



(2)  Most all other manuscripts (fifth century on) as well as early versions support the inclusion of verses 9–20.



(3)  Several later manuscripts (seventh century on) and versions supply a ‘shorter ending’ after verse 8 which is clearly not genuine but all these manuscripts (except one) continue on with verses 9–20.



(4)  Early patristic writers—such as Justin Martyr (Apology circa a.d. 148), Tatian (Diatessaron, circa a.d. 170), and Irenaeus who quoted verse 19 (Against Heresies)—support the inclusion of these verses.  However, Eusebius (Questions to Marinus, circa a.d. 325) and Jerome (circa a.d. 407) said verses 9–20 were missing from Greek manuscripts known to them.



(5)  An Armenian manuscript of the 10th century attributed verses 9–20 to ‘the presbyter Ariston,’ probably Aristion, a contemporary of Papias (a.d.  60–130) who was purportedly a disciple of the Apostle John.



(6)  If Mark ended abruptly at verse 8, then it is easy to see why some early copyist(s) wanted to provide a ‘suitable’ ending for the Gospel from other authoritative sources.  However, if verses 9–20 were part of the original, it is difficult to see why the early copyists would have omitted it.


Internal evidence includes this data:



(1)  The transition from verse 8 to verse 9 involves an abrupt change of subject from ‘women’ to the presumed subject ‘Jesus’ since His name is not stated in verse 9 of the Greek text.



(2)  Mary Magdalene is introduced with a descriptive clause in verse 9 as though she had not been mentioned already in 15:40, 47 and 16:1.



(3)  About 1/3 of the significant Greek words in verses 9–20 are ‘non-Marcan,’ that is, they do not appear elsewhere in Mark or they are used differently from Mark’s usage prior to verse 9.



(4)  The Greek literary style lacks the vivid, lifelike detail so characteristic of Mark’s historical narrative.



(5)  Mark would have been expected to include a Resurrection appearance to the disciples in Galilee (14:28; 16:7), but the appearances in verses 9–20 are in or near Jerusalem



(6)  Matthew and Luke parallel Mark until verse 8 and then diverge noticeably, suggesting that Mark began its literary existence without verses 9–20.

Equally astute and conscientious interpreters differ widely in their evaluations of this data and reach opposing conclusions.  Those who include these verses in light of the preponderance of early and widespread external support must still account satisfactorily for the internal evidence which appears to distinguish these verses from the rest of the Gospel.  And those who omit these verses must still account for their early and widespread attestation externally and give a suitable reason for Mark’s seemingly abrupt conclusion at verse 8.  Four possible solutions for this have been suggested:



(1)  Mark finished his Gospel but the original ending was lost or destroyed in some way now unknown before it was copied.



(2)  Mark finished his Gospel but the original ending was deliberately suppressed or removed for some reason now unknown.



(3)  Mark was unable to finish his Gospel for some reason now unknown—possibly sudden death.



(4)  Mark purposely intended to end his Gospel at verse 8.

Of these options, numbers 1 and 2 are unlikely even though the view that the original ending was accidentally lost is widely accepted.  If Mark’s Gospel was a scroll manuscript rather than a codex (leaf form of book) the ending would normally be on the inside of the scroll and less likely to be damaged or lost than the beginning of the scroll.  If the incompleteness of Mark is assumed, number 3 is the most probable option but due to its very nature it cannot be confirmed.  In light of Mark’s use of the theme ‘fear’ in relation to Jesus’ followers (verse 8), many modern interpreters incline toward option 4.


