SeetgosPe C HARWONY .Coh
THE ARAMAIC ORIGIN

OF THE

FOURTH GOSPEL

BY

ThEIUN.C.F.ﬁURNEY,NLA”IlLHT

Oriel Professor of the Interpretation of Holy Scripture at Oxford
Fellow of Oriel and St. John’s Colleges, Oxford
Canon of Rochester

OXFORD

AT THE CLARENDON PRESS
1922



CONTENTS

PAGE
PRINCIPAL ABBREVIATIONS EMPLOYED KR vii
INTRODUCTION . .o . . .o . 1

CHAP,
1. PRELIMINARY TESTING OF THE THEORY

BY EXAMINATION OF THE PROLOGUE 28

Appitionar NotE . . . . . . 43
II. THE SENTENCE . . . . .. . 49
1II. CONJUNCTIONS . . . . .. . 66
IV. PRONOUNS . . .o . .. . 79
V. THEVERB. . . . . . . . . 8
Vi. NEGATIVES . . AN . <L . 98
VII. MISTRANSLATIONS OF THE ORIGINAL
ARAMAIC OF THE GOSPEL. e 101
VIIl. OLD TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS IN THE
FOURTH GOSPEL . .o . . 114
IX. EPILOGUE _ . . . . . . PN 126
APPENDIX . . . . . . . . . . 153

INDEX . . . . . . . < . . . 13



PRINCIPAL ABBREVIATIONS EMPLOYED

Cur. = The Curetonian Syriac Version of the Gospels (cf. p. 26).

Pal. Syr. = The Palestinian Syriac Lectionary (cf. p. 25).
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INTRODUCTION

IN a sermon preached in June 1gzo before the University of
Oxford* the present writer made a plea for a closer synthesis of
Old Testament learning with the study of the New Testament;
and reviewing summarily and generally the kind of New Testa-
ment problems which might receive fuller elucidation through the
more direct application to them of Semitic learning, he put forward
the possibility that in the future a Semitic scholar might arise who,
examining the language of the Fourth Gospel in detail, would
prove beyond the range of reasonable doubt that it was based upon
an Aramaic original.

In venturing upon this somewhat bold prophecy, the writer had
not at the time any thought of undertaking the task himself.
Absorbed ‘in Old Testament studies, and realizing with ever-
growing insistency the task which lies before Semitic scholars
of widening and deepening the basis of their learning if they would
make any really first-hand contribution to their subject, he had not
enjoyed the opportunity of prosecuting his New Testament studies
beyond the somewhat superficial stage which ordinarily represents
a theological tutor’s acquaintance with the wide range of learning
in which, in addition to his own special branch of research, he has
generally to direct his pupils’ reading. The problem of the origin
and authorship of the Fourth Gospel had, however, always
attracted him. He had been impressed (as every Hebrew scholar
must be impressed) with the Semitic character of its diction, and
recognizing to the full the importance of Dr. Lightfoot’s remarks
on the question,t had realized that this was a subject of research
fundamental to the problem of authorship which called for closer
and more expert attention than it had hitherto received; and he
had been amazed at the lightness with which it was dismissed or

* Since published by the Oxford University Press under the title The Old
Testament Conception of Atonement fulfilled by Christ.
+ Biblical Essays, pp. 126fl,
2820 B



2 " INTRODUCTION

altogether ignored by New Testament scholars who confidently
asserted the Hellenistic character of the Gospel. An article by
Dr. C. J. Ball, entitled ‘Had the Fourth Gospel an Aramaic
Archetype ?°, which appeared in the Expository Times for Novem-
ber 1gog, explained certain peculiarities in the first chapter of the
Gospel by the theory of an Aramaic original; and this, though
(to the best of the present writer’s knowledge) it stands alone in
advocating this theory, yet appealed to him as evidently upon
right lines.* The evidence there adduced he had casually supple-
mented by notice of additional peculiarities pointing in the same
direction ; notably, the sharing by the Fourth Gospel of many of
the peculiarities of diction which Canon Allen and Prof. Well-
hausen cite as exhibiting the influence of Aramaic upon the style
of St. Mark’s Gospel.

This was about the position at which the writer’s acquaintance
with the subject stood when he wrote the sermon which he has
mentioned. He had formed an opinion based on general observa-
tion, but he could not claim to have substantiated it by the kind of
close study which deserves to be dignified as research. Further
reflection, however, convinced him that the matter could not be
allowed to rest here. He had suggested in the sermon that both

* The view that the Fourth Gospe! was originally written in Aramaic was put
forward, though not worked out, by C. Salmasius (De Hellenistica Commentarius,
1645, pp- 257 L), L. A. Bolten (Der Bericht des Joannes von Jesu dewn Messias, tiber-
setzly 1797, Vorbericht, pp. xiv fL), H. F. Pflannkuche (Ueber die paldstinische
Landessprache in demm Zeitalter Christi, in Eichhorn’s Allgesn. Bibl d.b. Litt. viii, 1797,
p. 367). L. Bertholdt (Ferosimilia de ovigine evangelii Joannis, 1805 ; Einleitung
... Schriften des A. u, N.T., iii, 1813, § 342" supposed that St. John wrote down
the discourses of our Lord in Aramaic soon after they were spoken, and long sub-
sequently translated them into Greek and incorporated them into his Greek gospel.

Many scholars, from Grotius (Annofationes, 1641) onwards, while holding the
Gospel to have been written in Greek, have emphasized the Semitic character of
its diction, The opinion of so great a Semitic scholar as H. Ewald (Dse johann,
Schriffen, 1861, 1, p. 44) is worthy of quotation: ‘ The Greek language of the author
bears in itself the plainest and strongest marks of a genuine Hebrew. He is one
born among Jews in the Holy Land, one who grew up to manhood in this society,
without speaking Greek, Under the Greek mantle that he at a late date learned to
throw about himself, he still bears in himself the whole mind and spirit of his
mother tongue, and does not hesitate to let himself be led by it.” The discussion
by C. E. Luthardt on the language of the Gospel (St John's Gospel, E. T., 1876, i,
pp. 15~64} is of considerable value.

Mention should here be made of the highly important work by Prof. A,
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Old and New Testament scholars were as a rule content to dwell
too much in water-tight compartments, and that more systematic
first-hand application of Semitic linguistic knowledge to the New
Testament might be expected to shed light upon a variety of
problems. It followed that it was not only desirable that professed
New Testament scholars should realize the importance to their
researches of a first-hand equipment in Hebrew and Aramaic, but
that Old Testament scholars equipped with a knowledge of these
languages should turn to New Testament research, and endeavour
by practical demonstration of the value of such knowledge to
substantiate the truth of this thesis.

Thus it was that the writer turned seriously to tackle the
question of the original language of the Fourth Gospel; and
quickly convincing himself that the theory of an original Aramaic
document was no chimera, but a fact which was capable of the
fullest verification, set himself to collect and classify the evidence in
a form which he trusts may justify the reasonableness of his opinion
not merely to other Aramaic scholars, but to all New Testament
scholars who will take the pains to follow out his arguments.

Inquiry into the Semitic characteristics of a New Testament
book has nowadays to take account of the fact that the great
modern discoveries of papyri and ostraka in Egypt have revolu-

Schlatter, Die Spracke und Heimat des vierten Evangelisien (1902), with which the
writer was unacquainted until he had practically completed the present study.
Schlatter has demonstrated the Palestinian origin of the diction of the Fourth
Gospel in the fullest possible manner by citing Rabbinic parallels to its phrase-
ology verse by verse, the majority of verses throughout the whole Gospel being
thus illustrated (thus e.g. in ch. 1 parallels are cited for phrases in 34 out of the
total 51 verses), and his work is a marvel of industry and intimate knowledge
of the Midrashic sources which he employs. He has drawn, not from Aramaic,
but from Rabbinic Hebrew—the Mechilta (commentary on Exodus) and Siphré
{commentary on Numbers and Deuteronomy) which date in substance from the
2nd century A. p., with supplements from the Midrash Rabba (on the Pentateuch
and the Five Megilloth), He chooses these Rabbinic Hebrew parallels rather
than the Aramaic material which we possess e,g. in the Palestinian Talmud,
because the former are nearer in date to the Fourth Gospel and better illustrate
the religious thought of Palestinian Judaism in the first century; but, as he remarks
(p. 12), any phrase employed in Rabbinic Hebrew (the language of the Schools)
could without difficulty be similarly expressed in Aramaic (the popular medium
of speech in Palestine). Schlatter’s conclusion is that the writer of the Gospel
was a Palestinian who thought and spoke in Aramaic, and only acquired his Greek
in the course of his missionary work (p. 9).

B 2



4 INTRODUCTION

tionized our conception of Biblical Greek, proving it to be, not a
thing apart, but a more or less characteristic representative of the
widespread Kowy dialect. The writer is not unacquainted with
the researches of Professors Deissmann and Thumb, Milligan and
Moulton, and recognizes the fact that they have proved that many
constructions and usages both in the LXX and New Testament
which were formerly supposed to reflect Semitic influence, are
really nothing more than ordinary phenomena of the Kous lan-
guage. While readily making this acknowledgement to the excel- -
lent work of these scholars, he does not stand alone in holding
that their reaction against the theory of Semitic influence upon
Biblical Greek has been pushed too far. The fact is surely not
without significance that practically the whole of the new material
upon which we base our knowledge of the Kows comes from
Egypt, where there existed large colonies of Jews whose know-
ledge of Greek was undoubtedly influenced by the translation-
Greek of the XX, and who may not unreasonably be suspected
of having influenced in some degree the character of Egyptian
Kowd* A good example of such influence has been unwittingly

* Cf. the judicious remarks of Dr. Swete, Apocalypse® (1907), p. cxxiv, n. 1
¢The present writer, while welcoming all the light that can be thrown on the
vocabulary and syntax of the New Testament by a study of the Graeco-Egyptian
papyri, and in particular the researches of Prof. Deissmann, Prof, Thumb, and
Dr. J. H. Moulton, deprecates the induction which, as it seems to him, is being
somewhat hastily based upon them, that the Greek of the New Testament has
been but slightly influenced by the familiarity of the writers with Hebrew and
Aramaic.,., It is precarious to compare a literary document with a collection of
personal and business letters, accounts, and other ephemeral writings; slips in
word-formation or in syntax which are to be expected in the latter, are phenomenal
in the former, and if they find a place there, can only be attributed to lifelong
habits of thought. Moreover, it remains to be considered how far the quasi-
Semitic colloquialisms of the papyri are themselves due to the influence of the
large Greek-speaking Jewish population of the Delta.' Similarly, Mr. G. C,
Richards, in reviewing the 2nd edition of Dr. Moulton’s Grammar of New Testament
Greek in the Journal of Theological Studies, x (1909), p. 289, remarks: ‘ The dis-
covery of the Aramaic papyri from Assuan emphasizes this point [the evidence for
large Jewish settlements in Egypt from an early date] most strongly, and even
Deissmann (Licht vom Osten, p. 83, n. 5) is prepared to admit that the adoption
of els 70 dvoua as a legal phrase may be due to Semitic influence ‘“in grauer
Vorzeit”. But this ¢ Vorzeit "’ can scarcely be earlier than the end of the fourth
century B.c. No doubt it is possible, as he says, that if originally a Semiticism, it
may not have been felt to be so any longer. Such influence on the language
of a population from an influx of settlers is quite common. Dr. Moulton makes
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presented to us by Prof. Deissmann (LAE. pp. 129ff) in one of
two passages which he quotes from the papyri for the express
purpose of proving that the parataxis so characteristic of the
Fourth Gospel, with its ‘and . . . and’, is not due to Semitic
influence, but belongs to the popular Kowry style. This is a letter
from two pig-merchants (¢. A.p. 171) in which they complain to the
Strategus that they have been attacked by brigands and robbed
and beaten : dvepxopévev fudv dwd kduys Ocadehpelas Depiorov pepidos
¥mwo Tov Spbpov Emihlav fHueiv kakodpyol Twves . . . kai Enoav juds oty kai
76 paydwlopirake xal wAyyels Hpds wAioras groav «[ol] Tpavparialov
érolyaay ov [Hacivlve kal elgavipaly fjuldv xopidov] a xal éBdofralay
To¥ TOb Hab'c’mv]os xtrdva . . . The term here used to describe ‘the
guard of the tower’, paydwlodiraé, embodies the ordinary Hebrew
word for ‘tower’, migdo! (originally magdsl), and is thus clear
evidence for Jewish influence upon Egyptian Kows terminology.
Yet Prof. Milligan (New Testament Documents, p. 154), referring to
this section of Deissmann’s work, states that he ‘has been able to
produce examples of similar [to the Fourth Gospel] paratactic
sentences from sources where no Semitic influence can be predicated’
(the italics are the present writer’s); and similarly Prof. Moulton
(Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 486) remarks, ‘ Those who still find
Semitism in these plain co-ordinated sentences [of the Fourth
Gospel], with their large use of «af, may be recommended to study
the most instructive parallels which Deissmann has set out,” &c.
We cite this passage merely as suggesting that the theory of
Jewish influence upon the Xowy of Egypt, so far from being false
or negligible, may in fact be supported by concrete evidence drawn
from the papyri themselves. It does not follow, of course, that the

