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IS MARK 16:9-20 INSPIRED?
Dave Miller, Ph.D.

The science of textual criticism is a
field of inquiry that has been in-
valuable to ascertaining the origi-

nal state of the New Testament text. Tex-
tual criticism involves “the ascertainment
of the true formof a literarywork, as orig-
inally composed and written down by its
author” (Kenyon, 1951, p. 1). The fact that
the original autographs of the New Testa-
ment do not exist (Comfort, 1990, p. 4),
and thatonly copiesof copiesof copiesof
the original documentshave survived,has
ledsomefalsely toconclude that theorigi-
nal reading of the New Testament docu-
ments cannot be determined. For exam-
ple, Mormons frequently attempt to es-
tablish the superiority of the Book of Mor-
mon over the Bible by insisting that the
Bible hasbeencorrupted through the cen-
turies in the process of translation (a con-
tention shared with Islam in its attempt
to explain the Bible’s frequent contradic-
tion of the Quran). However, a venture
into the fascinatingworldof textual criti-
cism dispels thisprematureanduninformed
conclusion.

The task of textual critics, those who
study the extantmanuscript evidence that
attests to the textof theNewTestament, is
to examine textual variants (i.e., diver-
gencies among themanuscripts) in an ef-
fort to reconstruct theoriginal readingof
the text. They work with a large body of
manuscript evidence, theamountofwhich
is far greater than that available for any
ancient classical author (Ewert, 1983, p.
139; Kenyon,1951,p. 5;Westcott andHort,
1964,p. 565). [NOTE:Thepresentnumber
of Greek manuscripts—whole and partial—
that attest to the New Testament stands at
an unprecedented 5,748 (Welte, 2005)].

In one sense, their work has been un-
necessary, since the vast majority of tex-
tual variants involve minor matters that
donot affect doctrine as it relates toone’s
salvation. Even those variants that might
be deemed doctrinally significant pertain
to matters that are treated elsewhere in
the Bible where the question of genuine-
ness is unobscured. No feature of Chris-
tian doctrine is at stake. Variant readings
in existing manuscripts do not alter any
basic teachingof theNewTestament.Nev-
ertheless, textual critics have been success-
ful indemonstrating that currently circu-
lating New Testaments do not differ sub-
stantially from the original. When all of
the textual evidence is considered, the vast
majority ofdiscordant readingshavebeen
resolved (e.g., Metzger, 1978, p. 185). One
is brought to the firm conviction that we
have inourpossession theNewTestament
as God intended.

The world’s foremost textual critics have
confirmed this conclusion. Sir Frederic
Kenyon, longtime director and principal
librarian at the British Museum, whose
scholarship and expertise to make pro-
nouncements ontextual criticismwassec-
ond to none, stated: “Both the authentic-
ity and the general integrity of the books
of the New Testament may be regarded as
finally established” (Kenyon,1940,p.288).
The late F.F. Bruce, longtime Rylands Pro-
fessor of Biblical Criticism at the Univer-
sity of Manchester, England, remarked:
“The variant readings about which any
doubt remains among textual critics of
the NewTestamentaffectnomaterialques-
tion of historic fact or of Christian faith
and practice” (1960, pp. 19-20). J.W. Mc-
Garvey, declared by the London Times to

be “the ripestBible scholaronearth” (Phil-
lips,1975,p. 184;Brigance, 1870,p. 4), con-
joined: “Alltheauthorityandvaluepossessed
by these books when they were first writ-
tenbelong to themstill” (1956,p. 17).And
the eminent textual critics Westcott and
Hort put the entire matter into perspec-
tive when they said:

Since textualcriticismhasvariousread-
ings for its subject, and the discrimi-
nationof genuine readings fromcor-
ruptions for its aim, discussions on
textual criticism almost inevitably ob-
scure the simple fact that variations
are but secondary incidents of a fun-
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damentally single and identical text.
In the New Testament in particular it
is difficult to escape an exaggerated
impressionas totheproportionwhich
the words subject to variation bear to
the whole text, andalso, inmost cases,
as to their intrinsic importance. It is
not superfluous therefore to state ex-
plicitly that the great bulk of the
words of the New Testament stand
out above all discriminativeprocesses
of criticism,because theyare free from
variation, and need only to be tran-
scribed (1964, p. 564, emp. added).
Writing in the latenineteenthcentury,

and noting that the experienceof twocen-
turies of investigation and discussion had
been achieved, these scholars concluded:
“[T]he words in our opinion still subject
to doubt canhardly amount tomore than
a thousandth part of the whole of the
New Testament” (p. 565, emp. added).

THE AUTHENTICITY OF MARK 16:9-20

One textual variant that has received
considerable attentionfromthetex-

tual critic concerns the last twelve verses
of Mark. Much has been written on the
subject inthelast twocenturiesorso.Most,
ifnotall, scholarswhohaveexamined the
subject concede that the truths presented
in the verses are historically authentic—
even if they reject the genuineness of the
verses as being originally part of Mark’s
account. The verses contain no teaching
of significance that is not taught elsewhere.
Christ’s post-resurrection appearance to
Mary is verified elsewhere (Luke 8:2; John
20:1-18), as is His appearance to the two
disciples on the road to Emmaus (Luke

24:35), and His appearance to the eleven
apostles (Luke 24:36-43; John20:19-23). The
“Great Commission” is presented by two
of the other three gospel writers (Matthew
28:18-20; Luke24:46-48), andLukeverifies
the ascension twice (Luke 24:51; Acts 1:9).
The promise of the signs that were to ac-
company the apostles’ activities is hinted
at by Matthew (28:20), noted by the He-
brews writer (2:3-4), explained in greater
detail by John (chapters 14-16; cf. 14:12),
and demonstratedby theeventsof thebook
ofActs (seeMcGarvey,1875,pp.377-378).

