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I ntroduction

The closing verses of Mark 16 are often appealduytRevivalists as a standard “proof-
text” to authenticate their “Pentecostal” experggnaternally, and externally with others.
Unfortunately there seems to be an all too comnractige of selective reading within
these fellowships; theontextsof the various key biblical passages do not ofieem to
be read—or applied—in their entirety, the resuihbehat people quite often “miss the
forest for the trees”.

For many years th®evival Centreshas followed founding pastor Lloyd Longfield's
idiosyncratic interpretation that Mark 16 should flead as garable from verse nine
onwards. It would appear that this approach haas be=n simply to justify thabsence
of the majority of the signs outlined in the passagithin RCI assemblies. Former RCI
pastor, Drew Dixon, has written an excellent esbay appears at the “Please Consider”
website, “Mark 16: is it a Parable?”, which conohe$y demolishes this line of argument
(www.pleaseconsider.info/articles/mark_16/mark_fi&)h | certainly have nothing to
add to his work, other than to note that | havesatied commentaries on the book of
Mark from the fourth century onwards in an effatlbcateanyoneat any point in the
history of Christianity who has offered a similailggestion. | have not been able to find
even one. This alone should cause us to seriouslystipn pastor Longfield's
interpretation.

Aim, method and end-state

The aim of this essay is to critically evaluategmely what it is that the closing verses of
Mark 16 teach, when contrasted with Revivalistdfellhe tools that | use to complete
the task are the standards for biblical studied,iamolve a close analysis of the passage
as it appears in Greek. | will then compare theltef my examination against the two
major Revivalist positions: those of tlRevival Centres InternationgRCI) and the
Revival FellowshigRF). | am confident that the reader will reach enor less the same
conclusion as I: that what the RCI and RF bothdvweliand teach concerning this passage,
is fundamentally and thoroughly flawed.

Background
I'd like to commence by briefly addressing an isthat seems to be quite controversial in

some circles. It has to do with the question oftheuticity” with respect to Mark
16:9-20.



Many Revivalists would naturally feel concernedtthagood number of modern Bible
translations, including the immensely popular Neseinational Version (NIV), contain
footnotes that read something like this:

The most reliable early manuscripts and other amci@itnesses do not have Mark
16:9-20.

They are anxious because their prefetf@y James VersiofKJV) does contain these
verses, consequently, they worry that the modemnstations might be trying to distort,
or perhaps even remove, entire passages from thid ¥@o0d. At issue seems to be the
trustworthiness of Scripture. However, as | wilhtnstrate, this simply is not the case

There currently exist approximately 5,713 Greek usanpts—generally incomplete—
of the Christian New Testament, and the vast ntgjaf these date from the eighth
century onwards There are two important considerations that tesain this fact. First,
the date is, of course, about 700 years removed tle time in which the last New
Testament book was written. Second, it needs tonoerstood that the text of the New
Testament became more or less fixed, in its Gfeek at least, at Constantinople
sometime between the fifth and seventh centuriest 8 not surprising to discover that
the majority of the Greek manuscripts currently \noreflect what is a polished and
edited form of the Greek New Testament, one whiehivds from anintentional
recensionundertaken by Lucian of Antioch in the fourth eemt and which is now
commonly referred to as the Byzantine text fydeis is the text form that developed in
the centuries after Constantine became the Romgmefem a text form which came to
be the Bible of today's Greek Orthodox Churchslalso, more or less, the same Greek
text form that underpins the much later KJV.