a point of the case of Wales. South Wales Welsh is regarded by North Wales
people as an inferior patois because of the Anglicisms, which are to be seen not
only in borrowed words but also in turns of expression. In fact we may say that,
if the native language of a whole district may be strongly aflected by the entry
of aliens who learn it and learn it badly, a forfior is a language, which is not the
native one, but the medium of communication between natives and strangers, likely
to be modified by all who use it.” So also Dr, A, T. Robertson, 4 Grammar of
the Greek Testament in the light of historical vesearch® (1919), p. 91: ‘The LXX,
though ¢‘translation Greek’, was translated into the vernacular of Alexandria,
and one can but wonder if the LXX did not have some slight and resultant
influence upon the Alexandrian Kow# itself, The Jews were very numerous in
Alexandria,’
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paratactic style of the pig-merchants is due to Semitic influence ;
for, as Prof. Moulton justly observes (NV7G2 i, p. 12), in speaking
of co-ordination of sentences with simple «ai, ‘in itself the pheno-
menon proves nothing more than would a string of ““ands” in an
English rustic’s story—elementary culture.” The vice of arguing
from the epistolary style of an Egyptian pig-merchant or the
speech of an English rustic to the style of the Fourth Gospel lies
in the fact that the former are not #n pari materid with the latter,
The theory of elementary culture which satisfactorily explains the
style of the former is ill applied to a work which in thought,
scheme, and execution takes rank as the greatest literary produc-
tion of the New Testament, and the greatest religious monument
of all time.

So with other stylistic peculiarities of the Gospel, such as the
frequent use of Casus pendens. This, Prof. Moulton tells us, ‘is
one of the easiest of anacolutha, as much at home in English
as in Greek’ (NTG.® i, p. 69). We recognize the truth of this
statement as regards colloquial English, especially among the
semi-educated,. We might be talking to a groom, and it would
be natural for him to say, ‘The gentleman who used to ride that
horse—he lost his arm in the war.’ Probably at times we use
the same kind of anacoluthon ourselves in ordinary conversation ;
but we do nof use it in writing a book or article which we hope
may be worthy to rank as literature. Nor, if we take the whole
New Testament as a fair specimen of literature written in the Koo,
do we find as a rule more than very occasional instances of the
usage. In the Fourth Gospel, however, it 7s remarkably frequent;
and it is reasonable to seek some better reason than the sup-
position that the writer of the finest piece of literature in the New
Testament was more than ordinarily infected with colloquialism.
Now there 7s a literature in which both the usages which we
have been noticing—parataxis and Casus pendens—are not the
marks of lack of education but common phenomena of the best
writing style, namely, the literature of Semitic-speaking peoples.
If, then, these two characteristics of the style of the Fourth Gospel,
only selected by way of example, fit in with numerous other
characteristics which point to translation from a Semitic language,
their evidence as part of our proof that the Gospel is such a
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translation is not in the slightest degree invalidated by the fact
that parallels can be adduced from the non-literary and ephemeral
type of document which we find represented in the papyri.

As a matter of fact, we have little cause to quarrel with Prof.
Moulton at any rate in the course which is followed in our
discussion of the language of the Fourth Gospel, for he lays
down a canon which covers a great part of the characteristics
which are brought forward. ‘If we are seeking’, he says, ‘for
evidences of Semitic birth in a writer whose Greek betrays
deficient knowledge of the resources of the language, we must
not look only for uses which strain or actually contravene the
Greek idiom., We shall find a subtler test in the overuse of
locutions which can be defended as good Kowy Greek, but have
their motive clearly in their coincidences with locutions of the
writer’s native tongue. This test of course applies only to Greek
which is virtually or actually translated—to the Hebraism of the
LXX and the Aramaism of New Testament books which are
either translated from Aramaic sources or written by men who
thought in Aramaic and moved with little freedom in Greek.” *
It is precisely this over-use of locutions coincident with locutions
of Aramaic which will repeatedly be found to characterize the
Greek of the Fourth Gospel.

From the remarks which are occasionally to be encountered
in books and articles dealing with the Gospels it would appear
that some amount of vagueness exists in the minds of many non-
Semitic scholars as to the existence of a clear distinction between
Aramaisms and Hebraisms. By some scholars, in fact, the
question of distinction is ignored, and the two terms are used
indifferently as though they were synonymous.t A glaring in-
stance of this is to be seen in Prof. Schmiedel’s remarks on the
original language of St. Mark’s Gospel in Encyc. Bibl. 1870. ‘The
language of Mk.’, he says, ‘Hebraizes still more strongly than
does that of Mt. Nevertheless, the combinations of Allen
(Expositor, 1900, i, pp. 436-43) do not prove that the evangelist
wrote Aramaic, but only that he wrote a kind of Jewish Greek

* Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 474. + Cf. Dalman, W/, pp. 18f.
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that he had derived from a reading of the LXX. Lk, also has
Hebraisms, not only in chaps. 1f but elsewhere as well, and
not only where he is dependent on Mk. or Mt. but also where
he had no exemplar before him (as, for example, often ‘“‘and it
came to pass”, kal ¢yévero; see HS.?p. 37), and yet no one holds
Lk.’s writing to be a translation of a Semitic original.’

It is something of a feat to have crowded so many miscon-
ceptions into the space of a few lines. Mk. does not Hebraize
at all in the proper sense of the term ; but the fact that his Greek
exhibits a strong Aramaic colouring is admitted by all Semitic
scholars who have studied the subject, though they differ as to
whether this colouring implies actual translation from an original
Aramaic document, or is merely due to the fact that the author
was ill versed in Greek and accustomed to think and speak in
Aramaic. Mk.s ‘Jewish Greek’ cannot have been ‘derived from
a reading of the LXX", for it exhibits peculiarities (those which
connect it with Aramaic) which are not found there, while at the
same time the most striking Hebraisms of the LXX are absent
from it. The fact that Lk. has Hebraisms is the first accurate
statement which Prof. Schmiedel makes; but he goes on at once
to confuse the issue again by equating the supposed ‘ Hebraisms ’
which are the result of dependence upon Mk. or Mt. with those
which are found in passages in which the author ¢ had no exemplar
before him’. The fact as regards the Marcan source in Lk. is
that the third evangelist has made some attempt to smooth away
the most palpable solecisms, but has by no means carried this
out thoroughly or consistently; consequently a number of Marcan
Aramaisms (not ¢ Hebraisms’) remain in Lk.* The parts of Lk.

* As regards Mt,, which Schmiedel also mentions as a source containing
¢ Hebraisms’ employed by Lk., i.e, of course the Q document which is used
in common by Mt. and Lk., the present writer cannot claim to have examined in
detail into the question of its original language (Greck or Aramaic). No Semitic
scholar can, however, study such a passage as Mt 10%6-% = Lk, 12?~? without
arriving at the clear conviction that we either have in it the literal translation
of an Aramaic original, or that the fpsissima verba of our Lord in Aramaic were
branded on the hearts of His hearers and reproduced with a reverential exactitude
amounting to virtual translation, Cf. especially the phrases u) poBnfij7e dré (Semitic
D of aversion after a verb of fearing), duohoyfoe &v &uoi (cf. on this expression
even Moulton, NTG.8 i, p. 104), drorovbei émfow pov (Mt. 10%), Mistranslation of an
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which may be taken to be due to the author himself (such as the
setting of narratives, to which the phrase cited, al éyévero, belongs)
do contain Hebraisms, and these so striking as to make this Gospel
stand out as stylistically the most Hebraic Gospel of the four.
Yet, as Schmiedel states, ‘no one holds Lk.’s writing to be
a translation of a Semitic original’, for, paradoxical as it may
seem, the very existence of this Hebraic colouring in his style

Aramaic original seems clearly to the indicated by comparison of the following
passages :

Mt, 232526 Lk, ry8-4

% Odal duiv, ypappares kal Papioaiot, 39 Niv dpels of Papioaion 76 Efwbev

brokpiral, &ri wafapifere 70 Efwlev Tob mornplov xal Tob myaxos kafapifere,

7ol morgplov  kal 7S  mapoyidos,

loobev B¢  vyépovow i dpunayds 76 8¢ owber Hudv ~yéuer édpwayis

ral  drxpacias. 3 Papigaie  TUPAE, - xal movyplas. 4Cdgpoves, odx & moujoas
70 obev kal 1O oofev émainaev;

kafdpicoy  wpdror 7 &wrds  Tob Upady 7d Iévra Bbre EAenuoaiviy,

woTTpiov Kai Tis wa poybidos,

iva yévprat kal 0 twrds  adrob kal 800 mdvra «kafapd piv  éoTw.

rabapdy.

Here it can hardly be doubted that the remarkable variant between Mt. xa@dpaoy
npiroy 16 évrds kA, and Lk. mAty 7d Ivévra Sére EAequogdvny is to be explained
by the fact that New Heb. and Aram. Y3} means both ‘to purify’ (occurring in
Aram, as well as normal '3%) and also ‘ to give alms? (cf. Wellhausen, Einleitung?,
p- 27). For the latter sense cf. the numerous occurrences in Midrash Rabba on
Exodus, par, xxxiv; e.g. sect. 5 (New Heb.), ‘If misfortune has befallen thy
companion, consider how to give him alms (33 M) and provide for him’;
sect, 11 (Aram.), ‘The Rabbis Yohanan and Resh Lakish were going down to
bathe in the hot baths of Tiberias. A poor man met them. He said to them,
“Give me alms” (2 N3). They said to him, ¢ When we come out we will
give thee alms” (]2 M31). When they came out, they found him dead.’ The
inference is that our Lord used some such expression as [i3] 8327 ¢That which
is within purify’; this has been rightly rendered in Mt. and made more explicit
by the addition of rob morqpicv rTA., while in Lk. it has been wrongly rendered,
¢ That which is within give as alms’. ‘Hpufjvevae 8 adrd, ds fv duvards, €kagros.