Those who reject the originality of the
passage inMark,while acknowledging the
authenticity of the events reported, gen-
erally assign a very early date for the ori-
gin of the verses. For example, writing in
1844, Alford, who forthrightly rejected the
genuineness of the passage, nevertheless
conceded: “The inference therefore seems
to me to be, that it is an authentic fragment,
placed as a completion of the Gospel in very
early times: bywhomwritten,mustof course
remain wholly uncertain; but coming to
uswith veryweighty sanction, andhav-
ing strong claims on our receptionand
reverence” (1:438, italics in orig., emp.
added). Attributing the verses to a disci-
ple of Jesus named Aristion, Sir Frederic
Kenyon nevertheless believed that “we can
accept the passage as true and authentic
narrative, though not an original portion
of St. Mark’s Gospel” (1951, p. 174, emp.
added). More recently, textual scholars of
no less stature thanKurt andBarbaraAland,
though also rejecting the originality of
the blockof twelveverses inquestion,nev-

ertheless admitthatthelongerending“was
recognized as canonical” and that it “may
well be from the beginning of the second
century” (Aland and Aland, 1987, pp. 69,
227). This admission is remarkable since
it lends further weight to the recognized
antiquity of the verses—what New Testa-
ment textual critic Bruce Metzger, pro-
fessor Emeritus of New Testament Lan-
guage and Literature at Princeton Theo-
logical Seminary, referred toas “the evident
antiquity of the longer ending and its im-
portance in the textual tradition of the
Gospel” (1994, p. 105)—placing them in
such close proximity to the original writ-
ing of Mark so as tomake the gapbetween
them virtually indistinguishable.

THE GENUINENESS OF MARK 16:9-20:
THE TEXTUAL EVIDENCE

In light of these preliminary observa-
tions regardingauthenticity,whatmay

be said regarding the genuineness of the
last twelve verses of the book of Mark? In
arriving at their conclusions, textual crit-
ics evaluate the evidence for and against a
reading in terms of two broad categories:
external evidence and internal evidence
(see Metzger, 1978, pp. 209ff.). External
evidence consists of the date, geograph-
ical distribution, and genealogical inter-
relationshipofmanuscriptcopiesthatcon-
tainoromitthepassageinquestion.Internal
evidence involvesbothtranscriptionaland
intrinsic probabilities.Transcriptionalprob-
abilities include such principles as (1) gen-
erally the shorter reading is more likely to
be the original, (2) the more difficult (to
the scribe) reading is to be preferred, and
(3) the reading that stands in verbal dissi-
dence with the other is preferable. Intrin-
sic probabilities pertain to what the origi-
nal authorwasmore likely tohavewritten,
basedonhiswriting style, vocabulary, im-
mediatecontext, andhisusageelsewhere.

Four Textual Possibilities

According toMetzger (1994, pp. 102ff.),
the extant manuscript evidence contains
essentially four different endings for the
book of Mark. [NOTE: Due to space limi-
tations, only two of these endings are
treated in this article. The other two are
addressed in theexpandedversiononour
Web site.]

Omission

Ultimately, thequestionisreducedsim-
ply towhetherverses9-20are tobe included
orexcluded as genuine.Over the last cen-
tury and a half, scholars have come down
on both sides of the issue. Those who have
questioned the genuineness of the verses
have included F.J.A. Hort (Westcott and
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Hort, 1882, pp. 29-51), B.H. Streeter (1924,
pp. 333-360), J.K.Elliott (1971,pp.255-262),
and BruceMetzger (1994, pp. 102-106).On
the other hand, those who have insisted
that Mark wrote the verses have included
John W. Burgon (1871), F.H.A. Scrivener
(1883, pp. 583-590), George Salmon (1889,
pp. 156-164), James Morison (1892, pp. 446-
449), Samuel Zwemer (1975, pp. 159-174),
and R.C.H. Lenski (1945, pp. 748-775).

The readingof the text thatomitsverses
9-20 altogetherdoes, indeed,possess some
respectable support(seetheUBSGreektext’s
critical apparatus—Aland, et al., 1983, p.
189). The weightiest external evidence is
theomissionof theversesby the formida-
ble Greek uncials, the Sinaiticus and Vati-
canus, which date from the fourth cen-
tury. These two manuscripts carry great
persuasiveweightwithmost textual schol-
ars, resulting in marginal notations in
many English translations. For example,
the American Standard Version footnote
to the verse reads: “The two oldest Greek
manuscripts, and someother authorities,
omit from verse 9 to the end. Some other
authorities have a different ending to the
Gospel.” The New International Version
gives thefollowingfootnote:“Thetwomost
reliable early manuscripts do not have
Mark 16:9-20.” Suchmarginalnotations,
however, fail to convey to the reader the
largerpicturethattheexternalevidencepro-
vides, including additional Greek manu-
script evidence, to say nothing of the an-
cient versions and patristic citations.

Additional evidence for omission in-
cludes the absenceof the verses fromvari-
ousversions: (1) theSinaiticSyriacmanu-
script, (2) about one hundred Armenian
manuscripts (seeColwell, 1937,pp.369-386),
and (3) the two oldest Georgian manu-
scripts that are dated A.D. 897 and 913.
[NOTE: Many scholars list the Old Latin
codexBobiensis fromthefourth/fifthcen-
tury as evidence for the omission of the
verses. However, as indicated by the criti-
cal apparatus of the UBS Greek text (see
Aland, et al., 1983, p. 189), Bobiensis (k)
contains the “short ending”—deemed by
everyone to be spurious. Its scribe could
have been manifesting his concern that
something (i.e., verses 9-20) was missing
and so settled for the “short ending”.]

Among the patristic writers (i.e., the
so-called “ChurchFathers”),neitherClem-
ent of Alexandria (A.D. 215) nor Origen
(A.D. 254) shows any knowledge of the ex-
istence of the verses. [Of course, simply
showing no knowledge is no proof for
omission. If we were to discount as genu-
ine every New Testament verse that a par-
ticular patristic writer failed to reference,
wewouldeventuallydismiss theentireNew
Testament as spurious. Though virtually

the entire New Testament is quoted or al-
luded to by the corpus of patristic writers
(Metzger, 1978, p. 86)—no one writer re-
fers to every verse.]

Eusebius of Caesarea (A.D. 339), as well
as Jerome (A.D. 420), are said to have indi-
cated the absence of the verses from al-
most all Greek manuscripts known to
them. However, it should be noted that
the statement made by Eusebius occurs
in a context in which he was offering two
possible solutions to an alleged contra-
diction (betweenMatthew28:1andMark
16:9)posedbyaMarinus.Oneof the solu-
tions would be to dismiss Mark’s words
on the grounds that it is not contained in
all texts. But Eusebius does not claim to
share this solution. The second solution
he offers entails retaining Mark 16:9 as
genuine. The fact that he couches the first
solution in the third person (i.e., “This,
then, iswhat apersonwill say...”), and then
proceeds to offer a second solution, when
he could have simply dismissed the alleged
contradictiononthegrounds thatmanu-
script evidence was decisively against the
genuineness of the verses, argues for Eu-
sebius’ own approval. The mere fact that
the alleged contradiction was raised in the
first place demonstrates recognition of the
existence of the verses.

