  Longer Ending of Mark- intro and prayer

Have you heard the story about Procter and Gamble being a company of the devil?  Perhaps the one about hell being found in Antarctica and a microphone being let down so that the records of screaming are actual souls in torment; maybe it is the one about the vanishing hitchhiker that tells the driver when the coming of the Lord will take place.  The problem with all of these stories, as I am sure you know, is that they are urban legends.  That is that while they gain a good bit of traction in the open world, virtually no one believes the stories once they are checked out.
We, of course, are scholars and are exempt from such nonsense.  Everything that we believe has been proven by the careful use of the historical grammatical method or by checking a note in the Scofield Bible (which is almost as good).  The problem is that we don’t have a biblical scholar’s “urban legend” web site where we could check out these stories that we hear very often to find out whether or not they are true.
Today, I want to alert you to the possibility of such a legend in our midst.

OBSERVATIONS:
1.  WHAT THE PAPER INTENDS TO DO-Question the veracity of the argument.  I am not arguing for the longer ending, only that if we are going to use this argument we should at least make sure that it is true.  
2. One’s answer to the synoptic problem will affect one’s view of Mark.  This has been claimed as the reason for Farmer’s attack on the arguments against the longer ending.  Few however have really dealt with the arguments.
3. The purpose of TCrit is to find the text written by the author.
4. One’s view of the doctrine of preservation will affect one’s view on the longer ending.  Is it possible that part of Mark’s gospel has been lost?

Given that the purpose of the paper is to ask questions about the vocabulary and syntax of the longer ending I will not deal with the external evidence other than to point out that there are really only three manuscripts that show the gospel of Mark ending in 16:8.  That two of these manuscripts are aleph and B does add a great deal of weight to the conclusion, but some recent work has shown that the empty space left in both manuscripts could allow for the longer ending to be written in (albeit in very small writing).
Given the fact that most study bibles will note that the “earliest and best manuscripts do not have the vv. Following Mark 16:8” one does begin to wonder if the external evidence has been overstated or at least not sufficiently nuanced.  But that is not the point of the paper.
An examination of the vocabulary and style of Mark 16:9-20
1.  Vocabulary-  There have been essentially two arguments against the authenticity of 9-20 based on the use of vocabulary.
a. The number of unusual words-there are sixteen words that are used in this section that are not used by Mark elsewhere, with three of these words being used more than once.  This seems, at first glance to be a very high number of unusual words.  Several things should, however, be noted: A thanks to Logos software for the ease in making these searches
i. A number  of these words, while not being used by Mark in the form that they are used in in the LE, are used elsewhere in Mark.  
1. Pouruomai is not used in Mark, but compounds such as eis and ekporuomi are used over 20 times in the earlier parts of the gospel.
2. Apistia is not found, but its noun form is found 6:6 and 9:24
3. Morphe is not found but metamorpho 9:2
4. Parakalutho and epakoloutheo are found only here, but akolutheo is found 19x in Mark
5. Thanasimos is found only here in the NT, but thanatos 6x and thanato (to put to death) 2x in Mark
6. Analambano only here in Mark, but lambano is 21x in Mark
7. Sunergo only here, but ergozomai 1 and ergon 2x in Mark
ii. That leaves 16 vv. Which are only found in this section.  A comparison, however indicates that there are other places in Mark where such high #’s occur.
1. The usual example chosen for Mark’s gospel is the first chapter where between vv. 3-15 there are over 15 rare words.  There are also 45 words that occur less than 5 times in Mark
2. In Mark 12:1-15 there are 19 words that occur only once in Mark’s gospel with three Hapax.  There are 44 words that occur less than five times in Mark
b. Thus 16 words with 40 words occurring less than five times is certainly not outside some other non questioned Markan passages.
2. Style-It is obvious that this issue cannot be solved by merely counting words.  Style is a much larger consideration than simple word use.  What then, are the stylistic considerations that are used to show that the passage is non-Markan?
a. The ending with the word “gar”
i. By now it has been clearly shown that the ending of a sentence or even a book with the postpositive gar is not unknown in ancient Greek.  R. R. Ottley showed as far back as 1926 that there were several examples of sentences ending with gar.  A search of the TLG reveals over 1800 sentences ending in Gar, and several books including Plato’s Protagoras end in Gar.
ii. The question thus becomes not could Mark end his book with Gar, but did he.  There are several questions that must be answered if one is to believe, as many do (Raymond Brown, Ned Stonehouse, Morna Hooker, Gilbert Bilezikan, and Daniel Wallace).  A few of  these questions are:
1. Why no resurrection appearances?  An empty tomb and a fearful couple of women do not seem to be the great surprise that Mark has been leading his readers up to.
2. Perhaps more important, and often overlooked is the fact that if the gospel ends in 16:8 it severely undercuts the authority of the very apostle from whom the text derived, at least according to the early church.  Without the longer ending, Peter is left as that disciple who has left his call, denied Jesus, and left Christ weeping.  Hardly the sort of strong recommendation one would expect.
b. The grammatical difficulty in having the subject of v. 8 as the women, with Jesus as the subject of v. 9.
i. It cannot be denied that this is a difficult transition. What should be noted, however,  is that this is not the only section in Mark where this kind of transition occurs.  A close examination of Mark 2:13, 7:31, and 8:1 all meet the same critera  as the longer ending (e.g. verse begins a new section, Jesus is the subject, and the previous verse does not refer to Jesus) and are not considered un-Markan.
ii. Another form of this objection is that Mary Magdalene is introduced in v. 9 as “the one from whom he had cast seven devils.”  This seems an unneeded  introduction since Mary has already been spoken of in the earlier vv. Of chapter 16.  This is not, however, as unusual as might first be thought.  In 3:16 we learn that Simon’s surname is Peter despite the fact that Peter has been introduced earlier.  In 7:26 we find Herod as the one who had “beheaded John the Baptist” despite the fact that Herod had been mentioned only a couple of verses earlier.  Thus this objection really has no force because Mark is simply offering us new information, or reminding us of information that the reader may have forgotten.
c. Another objection is not only that Mark uses a large number of strange vocabulary, but that he fails to use his favorite words (usually identified as Eutheus and Palin).  A quick read through the gospel, using the pericopes set out in the Aland synopsis will reveal that while these are certainly very frequent, there are other sections that do not use these words.  An unscientific survey found that about one quarter to one third do not use one of these words, including the last fifty three verses of the book.

There are other arguments, both pro and con as to the ending of Mark’s gospel.  The only point that I desire to make in this paper is that we all choose our words a little more carefully when dealing with this variant.  To simply say that the style is un-Markan is at the very least, a bit of an overstatement.  Unfortunately it is an overstatement that has made its way into the “urban legend” class of statements in academia.  It is time that we who teach and speak on such issues realize that the “snopes of simple analysis” has shown that this is not nearly as assured as one might think.  Perhaps the next time we are asked about the finding of hell, the rapture hitchhiker, or even the devilish beginning of Procter and Gamble, we should remember that we are all capable of passing on information that may not be as solid as we had first thought.