In the opening of the long indictment of the Scribes and Pharisees contained
in Mt. 23, presumably from Q, we find a passage (vv. ") which has clearly
formed a source for Mk, in his short summary of teaching contained in 12%74,
It seems not unlikely that Mk.’s opening phrase, Kal é&v 7§ 8iBaxfi adred éeyev,
which recurs nearly wverbatim in 4% (introducing the parable of the sower), may
be his manner of referring to this written discourse-source to which he had access.
Lk. 20%~47 has followed Mk. and not Mt , though his opening statement that our
Lord’s words were spoken both to the multitude and to the disciples seems to
indicate that he rightly identified Mk's abbreviated version with the long discourse
of Mt. {Q), and selected the former. The parallel passages run as follows :
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is a sure indication that he was steeped with LXX influence, and"j
very possibly unacquainted with Hebrew.*

Mt. 23U{.
Y Tére & 'Involls EAdAnoer

Mk, 1o38-10

B Kal év 7] Bidaxyi avTob

Lk, 2044

48 'Agovavros 8¢ mavrds Tol

Tols SxAois xal Tois pafyrarls Ereyer: Aaot  elmev 7ol pabyrals”
abrod Aéyaw . . . . . BMémere dnd T@v ypapparéwy 48 wpogéyere amd TRV ypappatéow
8 rayra 8¢ Td pya alriv TGV GeAdvrwy év  aTolals Ty Gehévrav mepimarety
rowotioy  mpds 76 Peabijva wepimaTely Kal &y orokals  kal  Giholvrov
Tols dvlparmots wAaTvvovaiy domacgpovs &v rais dyopais domacpods & rals  dyopals

yip T4 PuraxTipme alr@v 39 yai mpwrorafedpias év ralk kal mpwroxabedplas & Tals
kal  peyakdvovorr Td guvayeryals xal Tparokhiaios owaywyafs wal wpwroxhioias
kpagmeda, © purobow  Be tv Tois Belmvoist 0ol rar- ¢y rofls  Belmvais, 47 ol  kar-
Ty wpwrorhwiav év  Tois tabiovres 7rds olklas 7@V eafiovery  Tds  olklas  T@w
deimvors kal Tds  wpwro- xnpav kal mwpophger paxpd xnpiv kal  mpophaer  pakpd
kafedpias &  raik  owp- mpogevxopuevo,  0UToL  Afp- npogevyovTar odroL Afpu

ayeryais T kal Tols domaopods
&y Tais dyopais, kTA.

YovTar mepLaodTepor Kpipa.

Povra meproadrepov kpipa.

The statements of Mk. in vw. .39 can be clearly recognized in Mt., except for
1@y ferdvraw &v gTolals mepimareiv, which seems to be a paraphrase of xal peya-
Mvovew Té kpdomeSa, Mt. 235, In v.4® of Mk., however, we meet with two
statements which do not seem, as they stand, to connect themselves directly with
anything in Mt, Noticing, however, that the second of these speaks of prayer,
we observe that the New Heb. and Aram. term for ¢vAarripa (Mt. 23°) is ;\55:1
#phillin, which properly means ‘ prayers’. Thus there is a suspicious resemblance
between the two statements, ‘make broad their phylacteries’ and ‘make long
their prayers’. Now the verb mAariévovowr is rendered in Pesh. by Q,LQQ;E,
and Payne Smith in his Thesaurus quotes instances in which this Aph'el ,p]’
‘make broad’, as well as the Pa‘el A&, has the sense ‘muake verbose’ (e.g.
Severus Alexandrinus, Rhetorica, 197., |hajy },;3 \2 ‘If he wishes to be

verbose"). It is likely, therefore, that an original ﬁﬂ"?;ﬂ? i‘m@p‘-'! twho make
broad their phylacteries’, rightly rendered in Mt., appears in Mk, and Lk. in the
mistranslation ‘who make verbose their prayers’. It should be remarked that
;‘San is not the ordinary Aramaic word for ¢ prayers’ (N:D‘bg); but it might
be so interpreted by a translator who was aware of this meaning of the term
in New Heb.

The writer believes that this suggestion as to a misunderstanding of ;‘an is
not his own, but has already been made; though he cannot recall to whom
acknowledgement is due. He is himsell responsible for pointing out the variant
meanings of the verbal form.

* That St. Luke was a Hellenistic Jew and not a Gentile would be—apart from
other evidence to the contrary—the natural deduction from the fact that the LXX
has coloured his Greek style in so marked a degree; since this surely implies that
he was brought up upon the Greek Bible. Had he been a Gentile, and not
converted to Christianity until he was a grown man, his Greek style would
presumably have been already formed and would not have taken on a LXX
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The following striking Hebraisms occurring in Lk. may serve to
illustrate the true meaning of the term ‘ Hebraism’, viz. a con-
struction or word-usage found in Biblical Hebrew which has been
copied in translation by the LXX, and has come through LXX
influence into N. T, Greek:

I, ¢ydero introducing a time-determination. The use of "0}
‘And it came to pass’ is in such a case very idiomatic in Hebrew,
and the LXX equivalent is xai éyévero or ¢yévero 8¢ After ') there
follows the note of time or occasion, which may take various forms,
such as—

An Infinitive with preposition 1; e.g. B¥32 ‘when they
came’ (lit. “in their coming’) = LXX & 7§ é\felv adrois.

An Infinitive with preposition 3; e.g. D¥33 ‘at their coming’
= LXX &s (or #jvixa) HAbov.

“JRI (or '?) ‘when’ with a Perfect; e.g. ™3 WX ‘when
they came’=LXX &s (or svika) frbov.

A Participle Absolute with pronominal or nominal subject ;
e.g. D'N3 B3 ‘they (were) coming’=LXX adrdv épxopévor.

A specific note of time; e.g. *¥"PWa BP2 on the third day’
=LXX (&) 1 Hpépe T Tpiry; D) nody ppn ‘after three
days’=LXX perd fpépas Tpeis.

After this comes the apodosts, which is most frequently (though
by no means invariably) introduced by ‘and’ (= ‘then’); e.g.
WM ‘and they saw’= LXX (kai) eldor (LXX often omits xaf),
XY MM ‘and, behold, they saw’ = LXX «ai 3ov lov, or simply
WY ‘they saw’ = LXX edov. The subject of the apodosis may
of course vary from that of the time-determination (when this
latter embodies a subject); e.g. EONTPD BN Y% DND3 MY ‘And
it came to pass, as they came, that (lit. ‘and’) a man went out

colouring, at any rate to the extent that it has. We do, however, possess other
and apparently contrary evidence in the fact that St. Paul in Col. 4! appears
expressly to distinguish him from ¢ those of the circumcision’ previously mentioned
(v.1); and this is taken by most scholars, such as Dr. Lightfoot (Colossians,
p. 239) and Dr. Plummer (S Luke, p. xix), as conclusive evidence that he was
of Gentile origin, the latter scholar going so far as to maintain, ‘That he was
originally a heathen may be taken as certain’. Such a verdict, however, surely
ignores the important eriterion of style ; and perhaps the conclusion which best
satisfies the conflicting evidence is that he may have been a proselyte from his
youth and have come over to Christianity from Judaism.
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to meet them’, or DDN",E.S Ny$ e Ny o83 10 N ‘And it came to
pass,they (were) coming, and, behold,a man going out to meet them”.

Instances of this Hebrew construction, with time-determination
& ¢ (Infinitive) and apodosis introduced by xaj, may be seen in
Lk. 52 g%, 14, 17“,119"", 24*(%; without «af, Lk. 1%, 25 Q%38 y11¥
174, 18%, 24*%, With time-determination &s (Aorist), and without
«a in apodosis, Lk. 1%#, 2% 19®. With specific note of time, and
xa{ in apodosis, Lk. 57, 8'%, Acts 57; without xaf, Lk. 1%, 2'*, 7",
929.37’ 20!, ‘

There are besides some cases in Lk., and many more in Acts,
in which the verb of the apodosis is not an Aorist but an Infinitive.
This modification of the construction, which is #of found in
Hebrew, and only occurs once in LXX (3 Kgs. 11* B), can be
paralleled from the papyri. It seems therefore in Lk. and Acts
to be a modification of the Hebraic construction under the in-
fluence of a known Kouy construction (cf. Thackeray, Grammar
of the O. T. in Greek, p. 50). So Lk. 3%, 6%, Acts 4°, g"¥, 14,
16%, 19, 22%7, 287, It may be noted that in some of these
examples, viz. Acts g% 14), 22%7, the note of time or occasion
has been variously modified so as to lose its clear-cut Hebraic
form. In other cases, viz. Lk. 16% Acts g% 11%, 28, it is
altogether absent. This is quite un-Hebraic. Hebrew might say
i"287 MY ¢And the poor man died’, without note of time except
as inferred from the context (‘and’=‘and fhen’), or, inserting
note of time, ["¥7 NV O YA N ‘And it came to pass, after
some time (lit. “from the end of days”), that (lit. ““and”) the poor
man died’; it would not say 11280 N N = éyévero 8¢ dmobavely
vov wroxdv (Lk. 16%). The reason why St. Luke modified his
Gospel-style in this respect in Acts demands investigation. It
would seem to imply a not inconsiderable interval between the
two works, during which his wider intercourse with Gentile
heathen in the course of his missionary labours exercised an
influence on his style.

Outside Lk. and Acts éyévero introducing a time-determination is
only found in the five-times repeated phrase ral éyévero Gre érédever
Iyoods in Mt, 7%, 11}, 13%, 19, 26', and also in Mt. ¢'°, Mk, 1° 2%,
4* (cf. 2%). In Semitic it is specifically a construction belonging to

* With time-determination before éyévero,
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Biblical Hebrew, and not found in Aramaic except where this
language copies the Hebrew construction in translation, as in the
Targums.*

These facts prove that in the construction under discussion we
have a true Hebraism, which can only have entered into N.T.
Greek through the influence of the LXX, Incidentally, its absence
from Jn. tells against the use of the LXX by the writer of this
Gospel.

2. Enforcement of verb by cognate substantive in Dative. When
Hebrew desires to emphasize a verbal idea, it prefixes the Infinitive
Absolute to the Finite verb. In LXX the place of the Infinitive
is commonly taken by the cognate substantive tn the Dative; e.g.
Gen. 2" MR DO « Thou shalt surely dse’ (lit. ¢ dying thou shalt die’)
= LXX fovdire dmobaveiche, Judg. 15" DT DA TIOK) abg3? ¥
3 ) npM ¢ Nay, but we will b4ud thee (lit. ‘binding we will bind
thee’) and deliver thee into their hand ; but we will not s/ay thee’
(lit. ‘slaying we will not slay thee’) = LXX Ody{, drt é\X' §) Seopd
8";0'0’1.5’1’ ge Ka.i 7rapa8(60'0/.l.e'v g€ éV XGLP‘L a{;‘r&'w, K(l;. G(LVﬂl.T(y Oi‘) 90.1’0.1'(1’)0‘0’1&’[’
ce. An alternative method employed by LXX is the rendering of
the Infinitive by @ Participle; e.g: Judg. 1® Win &5 ¥Mim and
did not expel them at all’ (lit. “and expelling did not expel them’)
= LXX xai éalpov olx é&hpey adrdv,

No examples of the second form of the idiom are found in N. T.
except in the LXX quotations Mt. 13", Mk. 4%, Acts 7, but the
first occurs three times in the Lucan literature ; viz. Lk. 22% ém-
Bupia erefipnoa, Acts 5% rwapayyedia mapyyyeilapey, Acts 23" dvabéuar
dvebeparioaper (cf. also Acts 2* dpxe dpooer).t Elsewhere in N. T.
we find it only in Mt. 13", 15' = Mk. 7% (both O. T. quotations),
JIn. 3% xapd xaiper, Jas. 5Y mpooeuxj wpoonifare.

