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épofoivro yap, MARK 16 &'

MORTON 8. ENSLIN
CROZER THEOLOGICAL BEMINARY

[EW tasks are more instructive for the student of history
than the tracing of an idea, all but universally held in his
day, to its source. One thing he will usually discover: viz., as
successive writers treat the subject anew, but not afresh, their
effort to avoid plagiarism consists too often merely in deleting
the “apparently’s,” or ‘‘possibly’s” or ‘“not improbably’s.”
And so ofttimes without a fresh reworking a judgment, origin-
ally expressed with caution, becomes the “tested result of
criticism.” Why the mere fact of repetition should remove
doubts is hard to say. Perhaps it is but a reflection of the
“ quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus creditum, etc.”
Few better illustrations of this evolution of certainty can
be found than in the attitude of scholarship to the so-called
“mutilated ending of Mark.” Everyone seems to know that
the author could not have ended with the words époBoivre
«ydp. Personally I always feel it a bit rash to state what an
author could or could not do, especially if he were writing in
what is to us a more or less painfully acquired book-language.
Is not our certainty that the gospel did not originally end
as it now does colored by the convincing case against the

i Since writing this article my attention has been called to the note
egofovrro yap Mark XVI 8 by R. R. Ottley in J. 7. 8, July 1925,
pp. 407—409. It need hardly be said that the two are completely
independent. I quite disagree with hie concluding paragraph in which
he expresses his opinion that the imperfect 2goSsirro is mot ss “con-
clusive’’ as would have been the aorist, v. infra.
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genuineness of the endings now in existence? Ome would
indeed be rash to question the findings here. On textual and
internal grounds alike the present endings must be seen as
early attempts to complete the original gospel. But the point
often ignored is: what was the fancied need? Was it of form
or content?

In a most fair discussion of the problem Hort wrote: “It
is incredible that the Evangelist deliberately concluded either
a paragraph with époSoiivte ydp, or the Gospel with a petty
detail of a secondary event, leaving his narrative hanging in
the air” (p, 46). Both of these points must be considered

First, that from style. Some time ago while re-reading
Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho 1 discovered that he
did not kmow the prohibition against a final ydp, for he
concluded the first section of Chap. XXXII with the words
éaTavpily ydp. Interested, I dipped into some other Greek
authors. In the LXX it is said of Sarah (Gen. 18 15), jpmj-
gato ¢ Eéppa Aéyovoa otk éyé\aaa, épof3ion 7a'p. Not the
end of a paragraph, but the end of a sentence. This is a
most interesting parallel to the ‘impossible’ sentence of Mark.
Nor is the change of temse (époSi0n instead of édofBerro)
significant as we shall see below. épofifn ydp is the trans-
lation of 7N 9. This same phrase (except that it is masculine)
is translated in 1 Chr. 10 4 &7t époBeiro. Other examples of
final ydp in the LXX are érapaxOncav ydp (Gen. 45 3), and
xai épei ov duvapar dvayvivas, éappayioTar yap (Is. 29 11).

In the New Testament we find Cueis pwverré ue 6 Siddoxarog
xai 6 xOpios, xai xah@s Néyere, ejui ydp (Jobn 13 13). In
Rom. 3 3 and Phil. 1 18 Paul writes 7{ ydp;—a phrase by no
means uncommon in classic Greek. In the space of nine lines
Sophocles uses the phrase three times (0. C. 539, 542, 547),
while I discovered it as well in Plato (Theaet. 209 B) and
Menander (Epitrep. 44).

In the rapid dialogue of Plato it is hard to discover a
page where some sentence does not end with ydp. A few
illustratious of many taken almost at random will suffice:
iraviss ydp (Rep.502C); § ydp (i. 371 B, E; 505D, et passim);
&et yap (Phaedr. 268 A). In the Imstitutio Cyri Xenophon
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wrote Uueis 8'épn, & Ladara cai TwBpra, Seiwre Tas odods:
ifore ydp. (7. 5. 24, Teubner 1877, ed. Dindorf). A brief
examination of Menander revealed 3 cases (in addition to the
i 4dp mentioned above), in all of which the final ydp was
not even in its usual second place. év TadTy Tepipépers ydp
(Epitrep. 147); xai o qyap (Samia 233), ool Aak®@, irrov
ueBers yap (Perikeir. 2931). And the casual nature of my
search convinces me that I happened upon but a few.®

To be sure only the example from Justin closed a formal
section, though all concluded sentences, and several of them
paragraphs in dialogue. It is interesting to observe that no
less a writer than Plato ended not only what is now a chapter
(Rep. V. cap. VI, p. 457B) but also Book V itsell (480A)
with the phrase mavrdrac: uév odv. Is it so much more elegant
to end a book with olv than with ydp?