Jerome’s allegedopposition to theverses
is even more tenuous. He merely trans-
lated the same interchange between Eu-
sebiusandMarinusfromGreekintoLatin,
recasting it as a response to the sameques-
tion thatheplacedinthemouthofaHedibia
from Gaul (see the discussion by Burgon,
1871, p. 134). He most certainly was not
giving hisownopinionregarding thegen-
uineness ofMark 16:9-20, since that opin-
ion ismadeapparentby the fact that Jerome
included the verses in his landmark revi-
sion of theOldLatin translations, theVul-
gate, while excluding others that lacked
sufficient manuscriptverification. Jerome’s
own opinion is further evident from the
fact that he quoted approvingly from the
section (e.g., vs. 14 in Against the Pelagians,
II.15 [Schaff and Wace, 1954, 6:468]).

Further evidence for omission of the
verses isclaimedfromtheEusebianCanons,
produced by Ammonius, which allegedly
originally made no provision for num-
bering sections of the text after verse 8.
Yet, again, on closer examination, of 151
Greek Evangelia codices, 114 sectionalize
(and thus make allowance for) the last
twelve verses (seeBurgon, p. 391; cf. Scriv-
ener, 1883).

In addition to these items of evidence
that support omission of verses 9-20, sev-
eral manuscripts that actually do con-
tain them, nevertheless have scribal no-
tations questioning theiroriginality. Some

of the manuscripts have markings—aster-
isks or obeli—that ordinarily signal the
scribe’s suspicionof thepresenceofa spu-
rious addition. However, even here, such
markings (e.g., tl, tel, or telos) can be mis-
construed to mean the end of the book,
whereas the copyist merely intended to
indicate the end of a liturgical section of
the lectionary. Metzger agrees that such
ecclesiastical lection signs constitute “a
clear implicationthatthemanuscriptorigi-
nally continued with additional material
from Mark” (1994, p. 102, note 1).

The internal evidence that calls verses
9-20 into question resolves itself into es-
sentially two central contentions: (1) the
vocabulary and style of the verses are
deemed non-Markan,and(2) theconnec-
tionbetweenverse8andverses9-20 seems
awkward and gives the surface appearance
of having been added by someone other
than Mark. These two contentions will
be treated momentarily.

Inclusion

Standing incontrastwith theevidence
for omission is the external and internal
evidence for the inclusion of verses 9-20.
The verses are, in fact, present in the vast
number of witnesses (see the UBS Greek
text’s critical apparatus—Aland, et al., 1983,
p. 189). This point alone is insufficient to
demonstrate thegenuinenessof apassage,
since manuscripts may perpetuate an er-
roneous reading that crept into the text
and then happened to survive in greater
numbers thanthosemanuscripts thatpre-
served theoriginal reading.Nevertheless,
the sheer magnitude of the witnesses that
support verses 9-20 cannot be summarily
dismissed out of hand. Though rejecting
the genuineness of the verses, the Alands
offer the following concession that ought
to give one pause: “It is true that the lon-
ger ending of Mark 16:9-20 is found in 99
percent of theGreekmanuscripts aswell
as the restof the tradition, enjoyingover a
period of centuries practically an official
ecclesiastical sanction as a genuine part
of the gospel of Mark” (1987, p. 287, emp.
added). Such longstanding and widespread
acceptance cannot be treated lightly nor
dismissed easily. It is, at least,possible that
theprevalenceofmanuscript support for
the verses is due to their genuineness.

The Greek manuscript evidence that
verifies the verses is distinguished, not just
in quantity, but also in complexion and
diversity. It includes a host of uncials and
minuscules. The uncials include Codex
Alexandrinus (02)andEphraemiRescript-
us(04)fromthefifthcentury. [NOTE:Tech-
nically, the Washington manuscript may
be combined with these two manuscripts
as additional fifth-century evidence for



© COPYRIGHT, APOLOGETICS PRESS, INC., 2005, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

inclusion of the verses, since it simply in-
serts an additional statement in between
verses 14 and 15.] Additional support for
the verses comes from Bezae Cantabrigi-
ensis (05) from the sixth century (or, ac-
cording to the Alands, the fifth century—
1987,p. 107), aswell as 017, 033, 037, 038, and
041 from the ninth and tenth centuries.
Theminusculemanuscript evidence con-
sists of the “Family 13” collection, entail-
ing no fewer than tenmanuscripts, aswell
as numerous other minuscules. The pas-
sage islikewisefoundinseverallectionaries.

The patristic writings that indicate ac-
ceptance of the verses as genuine are re-
markably extensive. From the second cen-
tury, Irenaeus, who died c. A.D. 202, al-
ludes totheverses inbothGreekandLatin.
His precise words in his Against Heresies
were: “Also, towards the conclusionofhis
Gospel,Mark says: ‘So then, after theLord
Jesus had spoken to them, He was received
up into heaven, and sitteth on the right
handofGod”(3.10.5;RobertsandDonald-
son, 1973, 1:426). It is very likely that Justin
Martyrwas aware of the verses in themid-
dle of the second century. At any rate, his
disciple, Tatian, included the verses in his
Greek Diatessaron (having come down to
us in Arabic, Italian, and Old Dutch edi-
tions) c. A.D. 170.

Thirdcenturywitnesses includeTertul-
lian,who died after A.D. 220, in his On the
Resurrection of theFlesh (ch. 51;Roberts and
Donaldson, 1973, 3:584), Against Praxeas
(ch. 30; Roberts and Donaldson, 3:627),
and A Treatise on the Soul (ch. 25; Roberts
andDonaldson,3:206).Cyprian,whodied
A.D. 258, alluded to verses 17-18 in his The
Seventh Council of Carthage (Roberts and
Donaldson, 1971, 5:569). Additional third
century verification is seen in the apocry-
phal Gospel of Nicodemus. Verses 15-18 in
Greek and verses 15-19 in Latin are quoted
in Part I: TheActs of Pilate (ch. 14), and verse
16 in its Greek form is quoted in Part II:
The Descent of Christ into Hell (ch. 2) (Rob-
erts and Donaldson, 1970, 8:422,436,444-
445). De Rebaptismate (A.D. 258) is also a
witness to the verses. All seven of these
second and third century witnesses pre-
cede the earliest existingGreekmanuscripts
that verify the genuineness of the verses.
More to thepoint, theypredatebothVati-
canus and Sinaiticus.