But we also have a number of Greek New Testamemustaipts dating from much
earlier than the eighth century, generally from the thiayrth and fifth centuries. In
addition to these we can draw upon quotations obua New Testament passages in the
writings of the Church Fathers from the secondwgnbnwards, quotations which cover
the entire New Testament less seventeen verses from Revefafiad finally, we have
translations of the New Testament into other laggsathat are from the third century
forwards. What we discover is that the form of the Greed teat was in widespread use
during these earlier centuries—that is from Patesthrough to North Africa—displays
quite marked differences to the later, more refinad “smoothed” Byzantine text type.
All the manuscripts of Mark that include chapterid@ude the text up to verse ‘&And
they said nothing to anyone, because they weraddfr&8ut from verse nine onwards,
significant differences appear. In fact, therethree “longer” endings to Mark's Gospel.
They aré:

“Early, on the first day of the week, after he agpbe appeared first to Mary Magdalene,
from whom he had previously cast out seven dengimveswent and told those who were
with him, while they were mourning and weeping. Avieen they heard that he was
alive, and had been seen by her, they did not\aliafter this he appeared in a different
form to two of them while they were on their waghi country. They went back and told



the rest, but they did not believe them. Then heeaed to the eleven while they were
eating, and he rebuked them for their lack of faittd their hardness of heart, because
they did not believe those who had seen him resigle He said to them, 'Go into all the
world and preach the gospel to everyone. The one lvetieves and is baptised will be
saved, but the one who does not believe will be@mned. These signs will accompany
those who believe: In my name they will drive oeindns; they will speak in new
languages; they will pick up snakes with their rgrehd whatever poison they drink will
not harm them; they will place their hands on tiek @and they will recover.' After the
Lord Jesus had spoken to them, he was taken ughe#een and sat down at the right
hand of God. The eleven went out and proclaimedyeAwre, while the Lord worked
with them and confirmed the word through the accamgng signs.”

This is, of course, the commonest ending to Maadspel, and is the one that's found in
most English translations, including the KJV.

But there is also:

“They reported briefly to those around Peter alhtithey had been commanded. After
these things Jesus himself sent out through them, the east to the west, the holy and
enduring preaching of eternal salvation. Amen.”

The above ending is regularly found written aftee traditional “longer ending” in
manuscripts from the seventh century onwards. Wusld seem to indicate that there
was some uncertainty as to which was the “propett, tso both were included, just to be
safe!

And finally, there is the version of a “longer engii that's quoted by Jerome, early in the
fifth century:

“And they replied, saying, 'this age of lawlessnassl unbelief is under Satan, who
through his demons doesn't permit the true poweGod to be understood; therefore,
reveal your righteousness now!" They were speatan@hrist, and he said to them in
reply, "The limit of the years of the authorityS#tan has been fulfilled, but other terrible
things draw near, even for the sinners on whosealbélwas delivered up to death, that
they might turn to the truth and no longer sin,tlsat they may inherit the spiritual and
incorruptible glory of righteousness which is irekien.”

So, according to the Greek manuscript evidencee taee actuallyour endinggo Mark's
Gospel! The earliest, and therefore the “best” &rawanuscripts (which is a value
judgment in any casajo notinclude the longer ending that is found in the &yme
text, and which stands behind the KJV. Neither ke éarliest translations. Further,
guotes from Mark's Gospel in the letters of mosthef Church Fathers from the second
and third centuries do not show any evidence thay tknew the common “longer”
ending eitheX It is only from the mid to late third century thendings after verse eight
start to multiply in the manuscripts, and in thiédes written by Church Fathers.

So what does this mean? Do we simply ignore MarR-26? Hardly!



What | have presented above is a very brief overnaéthe textual evidence that clearly
indicates that theoriginal author of Mark's Gospel, who probably wrote sometime
around AD 60, did not include verses nine through 20. However, the exddealso
suggests that “extended” endings to the Gospel rbégabe considered towards the
middle of the second century, and these clearlyestdfd traditional beliefs and
understandings held within the early Chdrch

So, there are reallfwo issues that we need to consider. First, that tieedbsolutely
nothingin the common “longer” ending, or in any of théa@t “longer” endings for that
matter, which stands contrary to the rest of thev Nestament witness concerning Jesus
Christ and his teachings. Second, the Church décideacceptall of the “longer”
endings as representative of orthodox teaching vithestognized the boundaries of the
New Testament canon, sometime around the fourttugerConsequently, thegll form
part and parcel of the received Scripture in us¢heyChristian Church Universal. So it
remains perfectly correct to appeal to Mark 16:94%0 Scripture; but it is patently
incorrect to claim that it was originally writtery Bohn Mark, traditionally held to be the
author of the gospel that bears his name.