A final conclusion to the problem probably cannot be reached on the basis of presently known data.  A view which seems to account for the relevant evidence and to raise the least number of objections is that (a) Mark purposely ended his Gospel with verse 8 and (b) verses 9–20, though written or compiled by an anonymous Christian writer, are historically authentic and are part of the New Testament canon.  In this view, very early in the transmission of Mark’s Gospel (perhaps shortly after a.d. 100) verses 9–20 were added to verse 8 without any attempt to match Mark’s vocabulary and style.  Possibly these verses were brief extracts from the post-Resurrection accounts found in the other three Gospels and were known through oral tradition to have the approval of the Apostle John who lived till near the end of the first century.  Thus the material was included early enough in the transmission process to gain recognition and acceptance by the church as part of canonical Scripture.  These verses are consistent with the rest of Scripture.  The development of the theme of belief and unbelief unifies the passage.”


c.  “I do not dwell on the critical question as to the authenticity or otherwise of the last part of this chapter, verses 9 to 20.  It is not found in two of the most ancient manuscripts, but it bears the stamp of inspiration, and the book of Acts and the history of Missions attest its credibility, so that I see no reason to assume that it is other than a part of that God-breathed Scripture which is for our instruction and blessing.”


d.  “We have an authentic verse in 16:8 which is likely not Mark’s true ending.  This reminds us that any religion founded on historical events and carried forward by means of historical processes is subject to the accidents of history.  The final portion of Mark’s Gospel has been subject to such an accident, unfortunately.”


e.  “The manuscript tradition and style suggest that these verses were probably an early addition to the Gospel of Mark, although a few scholars have argued the case that they are Markan.  In any case, most of the content of these verses is found elsewhere in the Gospels.”


f.  “We encounter a textual problem at the end of Mark which has puzzled Bible scholars from early times as we strike the perplexing difficulty of Mark 16:9–20, for these verses are not found in the oldest extant manuscripts.  The oldest manuscripts we have end at Mark 16:8, whereas the vast majority of manuscripts add verses 9–20.  However, the problem does not stop there, for there is much diversity of text in those manuscripts which go beyond verse 8; furthermore, there was discussion as early as the third century about the authenticity of verses 9 onward.  Clearly, there is very confused evidence on the authenticity of anything after verse 8.  However, it seems impossible that Mark would have ended on the startlingly negative note of 16:8, so this Gospel thus begs for a conclusion.  Scholars debate this question at great length, and there is no consensus on just what could have happened.


The major difficulty in the road of a simple solution lies in a fact that even though the many Greek manuscripts we have which include verses 9–20 (or some of them) are of relatively late date, they nevertheless indicate that there is a strong tradition that the original text did not end at verse 8.  The very number of these manuscripts requires that this be an ancient tradition, and thus argues for its authenticity.  However, the matter does not rest there, for there are many variant readings in the manuscripts that continue after verse 8.  Indeed, there is not even harmony on where the text ends, for some texts end at verse 13, while others close at verse 18, and yet others at verse 20, and all this brings the authenticity of these verses back into question.  Furthermore, the contents of these verses are, in certain respects, out of harmony with the rest of the New Testament.


Scholars point out that the Greek vocabulary, grammar, and style of verses 9–20 is markedly different from the rest of Mark; this, too, argues against the text being genuine.  There are also theological difficulties with verse 16 (baptismal regeneration), verse 17 (permanent gift of tongues), and verse 18 (snake handling and immunity from poison), for these verses have no, or very tenuous, support from other Scripture.  Furthermore, the narrative detail of verse 13 conflicts with Lk 24:34 (unless these be different events from the day of the resurrection).

Well, this table of difficulties with the long ending, extensive as its manuscript support is, all seems to make a simple case in favor of the short ending.  But it is not quite as easy as that, for verse 9 is clearly a most peculiar note on which to end this otherwise very optimistic Gospel.  Furthermore, the Greek text would then end with the preposition ‘for,’ which is also most unlikely.  The difficulty in arriving at a decision is complex as the following summaries depict.  Those who favor the long ending have to explain:

a)
The change in vocabulary, grammar, and style.

b)
The theological difficulties in verses 16–18.

c)
The contradiction between verse 13 and Lk 24:34.

d)
The wide diversity of texts for verses 8–20.