Fourth century witnesses to the exis-
tence of the verses includeAphraates (writ-
ing in A.D. 337—see Schaff and Wace, 1969,
13:153), with his citation of Mark 16:16-18
in “Of Faith” in his Demonstrations (1.17;
Schaff and Wace, 13:351), in addition to
the Apostolic Constitutions (5.3.14; 6.3.15;
8.1.1)—written nolaterthanA.D.380(Rob-
erts and Donaldson, 1970, 7:445,457,479).
Ambrose,whodiedA.D.397,quoted from

the sectioninhisOntheHolySpirit(2.13.145,
151), On the Christian Faith (1.14.86 and
3.4.31), andConcerningRepentance(1.8.35;
Schaff and Wace, 10:133,134,216,247,335).
Didymus, whodied A.D. 398, is also awit-
ness to thegenuinenessof theverses (Aland,
et al., 1983, p. 189), as is perhaps Asterius
after 341.

Patristicwriters fromthe fifth century
that authenticate the verses include Jerome,
notedabove,whodiedA.D.420,Leo (who
died A.D. 461) in his Letters (9.2 and 120.2;
Schaff and Wace, 1969, 12:8,88), and Chry-
sostom (who died A.D. 407) in his Hom-
ilies onFirstCorinthians (38.5; Schaff, 1969,
12:229). Additional witnesses include Se-
verian (after 408), Marcus-Eremita (after
430), Nestorius (after 451), and Augustine
(after 455). These patristic witnesses to
the genuineness ofMark16:9-20areexcep-
tional.

The evidence for inclusion that comes
from the ancient versions is also diverse
andweighty—entailing a wide spectrum
of versions and geographical locations.
Several Old Latin/Itala manuscripts con-
tain it. Though Jerome repeated the view
that the verses were absent in some Greek
manuscripts—acircumstanceusedbythose
who support exclusion—he actually in-
cluded them in his fourth century Latin
Vulgate (and, asnotedabove, quotedverse
14 inhisownwritings).Theverses are found
in the Old Syriac (Curetonian) as well as
the Peshitta and later Syriac (Palestinian
and Harclean). The Coptic versions that
have it are the Sahidic, Bohairic, and Fay-
yumic, ranging fromthe third to the sixth
centuries. The Gothic version (fourth cen-
tury) has verses 9-11. The verses are also
found in the Armenian, Georgian, and
Old Church Slavonic versions.

What must the unbiased observer con-
clude from these details? All told, the cu-
mulative external evidence that docu-
ments thegenuinenessofverses9-20, from
Greekmanuscripts,patristiccitations,and
ancient versions, is expansive, ancient, di-
versified, and unsurpassed.

Reconciling the Evidence

How may the conflicting evidence for
and against inclusion of the verses be rec-
onciled? In the final analysis, according
to thosewhofavoromissionof theverses,
the two strongest, most persuasive pieces
of evidence for their position are (1) the
external evidence of the exclusion of the
verses fromtheprestigiousVaticanus and
Sinaiticusmanuscripts, and (2) the inter-
nal evidence of the presence of multiple
non-Markan words. The fact is that the
presumed strength of these two factors
has led many scholars to minimize the
array of evidence that otherwise would

be seen to support the verses—evidence
that, as shown above, is vast and diversi-
fied in geographical distribution and age.
If these two factors are demonstrated by
definitive rebuttal to be inadequate, the
evidence for inclusionwill thenbe recog-
nized asmanifestly superior to thatwhich
is believed to support exclusion. What,
then, maybesaidconcerningthetwostron-
gestpieces of evidence that have led many
scholars to exclude Mark 16:9-20 as genu-
ine?

Vaticanus and Sinaiticus

Regarding the first factor, it is surely
significant that though Vaticanus and
Sinaiticus omit the passage, Alexandrin-
us includes it. Alexandrinus rivals Vati-
canus and Sinaiticus in both accuracy and
age—removed probably by no more than
fifty years. Why should the reading of two
of the “Big Three” uncial manuscripts take
precedence over the reading of the third?
Are proponents staking their case in this
regard onmerenumerical superiority, i.e.,
twoagainstone? Surelynot, given the fact
that the same scholars would insist that
original readings are not to be decided by
counting numbers of manuscripts. If sheer
numbers of manuscripts decide genuine-
ness, then Mark 16:9-20 must be accepted
as genuine. Vaticanus andSinaiticus should
carry no more weight over Alexandrinus
than that assigned by critics to the manu-
scripts that support inclusion on account
of their superior numbers.

Vaticanus is technically, at best, a half-
heartedwitnesstotheomissionoftheverses.
Though he considered the verses as spuri-
ous, Alford nevertheless offered an ob-
servation that ought to give one pause:
“After the subscription in B [Vaticanus—
DM] the remaininggreaterportionof the
column and the whole of the next to the
end of the page are left vacant. There is
no other instance of this in the whole
N.T.portion of the MS [manuscript—DM],
the next book in every other instance be-
ginning onthenext column” (p. 484, emp.
added). This unusual divergence from the
scribe’s usualpractice suggests thatheknew
that additional verses were missing. The
blank space he left provides ample room
for the additional twelve verses.

Interestingly, somehavequestionedthe
judgmentof the scribeofSinaiticus inhis
omission of Mark 16:9-20 on the grounds
thathe included the apocryphalbooksof
the Shepherd of Hermas and the Epistle of
Barnabas (Aland and Aland, 1987, p. 107).
Likewise, the scribe of Vaticanus included
several of the Apocrypha in the Old Tes-
tament, as Sir Frederic Kenyon observed,
“being inserted among the canonical books
in B [Vaticanus—DM]withoutdistinction”
(1951, p. 81, emp. added).
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The Land of Nod
Eric Lyons, M.Min.

After Cain killed Abel and was declared a
“fugitive and vagabond” by God (Genesis 4:
12), the Bible says that he “went out from the
presence of the Lord and dwelt in the land of
Nod” (4:16). It was in this land that “Cain
knew his wife” (4:17), and it was here that his
son, Enoch, was born.