This enforcement of the verbal idea by the Infinitive, while found
occasionally in other Semitic languages (cf. Babylonian ediin Jidi
‘let it be ever new’; Syriac (&5 J315 5 ‘when they are com-
pletely victorious ’), is peculiarly characteristic of Biblical Hebrew.}

* Cf. Dalman, WJ. p. 3a.

t Acts 2V umiioss évvmviao@foovrar, which occurs in an O.T. quotation from
Joel 278 (31in Heb.) is different, the substantive representing the cognate Accusative
in Heb, HD&[}: nin":g, LXX &vbmma tvunbiaatfoorrar,

t According to Dalman (W), p. 34) it is ‘quite unknown in the Palestinian
Aramaic of the Jews, apart from the Hebraizing rendering of the Targums.
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3. Use of wpoorifipu in place of wdAw or a similar adverb in
imitation of Hebrew A'9in ‘he added’ to do something, i.e. he did
it again. There are two constructions in Hebrew: (1) the auxiliary
verb A'0i1 may be followed by an Infinitive with preposition 5
e.g. ¥ym n‘w’wg}_ +« «300% ‘and they added to do that which was
evil’ (i.e. ‘they agam did it’) = LXX «al mpocéfevro .. . woifjoa 7o
rovpdy, Judg. 3% 4, 10°; or (2) it may be followed by ‘and’ with
a Finite verb, e, g. MY ngY) 038 AP ‘And Abraham added and
took a wife’ (“agasn took’, or ‘took a second’) = LXX mpoghépevos
5¢ *ABpadp DaPev ywvala, Gen, 25'; IORY NITOX DY ‘And Elihu
added and said’ = LXX TIpoofeis 8¢ "Ehwds &rt Méye, Job 36'. Both
of these constructions occur in the Lucan literature: (I) xai wpooé-
fero Erepov mwépapar Sobdov . . . kal mpooéfero Tpirov wémpar, Lk, 20" ;
mpooéfero cvilafelv kai Iérpor, Acts 12°; (2) mpoofeis elmev wapaBoAijy,
Lk. 19". The usage is not found elsewhere in N. T.*

4. The phrase wopetov els elpivyr, Lk, 7%, 8%, Twaye eis elpivr,
Mk. 5% (nowhere else in N. T.) is derived from the LXX rendering
of the Hebrew Di‘)t:)? Eb) ; of. 1 Sam, 17, 20", 1 Kgs. 20 (LXX 21)%,
2 Kgs. 5% 1 Chr, 12", Tob. 10%, Judith 8%, The Hebrew preposi-
tion b is here incorrectly given the sense eis which it commonly
possesses. It is really an idiomatic usage known as S of norm,
DiStg':S thus meaning lit. ‘ peace-wise ’ or ‘ health-wise’, i.e. ‘in peace
or health’. The phrase belongs distinctively to Biblical Hebrew.
The Targum Hebraizes in copying it in translation, but in the
Peshitta the regular rendering is xdNa2 \\J, i. e. mopedov & eipivy.

5. The expression é&dmoy is peculiarly characteristic of Lk.
{23 times), Acts (13 times), and Apoc. which is marked by an
Hebraic style (84 times). It is derived from LXX where it is
extremely common (some hundreds of occurrences), and ordinarily
represents Hebrew ’?_?,5 ‘before’ (lit. ‘to the face of’), or ’?,'}!:5
‘in the sight of’ (lit. ‘to the eyes of’). édmwov is only found once
in Jn. (20™), and is unused in Mt. and Mk. In these Gospels we
find &umpoofev, which also occurs in Lk.

&avre (Lk. 18 Acts 7°, 8%), vavriov (LK. 15 20%, 24%, Acts 7%, 8%),
exclusively Lucan in N.T., are both very common in LXX, where
they ordinarily render *#¥2 ‘in the sight of” (lit. ‘in the eyes of’),

* Cf. however the text of D in Mk, 14%, od 3 mpoadf@ mieiy,
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i.e. ‘in the opinion of’. Hebrew always observes a distinction
between ‘.J.‘_&?:J ‘in the (physical) sight of’, and *2'¥2 ‘in the (mental)
sight of”. The same distinction may be notiged for the most part
in the N, T. use of évdmriov and évavriov.

In place of the distinctively Hebraic expressions ‘,3_59,5, "_J_‘,S??, A,
Aramaic uses D, ‘before’, ‘in front of”.

6. The phrase mpd mpoodmov, which is a common LXX rendering
of "?.‘95, occurs in the O. T. quotation Mk. 12 = Mt. 11" = Lk. 7%,
and only besides in Lk. 1% 9% 10!, Acts 13% drd mpoodmov = BN
in LXX is found in Acts 3% 5", 7% 2Thess. 1°, Apoc, 6", 20"
(d7d To% 7).  &mil wpbowmov Lk. 21, &l wpocdmov Acts 17%, are LXX
renderings of '?,?"D&_?,

7. The phrase 8 wpdoomor éomjpoey, Lk. 9" (nowhere else in
N.T.) is derived from LXX, where it renders Hebrew D38 D'
‘set the face’ (Jer. 21", Ezek. 6}, 137, 145, 15/, &c.).

8. AapBdvew mpdowmov, Lk. 20%, Gal, 2° occurs 9 times in LXX
as the rendering of Hebrew D2 N¥3 ‘take or lift up the face’ of
any one, i.e. show him partiality in judgement. More commonly
this phrase is rendered in LXX by fovpdlav mpéowmov. The
Semitic phrase occurs in Aramaic as well as in Hebrew. The
N.T.substantives mposwroljumrys ‘a respecter of persons’ (Acts 10%),
npocerodyppia (Rom. 2", Eph. 6°, Col. 3%, Jas. 2') ‘partiality’, are
derived from the LXX Hebraism.

9. The use of the verb 8w in a wider range of senses, which
may be rendered ¢ put’, ‘set’, ‘appoint’, ‘allow’, &c., appears in
N.T. to be exclusively Lucan ; cf. Lk. 7%, 12°%, 157 19%, Acts 2"
{quotation from Joel 3%), 2%, 13® (both quotations from Ps 16"), 10",
19, This usage comes from LXX where 88wp is the regular
rendering of Hebrew 02 which, meaning primarily ‘give’, is regu-
larly used also in such wider senses. Cf. the LXX rendering in
Gen. 17 3dow abrov es évos péya, Gen. 317 odx Bwker adrd 6 Geds
xaxomorijoal pe, Deut. 1 8dre éavrois dvdpas copors, Deut.2” dvdpyov Sotvar
7ov Tpdpov cov.  Such instances might be indefinitely multiplied.

These examples should serve clearly to illustrate the character
of N.T. Hebraisms derived from the Greek of the LXX. We
observe that they are characteristically Lucan, and in some cases
exclusively so. Other N. T, Hebraisms may be found in the
Greek of the Apocalypse (cf. Dr. Charles’s Commentary, Index II),
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and these owe their origin to a different cause, viz. first-hand
imitation of Biblical Hebrew style—a cause which was perhaps
also operative in the Birth-narrative of Lk. The Marcan
Aramaisms collected by Canon Allen in the article mentioned by
Prof. Schmiedel are wholly different in character; and the state-
ment that they only prove that this evangelist ‘wrote a kind of
Jewish Greek that he had derived from a reading of the LXX’ is
most misleading. For example, one of Canon Allen’s most
striking Aramaisms is the very frequent use of the Historic
Present in Mk., which he rightly ascribes to the influence of the
Aramaic usage of the Participle in narrative (cf. pp. 87 ff. of the
present volume). How could this usage have been derived from
reading the LXX, when, as Sir John Hawkins has shown (HS/,
p. 213), it is there comparatively rare ? The total occurrences in
the whole LXX are 8387, and of these 232 occur in the four Books
of Kingdoms, leaving only 105 for the whole of the rest of the
LXX. ‘Out of the 282 instances in the four books of Kingdoms,
the First Book (= 1 Samuel) contains very nearly two-thirds,
viz. 151, which happens to be exactly the same number as Mark
contains. But then 1 Kingdoms exceeds Mark in length by
about one-third, as may be seen by comparing the two books in
the pages of any English Bible—e.g. in the R.V. minion 8vo
1885, in which 1 Sam. occupies 26 pages, and Mark (without the
Appendix) about 15 pages and a half. Consequently it appears
that the historic presents are scattered considerably more thickly
over the pages of the latter than of the former, the average to
a page being in 1 Sam. about 6 and in Mark between 9 and 10’
(HS.2 loc. cit) Moreover, the same scholar has proved, in the most
conclusive manner, in dealing with the Synoptists and the LXX,
that Mark is considerably the least familiar with this version,
Matthew occupies an intermediate place, while Luke shows most
familiarity with it (HS.?pp. 198 ff.).

The marking of the distinction between Aramaisms and
Hebraisms may thus be seen to be a matter of fundamental
importance to our inquiry. If Aramaic and Hebrew were so
similar in structure and phraseology that close translations made
from the two languages, or original Greek compositions influenced
by their style, were practically indistinguishable, then it might not
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matter whether the stylistic peculiarities of such documents were
classed as Aramaisms or Hebraisms ; though even so—since such
phenomena would properly rank as the common property of two
(if not more) languages of the Semitic group—it would scientifically
be more correct to describe them as Semuitisms. It is true that
Aramaic and Hebrew, having sprung from a common ancestor, do
in fact exhibit a considerable number of such common character-
istics, the occurrence of which in isolated Greek passages of brief
length might leave us in doubt whether the influencing factor was
the one language or the other. In dealing, however, with Greek
works such as the Gospels, we are concerned not with brief
sentences but with lengthy documents ; and if so be that in any of
these we have actual or virtual translation from a Semitic original,
the distinction between Aramaic style and Hebrew style is bound
to assert itself.*

If, then, we find a New Testament document such as St. Mark’s
Gospel, which lacks the clearly-marked Hebraisms of the Lucan
literature—unmistakably derived from the LXX, and at the same
time contains different marks of Semitic style which can only be
referred to Aramaic, the conclusion should surely be obvious.
Here we have the work, not of a Hellenist who studied the LXX,
but of a Palestinian Jew who either actually wrote in Aramaic, or
whose mind was so moulded by Aramaic idiom that his Greek
perforce reflected it. Such a work is naturally found to contain,
together with the specific Aramaisms, a number of Semitisms
which may be paralleled both from Aramaic and Hebrew, and which
may or may not be reflected in the Greek of the LXX. But itis
the specific Aramaisms which must determine the character of the
work (Palestinian and not Hellenistic). The other Semitisms serve
but to add weight after the conclusion has been drawn.t

* In speaking of ‘Hebrew style’ it may be well to reiterate the fact that we are
referring to Biblical or Classical Hebrew. The ‘ New’ Hebrew employed in the
Mishna and Midrashim, which was the language of the Rabbinic Schools at or
about the Christian era and subsequently, is structurally nearer akin to Aramaic
than to Hebrew. This artificial product, however, fulfilled much the same function
as did the dog-Latin employed by scholars in the Middle Ages, and there is no
reason for supposing that it ever came into popular use.

+ Cf. Allen, ‘ The Aramaic Element in St. Mark’, Expository Times, xiii (1g02),
pp. 328 fI., an article which effectively disposes of the criticisms of Schmiedel.

2520 c
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Whether the Marcan Aramaisms prove actual translation from
an original Aramaic document, as distinct from the virtual transla-
tion of a writer who, though using Greek as his medium of expres-
sion, is casting his words in the Aramaic mould which is more
familiar to him, is a question which still remains open. The
present writer, comparing the evidence for an Aramaic Marcan
document with that which he himself adduces in this volume for
an Aramaic Fourth Gospel, feels that the case for the former is not
of equal cogency with that for the latter. To a large extent, as is
natural, the evidence for the two works runs upon identical lines ;
and here the argument for Jn. is materially strengthened by the
parallel usages of Mk. There is, however, a still larger mass of
evidence which can be cited for Jn. to which no adequate analogue
exists in Mk. Examination of the usages discussed in the present
volume will be found to yield the following results:

Usages common to Jn. and Mk,

Parataxis (p. 56).

Frequency of Historic Present (p. 87).
Frequency of Imperfect \eyer, E\eyov (p. 92).
Sparse use of 8, and preference for «af (p. 69).
va = conjunctive ‘that’ (p. 70).

wpds = ‘with’ (p. 28).

Usages of Jn. found more rarely in Mk.

Asyndeton * (p. 49).

Casus pendenst (p. 63).

xaf linking contrasted statements = ‘and yet’ | (p. 66).

va mistranslation of 7 relative. One case in Mk. (p. 76).