But it is often objected, that not only the ydp but the
épofBoivro is strange; that the sentence is not really concluded,
for épofoivro yap should not mean “for they were afraid,”
but *for they were afraid of” with an expected object. This
objection is not valid. Aside from the passage under discussion
forms of ¢poféouar occur 11 times in Mark. In 5 of these it
is used absolutely, i. e. with no complement such as object,
infinitive, clause, or phrase. These may be listed:

5 15 Qewpobaw Tov Jamow{cfnevov wabrjuevoy . . . xai édofdi-
Onoav.
5 33 1 ¢ qum PpoPnbeica xai Tpéuovaa . . . fAOev.
B 36 uy (péﬁou udvoy wioeve.
6 50 éyo el puy Pofeiale.
10 32 oi dé axohovBoivres épofioivro.
The remaining 6 occurrences are as follows:

(1) with cognate accusative once, 4 41,
(2) with other direct object 4 times, 6 20; 11 18, 32; 1212,
(3) with complementary infinitive once, 9 32.

? Bince writing this paragraph I opened the Republic at random
and discovered 6 cases on the two opened pages; cf. also the additional
illustrations listed by Ottley, op. cit.
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No example of the so-called Hebraism, i. e. poSéouas + awd,
occurs in Mark. This, however, is not such weighty proof of
the Greek origin of the gospel as might be imagined, for of
the 426 cases where forms of ¢poSéouar occur in the LXX
only 42, if my hasty counting was accurate, are followed by
dxd. No example of the complementary clause introduced by
i or uj wws occurs.’

In the light of this the objection that égoBoivro must
originally have had an object collapses, especially in the light
of 10 32 and numerons examples from the LXX. Tn 10 a2
¢poSBoivro occurs without an object, while in 11 18 it takes
the object avrov. The LXX provides numerous cases evidenc-
ing with what indifference the two constructions were used.

Again the change from imperfect to aorist is of no con-
sequence in this matter. époBifngar is used absolutely in
515, but with the object 7ov SxAov in 12 12. The same thing
occurs in the LXX, e. g. (1) époSifn yap (without object,
Gen. 18 15); (2) épofi0n Aaveid vov Oedv (1 Chr. 13 12).

The result of this phase of the study would seem to justify
a word of caution. In the light of the freedom that masters
of Greek style such as Plato and the poets exercised, it is
perhaps unwise for us to be too certain as to what a man who
really kmew Greek could or could not do. Again, in the light
of the many places in Mark that seem rough to us,—only
4 verses before our case he had been satisfied with # yap
uéyas apodpa‘—need we feel that on purely literary grounds
épofoivro yap would have offended his ear?

It should also be noted that what is perhaps not the most
elegant of Greek idiom, may yet if it is passable Greek

3 In the light of this fact Streeter’s comment (The Fowr Gospels,
p. 337) seems a bit rash: “Indeed, the words &pofoisro ydp in Greek
may not even be the end of a sentence; they lead us to expect a
clause beginning with swf, ‘They were afraid lest they be thought mad,’
or something to that effect.”

4 Nor is this exceptional. Mark is very fond of concluding » state-
ment with a brief clause introduced by mip. E. g. fleur vip dheeis (1 10);
Dy vip 8n lery (391); Lo vip dyévorre (D4); W Tip Exw rinar
woAMd (1033); mal ydp Toddaies d (14 70). Of. also 1m; 53s; 614; and
especially 16 4.

5
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represent a perfectly good Aramaic equivalent. Without desir-
ing to discuss the question of an Aramaic original (which
nevertheless seems to me far more probable than the pro-
nouncements of many would indicate), it is perhaps worth while
to ask how a literal translator of the Aramaic equivalent of
WY '2* would have avoided époBoivro yap. This point may
not be without value to Aramaic students, and would perhaps
strengthen the case for these words being final; but it is to
be remarked that the instances cited from writers certainly
not translating from a Semitic original are unaffected by the
verdict of the professional Aramaists on this question.