When a person reads about Nod in Gene-
sis 4, he often pictures a land where a large
group of people already were dwelling by the
time Cain arrived. Because the Bible gives
this land a name (“Nod”), many assume it
was called such before Cain went there. Fur-
thermore, manybelieve that itwas in this land
that Cain found his wife. Based upon these
assumptions, someevenclaimthatGodmust
have specially created other humans besides
Adam and Eve, otherwise there would not
have been a land of Nod, nor would Cain
have been able to find a wife there. Are these
assumptions andconclusions correct?What
can be said about these matters?

It is very likely that when Moses wrote the
name “Nod” (Genesis 4:16), he was using a
figureof speechcalled“prolepsis” (theassign-
mentof something, suchasaneventorname,
to a time that precedes it). People often use
prolepsis for the sake of convenience, so that
the readeroraudiencecanbetterunderstand
what is being communicated. For example, I
might say, “My wife and I dated two years be-
fore we got married,” when actually she was
not my wife when we were dating, but a very
dear friend. We may see a special on televi-
sion about when President George W. Bush
was a boy, but the fact is, George W. Bush was
not President of the United States when he
was a child. From time to time, even the Bible
uses this kind of language. In John 11, the
Bible speaks of a woman named Mary who
“anointed the Lord with ointment” (11:1-2),
yet this anointing actually did not occur for
about three months. John merely spoke about
it as having already happened because when
he wrote his gospel account this event was
generally known. Another example of pro-
lepsis is found in Genesis 13:3 where we read
that Abraham “went on his journey from the
South as far asBethel.” This area actually did
not wear the name Bethel until years later
when Jacob gave it that name (Genesis 28:

19).However,whenMoseswroteof thisname
hundreds of years later, he was free to use it
even when writing about a time before the
name actually was given.

When Moses used the name Nod in Gen-
esis 4, the reader must understand the land
probablywasnotgiventhatnameuntil some-
time after Cain moved there. This is consis-
tentwiththemeaningof thenameNod(“wan-
dering”), which in all probability was given
because God told Cain he was to be a wan-
derer upon the Earth (Genesis 4:12). Thus,
the land of Nod almost certainly was not an
area filledwithpeoplewhomCainwould even-
tuallybefriend. It would become that in time;
nevertheless, it probably was not such a place
upon his arrival.

But, someonemight ask,didCainnot find
his wife in the landofNod?Actually, theBible
never tells us thatCain’swife came fromNod.
The text simply says that Cain “dwelt in the
land of Nod on the east of Eden. And Cain
knew his wife, and she conceived and bore
Enoch” (Genesis 4:16-17).

To conclude thatGodspecially createdoth-
ers besides Adam and Eve because “there was
a large group of people living in Nod when
Cain arrived” and “from this group Cain got
his wife” is faulty reasoning and sheer specu-
lation. Scripture does not teach the above
premises, nor does it ever hint that God spe-
cially created others than Adam and Eve. In
fact, the Bible teaches the very opposite when
it explicitly states thatAdamwas the firstman
(1 Corinthians 15:45) and that Eve would be
the mother of all living (Genesis 3:20, emp.
added). It seems clear that there could have
been no other people on the Earth contem-
poraneouswith them(except, of course, their
ownchildren).Even though someallege that
Godspeciallycreatedotherpeopleinadditionto
Adamand Eveduring the creation week, such
cannotbedefended logically in lightofwhat
Scripture teaches.

[NOTE : If you would like to read further
on thissubject,gotowww.apologeticspress.org,
lookunder the subheading “FAQs,” and read
the article titled “Where Did Cain Get His
Wife?” (http://www.apologeticspress.org/articles/
2181).]

Have youvisitedourWeb site recently? If youhaven’t, wehope that youwill con-
sider doing so. We update it every Monday with new articles that are instructive,
timely, as well as biblically and scientifically sound.
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Q What can I do to help children in
my communityhear the truth about

creation and intelligent design?

A Thebattleoverwhatwill be taught in
the scienceclassesofourpublicschools

has reached a feverous pitch. Those who be-
lieve in an Intelligent Designer are making
huge strides in their efforts to open the eyes
of the scientific community to the mass of
evidence that uncovers numerous and seri-
ous flaws in Darwinism and evolution (see
Butt, 2005). Those who hold fast to the gen-
eral theory of evolution continue to do all
that is in their power to keep this evidence
from getting a fair hearing in the classroom.
What canyoudo tohelp the students inyour
community learn the truth about the flaws
in evolution? How can you help children see
the scientific evidence thatpointsoverwhelm-
ingly toward an Intelligent Designer?

There aremanyoutlets atyourdisposal.You
could attend schoolboardmeetings inwhich
textbooks are chosen. You could write letters
to the members of your school board asking
themtopush for the inclusionofmaterialon
Intelligent Design.Therealso remainsanother,
moredirect approach thathasbeen taken.Re-
cently,withthereleaseofoneofourlatestbooks,
Truth Be Told, one congregation in Tennessee

approached theprincipalof their small com-
munity school and gave him a copy of the
book to preview for a couple of weeks. At the
end of that time, they asked if he would mind
if they donated one of these books to every
5th grader in the school (about 120 students).
A letter was sent home to the parents of the
childrenaskingpermission to send thebook
home with them. In the end, well over 90%
of all the5th graders in that small county school
were given a book free of charge by the local
congregation. Think what an impact could
bemade if scoresof congregationsacrossour
country would work with a view toward get-
ting accurate materials on creation into the
hands of the children themselves. We have
heard other reports of people donating our
materials to public school libraries, city li-
braries, and individual public school class-
rooms.Wemust focus our attentiononput-
ting the right information into the hands
of those who need it most: the children.
[NOTE: If you would be interested in donating
largerquantities ofourmaterials,wewill bemore
thanwilling toworkwithyouonpricing issues.]
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A host of social indicators document the
continuing moral and spiritual decline of
America. Two of the most recent ought to
evoke national mourning. One comes from
a biennial study of the sexual content of tele-
vision programming by the Kaiser Family
Foundation. Their findings:Thenumberof
sexual scenes on television has nearly dou-
bled since 1998. The study found that 70% of
all shows include some sexual content, and
that these shows average five sexual scenes
per hour (Graham and Kingsley, 2005, emp.
added).