Mark 16:15-18

Having now spent a little time reviewing the histof the passage, we're in a position to
move forwards, to consider precisely what it ig fidark 16:15-18 teaches.

He said to them, “Go into all the world and preattie gospel to everyone. The one who
believes and is baptized will be saved, but the whe does not believe will be
condemned. These signs will accompany those wievéeln my name they will drive
out demons; they will speak in new languages; th#ypick up snakes with their hands,
and whatever poison they drink will not harm thehey will place their hands on the
sick and they will recover:®

Jesus' parting words to his disciples wégs, into the world, and preach the gospel to
everyone!”To Christ, the most important thing in the worldsanot that the discipleg
into it, but that the gospel was preached. The singéeksimperative, in other words the
sole commandof the verse, ixnpvéate tO evayyéliov, translated as “preach the
gospel” into English (the word that is rendered™im simply a Greek participld). It
would probably be quite well known that | fundanadiyt disagree with the various
Revivalist churches over just what it is that pmbpeomprises this all-important gospel.
| offer that a misunderstanding of the nature o tospel invariably leads to a
misunderstanding of the nature of, and the requerem for, salvation. History
demonstrates that such confusion all too frequenatbylts in a rapid spiral into works-
based, human-centric and fear-breeding forms dfioels legalism, given that legalism
remains the natural “religion-of-choice” for spirdly fallen human beings.

Having been presented with the content of the ddsgech is summarized in verse 15),
the hearer is forced into making a choice: to eiblgieve, or todisbelieve (so verse 16).



The person who believes, Jesus assured his discipik be baptized and will be saved.
However, the one who chooses not to believe thpadaxd Christ will stand condemned.
It is at this point that we need to take note ofesal important features of Greek
grammar. The words that has been transldteelieves” (miotevoag) and, “is
baptised” (Bantio0eig), are both aorist, active voice participles, wihite verb“will be
saved"(cwBnoeta) is future tense, in the passive voice, and intlieanood. What this
grammatical verbiage indicates, is that the pensbo exercises belief in the gospel
message, the person who demonstrates that he tughbelieves by being baptized (the
aorist aspect being generic in this instance), st in the certainty of receiving
everlasting life from God, into the future. It isucially important to understand that the
“being baptized” component remaiascondaryto the “believing” component, as (1) the
Greek coordinate conjunction translated “and” fiored in acumulativerather than in a
copulativesense, and (2) that this remains a normal roteesecongrotasisin implied
conditional Greek sentencdésn other words, a lack of baptism wilbt lead to a lack of
eternal life ¢ontra especially, the teaching of the RF)'he same, of course, is true for
the oft-quoted Acts 2:38 proof-text.

We now arrive at the most disputed portion of thildical passage: Christ's teaching on
the “signs”, themselves.

These signs will accompany those who believe: Imamye they will drive out demons;
they will speak in new languages; they will pick sipakes with their hands, and
whatever poison they drink will not harm them; thail place their hands on the sick
and they will recover...

Given that Jesus used the Greek plural for “sigesjucia) in our passage, the first
question that we need to ask ourselves is simgle is this word used within (1) the
New Testament record generally, and (2) in Mark'spg! particularly?

According to my exhaustive Greek Concordahcie word onuetov (being the
nominative, singular, neuter form; which is to s#ye “dictionary” form ofonueia)
appears 77 times throughout the New Testament. Mbshe occurrences are in the
gospels (48 times, with six occurring in Mark); hewer, the word also appears in Paul's
writings (eight times), in Hebrews (once), and ohids Revelation (seven times). The
standard definition is(1) a sign or distinguishing mark whereby somethis known,
and (2) an event that is an indication or confirioat of intervention by transcendent
powers.”® According to the extended discussion that fills tsubsequent columns of
Bauer, the second definition is the one thatstsuits our current passage (along with four
of the other five occurrences of the word in Ma&spel). In this respeatnueiov has
within its semantic domain the concept of “miracld’standard Greek lexical reference
work'® distinguishes clearly betweempueiov, andtepag (“miraculous sign”), but notes
that the latter occurs exclusively in the pluraidas only found in combination with the
former in the New Testament. This would indicatat tark intended for his readers to
understand that the “signs” of 16:17 point to theda intervention of God, and then in
an openly miraculous way.



