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The FPLAIN TRUTH

& Megerse of UNDERSTANDING

Desr Frlend:
Lrs the last twelve wverses of Merk's doppel Ilneplred?®

tme of the meat controverslal pelnta of 3erlpture 18
whether Mark 16:9-20 14 actually a part of Scripture. Although
it appesre Iin the King JTames Verslon, many other translations
elther 1gbel this sectlon =8 an sppendilx cr leave 1t in the
footnotea 28 in the controvereial Revieed Standsrd Version of
the Bible. The Moffett Translation, together with the Goodapsed

~and othera, not only has the long ending found in the King James
Veralon, Wwuk it alao ha3 anothar ahorter ending.

Sinc¢e the BElble 15 a revelation frow 3od about thosc
egsentlal facta which we need to kmow, but which we have no
other way of obtaining, it is very important that we know what
conatitutes the Bible. If this last portion of Mark's (ospel
i1z apurious, it ip time we learned of the fact. If it 1e
genuine,. it is vital that we belleve what 1t contalns,

Lzt us briefly underatand the facts behind the contro-
versy, The eighth verses of Mark, chapter 1&, ends abruptly
— sBegemingly at a place where 1t would be natural to have the
thought contlnue. Why? Thers have heen two rsascons generally
poatulated, (1) That Merk gqriginally wrote an ending that has
been totally lost, the present endings beling merely additiona
by later copylats. (2) That for some yet unknown reason Mark
wesa not permitted to finlah his Goapel, and that prebably
ancther reéon wrote an endlng, The echolars are, of course,
in confhsgon &8 Go whether thia ending was insplred, or whether
1t wal merely the sdditlon of another copylat, It might he
Important to bring I1n at this polnt the fact that almost gll
echolars dismiess the secondary short ending found In the trans-
lationa of Moffatt, (oodapeed, and cthera. Tn Hasting'se
Dletionary of Chrlst and the GedBpele it is plalnly stated that
this short eddition 18 not Telnd In any of the early Church
writere. We can therefore conslder 1t ae merely the addltion
of a copylat.
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The longer ending to Mark!'s Gospel, ls however, gquoted
extremely early. Mark 16:19 1ls quoted as a t of Mark's
account by Irengeus in Agsinat Heresiea [EK. , 10,67 between
785 and 188 A.D. There are allugicns to 1% 1n even earlier
wrltinge, although nct as a true guotation. Not only did
Irermens accept 1t a8 a part of Mark's Gospel when argulng with
"heretlcs," bub, says Hastings: "No wrlter bafore Eusebiue 13
known to have rejected them, and their presence in all later
MS3 {manuscriptag shows that the succesgors of Euseblus, in
aplte of his great authorlity, did not follow hip Judgment in the
natter." (EuSebius was the court favorlte and the church
nistorian in the days of Emperor Gonstantine. )

Phese facts point plainly to the great antiguity of
the longer ending a= preserved in the common Engliesh verslong.
But were they insplred?

Let us conglder now the common idea that the real
ending of Mark was lost. Bince the Eible sxplains that the Word
of the Lord endures forever, are we Lo aazume that so important
s matter as the resurraction was allowed Lo parish? Notlce
chapter 36 of Jeremlsh, verse 23. Here one of the soreolls con-
tpining the. inepired words of the Lord was cub with a penknife
and csst into a fire and totally destroyed. Did God leave It
to some copylat to guss2 what 1t mipht have contalned? HNol
faruch, the seribe of Jeremlah, was ardared to write in &2 new
scroll "all the former wWords that were in the fiirat roll” {verse
£8). So one of the baslc principles is that God!'s 1naplred Word
can not perleh.

New turn to Mark 16. Since (od does not allow Hl=
word to perlsh, 1t 13 loglczal that there never were addad
veraesa now loat.

The snewer 1% Gefinltely that 1t 1s an INSFIRED
ending.

Tf these last verses of Mark's Gospel ars left out,
the book does nat come to an orderly conclusion ag does every
other book in the Bibls. Human wrltlnge are filled with errcr,
Tut the Bilble Is foclpreof, cnmglete, inepired, and whelly

regaryed throuzh power & Bo vVEIS8GE ATe AN
1nBEIrEH part of the Word of God,.
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