One further point with regard to the literary problem
remains. It should be observed that if our gospel is mutilated,
whatever may have been the cause, the final ydp does not
seem to have caused any disturbance. Horrid indeed must
have been the heresy of the next word if the critic hewed it
away though his soul was sore within him at the resultant final
«ydp. To assume that a page ended with this phrase demands
that the one who suppressed the last page felt that the result
was intelligible Greek and a tolerable ending. Finally, when
attempts were made to complete the gospel there is no evidence
that any effort was made to smooth out the barbarism of a
vdp concluding a paragraph. Accordingly on purely stylistic
grounds it is most unwise to assert that the gospel could not
have ended as it does now.

With regard to the second part of Hort's statement, viz.,
concerning Mark's ending his gospel “with a petty detail of a
secondary event, leaving his narrative hanging in the air,” I
am not attempting any exhaustive discussion. My interest was
chiefly concerned with the question of form. But ome or two
observations may not be out of place.

‘Would this ending be any more abrupt than the beginning?
May not the feeling of some early Christians—and of us
too—that the account is incomplete be due to familiarity with
the resurrection appearances as told in the other gospels?

¢ Perhaps wym mm.
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Other accounts in Mark seemed incomplete to later Christians,
and they amplified them. This, however, does not affect the
fact that for Mark they were not incomplete. The case of the
relation of John and Jesus at the baptism, or the attitude of
Jesus toward Peter at the famous confession near Caesarea
Philippj are instructive.

The plausibility of this suggestion is heightened by the fact
that the so-called longer conclusion is hardly more than a
catena of passages from Matthew, Luke, and John. With the
fondness that Mark shows for ending an incident with an
explanatory phrase it may not have seemed to him that he
ended with a petty detail or left his narrative hanging in the
air. On the contrary 16 1—8 makes an admirable climax for
the sketch of the critical period of Jesus’ life, during which
he labored amid ever-increasing difficulties which resulted in
his death. But short though the conclusion is it definitely
states the triumph of Jesus’ opponents was only temporary,
and that God’s power had been vindicated (v.s). The words
of v. 7 wpo&'yu vuds els v Dahdalay, éxei avrov G\eade,
xalis elwev Juiv are often cited as conclusive proof that a
statement of Galilee appearances— perhaps akin to those of
Matthew or of the appendix to John—originally followed.
Need the words, however, be more than an echo of 14 28 @\\a
iera TO e’ychEvac' e wpoa'fm duds ets v TaAdaiay? From
his sources, or elsewhere, he had learned of appearances in
Galilee, but either because his information was limited or
through choice he did not give it in detail, but merely referred
to it in this intriguing way. Nor is this bare reference any
more difficult than the cryptic phrase in Luke 24 34 fyépbn ¢
nfpms- xai 54)91, p AR

If these suggestions be discounted and it be held that the
gospel did have a different ending, one needs try to find a
tolerable explanation of the excision. Suggestions that the
author came to the end of his roll prematurely, or stopped
with the intention of writing Volume II a little later, or fell
sick ere he finished are too ridiculous for consideration. Nor
is the view temable that a last sheet was lost. The only
possible justification for such a view would be that the sheet

be
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was lost at so early a date that not only had it never been
copied, but that no one was sufficiently familiar with the writing
to restore it from memory.

The usual argument is that the ending was intentionally
deleted because it was offensive to certain Christians. There
is more plausibility to this argument, yet it is by no means
completely satisfactory. It would require a tremendously early
date for this act of vandalism to account for no vestige of the
early ending being preserved anywhere. And it would require
an extraordinary unanimity of thought on the part of the
Christians familiar with the book to see them all acquiescing
without a single discordant voice. Surely this was not the
case when Marcion a few years later deleted the books he
accepted, or when Serapion sought to suppress the Gospel of
Peter after his trip to Rhossus. These acts of censorship may
be performed with ease in theory; in practice the matter is
somewhat more difficult. If any one thing is clear from our
knowledge of our early brethren, it is that unanimity of opinion
was not one of their conspicuous virtues.

I am not trying to prove that the gospel could not—or for
that matter did not—end differently. My object has been to
point out how tenuous the evidence is, and that one of the
sheet anchors (to introduce a figure) has never grappled bottom.