&r. mistranslation of 7 relative. Two cases in Mk. (p. 77).
Relative completed by a Pronoun. Two cases in Mk. (p. 84).
od i) - + . els 7ov alove = ‘never’. Two parallels in Mk. (p. 99).
moreder els.  One case in Mk. (p. 34)-

* Allen quotes Asyndeton as characteristic of Mk, (St. Mark, pp. 181}, but his
instances bear no comparison with the frequency of the usage in Jn.

4 The present writer has noted only Mk, 6'8, 7%, 129, 13',

+ The only cases collected from Mk. are 4%, 5%, 147,
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To these may be added an Aramaism of which one case occurs
in each, viz.:
Anticipation of Genitive by Possessive Pronoun (p. 85).

Usages characteristic of Jn. not found in Mk.

Frequency of Personal Pronouns (p. 79).
Frequency of Emphatic Demonstratives ofiros, éxeivos (p. 82).
&a mistranslation of 7 = ‘when’ (p. 77).
&7 mistranslation of 7 = ‘when’ {p. 78).
Ipxopar Present as Futurum instans (p. 94).
od ... dvfpomos = ‘no one’ (p. 99).
va wj employed to the exclusion of wi#rore (pp. 69, 100).
To these may be added an Aramaism of which one case only
occurs in Jn., viz. : '
Anticipation of direct Object of verb by Pronoun (p. 86).
Two cases of a construction which is Hebraic rather than
Aramaic, viz. :
Change of construction after Participle (p. 96).

The Marcan usages noted above which find parallels in Jn.
do not exhaust the Aramaisms of Mk. Others are cited by Allen
(cf. St. Mark, pp. 48fF) and by Wellhausen (Ednleitung®, pp. 7 L),
of which the most noteworthy are the frequent use of the adverbial
mold = ¥, and of the auxiliary #péaro, -avro = ™Y, but they are
not equally impressive because—though they fit in with the theory
of translation from an Aramaic original—they are the kind of
Aramaisms which might naturally be introduced by a writer
of Greek whose native tongue was Aramaic. We may also note
the fact that the Kous construction fve = conjunctive ‘that’ which
characterizes Mk. (though to a less extent than Jn.) is a usage
which an Aramaic-speaking writer of Greek would naturally tend
to exaggerate. On the other hand, the use of &a in place of a
relative, which can scarcely be understood except on the theory
of mistranslation, while frequent in Jn. (cf. pp. 75 f.), occurs but
once in Mk. What is needed to substantiate the theory of an
Aramaic original for Mk. is some cogent evidence of mistransla-
tion; and this has not as yet been advanced. In contrast, the
writer believes that the evidence which he has collected in

c2
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Chap. VII in proof of mistranslation in Jn. must be recognized,
on the whole, as exceedingly weighty.

Granted, however, the possibility of an Aramaic original for the
Fourth Gospel, the question naturally arises—What evidence do
we possess sufficient to enable us to prove this theory, and in
a measure to reconstruct the original text?

The evidence is naturally drawn from our knowledge of
Palestinian Aramaic at or about the period at which the Gospel
is presumably to be dated.* The following are the main sources
of our knowledge :

1. The Aramaic sections of the O.T., viz. Jer. 10", Ezr. 4*—6",
72=% Dan, 2t*—7%. The Ezrasections, if they are what they
profess to be, date from the middle of the fifth century B.C.t
. The Book of Daniel is dated with approximate certainty under
the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes, 168-167 B.c. The dialect
of 2t>—7%* is W. Aramaic, and is practically identical with that
of the Ezra-sections, exhibiting affinities to the dialects of the
Palmyrene and Nabataean inscriptions which date from the third
century B.C. to the second century A.p.; This source is therefore
of great value as closely approximating to what must have been
the type of Aramaic spoken in Palestine in the first century of the
Christian era.

2. The Targums or Aramaic paraphrases of the O.T. The
synagogue-practice of expounding the Hebrew text of the O.T. by
an Aramaic paraphrase is undoubtedly very ancient. Both the
Babylonian and Jerusalem Talmuds understand the term vMBR
in Neh. 8—R.V. ‘And they read in the book, in the law of God
distinctly (marg. with an interpretation); and they gave the sense,
so that they understood the reading’'—as referring to the use of

* On this subject the standard work is Dr. G. Dalman's Gramsmatik des jidisch-
paldstinischen Aramdisch, Cf. especially pp. 5-40. This may usefully be sup-
plemented by the discussion in the same writer's The Waords of Jesus, pp. 79-88.

+ Ezr. 452, though inserted into a section which relates the efforts of the
Samaritans to thwart Zerubbabel’s rebuilding of the Temple in the latter part
of the sixth cemtury B.c., really relates to the interruptions caused by the
Samaritans and other enemies of the Jews to the project of the rebuilding of the
city-walls, probably shortly before the twentieth year of Artaxerxes (444 B.C.) when
Nehemiah intervened and secured the support of the Persian king. Cf. Driver,

Introd. to Lit. of O.T? p. 347.
+ Cf. Driver, Introd. fo Lit. of O.T.2 pp. 503 fI.
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an Aramaic paraphrase;* and this view, though disputed, has
something to be said in its favour.t If, however, the practice of

* Cf, Bab, Megilla 3a4; Nedarim 375 ; Jerus. Megilla 744. The same explana-
tion is given in Midrash Bereshith Rabba, par. xxxvi. 12a.

+ Cf. Berliner, Targum Onkelos, ii, p 74, who compares the use of L’}'l;b in the
words of the Persian king’s rescript in Ezr, ¢'8, W‘I_;D xg~§y ;anr‘xﬁxw‘-wg R;}ﬂWJ
'2.:1:'? P
before me in translation’y i. e. translated from Aramaic into Persian. The principal
rival explanation (offered by Dr. Bertholet) is ‘divided’ (sc. into sections),

i. e. “section by section'; and on this explanation the following words 5:’.'9 oign

, i. e. most naturally, ‘ The letter which ye sent unto us hath been read

‘and giving the sense’ may refer to an Aramaic paraphrase. The synagogue-
custom as kpown to us was to read a verse of the Law in the Hebrew and follow
it by the Aramaic paraphrase. In the Frophets three verses might be read
together and followed by the Aramaic rendering.

Even in pre-exilic times (cf. 2 Kgs. 18%) Aramaic was the lingua franca of
international communication. It must have been widely used, along with
Babylonian, in the Neo-Babylonian kingdom., Cuneiform tablets of the late
Assyrian, Neo-Babylonian, and Achaemenian periods bear Aramaic dockets; and
scribes or secretaries were employed for the purpose of writing Aramaic upon
parchment along with those whose business it was to write Babylonian in
caneiform upon clay tablets (cf. the writer's Judges, pp. 255, 495). Probably
Aramaic was the exclusive medium of intercouise between the exiled Jews and
their captors, and was used by them in commercial dealings with foreigners.
Thus the Jews who returned from exile must have come back with a knowledge
of Aramaic at least as thorough as was their knowledge of Hebrew, and must
have foupd that in Palestine Aramaic had established itself and gained ground
owing to the mixture of races and the decay of national feeling among the Jews
who had remained in Palestine.

The fact that Hebrew of a more or less classical character remained the literary
language of the Jews to within at least a century before the Christian era does
not of course imply that it was widely and generally spoken by the Jews up to
that period. That it was understood and spoken in the earlier post-exilic period
is implied by the fact that e. g. the prophecies of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi,
which were intended for a popular audience, are written in Hebrew ; and by the
allusion in Neh. 18%, which shows, however, at the same time, how easy the
condition of affairs made it for the less precise Jews to drop Hebrew and adopt
another language, -

All that we can say, then, with any certainty, is that afier the return from exile
Hebrew and Aramaic must for a time have been used concurrently by the Jews.
Religious, national, and literary feeling strove for the retention of Hebrew ; but
external influence making itself felt in the exigences of daily life favoured the
advance of Aramaic, and gradually led to its general adoption. Literary and
cultivated Jews read Hebrew, and no doubt spoke it to some extent among
themselves at least for some time after the return. The mass of the people who
did not read books came more and more to speak Aramaic exclusively and to lose
the knowledge of Hebrew.
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using a Targum is not to be carried so far back as the days of
Ezra, the fact that it became customary long before the Christian
era is at any rate not in dispute.

The date at which written Targums first came into existence
cannot certainly be determined.* It is related that in the fourth
century A.p. Samuel ben Isaac once entered a synagogue, and
seeing a scribe reading the Targum from a book, admonished him
thus: ‘This is forbidden thee; for that which is received orally
must only be delivered orally, and only that which is received in
writing may be read from the book’ (Jerus. Megilla iv. 1). There
is, however, considerably older evidence for the existence of
written Targums—for private reading and not for public worship.
The Mishnat states that portions of the text of the Bible were
‘written as a Targum’ (Yadaim iv. 5); and there exists a
Tannaitic § tradition that a Targum of the Book of Job existed
in the days of Gamaliel the Elder (the grandson of Hillel and
instructor of St. Paul; cf. Acts 5, 22°), and after being with-
drawn from use by his orders, reappeared in the days of his grand-
son Gamaliel I11.§ The Targum of Onkelos on the Pentateuch,
which became the official Targum of the Babylonian schools, must
have been committed to writing and finally redacted at least as
early as the third century a.p., since its Masora dates from the
first half of that century. Two Palestinian Amoraim of the third
century advised their congregation to read the Hebrew text of
the Parasha (section of the Pentateuch read as lesson) twice in
private and the Targum once, according to the practice of public
worship. Joshua ben Levi commended this practice to his sons
(Berakhoth 8 4), while Ammi, a pupil of Johanan, made it a rule

* See on this subject Berliner, Targum Onkelos, ii, pp. 88 fL., and the admirable
article ¢ Targum’ by Dr. W, Bacher in the Jewish Encyclopaedia.

4 The Mishna (i.e. ¢ Repetition’ of the Law, or in a wider sense its Exposition)
was compiled towards the end of the second century A.D.

t The Tannaim (‘Teachers’) were the Rabbinic authorities of the first two
centuries of the Christian era whose work is embodied in the Mishna, They were
succecded by the Amoraim (¢ Speakers’ or ¢ Interpreters’), third to fifth centuries
A.D., who chiefly concerned themselves with the exposition of the Mishna. The
outcome of this work was the Gemara, ¢ Supplement’ or ‘Complement’ of the
Mishna, which, together with the latter, forms the Talmud,

§ Cf. the passage from Tosefta Shabbath, ch, xiv, quoted by Berliner, op. cif.
p- 8g.
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generally binding (7. 8a). ‘These two dicta were especially
instrumental in authorizing the custom of reciting the Targum.’*
Thus we may gather how the practice of interpreting the Hebrew
Scriptures in Aramaic, at one time presumably dependent upon
the extempore skill of the individual Methurgeman, gradually
assumed a fixed form; first, no doubt, orally, then in written
shape. :

The principal Targums which concern us are as follows:

The so-called Targum of Onkelost on the Pentateuch. This is
sometimes called the Babylonian Targum, as adopted and stan-
dardized in Babylonia not later, as we have seen, than the third
century A.p. While exhibiting certain Babylonian peculiarities
in diction, it ‘is composed in a dialect fundamentally Palestinian’.}
Its contents prove that it must have been drawn up in Palestine
in the second century, since both its Halakhic and Haggadic
elements § exhibit the influence of the school of Akiba (who
perished in the rebellion of Bar Cokhba, a.p. 135) and other
prominent Tannaim.||

The Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch is, as it has come
down to us, much later in date. The Targum of Pseudo-]Jonathan
is wrongly assigned to Jonathan (the reputed author of the Targum
of the Prophets), possibly through mistaken interpretation of the
abbreviation n = Targum Yerushalmi, Jerusalem Targum, as
Targum Yehonathan. As finally redacted it is not earlier than the
seventh century a.D., but it is thought to contain many elements
which are older than the Targum of Onkelos.§ Comparison
of these two Targums yields evidence that they were originally
identical, their agreement being often verbatim.