Yet those who favor the text ending at verse 9 have to explain how the text ends so abruptly and uncharacteristically with verse 9.  This is usually done by positing that the last page of the manuscript was lost; but this raises two further questions:

i)
How did the lost page affect all the copies? This begs the answer that it must have been lost from the original before it was copied, for otherwise a copy would have been available to restore the lost page or pages.  But even that is not the end of the problem, for it poses a further question.

ii)
How was Mark himself not available to replace, from memory, the last page or pages he had previously written?


The logical place to seek an explanation for these dilemmas is in early church history as recorded by church tradition; but unfortunately it gives us no conclusive leads, most particularly because there is no recorded tradition of Mark’s death.  The facts we have suggest to me that, firstly, the original Mark did not end with 16:8 as that would be a bizarre ending for this book.  Secondly, the original manuscript must have somehow been mutilated shortly after it was completed and before copies were made.  Thirdly, Mark himself must have somehow been permanently removed from the Christian scene so that he could not rewrite the lost page or pages.  Fourthly, the Roman Christians tried to reconstruct the lost page from their own recollection either of Peter’s teaching or Mark’s Gospel, but were not entirely accurate.  Fifthly, later copyists, recognizing this, edited the text, but only succeeded in adding more confusion.  Sixthly, at an early date some of the church were aware of this, so stopped their copies at verse 8, and this explains how the ‘short version’ came into being.


Now this is simply an hypothesis, so we need an historical setting to support such a theory.  I think there is one, for we know that the Christian world was in turmoil at the time of Peter’s death, as church tradition, supported by secular history, informs us that Nero unleashed fierce persecution on the church following the great fire in Rome in ad 64.  Eusebius dates Peter and Paul’s martyrdoms in ad 68 (tradition fixes the dates as June 29 and June 30, respectively), and much tradition holds that Paul and Peter were martyred virtually simultaneously.  Now, it also appears from church tradition that Mark started recording his Gospel before Peter’s death but finished it after his death (maybe, it was released in installments—like a serial story), for such a solution reconciles the otherwise contradictory testimony that it was written during Peter’s lifetime on the one hand, and after his death on the other hand.  However, one point is firm: ancient tradition holds that Mark was written around the time of Peter’s death.  As there was vicious persecution at this time, it is not impossible that Mark was caught up in this wave of anti-Christian sentiment and lost his life shortly after Peter.  This theory leaves him time to complete the Gospel (indeed, it may even have been cut short at 16:8 by his capture), and the turmoil of the times could explain how the last page (or pages) were destroyed or lost.  His martyrdom would explain how it transpired that he did not rewrite these pages.


This leads me to two conjectures.  First, that a very early text of Mark, possibly even the original, was somehow mutilated in the chaos that engulfed the church in Rome during the persecution in which Peter and Paul was martyred; and that, as Mark was martyred around the same time, various attempts were made to ‘reconstruct’ the missing page of the text.  Second, that Mark was martyred before he completed his Gospel and that attempts were made to complete his interrupted, but nearly completed, work from recollections of Peter’s teaching in Rome.  Subsequently, these attempts, whether they arose from the circumstances of my first or second conjecture, became regarded as part of the original in those churches less familiar with the chaotic affairs in Rome, and have thus come down to us in their varied forms.  However, some churches became aware of this, or suspected it, at an early date, so stopped their copies at verse 8, which explains how the ‘short version’ came into circulation.  Let me repeat, this is a theory, but it seems to me to explain the short ending, while at the same time avoiding the difficulties of the long ending.  However, we should note that the long ending is an old church tradition; but then remember, church tradition is neither inspired nor necessarily infallible, whereas Scripture is both.”


g.  “It seems that 16:9–20 is made up of two attempts to complete the story (Verses 9–18 and 19–20).  These are largely made up of details taken from the other gospels or Acts, with a few additions from early church traditions as well.  They cannot be said to be part of the Scriptures (like the rest of the gospel), but they are an honest attempt to ‘complete’ the story of Jesus.


