Mark 16:9-20; A Textual Criticism

by Jolm Stewart

Biblical Refeyence: Mark 16:9-20.

Problem: The Textus Receptus includes 9-20 after verse 8. Four mss.

omit vs, 9-20, some have a shorter ending only, and some include 9-20

before or after the shorter ending.

The Shorter bnding: TPavra de Te “ﬂ‘?‘?"‘%%"}f@’}‘f“’-ﬁ“’@ Toug MEpL Tov
TEvpav FuvTopws €Fnyy&har, Marg de TawTa Ket auTes o Troows
arns avaterny Ka aXpe dvltw) &fattcoTailey di evwTwy To tEpav

kay af®apTov Rapoype T3 Qwyviow Twingles, amgy,

"And they promptly reported ail these instructions to Peter and
his companions. And after that, Jesus Himscell sent out through them

from Fast to West the sacred and lmperishable proclamation of eternal

salvation. Amen.”

Variant Readings:

1. Add vs. 9-20 with asteris

obeli, or critical note in ms.
2, Omit vs. 9-20.
3. Add shorter ending only.

4.  Add shorter ending and 9-20.

5. Add 9-20 and shorter ending.
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iV. EBEvaluation of External DEvidence

The overwhelming distribution of evidence supporting the inclusion
i
of 9-20, its bulk and attestation throughout all major text~types
. 1 ‘ -
together with (aesarean support, forces the balances of external
evidence to weipgh in favor of the inclusion. The versions, 0ld Latin

and coptic especially, add support to the addition.

Although only four mss. support the omission, the next best-attested

|
reading to the inclusion must be the addition. ¥ and b may be impressive

to many at thiﬁ point, but Vaticanus echoes her support of the

inclusion by leaving the proper space for verses 9-20.

Add shorter ending and 9-20

Here five mss. have this dual ending, plus a few edited mss.

» B |

from vss.

Include 9+20 with asteris
1

There is nearly matching support for this particular variant
\

as the last tw? previously mentioned, although its support is

primarily By

F2 58N

\
antine with shades of
|

No real support.

Add 9-20 and sherter ending

Add shorter ending

Only itK has this.




V. Internal Evidence - Transcriptional and Intrinsic

There are four different endings to be dealt with: the short

3 e w s

ending (stop at verse 8 after €dsdovv¥o  yug J, the intermediate
ending, the long ending (add vs. 9-20) and the long ending expanded
(by adding intermediate ending).

In dealing with this problem, there is more to the problem than
an error of sight, homoeoteleuton, oy itacism. FBFach must be dealt
with through intrinsic evidence, which will form a basis for resolving

transcriptional problems.

Include 6-20

Contrary to the speculation of F.F. Bruce who feels these verses

inspired yet not "an integral

part of the CGospel to which they are
now attached" and contrary to the claims of Bruce Metzeer, Grieshach,
and others that "these verses must be judged by internal evidence to

be secondary," the inclusion of 9-20 is perhaps the best variant to

) g g I .
account for the abrupt ending sgsfevvie ‘Yap - "lor

afraid."”

On stylistic grounds, the claim has been made that the
inclusicn of 9-20 contains a high percentage of non-Markan words. This
has been sufficiently shown by Burgon to be the usual method of any
ending. Also, Professor Broadus ingeniously used the nreceding twelve
verses (15:44-16:8) to show the invalidity of this accusation, and came
up with seventeen peculiar words not found clsewhere in Mark.

Metzger avgues internally for Lhe omission by citing how Mary

Magdalene is identified in verse nine even though she is mentioned

previously (15:47 and 16:1}, showing evidence for the abrupt ending at

verse eight and the secondary addition of verses 9-20. One need not

HU o




look for to see that beginning with 15:40 two Marys are introduced,
so in every case (15:40, 47, 16:1) Mary Magdalene must be identified

to distinguish her from Mary the mother of Jesu

62}

Morgenthaler's decision, based on word-statistical evidence, concludes
that "vs. 9-20... could never have been written by the same hand as the
rest of the gospel of Mark.'" This statement seems a little strong, yet
on internal grounds his point is well taken: the last twelve verses
of Mark are unusually different, causing an intelligent explanation
of this phenomena to be necessary. Perhaps, as Farmer speculates, Mark
copied his conclusion from an existing source, causing his style and
vocabulary to vemain out of this section. This would account for the
internal difffcu]ties, but would not explain how the twelve verses
ever came to be omitted, nor how the intermediate ending came to be.
Possible explanations will be given along with appropriate variants.