* Cf. Bacher, op. cit. p. 58.

+ The name DBPJ\N Onkelos appears to have arisen through confusion made in
Bab. Megilla iii, 1 of a reference in Jerus. Megilla i. 11 to the Greek translation
of Aquila DE"P}! Akylas. Cf. Berliner, op. . pp. 92 ff.

+ Néldeke, Manddische Grammaiik, p. xxvii, quoted by Bacher, op. cil. p. 59 a.

§ Halikha (*walking’ or ¢ way’; so ‘custom’) is the exposition and application
of the legal elements of Scripture ; Haggdda (* narration’) the elaboration of its
historical and didactic portions,

|| Cf. Berliner, op. ¢it. p. 107.

€ Dalman, Gramm, pp. 2t fl., and WJ. pp. 84 {., disputes this inference, holding
the most primitive elements to be ‘exacily the parts taken from the Onkelos
Targum’,
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In addition to the complete Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan there
survive fragments of a Jerusalem Targum, apparently not all
contemporaneous. In the view of Dr. Bacher, ¢ Both the Pseudo-
Jonathan and the fragments contain much that has survived from
a very early period ; indeed the nucleus of the Palestinian Targum
is older than the Babylonian which was redacted from it” (op. cit.
p. 61 a).

The Targum of Jonathan on the Prophets® is assigned by
tradition to Jonathan ben Uzziel, who was Hillel’s most famous
pupil. The history of its transmission appears to follow the same .
lines as that of the Targum of Onkelos. Palestinian in origin
(as is expressly stated in the Bab. Talmud), it gained official
recognition in Babylonia in the third century A.D. It is frequently
quoted by Joseph, the head of the Academy of Pumbeditha in
Babylonia in the early part of the fourth century A.D., who, in
referring to Isa. 8° and Zech. 12", remarks that ¢if there were
no Targum to it, we should not know the meaning of these verses’
(Sanhedrin 94 &; Moed Katon 285 ; Megilla 3@). Such reference
implies the recognition of the Prophetic Targum as an ancient
authority.

These Targums—and especially the Targums of Onkelos and
of Jonathan on the Prophets—are of great value to us as illus-
trating the Palestinian Aramaic of the early centuries of the
Christian era. Though, in the form in which we know them, they
are later than the first century, they embody material which—
whether in written or oral form—must have come down from that
period ; and from the linguistic point of view it is clear that they
are faithful witnesses. Their dialect is closely allied to the dialect
of the Book of Daniel, such slight differences as exist being mainly
orthographical.t The only drawback to their use is that, being
translations of Hebrew, they tend at times to Hebraize their
Aramaic ; but instances of this tendency are not difficult to detect,
and are unlikely, therefore, to lead us astray.}

* The term ¢ Prophets’ is of course used in the Jewish sense, including the
four historical books known as ‘the Former Prophets?, viz. Josh., Judg., Sam.,
and Kgs.

+ Cf. Driver, Infrod. to Lit, of 0.1.% p. 503 ; Noldeke in Encycl. Bibl, 283,

t Cf. e.g. the passages cited on pp. 61 . On Hebraisms in the Targums cf,
Dalman, W/, p. 83.
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3. The Palestinian (so-called Jerusalem) Talmud and the
Midrashim contain short sections—stories and the like—in Aramaic
interspersed amid the New Hebrew in which they are for the
most part written. These Aramaic sections are the latest portions
of these works, dating from the fourth to the sixth centuries a.p.
They are clearly in the dialect of the people, and such linguistic
peculiarities as this dialect exhibits connects it with Galilee rather
than with Judaea.*

4. The Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, of unknown date, exhibits
an Aramaic dialect akin to that of the Palestinian Talmud and
Midrashim. As offering us the text of a great part of the Gospels
translated into Palestinian Aramaic this Lectionary is of con-
siderable interest. Like the Targums, however, in relation to the
Hebrew text, it shows a certain tendency to adapt its language
to its Greek original.

In addition to these Palestinian Aramaic sofirces, we may gain
not inconsiderable aid through comparison of the ancient Syriac
versions of the O. and N.T., making, of course, such allowances
as are necessary for the dialectical differences between Eastern
and Western Aramaic. The Peshitta translation of the O.T, is
undoubtedly very ancient. Made directly from the Hebrew, it
exhibits the traditions of Jewish exegesis, as appears from the
points of connexion which it offers with Targumic renderings.t
It may well have been the work of Jewish scholars, and can hardly
be later than the early second century a.p., if so late, As
compared with the Targums, it exhibits less of a tendency to
accommodate its language to the Hebrew constructions of the
original.

No Syriac version of the N.T. is as old as that of the O.T.
We know that Tatian made his Diatessaron, or Harmony of the
Four Gospels (16 & teocodpwy edayyéhov), in Greek, and that this
was translated into Syriac during his lifetime, ¢. A.p. 170.1 It

* Cf. Dalman, Gramm, pp, 12 fi.,, 31 ff.

+ Cf. the illustrations of this tendency collected by Dr. Driver in his Nofes on the
Heb. Text of the Books of Sasmuel?, pp. 1xxif., and by the present writer in his
Notes on the Heb, Text of the Books of Kings, pp. xxxiv [, and Book of Judges,
p. CXXvill,

1 For authorities cf. Dr, Nestle’s article ¢ Syriac Versions’ in Hastings’s Dicfionary
of the Bible, iv, p. 646a. The view that the Diatessaron was first composed in
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continued in use at Edessa till the fifth century, when Rabbula,
bishop of Edessa (a.D. 411-35), prepared a revision of the text of
the separate Gospels (called Evangelion da-Mepharr°shé, * Gospel
of the Separate ’), and ordered its substitution for the Diatessaron
(Evangelion da-Mehallté, ‘Gospel of the Mixed’), and the collection
and confiscation of the copies of the latter. This was carried out
with such thoroughness that no copy of the Syriac Diatessaron
has survived, and we only know the work through an Armenian
translation of St. Ephrem’s Commentary upon it, and a late Arabic
translation in which the text has been accommodated to that of the
Peshitta.

Dr. Burkitt has shown that Syrian writers prior to Rabbula
used the Evangelion da-M°pharr’shé,* which has survived to us in
the fragmentary remains of a recension of the Four Gospels
discovered and edited by Dr. Cureton in 1838, and in the (nearly
complete) palimpsest of the Gospels discovered by Mrs. Lewis
at the convent on Mount Sinai in 18g2; and further, that Rabbula,
when he forbad the use of the Diatessaron, made a revision of
this separate version of the Gospels in conformity with the Greek
text current at Antioch at the beginning of the fifth century. This
appears to have been the origin of the N.T. Peshitta. He has
also shown that the Evangelion da-M°pharr®shé used the O.T.
Peshitta, and must therefore be later than it.+ His conclusion is
that the Diatessaron was the earliest form of the N.T. possessed
by the Syrian Church, the Evangelion da-M *pharr’shé being dated
by him ¢. A.D. 200." According to this view the early Christian
Church at Edessa had no N.T. prior to the Diatessaron in
A.p. 170. ¢For the first generation of Syriac-speaking Christians
the Law and the Prophets sufficed.”t This is a conclusion which
is open to question, and it may be that the old version represented
by the Sinaitic and Curetonian should be placed at an earlier date.

The Old Syriac and Peshitta versions of the N.T., as well as

Greek and then translated into Syriac appears to be more probable than that
it was originally composed in Syriac. Cf. Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe,
ii, p. 206. For the latter view cf, J. F. Stenning in Hastings's DB,, v, p. 452.

* Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ii, pp., 101 ff.

+ op. cit. pp. zor ff.

1 op. at. p. 212,
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the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, are of great value to our
inquiry as illustrating Aramaic constructions in relation to the
Greek of the Gospels. When, for example, we get a varying
Greek construction, one form of which we suspect of being an
Aramaism, and the Syriac versions render both alike in accordance
with our suspected Aramaism, our primary inference receives
strong confirmation. There are many instances of this in the
Fourth Gospel (cf. e.g. pp. 72 ff.).

The Acta Thomae, an original Syriac work * of fairly early date
(early third century A.p.t) is sometimes used in the following pages
for purposes of illustration. ‘

The evidence which is brought forward in this volume in proof
that the Greek text of the Fourth Gospel is a translation from
Aramaic is concerned with the broad general characteristics of the
Aramaic language, and does not depend upon dialectal details.
Though dialects of the language may be distinguished, belonging
to different places and different periods, their distinctive character-
istics (if we except the earliest monuments of the language, of the
oth-8th centuries B.c.) are but slight in comparison with the com-
mon features which unite all branches of the language. Thus the
exact dialectal form of the original which we presuppose is a
matter of minor importance. We may have doubts as to the
precise word or verbal termination or suffix which we should
select ; we can have no reasonable doubt as to constructions which
properly characterize the language as a whole.

* The fact that this work was originally written in Syriac has been conclusively

proved by Dr. Burkitt in Journal of Theol. Studses,i, pp. 280 ff. ; ii, p. 429 ; iii, p. 94.
4 Cf. R. Duval, La Littérature syriaque, pp. 98 ff.



CHAPTER 1

PRELIMINARY TESTING OF THE THEORY BY
EXAMINATION OF THE PROLOGUE

As a preliminary to the classified discussion of particular usages,
it is instructive to take the Prologue of the Gospel and examine
it verse by verse. Thus we may gain at the outset a clearer
conception of the texture of the writer’s language as a whole;
and, when we come to classify, may realize that we are not dealing
merely with isolated phenomena, but with illustrations of a con-
tinuous characteristic which admits of but one explanation—the
theory of an Aramaic original.

vv.'%, The phrase =pds 7ov Oedv in the sense ‘with God’ is
remarkable, as Westcott observes. He cites the parallel usage
in Mt. 13%, Mk. 6%, 9°, 14 Lk. 9" 1 Jn. 1% The last of these
passages is an echo of the Gospel-prologue, presumably by the
same author—ijris v mpds 1ov warépa. With regard to the Synoptic
instances we notice (1) that they are all from the Marcan source,
and (2) that Mt. 177, Lk. 22" alter Mark’s mpds dpds to the more
natural pef’ {udv, while Mt. 26% omits the phrase altogether. The
parallel passages are as follows :

MKk. 6 kai odx eloiv ai ddeddai adrod H8e wpos Huas;

{Mt. 13% kal ai adedal adrod odxi wlcar wpbs Huds eloiv ;

MKk. g" Ews wére wpds Dpds doopar;

Mt. 17Y qws wire ped Spdv doopar;

Lk 41 @ 3 » N e,
. Q" ews wOTe €00MML TEOS VMAS 5.

Mk. 14 ko Huépav Juny wpos Spds &v 18 lepd Siddokawv.
Mt. 26% xal Huépav & 5 iepd éxabeldpny dibdokwr.

Lk. 22% «af fuépav Svros pov pel Sudv év 19 iepd.