Verses 9–18, largely taken from John’s gospel, explain how Mary Magdalene was the first to see the risen Jesus.  Verses 12–13 are a reference to the appearance of Jesus to the two disciples at Emmaus (Lk 24:13–32), and verse 14 has parallels in the other gospels, though the exact occasion is not clear.


Verses 15–18 are the equivalent of the ‘great commission’ of Mt 28:18 which Mark had expressed in brief in 13:10.  Baptism was to be the sign of commitment to Christ; unbelief was to be itself a condemnation.  Most of the signs mentioned here are to be found either in the gospels or Acts (except that of drinking poison unharmed although it is mentioned in early tradition).


Verses 19–20 may be a further addition.  They are a brief triumphal account of the ascension of Jesus and the apostolic mission of evangelism, and the way in which the preached word of the Lord was vindicated by the results produced.

These verses, as said above, are not part of Scripture, and so we should not use them for establishing any doctrine, but they are still a valuable summary of the beliefs of the early church, and in so far as they agree with Scripture we may accept them.”


h.  “In the two most trustworthy manuscripts of the Greek NT (the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus) the Gospel ends with 16:8, as it does also in several early versions.  Both Eusebius and Jerome state that the ending was missing from most of the manuscripts of their day.  In addition, several texts and versions offer a shorter substitute in the place of 16:9-20.  By far the greater number of manuscripts have the longer conclusion, but many of them are of a late date and an inferior quality.  By the recognized standards of textual evaluation, both the longer and shorter endings must be rejected, and this is the judgment of almost all textual scholars. Lenski is one of the few commentators who argue for the longer ending (Interpretation of Mark, pp. 750-755).  In addition, an examination of verses 9-20 cannot fail to impress the careful student with the fact that these verses differ markedly in style from the rest of the Gospel.  Perhaps the most acceptable explanation is that the end of the original Gospel may have been torn off and lost before additional copies could be made. Perhaps others attempted to supply a substitute ending, the most successful of which was that which now appears in 16:9-20.”


i.  “The internal evidence for the omission is much stronger than the external, proving conclusively that these verses could not have been written by Mark.”
  I wholeheartedly agree and this in a nutshell is the deciding factor.


j.  Lane rejects the longer endings of the gospel as being canonical, pages 601-605, “Although the longer ending is found in a vast number of witnesses, the form, language and style of these verses militate against Marcan authorship.  The evidence (Irenaeus and Tatian) is sufficient to assert that the longer ending was in circulation by the middle of the second century, while its composition should be assigned to the first half of the second century.”


k.  France agrees with “the virtually unanimous verdict of modern textual scholarship that the authentic text of Mark available to us ends at Mk 16:8,”
 using the same evidence and arguments previously presented by the other sources listed above, which do not need to be repeated.


l.  Lenski supports the longer ending on pages 750-755 of his commentary.  I disagree with his conclusions for all the reasons cited by other commentators and evidence previously listed in this document.  He does not believe that Mark was killed in Nero’s persecutions, but instead accepts the statements by Eusebius (writing about 325 A.D.) that Mark lived some years after writing his gospel in Rome and labored in Egypt and was the first to found churches in Alexandria.  Based on this Lenski asserts that Mark would not have left his gospel ‘unfinished’ but had plenty of time and opportunity to correct or add the ‘conclusion’ (verses 9-20).  Thus Lenski asserts that Mark wrote and added the ‘conclusion’ at a later time and place.


The problem with this hypothesis is that later scribes and Church fathers recognized that the preponderance of manuscripts on the gospel ending at verse 8 were known and circulated.  If the manuscripts with the longer reading were actually the real and whole story, why didn’t the Holy Spirit see to it that this was known to the finest Church authorities, such as Eusebius and those overseeing the copying of the two best Codex manuscripts we have, and other great theologians such as Jerome and Augustine?  The Holy Spirit not only presided over the creation of the original manuscripts but also their circulation and eventual canonicity.
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