To reconcile the Markan account of the unbelief of the eleven with
the Lukan account wheve the eleven were terrified, yet Peter had seen
the risen Lord, needs further study. This creates an internal problem
which weakens the inclusion of 9-20. As F.F. Bruce says, there seems
to be no way to reconcile this.

Although externally weak,. this variant has some of the strongest
internal support, vet a fatal flsw. The omission would take care of
the unusual vocabulary of 9-20, but this would have the text end at

3 Y 4 . ;
verse eight with €gefosvrs yep | This is more than highly unlikely,
but is absurd to conjecture this fastest-moving of gospels to conclude

with, "for they were afraid."




The shorter ending is flat in contrast to the glorious 9-20
inclusion. It too has a high percentage of non-Marcan words, has a
complex rhetorical style in contrast to the simple style of Mark, and
the closing phrase betrays the hand of a later Creek theologian.

It is possiblel that this ending was developed by heretics who didn't
like the heavy resurrection emphasis in 9-20, or didn't like the

supernaturalism which permeates this section.

VI. Summary and Conclusion

In all fairness, the combined evidence points to the inclusion of
vs. 9~20 as being original, yet with much suspicion. Since these
verses appear [to have less Marcan flavor, there perhaps must be some
undetermined factor behind this. As previocusly stated, Mark may have
copied this ending from some source, causing the divergence in vocabulary
and style. Since the omigsion ol 9=-20 s only In tour Greek mss.
(and 2386 is a debatable witness), it is highly untikely that this was
original. Also, the abropt ending fdofoin o ya} Ps undmaglaab e as
a Gospel ending. The intermediate ending lacks support, and is
highly suspect of heretical editing.

The only possible explanations of Mark's ending are the inclusion
of vs. 9-20 as original, or the emendation that the original ending was

lost (which no early father supports). This forces one to proceed with

9-20 as the inspired text, with reservation due to internal conflict.
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(July 1945): 169%183
(Bruce favors the omission of 9-20 as an integral part of Mark.
He believes the ex1st1ng text ends abruptly with verse eight,
and the addition of 9-20 has an irreconcilable conrtddl ‘tion,
verse 13, !'meither believed they them," with Luke 24:33,
"The Lord is risen indeed and has appeared to Simon." He
hints at a possible "lost ending", and argues for the inspiration
of 9-201)
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Colwell, Ernest C. '"Mark 16:9-20 in the Armenian Version," Journal of
11]1Lal Lite ire LXT (1937): 369-86.
(Colwell favors the omission, and gives a refined compendium of
the Armenian mss., and their support of the omission,)
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Cook F.C. T1
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J(:Llrnth ({ heologic .,1[ Studies XXX (Jan. 1930): 175-180.
(( reed alwn; closely with Bruce in favoring the omission and
abrupt ending at verse eight.)

according to Mark.

Burgon, John W. The Last 12
Ann Arbor:
(Strongest presentation of arguments for the inclusion of 9-20:
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yet to be refuted seriatim, and much of his worthwhile
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Syllabus, n.d.
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(Farmer presents a strong case [or the inspiration and authenticity

of Mark 16:9-20, but yields as speculation a possible source from
which Mark| copied 9-20. This syllabus is a fine, thorough
treatment of the subiect.)




Creenlee, J. H@rold. Introduction to New Testament Textual
Criticism.| Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1964.

(In one breath Greenlee eliminates 9-20, deeming them secondary.)
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Hortianum. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940.
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Metzger, Bruce M. A Textual Commentary of the Greck New Testament.
London: ULB.S., 1971. B ]
(Metzger gives reasons for the committee's rejection of 9-20
as original, its bracketed inclusion in the U.B.S. text, and the
conclusion of a missing original ending.)
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Metzger, Bruce M. The Text of the New Testament, fts Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration. New York: Oxford University Press
1964, i

(Here Metzger briefly lists the variants involved, and treats them

as to theit external and internal support, and concludes the same

as above.)

Lane, William LL Commentary on the Gospel of Mark. Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1974.
(Lane adds|considerable external evidence, and concludes 9-20
is secondary.)

Tischendorf, Gonstantine. Novum Testamentum GCraecc. 8th ed.
3 vol. Lipsal, 1869.
(Used for external evidence only.)
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Zwemer, S5.M. The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel of Mark,"

(Zwemer favors the inclusion of 9-20, and uses arguments of
Scrivener, [Burgon and Hills to supprot his views. This is
mostly a summary of the best previous arguments, as Zwemer adds
few if any of his own.)