Clearly, then, we are dealing with a phrase confined in the
Gospels to the Marcan source and to Jn. which was so far strange
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to the other Synoptists that they were moved on occasions to alter
or expunge it. The view that it may represent an Aramalic phrase
is at once suggested by the fact that it occurs three times in Mk.,
for which on other grounds an Aramaic original, or at any rate
Aramaic influence, has been postulated. In Aramaic the common
preposition nl? (possibly akin to the verb “,,5 ‘join’)y denotes
(1) connexion with, apud, wapd, (2) motion towards, ad, wpds. It
may be suggested that feeling for the second meaning so commonly
borne by D}? has moved the translator of an Aramaic original
to represent the preposition by mpds even when used in the former
sense.*

The usage of mpés = ‘ with’ is frequent in St. Paul; cf. 1 Thess.
3%, 2 Thess. 2, 3%, 1 Cor. 16, 2 Cor. 5%, 11% Gal. 1%, 2° 4°%,
Phil. 1%, Philem.”. There are, however, many other indications
that this Apostle’s language is tinged with Aramaic influence.

v.% 8 yéyovev & a1y {w v This reading has the consensus
of early attestation, the punctuation which connects & yéyover with
the preceding sentence seeming ‘to be little if at all earlier than
Cent. IV’ (WH.). Yet, as is well known, considerable difficulty
has arisen in connexion with the interpretation, ‘ That which hath
been made in Him was life’. The Aramaic equivalent would be
(4m) mn ™3 N1, Here the opening 7, answering to ‘that
which ’, might equally well bear the meaning ‘inasmuch as, since,
because’; cf. the use of *1 in Dan. 2" "™ ‘And tnasmuch as
thou sawest’; 2% ¥} F‘?'“! NEPIN RDDID VT becanse wisdom and
might belongeth unto Him’. The Heb. relative =wx often bears
the same sense. Adopting this interpretation, we obtain the
meaning, ‘Because in Him was life’; and this admirably suits
the connexion—He was the source of all creation because He
Himself was Life.

2.5 kal 70 ¢ds &v 1§ oxorly Palve, kol % okotia adrd ob katélaBer.
The difficulty of xarélaBer is familiar. Dr. Ball, in his article

* It was only after finishing this chapter that the writer noticed that the facts
that »pés here = Aram. nl_s, and that the other Gospel-occurrences emanate from
the Marcan source with its Aram. background, had been anticipated by Dr. Rendel
Harris in the first of a series of articles on ¢ The origin of the Prologue to St. John’s
Gospel® in the Expositor, xii (1916), pp. 156 f. The coincidence in conclusion
serves to prove that it is unmistakable for an Aramaic scholar.
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mentioned in the Introduction, has made the brilliant suggestion
that confusion may have arisen in Aramaic between the Aph'el
form S'DPB *akbel ‘darken’ and the Pa'el form %30 Zabbel from an
outwardly identical root, meaning ‘receive, take’. It may be
further noted that in Syriac the latter root actually occurs in the
Aph'el in the sense ‘receive’—cf. Lk. 15% in Sin. and Pesh.
adao! Pada 229 ‘because he hath received him whole”’ (cf. other
instances cited by Payne Smith, 3470). The difference between
mbapr &5 ¢obscured it not” and 5ap 85 adrd ob karéhafev is slight ;
and if the construction was the common one of the participle with
the substantive verb, "I NIl 5’31??.3 N,s ‘was not obscuring it’,
there would, in an unvocalized text, be no distinction between
'7‘?;?79 ‘obscuring’ and 5‘;9’? ‘receiving’. The sense ‘darken’
is equally suitable to Jn. 12%® e pj oxoria vpds katahdfy, 8,5'1
8D3p 1159537 “that darkness shroud you not’.

0.5 yévero dvfpumos . . . qvopa adrd Twdvyys, ie o+ o NI RYD
0 MpY, ¢ Whose name was’ is only elsewhere so expressed in
N.T. in ch. 3' &vbpomos & 7év Papwaivv Nuwddppos dvopa a7,
Apoc. 6° irmos xAwpés' kal & kabipevos émdve abrod, dvopo. adTh &
fdvaros, Apoc. 9" 7ov dyyehov Tis &fdooov Svopa abrh ‘Efpaicri
*ABaddav.

Elsewhere in N.T. the ordinary expression is évéuar: (classical);
cf. Matt. 27, Mk. 52, Lk. 1°, 5%, 10%, 16%, 23", 24, Acts 5'*, &,
QuALIBAE yol 1% szs" 16M4, 17%, 18%7% 1%, 20!, 219, 27!, 287 (30
occurrences). Other expressions are: évépart xahodpevos, Lk. 19°;
xal & dvopa adris, Lk. 1°; & (f) dvope, Lk. 169 2% 8 24%, Acts 13°;
ob 7 dvopa, Mk, 14%

Pal. Syr. renders the Gospel-occurrences of dvépare by or¥a
‘his name’, o>.a? ‘who his name’ (i.e. ‘whose name ’), oRanO
‘and his name’. Pesh. renders évéuar. by omaay (0al) ‘who
his (her) name’, Joos o>aay ‘who his name was’, and once (Acts
16") Joor ooa ‘her name was’. dvdpate xahovpevos, Lk. 19" =
Pal. Syr. :ohx oowat ‘who his name was called’, Pesh.
Joo osxamy ‘who his name was’. «ai 70 évopa adrils, Lk. 1f =
Pal. Syr. &m0 ‘and her name’, Pesh. Joor &xoa ‘her name
was’. & dvopa, Lk. 17 = Pal. Syr. caret, Pesh. oot ‘who his
name’; Lk. 2% = Pal. Syr. oxoaa Jooy ‘who was his name’ (i.e.
‘ whose name was’), Pesh. oo o ‘his name was’; Lk, 8" =
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Pal. Syr. sxa.at, Pesh. oaas ‘who his name’; Acts 13° = Pesh.
Joor osxat ‘who his name was’. ¢ &vopa, Lk. 1%, 24" = Pal. Syr.
(1% caret) &xaay, Pesh. oeay ‘which its name’. of o0 dvopa,
Mk. 14® = Pal. Syr. caret, Pesh. J.iohsy Jou! “that which was
called’. édvopa aird, Jn. 1° = Pal. Syr. one.as ‘who his name’,
Pesh. ausaa fhis name’; Jn. 3' = Pal. Syr. assa.a ‘his name’,
Pesh. Joor ooaa ‘his name was’; Rev. 6° = Pesh. o\ kxaa ‘name
to it’; Rev. 9" = o fxay ‘which, name to it’.

In the Aramaic parts of the O.T. we find, Ezr. 5 yawpb 1
‘e ‘and they were given to Sheshbazzar his name’ (i.e. ‘to one
whose name was S.’); Dan. 2%, 4% =ynwmba mow » ‘who his
name Belteshazzar’.

The Hebrew modes of expressing ‘whose name was N.” are
two, viz. (1) ‘and his name N.’, Gen.24%, 38, Judg. 13’ 17},
Ru. 2!, 1 Sam. 1}, 9%, 179, 21%, 22%, 2 Sam. 4%, ¢*% 13}, 16°, 17,
20', 1 Chr. 2% Est. 2%, Jer. 37" (22 occurrences), or (2) ‘N. his
name’, 1 Sam. 17*%, 2 Sam. 20", 1 Kgs. 13}, 2 Chr. 28°, Job 1},
Zech. 6 (7 occurrences). Besides these two phrases, we once find
(Dan. 10Y) ~xwreba w 8P N Lyx'sm ‘Daniel, who his name
was called Belteshazzar’. In all these cases the rendering of
Targg. exactly corresponds with the Hebrew, except that in Targ.
of Est. 2° we find vpnx 7w ey ‘and his name was called
Mordecai’ for ‘and his name Mordecai’ of Heb. The rendering
of Pesh. exactly corresponds with Heb. except in Ru. 2, 1 Sam. 9%,
2 Sam. ¢% where we find ‘who his name’ for ‘and his name ’;
in 1 Sam. 13°, where the phrase is omitted; and in Zech. 6%
where, in place of ‘Branch his name’, we have ‘and his name
Sunrise’. In LXX Heb. wmen ‘and his name’ is rendered «al
Svopa adrd, except in Gen. 247, 38'?, where we have ¢ (3) dvope.
Heb. w <his name’ is represented by §vopa adrd except in Job 1,
‘where we have ¢ dvopa.

Outside O.T. we find that ‘whose name was’ is rendered in
Syriac, ‘his name’, ‘his name was’, ‘who his name’, ‘who his
name was’. Cf in Wright's Adpocryphal Acts, Jass o
moi,.u.makf oA .uomgub ‘one of the chief men of Antioch,
his name Alexander’ (p. §»0); Joor o0 woidas! Jiag, !
‘Now a certain man, Onesiphorus his name was’ (p. §=av);
wopcas oay bads Jiag, ‘a bath-keeper, who his name
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Secundus’ (p. «); wllix Joor exaay s loio0o i> “a procurator’s
son, who his name was Menelaus’ (p. Jo).

Thus it appears that dvopa adrd ‘lodwwys, Nuddyuos dvopa adrd
exactly represent a Semitic construction common to Aramaic and
Hebrew, and that the Greek represents the regular rendering of
the Hebrew phrase. It is also noteworthy. that the only other
occurrences of évopa adré are found in Apoc., which is strongly
Semitic in colouring.

.0, Wva wdvres morebowow 8 alrov probably = ’5Q I,
which is most naturally taken to mean, ‘that all might believe
in 42’ {the light) rather than ‘through him’ (John). Cf,, for the
sense postulated, 12% &s 10 ¢pds éxere, mioTelere €ls TO Pis, va viol
durds yémole, and 12 éyd s els Tov kéopov Afhvbe, o wis 6
mioredwv €ls due dv T orotia pi) pelvy.

v.% ok fv éxevos 76 ¢ds. The emphatic pronoun éketvos—so
characteristic of the Fourth Gospel—has its counterpart in the
Aram. ¥, Syriac oey ‘that one’, or in the Personal Pronoun
N1, See below (p. 82).

G\’ va papruprjoy wepl Tob pwrds. The difficulty of the supposed
ellipse (usually supplied by the words, ‘he came’) is familiar.
The whole verse would run in Aramaic, il?,;s‘l’ﬁ RN XN N N:’
8y Oy MI0M (cf. Pal. Syr. end N ewnsy B Joow oo Joo )
Jsoowy). It is probable that 3 is here wrongly rendered ivo, and
should have its relative force—¢ (ome) who’. The sense then is,
‘That one was not the light, but one who was to bear witness of
the light’. Cf, for such a use of 9 or "1 without expressed
antecedent (‘one who’, ¢ he who’), Ezr, 4%, pyWn ¥ 3,5 "N ‘and
him who knoweth not ye shall teach’; Dan. 2% 8Pz™7 RPN U

3 ‘and now Thou hast made known to me that which we asked *

of Thee’, Cf. the similar use of =wn in Hebrew in Gen. 44°"
Ty b m NYE PN L R TTRNR SN SR N ¢ He with
whom it is found of thy servants shall die . . . He with whom it is
found shall be my slave’, where the rendering of Targ. Onk.
is ™Yy NonET,  Other instances of 7 relative mistranslated by
va are given below (pp. 75 f.).*

* In favour of the ordinary view that the construction implies an ellipse stand

two other passages cited by Westcott—g® Ofire oliros fiuaprey olite of ~yovels abroi,
AN iva gavepwBl 7d €pya Tou ®eob &v alrd, where before iva we have to supply
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v.% mwdvra dvBpomov Epxduevov eis Tov xdopov is rightly recognized
by J. Lightfoot (Horae Hebraicae, ad loc.) and by Schlatter (Sprache,
pp. 18f.) as the common Rabbinic phrase D?W N 5? “all comers
into the world’, i.e. all that are in it.* The Aram. equivalent
would be NP?S}:} my TN 5?. Thus Westcott's proposal to regard
6 ¢ds as the subject of v épxdpevov (‘The true light. . . was
coming, &c.’: so R.V. margin) is excluded, and #v 76 ¢ds 70
d\nfwdv can only mean, ‘It was the true light’, referring to the
preceding verse. For this sense we seem to need a demonstrative
pronoun; and this probably stood in Aramaic as ¥, which was
misread N1 and rendered #v.

2.1 kal & xbéopos adrdv odk Eyvw. Notice the adversative force

. of xa{ = ‘and yet’, here and in v." xai oi S x7A, This is very
frequent in Semitic (cf. p. 66).