We should particularly note that Mark went further,that he describes five specific
“signs” (note they areplural) that would “accompany” (a future tense, activacep
indicative mood verb) those who “believe” (onceiagan active voice, aorist participle).
They are: (1) that in Christ's name they will drougt demons; (2) they will speak in new
languages; (3) they will pick up snakes with tHends; (4) whatever poison they drink
will not harm them; and finally, (5) that they wplace their hands on the sick and they
will recover.

The RCI understands the majority of these “sigsgie€ifically, numbers one, three and
four) to be somehow “parabolic” or metaphorical.eOmonders whether or not this has
more to do with their organization rejecting thastence of demons philosophically,
coupled with their belief that Mark surely couldti@ave meant literally what he appears
to state with respect to the handling of snakesthadirinking of poison. Consequently,
the RCI teaches that the first “sign” really ougihtoe interpreted a%he casting out of
false religious ideas” The third “sign” then refers ttthe handling of sly, malicious
people”, with the fourth “sign” relating tdthe hearing of false doctrine without being
harmed spiritually”. Of course, Drew Dixon's article at “Please Considenclusively
demonstrates that this sort of interpretative wliaggsimply is not honest.

The RF, on the other hand, apparently acceptdgt#rallinterpretation of the majority of
Mark's “signs”, but understands them to be lateoipses within each individual and
true believer. Promises to be called upahen where andas required. The difficulty
with this interpretation, however, is that it cosds what Mark calls “signs”, with what
Paul refers to in 1 Corinthians as “spiritual diftfhe former serves to demonstrate the
reality of God to an unbelieving world, the latsarves to build-up an already believing
Christian community. In reality though, the RF laéso attempted to reinterpret away the
clear and simple teaching of Scripture, becaugeéas not conform to the organization's
doctrine, experience, or practice.

Because the Revivalist groups universally claimgifieof tongues (theeality of the gift
being a biblically defensible position, thaniversality of the gift not being so), and
because they universally link this particular gpal gift with the receiving of God's Holy
Spirit in the mystery of salvation (which ot a biblically defensible position); they
cannot simply jettison Mark 16:15-18 due to thdiclilties that a straightforward reading
of the passage presents them with.

“Yes, all mustspeak in tongues! We do see some people beingchdatlough prayer
sometimesBut if they arenot healed, then clearltheylack faith! No! We willnot have
any of that demon 'stuff-and-nonsense here! Anchaibevenbegin with the poison-
drinking, snake-handling rubbish!”

Unfortunately though, Mark doe®t allow for so casual a picking-and-choosing of what
one is prepared to accept as valid when it comélsetésigns” that Mark 16 presents. To
him, one eitheacceptsthe lot, or onaejectsthe lot. Why? Because the grammatical
antecedent to the “they” that is implicit in eadhtee third person “sign” verbs (“drive”,
“speak”, “pick up”, “drink”, and “place”), is theasne“those who believe’of verse 17,
and which mirrors thé'whoever believes”introduced in verse 15. Therein lies the



Gordian knot that the Revivalist groups have unessfully attempted to unravel.
According to the logic of the two Revivalist integpative positionsall believersmust
evidenceall of the signsall of the time (noting, of course, that a “sign” islya sign
when it is on display).