The second social indicator comes from
a report by the National Center for Health
Statistics that summarizes the2004birthrates
for the United States. Childbearing by un-
married women reached a record high of al-
most 1.5 million births in 2004. More than
4 in 5 births to teenagers were nonmarital.
Over half of births to women in their early
twenties and nearly 3 in 10 births to women
aged 25–29 were to unmarried women. This
data means that in 2004, 35.7 percent of all
births were illegitimate (Hamilton, et al.,
2005, emp. added).

These social indicatorsare staggering!From
the 1960s to the present, American civiliza-
tion is being sucked into the vortex of sexual

disorder and confusion. The dismantling of
the Christian foundations of America has re-
sulted in a plethora of sexually deviant ac-
tions. America is literally spiraling down-
ward into the abyss of moral depravity and
degradation. Many are emulating the adul-
terouswoman,who“eatsandwipeshermouth,
and says, ‘I have done no wickedness’ ” (Prov-
erbs 30:20). But God still warns: “flee sexual
immorality” (1Corinthians6:18). Indeed,doom
is inevitable for anationgrippedby suchwide-
spread sexual anarchy. “Stolen water is sweet,
and bread eaten in secret is pleasant. But he
does not know that the dead are there, that
her guests are in thedepthsofhell” (Proverbs
9:17-18).
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Thosewhosupport exclusionofMark
16:9-20havenotbeen forthright indivulg-
ing that, as amatter of fact, Vaticanus and
Sinaiticus frequently diverge from each
other, with one or the other siding with
Alexandrinus against the other. [NOTE:
For examples, see the expanded version on
our Web site.] It is also the case that both
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus are sometimes
separately defective in their handling of
a reading. For example, in John 2:3, in-
stead of reading “they ran out of wine,”
the originalhandof Sinaiticus reads, “They
hadnowine, because thewineof thewed-
ding feast had been used up”—a reading
that occurs only in Sinaiticus and in no
other Greekmanuscript.Manyother in-
stances of dissimilarities and dissonance
between Vaticanus and Sinaiticus could
be cited thatweaken thepremature assess-
ment of the strength of their combined
witness against Mark 16:9-20. [Cf. Luke
10:41-42; 11:14; Acts 2:43,44; Romans 4:1;
5:2,17; 1 Corinthians 12:9; 1 John 4:19.]
Further, in some cases the UBS commit-
tee rejected as spurious the readings ofboth
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, and instead ac-
cepted the reading of Alexandrinus (e.g.,
Romans 8:2—“me” vs. “you”; Romans 8:
35—“the love of Christ” vs. “the love of
God” [Sinaiticus] or “the love of God in
Christ Jesus” [Vaticanus]).

Summary of
External Evidence

The chart on this page provides a vi-
sual summaryof the external evidence for
and against inclusion of Mark 16:9-20 for
the first six centuries—since thereafter the
manuscript evidence in favor of the verses
increases even further (adapted and en-
hanced from Warren, 1953, p. 104). Ob-
serve that when one examines all three
sources from which the text of the New
Testament may be ascertained, the exter-
nal evidence for the genuineness of the
verses is considerable and convincing.

Non-Markan Style

The second most persuasive piece of
evidence that prompts some to discount
Mark16:9-20 as genuine is the internal ev-
idence. Though the Alands conceded that
the “longerMarcanending” actually “reads
an absolutely convincing text” (1987, p.
287), in fact, the internalevidenceweighs
moreheavilythantheexternalevidence
in the minds of many of those who sup-
port omission of the verses. Observe care-
fully the following definitive pronounce-
ment of this viewpoint—apronouncement
that simultaneouslyconcedes the strength
of the external evidence in favor of the
verses:

On the other hand, the section is no
casual or unauthorised [sic] addition
to theGospel.Fromthe secondcen-
tury onwards, in nearly all manu-
scripts, versions, and other author-
ities, it formsan integralpartof the
Gospel, and it can be shown to have
existed, if not in the apostolic, at least
in the sub-apostolic age. A certain
amount of evidence against it there
is (though very little can be shown to
be independentofEusebius theChurch
historian, 265-340 A.D.), but certainly
not enough to justify its rejection,
were it not that internal evidence
clearly demonstrates that it cannot
have proceeded from the hand of
St.Mark (Dummelow,1927,p.73,emp.
added).
Listen also to an otherwise conserva-

tive scholar express the same sentiment:
“If these deductions are correct the mass
of MSS [manuscripts—DM] containing the
longer ending must have been due to the
acceptance of this endingas themostpref-
erable. But internal evidence combines
with textual evidence to raise suspicions
regarding thisending” (Guthrie, 1970,p.
77, emp. added).Alford took the samepo-
sition: “The internal evidence...will be
found to preponderate vastly against the
authorship of Mark” (1844, 1:434, emp.
added). EvenBruceMetzger admitted: “The
long ending, though present in a variety
ofwitnesses, someof themancient,must
alsobe judgedby internal evidence tobe
secondary” (1978, p. 227, emp. added). In
fact, to Metzger, while the external evi-
dence against the verses ismerely “good,”

the internal evidence against them is
“strong” (1994, p. 105).

So, in the minds of not a few scholars,
if it were not for the internal evidence,
the external evidence would be sufficient
to establish the genuineness of the verses.
What precisely, pray tell, is this internal
evidence that is so powerful and weighs
so heavily on the issue as to prod scholars
to “jump through hoops” in an effort to
discredit theverses?What formidabledata
exists thatcouldpossiblypromptsomany
to discount all evidence to the contrary?
Let us see.

Textual scholar Bruce Metzger summa-
rized the internal evidenceagainst theverses
in terms of two factors: (1) the vocabu-
lary and style of verses 9-20 are deemed
non-Markan, and (2) the connection be-
tween verse 8 and verses 9-20 is awkward,
appearing to have been “added by some-
onewhoknewa formofMark that ended
abruptly with verse 8 and who wished to
supply a more appropriate conclusion”
(1994, p. 105).

The Connection Between
Verse 8 and Verses 9-20

Concerning the latterpoint,onemust
admit that the evaluation is highly sub-
jective and actually nothing more than a
matter of opinion. How is one to decide
that a piece of writing is “awkward” or
“likely” to have been added by someone
other than Mark? Tangible objective cri-
teriamustbebrought forward to support
such a contention if its credibility is to be

ORIGINAL NEW TESTAMENT DOCUMENTS
Century Greek Manuscripts Ancient Versions Patristic Writers

2nd Curetonian Syriac Irenaeus
Sinaitic Syriac Justin Martyr?