Such is the problem. However, there remains, ofsmua perfectly valid and biblical
solution. The RF in particular, has assuntee things about Jesus' words at the
beginning of verse 17these signs shall accompany those who belieVaf'st, that the
future tense indicates@omise rather than grediction. And second, that it remains a
promise toall believers. However, given that the statement appatier aconditional
sentence(16:16), and given the entire range of subsequemtextual grammatical
conditions that Mark presents:.he that...and is...shall be...it is decidedly clear that
the statement itself should be understood in therse: as grediction rather than as a
promise. This is reinforced by the fact that each of tixarsstances of third person plural
verbs mentioned with respect to the “signs” of ger$7 and 18 are Gree#itegorical (or
“generalizing”) plurals. Categorical plurals separate and distinguish gmoeip from
every other group. This form of plural exists ine€k, as it more easily yields itself to a
genericnotion: the focus is more towards thetion, than it is towards thactor (i.e. “this

is the sort of person who does this”). In our et “signs” serve to distinguigBhristian
believersas agroup, from every other groupf people on the planet.

Our current text doesot teach thaall believerswill cast out demons through to healing
the sick. The stress i®t on the notion of “promises” given to believers,ramains on
the authenticationof Christianity as being from God, before an uréwhg world. The
passage, therefore, teaches g@nheChristiansmay speak in tongues. Othensay cast
out demons. Others stithay be involved in the range of supernatural effebtst tare
described, but these effects are simply one panvlwdt it is that demonstrates the
uniqueness of the Christian Church as a group separate thsaparate from, every other
group in existence! The effects—the “signs”—aret individual promises, they are

corporate predictions.

Conclusion

Revivalists collectively appeal to Mark 16:15-20 aathenticate their shared spiritual
experience of “tongues”, and further, to validateit unique theology that one must
speak in tongues in order to be a “true” believdowever, as has been clearly
demonstrated from the Greek text, Mark 16:15-20sdoat reflect or represent the
Revivalisttheology its experienceor its actualpractice Each of the Revivalist groups
has gone to extraordinary lengths over the yeamsxpdain-away the “missing signs”,
when what has really been missing is a proper amiren of the passage's true meaning,
as it stands. The Revivalist groups, quite simpéye gotten Mark 16 wrong.

In closing, the grammar of the Greek text of Mafk1b-20 doesiot support what the
Revivalist groups teach. In fact, it stands direatjainst this Revivalist dogma.



Footnotes

! I've personally undertaken undergraduate and patgte training in New Testament
textual criticism. This is the close study of theci@nt New Testament manuscripts, their
similarities and differences

2 Of which only about 50 are complete New Testaments

 Approximately 85% of them

“Named as it is after the Byzantine period whichamegt Constantinople

®> Almost 1,000,000 quotations: enough to reconstitté entire Bible (less 17 verses)

® Approximately 10,000 manuscripts (in Syriac, Coptiatin, Armenian)

" All translations from the Greek text into Engliste any own

8 Irenaeus (d. 200) wrote in LatifiTowards the conclusion of his gospel, Mark sags '
then, after the Lord Jesus had spoken to them, &ereceived up into heaven, and sits

at the right hand of God"(Against Heresies3.10.6). This is clearly a direct quote from
Mark 16:19

® Jerome (d. 419) commented that the common “longading was absent from almost
all of the manuscripts known to him

19 This is a very good example of an implied condisibsentence in Greek, one using a
substantival participle in place of the formal staral markers, “...if...then...”

1 participles are forms of the adjective that defieen verbs. What they do is ascribe to
a noun participation in the action, or state, efvierb

2 The two conditions listed in the protasis (the lieg “if") do not bear the same

relationship to the apodosis (the implied “thenThe first is the cause (“[if] you

believe”), and the fulfillment of the apodosis dege on it (“[then] you will be saved”).

The second functions as the evidence of beliefd'[#nyou] are baptised”), consequently
the apodosis does not depend on it for fulfillment

3 In other words, the acceptance of baptism follansfrom the believing, rather than
being equal to it in obligation

14 Kohlenberger,et al, The Exhaustive Concordance to the Greek New Testame
Zondervan, 1995



> Bauer, et al, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament angeiOEarly
Christian Literature 3rd ed., University of Chicago Press, 2000; smuciov, ou, 70
(pp.920-921)

6 C. Brown (ed.),The New International Dictionary of New Testamemediogy Vol 2
(rev ed.) Paternoster Press, 1985, swyciov & Tepag , pp. 626-635