Tatian/Diatessaron
3rd Coptic—Sahidic Tertullian

Cyprian
Gospel of Nicodemus

De Rebaptismate
4th Vaticanus

Sinaiticus
Vulgate

Coptic—Bohairic
Aphraates
Ambrose

Coptic—Fayyumic Didymus
Gothic Apostolic Constitutions

Armenian Asterius?
Eusebius?

5th Alexandrinus
Ephraemi Rescriptus

Washington

Palestinian Syriac
Peshitta Syriac

Old Latin—Bezae
Old Latin—Corbeiensis II
Old Latin—Sangallensis

Jerome
Chrysostom

Leo
Severian

Marcus-Eremita
Nestorius
Augustine

6th Bezae Cantabrigiensis Syriac Harclean

Blue = Contains or quotes from Mark 16:9-20
Red = Does not contain Mark 16:9-20

[NOTE: Dates are taken from the UBS Greek text critical apparatus.]
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substantiated. As support for the conten-
tion, Metzger notes (1) that the subject of
verse 8 is the women, whereas Jesus is the
subject in verse 9, (2) that Mary Magda-
lene is identified in verse 9 even though
she has been mentioned only a few lines
before in15:47and16:1, (3) theotherwomen
mentioned in verses 1-8 are now forgot-
ten, and (4) the use of anastas de and the
position of proton in verse 9 are appropri-
ate at the beginning of a comprehensive
narrative, but are ill-suited in a continua-
tion of verses 1-8 (1994, p. 105). Let us ex-
amine briefly each of these four conten-
tions.

Regarding the first point, a simple read-
ing of the verses does not demonstrate a
shift in subject from the women to Jesus.
In actuality, the subject has been Jesus all
along,butmore specifically,His resurrec-
tion appearances. After pausing to relate
specific details of the tomb incident in-
volving three women (vss. 2-8), the writer
returns in verse 9 to the subject introduced
in verse 1—an enumeration of additional
resurrection appearances, reiterating Mary
Magdalene’s name for the reason that He
appeared to her “first.”

Second, much is made of Mary Mag-
dalene being identified in verse 9 though
she had been identified already in 15:47
and 16:1. But if her name could be reiter-
ated in 16:1—one verse after 15:47—why
could it not be given again eight verses
later?Has it escapedthecritics’notice that
her name is also mentioned in full in 15:
40—a mere seven verses before being men-
tioned again in 15:47? Yet, not one critic
questions thegenuinenessof15:47or16:1
though they redundantly identify Mary

Magdalene again! The fact that there is
more than one Mary in the text is suffi-
cient to account for the repetition.

Third, it is also true that beginning in
verse 9, theotherwomenarenotmentioned
again. But, again, the reason for this omis-
sion is contextually obvious. Mary Mag-
dalene istheonewhospreadthewordabout
the resurrection to theothers—“thosewho
had been with Him” (vs. 10). It makes per-
fect sense that the focuswouldbenarrowed
from the threewomen to theonewhoper-
formed this role.

Finally, the claim that the positioning
of anastas de (“now when He arose”) and
proton (“first”) are appropriate at the be-
ginning of a lengthy narrative, but inap-
propriate inMark16withonlyelevenverses
remaining, is a claim unsubstantiated by
Greek usage. It is not as if there is some
observable rule ofGreek grammaror syn-
tax that verifies such a claim. It is simply
the subjective opinion of one observer—
albeit an observer who possesses a fair level
of scholarly expertise. The term“first” (pro-
ton) has already been explained as appro-
priate since Mary Magdalene was the ini-
tiator of getting the word of the resurrec-
tion out to the others. Verses 9-14 are, in
fact, intimately tied together in their com-
mon function of identifying resurrection
appearances.

The precise construction “now when
she arose” (anastasa de) is used by Luke (1:
39) to introduce thenarrative concerning
Mary’s visit to Elizabeth—a section that
extends for only eighteen verses (1:39-
56). He used the same construction to in-
troduce the narrative reporting Jesus’ visit
to Simon (4:38)—lasting four verses (4:

38-41)—thebroader context actually extend-
ingprevious to its introduction.Additional
uses of the same construction (e.g., Acts
5:17,34; 9:39; 11:28) further verify that its
occurrence in the concluding section of
Mark is neither unusual nor “ill-suited.”
Howmayone rightly claim thatanastas de
is inappropriate inMark16:9-20 if it is the
only timeMarkused it? Surely,whatMark
would or would not have done cannot be
judged on the basis of a single occurrence,
nor shouldMark’s stylisticusagebe judged
on the basis of what Luke or other users
of the Greek language did or did not do.
Is itpossibleorpermissible thatMarkcould
have legitimately used the construction
intentionally only one time—without sub-
jecting himself to the charge of not being
the author? To ask is to answer.

While Metzger does not accept verses
9-20 as the original ending of Mark, nei-
ther does he believe that the book origi-
nally ended at verse 8: “It appears, there-
fore, that ephobounto gar [“for they were
afraid”—DM] of Mark xvi.8 does not rep-
resentwhatMark intended to standat the
end of his Gospel” (1978, p. 228). But this
admission that something ismissingafter
verse8could justaseasily implythatverses
9-20 constitute that “something.” Metzger
concedes this very point when, after not-
ing that “the earliest ascertainable form
of the Gospel of Mark ended with 16:8,”
he offersonly threepossibilities to account
for the abrupt ending: “(a) the evangelist
intended to close his Gospel at this place;
or (b) the Gospel was never finished; or,
as seems most probable, (c) the Gospel
accidentally lost its last leaf before it was
multiplied by transcription” (1994, p. 105,
note 7, emp. added). If verses 9-20 are, in
fact, attributable to Mark, its absence in
some manuscript copies is explicable on
the verygroundsofferedbyMetzgeragainst
their inclusion, i.e., the last leafof amanu-
script was lost—a manuscript from which
copies were made that are now being used
to discredit the genuineness of the verses
in question. If, on the other hand, verses
9-20 are not genuine, then the original
verses that followedverse 8havebeenmis-
sing for 2,000 years, and we are forced to
conclude that the book of Mark lacks in-
formation that the Holy Spirit intended
the world to have, but which they have
been denied—an objectionable conclusion
to say the least (yet see McMillan, 1973, p.
190).

The Vocabulary and
Style of Verses 9-20

But what about the style and vocabu-
lary ofverses9-20?Are they“non-Markan”?
Textual scholar Bruce Metzger insists that
they are. Indeed, for those scholars who
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deem the verses spurious, the most influ-
ential factor—the most decisive piece of
evidence—is the alleged “non-Markanvo-
cabulary.” He defends his conclusion by
referring to“thepresenceof seventeennon-
Marcan words or words used in a non-
Marcan sense” (1978,p.227).Alfordmade
the sameallegationover a century earlier:
“No less than seventeen words and phrases
occur in it (and someof themseveral times)
which arenever elsewhereusedbyMark—
whose adherencetohisownpeculiarphrases
is remarkable” (1844, p. 438). The reader is
urged to observe carefully the implicit as-
sumption of those who reject verses 9-20
on such a basis: If the last twelve verses of
adocumentemploywordsandexpressions
(whether one or seventeen?) that are not
employed by the writer previously in the
samedocument, thenthe last twelveverses
of the document are not the product of
theoriginalwriter. Is this lineof thinking
valid?

Over a century ago, in 1869, John A.
Broadusprovidedamasterful evaluation
(and decisive defeat) of this very conten-
tion (pp. 355-362). Using the Greek text
that wasavailable at the timeproducedby
Tregelles, Broadus examined the twelve
verses that precede Mark 16:9-20 (i.e., 15:
44-16:8)—verses whose genuineness are
above reproach—and applied precisely the
same test to them. Incredibly, he found in
the twelve verses preceding 16:9-20 exactly
the same number of words and phrases
(seventeen) that arenotusedpreviously
by Mark! The words and their citation
are as follows: tethneiken (15:44), gnous apo,
edoreisato, ptoma (15:45), eneileisen, lelatomei-
menon, petras, prosekulisen (15:46), diageno-
menou, aromata (16:1), tei mia ton sabbaton
(16:2), apokulisei (16:3), anakekulistai, sphodra
(16:4), en tois dexiois(16:5), eichen (inapecu-
liar sense), and tromos (16:8). The reader is
surely stunned and appalled that textual
critics would wave aside verses of Scrip-
ture as counterfeit and fraudulent on
such fragile, flimsy grounds.

Writing a fewyears later, J.W.McGarvey
applied asimilar test to the last twelveverses
ofLuke, again, verseswhose genuineness,
like thoseprecedingMark16:9-20, are above
suspicion (1875, pp. 377-382). He found
nine words that are not used by Luke
elsewhere inhisbook—fourofwhichare
not found anywhere else in the New Tes-
tament! Yet, once again, no textual critic
or NewTestamentGreekmanuscript scholar
has questioned the genuineness of the last
twelve verses of Luke. Indeed, the meth-
odology that seeks todetermine thegenu-
inenessof a texton thebasis ofneworun-
usual word use is a concocted, artificial,
unscholarly, nonsensical, pretentious—and
clearly discredited—criterion.

CONCLUSION

For theunbiasedobserver, thismatter
is settled: the strongest piece of inter-

nal evidence mustered against the genu-
ineness of Mark 16:9-20 is no evidence at
all. The two strongest arguments offered
todiscredit the inspiration of these verses
as the production of Mark are seen to be
lacking in substance and legitimacy. The
reader of the New Testament may be con-
fidently assured that these verses are origi-
nal—written by the Holy Spirit through
the hand of Mark as part of his original
gospel account.
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YEAR-END REFLECTIONS
Aswecometo thecloseofanotheryear in thequarter-century

plus history of Apologetics Press, we reflect upon the fact that
2005 has been a memorable year. While A.P. experienced some
very difficult “bumps in the road,” we have also been blessed im-
measurably by God. The great work of defending the Christian
Faith has gone forward—despite Satan’s efforts to derail us. The
productivity level of the A.P. staff has surged ahead in an effort
to provide the public with valuable tools for increasing faith in
the one true God and demonstrating the truth of the Christian
religion.

In the final six months of 2005, Apologetics Press has gener-
ated some absolutely remarkable contributions to the shaping
of thehumanspirit inpreparation
for eternity:
• The AnvilRings (volume two)was

forthcoming to provide yet an-
other tremendous refutation of
the quibbles used by skeptics in
their ongoing attempts to dis-
credit the divine inspiration of
the Bible.

• The Quran Unveiled became the
first volume in the history of
Apologetics Press designed to
respond to the rival religionsof
theworld,bydemonstrating the
humanoriginofabookclaimed
by over a billion people to be
from God.

• The A.P. Reader Seriescommenced a new era in A.P.’s continu-
ing quest to equip children with the necessary information to
insulate them from the powerful propaganda of evolution—
propaganda towhich they are almost constantly exposed from
many quarters. The first three volumes in the A.P. Readers Se-
ries are part of the Level 2: Early Readers which target children
in kindergarten through second grade. They are specifically

designed to enhance a child’s reading skills by learning about
God and His Creation. Additional volumes will arrive on the
scene in 2006. Also in 2006, be looking for the release of the
first three volumes in the Level 1: Learn To Readseries which
target children in pre-school to age 6. These books are specifi-
cally designed to teach a child to read using Creation princi-
ples.

• Truth Be Toldhas made a big splash and promises to be a water-
shedvolume.Nowchildrencanbe forewarnedandforearmed
before they are pounded with the primary arguments used in
public school science textbooks to inoculate children with
the theory evolution.

These sixbooksdemonstrateaphe-
nomenal level of productivity! We
haveno intentionof allowing this
pace to abate in 2006.

May we request of you an ex-
tremely important favor? Inorder
for theoutstandingmaterialspro-
duced by A.P. to have as wide an
impact aspossible,weneedyounot
only to purchase our materials and
makeuseof theminyourownlife,
we need you to alert others. Tell
the elders, teachers,preachers,mis-
sionaries,andmemberswhereyou
worship. Tell your neighbors. Tell
your friends.Tellyourrelatives.We
sincerelybelieve that thesemateri-

als merit widespread distribution throughout our country and
the world. But we need your help to get the word out. And please
remember thatourmaterials canmakea lasting impactonmany
people if given as gifts during this holiday season.

Brad Harrub
Dave Miller
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