0.1, es va 18w PA0e, xal ol iBor alrdv ob wopélafov, i.e, nls
F&'_J,#‘)::LE N? F\'b"_l} NI mebg (cf. Pal. Syr. and Pesh.). The use of
& 8w, of 18w cannot, of course, be claimed as unusual; but the
expressions are striking, and at once suggest to an Aramaic
scholar the phrase 757 ‘which to him’, i.e. ‘that which pertains
(or those who pertain) to him’—‘his belongings’. Bws is a
favourite term in Jn.; occurring 15 times (1''bie#2, 4%, 54, 7%, 84,
10%42 13, 15%, 16%, 197), as against 5 in Mt., 1 in Mk, 4 in Lk.

2.2, oo 8¢ Oafov adrdv, Ewkey abrols KTA. The construction

in thought some such words as ‘he was born blind’; and 15% where before arx’
tva mAnpwbf & Adyos xrA, there is an implied ellipse of *This cometh to pass’.
Cf. also Mk. 14%, Similarly, Schlatter (Sprache, p. 18) cites parallels from

Mechilta on Ex. 20%® 7337 K58 117P0 *rwn mien qadn awapnb awex 1w
TN NN CIf it were possible to remove the angel of death I should have
removed him, but because the decree has already been decreed’ (sc. ‘I cannot
do 507, and from Siphre on Num. 25119 J03Y 1oz 80K 723 15 DD 1N P
¢ We are not under such obligation to him, but (sc. it is necessary) that thou, &c.’
.In spite of these parallels for an cllipse, it is clear that J = a in the Aramaic
rendering of our passage most naturally stands for the relative ‘one who’; and
this conclusion is supported by the other instances collected on pp. 75 f., where va
is a mistranslation of a relative.

* Schlatter quotes a remarkable para'lel to our passage from the Midrash Rabba
on Leviticus, par. xxxi. 609 N1 535 zanmnb oowdpd wRm Ank
¢ Thou (God) givest light to those that are above and to those that are below, and
to all comers into the world ’. )

2520 D
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with Casus pendens is very frequent in Semitic—Pal. Syr. Nes
O son ol D30y ur N6, Pesh. son voedasy @.[
oo, For the occurrences of the construction in Jn. see p. 64.

Tots moTetovoty els T6 dvopa adTod, 1. €. ’“‘7,?‘?.::1 i‘?’?‘ﬂ?.s. The Striking
phrase moredew eis is strongly reminiscent of the Hebrew and
Aramaic construction (Heb. 2 M3, Aram. 2 M), This is
admitted by Moulton (V7G. p. 68), whose words are—* It would
seem therefore that the substitution of els or énl for the simple
dative may have obtained currency mainly in Christian circles,
where the importance of the difference between simple belief
(:5 "N and personal trust (3 ‘1) was keenly realized. The
prepositional construction was suggested no doubt by its being
a more literal translation of the Hebrew phrase with 2. The
occurrences of moredew els are as follows: (els Tov "Inoodv, els Tov
vidv 10D @eod, eis abréy, &c.) Jn, 2V, OB 4B EBEH  snssme gw
935‘36) 1042, 1125'26'43'48, 12l1.37.42‘44.461 14].12, 169’ 172) 1 Jn. 510; elsewhere'
Matt. 18° = Mk. 9", Acts 10* 14% 19%, Rom. 104, Gal. 2", Phil. 1%,
I Pet. 1%; (s 70 ¢ds) Jn. 12%; (s 10 dvopa atrod) Jn. 1% 2%, 3%,
1 Jn. 5%; (els T papruplav) 1 J0. 5% (37 Johannine cases in all ; 9 other
cases).

2.7 ol odk & alpdrov . . . éyavifyoay, ie. [P Né‘ DT D N,S.'
by wby 1 IO K02 nRY &b NP2 MY, A point of
great interest is the fact that the Latin variant 8 . .. éyemify
becomes considerably more plausible upon the assumption of an
Aramaic original. Since the particle % is invariable, it might
form the relative either to ‘as many as received Him’, or *o
‘He gave’. The question of reading in Aramaic depends, then,
upon the difference between the plural 5"‘5‘:{1‘!\,‘ ‘they were born’,
and the singular ‘I‘;}j\‘h_‘ ‘He was born’—a difference which
involves solely the insertion or omission of the letter 7. More-
over, since the following #.% begins with «al=1, it is quite
possible that the plural form y5m® may have arisen through-
dittography of this 3. Very probably 7 may not have had the
relative sense at all, but (as in #.%) may have been intended to
express the sense ‘inasmuch as’, thus giving the reason why the
fact previously mentioned became possible—‘inasmuch as He
was born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the
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will of man, but of God’; i.¢. He, being born not after the manner
of flesh, but of God, was thus able to give to those who received
Him power to become sons of God.

This interpretation is of a piece with that which is given above
for vv.**—just as the Logos was the Source of all physical life
‘ because in Him was life’, so(vv. ") He is the Source of spiritual
life (the new birth) because He was born into thé world, not by the
ordinary process of human generation, but ‘of God”. Cf. Lk.

Hvetpo dyov émekedoerar éml oé,

\
xal Stvaps Yyiorov émoxidoe. oo
86 kal 6 yevvdpevoy dytov

kAnbijcerar vids Oeol.

We note a connexion between vids ®eob and réxve ®eod of Jn. 1?
which may not be accidental (cf. also érel dvdpa ob ywdokw, Lk. 1%,
with 098¢ ¢k Behdparos dvpds, Jn. 1%¥). If this explanation of Jn. 1™*
be correct, the writer is drawing out the mystical import of the
Virgin-Birth for believers on precisely the lines on which he
elsewhere (5%, 11%%, 14") draws out the mystical import for
them of the Resurrection.

On the other hand, the generally accepted reading ot .
éyervifnoar surely involves a very strange sequence. The spiritual
birth of believers is clearly the result of the grace described by
Bukev adrots fovoiav Téxva Ocod yevéobar, but v. 7 as phrased seems
to imply that it was an antecedent condition. The author would
surely have written ‘and so they were born’, or ‘so that they
should be born’, had this result been the fact which he was
intending to convey.

.M. kol élokiywoer & fuw. The verb lexjvwsey very clearly
suggests the Jewish doctrine of the Y Shikina (Heb.), RpNzy
Shkinta (Aram.), or visible dwelling of Yahweh among His people,
typified by the pillar of cloud standing above the Tent of Meeting,
as subsequently in Solomon’s Temple (Ex. 33 from the old
document E; 1 Kgs.8%", Cf. also, for the use of the verb v
$akan of Yahweh's dwelling in the midst of Israel, Lev. 26" (H),
Ex. 25° 29" Num. 5%, 35" (P), 1 Kgs. 6% Ezek. 43°; of His
causing His Name fo dwell there, Deut. 12", 14%, 16*", 26° & .).
In Hebrew passages in which Yahweh is said to dwell, or to cause

D 2
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His Name to dwell, in the midst of Israel, the Targumic phrase is,
He caused His Sh'kinta to dwell there. Examples are—

Heb. Targ.

Lev. 262 ¢And 1 will walk ‘And I will cause My Sk'kinta
among you’, to dwell among you’.

Ex. 25° ‘That I may dwell in ‘That I may cause My Shekinta
your midst’, to dwell among you’.

Ex. 29° ‘And 1 will dwell in  “And I will cause My Sh'%inta
the midst of the children of to dwell in the midst of the
Israel’. children of Israel’.

So, of the withdrawal of Yahweh’s Presence,

Isa. 577 ‘1 hid Myself”. ‘1 caused My Shekinta to depart
(ascend) from them’.
Ps. 44° ‘And Thou goest not ‘And Thou dost not cause Thy

forth with our hosts’. Shtkinta to dwell with our
hosts’.
Ps. 88 ‘And they are cut off ‘And they are separated from
from Thy hand’. the face of Thy Shekinta.

Thus we may assume with some confidence that xal éoxpoce
év Hpiv represents the Aramaic R332 Y YW ‘and caused
His Sh'kinta to dwell among us’. The choice of the verb oxypwoiv |
was doubtless largely dictated by its close resemblance to the
Semitic root §-k-n. The same usage is to be seen in Apoc. 7%
kal & kabijuevos iml Tod Opbvov oxyrdoe én’ abrovs, 21° "180v, oKy TOD
@eod pera Tdv dvfpdmay, kal oxndoe per abTir.

kel eBeacdpeba iy Séfav adrod. Here we have a clear reference
to a second term used in the Targums to describe God’s Self-
manifestation to mankind, 1 ¥ ‘the Glory of the Lord’. The
conception of the R Y’kam goes back, like that of the Shekinia,
to O.T. passages. In these the Heb. term is "33 Kabhodh.
Thus, Ex. 16", ‘Behold, the Glory of the Lord appeared in the
cloud’; 24", ‘And the Glory of the Lord abode upon mount Sinai,
and the cloud covered it six days’; &c. The Targums employ
Yekara, like Sh'kinta, in paraphrasing passages which might, as
they stand in the Heb,, be taken to describe the actual appearance
of God in bodily form. Thus—
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Heb.
Ex. 3' ‘And he came to the
mountain of God, unto
Horeb’.

Ex. 3* ‘For he was afraid to
look upon God’.

‘Ex. 24'° ‘And they saw the God
of Israel’.

We sometimes find Shokinta
‘the Dwelling of the Glory’—

Isa. 40* ‘He that sitteth upon
the circle of the earth’.

Ps. 44 ‘Wherefore hidest Thou
Thy face?’

Or, with inversion of order—

Isa. 6 ‘For mine eyes have
seen the King, the Lord of
hosts”.

37

Targ.v

‘And he came to the mountain
on which the Y%ara of the
Lord was revealed, even to
Horeb’. :

‘For he was afraid to look
upon the manifestation of the
Y kard of the Lord’.

‘And they saw the Y°tara of
the God of Israel’. ’

and Y°kara coupled; ®W) Nz

‘That causeth the Sk'kinta of
His Y°%ara to dwell in lofty
strength’,

‘Wherefore causest Thou the
Sh'kinta of Thy Y‘ara to
depart?’

‘For mine eye hath seen the
Y*ara of the Sk'kintd of
the King of the ages’.

This last passage, from Isaiah’s vision,ﬁ leads us to a point

which proves beyond the shadow of a doubt that when Jn.
describes our Lord’s Self-manifestation as 8é¢a he has in mind
the Y“4ara of the Targums.* In Jn. 12" the writer, after quoting
Isa. 6, adds the statement, raira elwev 'Hoalas ore ldev Ty 3dfev
The opening of the vision (Isa. 6') runs in Heb.,, ‘I saw
the Lord sitting upon a throne’, and this is rendered in Targ,,
‘1 saw the Y°%dra of the Lord resting on His throne’. Other
instances in Jn. of 86éa in this sense are, 2" épavépwaer v 8éfav

abTov.

atrod, 11% & moTeloys Gyy Ty 8fav Tob ®eod, 17 Bra fewphbow TV
8ééav Ty éuy.
We are now in a position to maintain that the Adyos-conception

* Not of course necessarily the writfen Targums, but at any rate the coneeptions
which entered into the oral exposition of Scripture called Targum.
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of the Prologue must undoubtedly be derived from the third and
most frequent Targumic conception representing God in mani-
festation; that of the %1 XM ‘the Word of the Lord’. We
should no doubt trace the origin of the conception of the NJP'
Mémra to O. T. passages in which Heb. 737 dabhar ‘Word’ is
employed in a connexion which almost suggests hypostatization,
e.g. Ps. 107°, ‘He sent forth His Word and healed them’;
I's, 33°, ‘By the Word of the Lord were the heavens made’.
This latter passage, with its reference to the Word’s action in
Creation, recalls the repeated D'TJ'S,;\: X% ¢ And God said’ in Gen. 1,
where the Heb. verb ¥ ’amar is identical with the Aram. root
from which Mémra is derived. Mémra occurs repeatedly in the
Targg. in passages where the Heb. 1epresents God as speaking,
acting, or manifesting Himself in a manner which seemed too
anthropomorphic to Jewish thought of later times. This may be
illustrated from the occurrences of the term in the first few
chapters of Genesis.

Heb,

Gen. 3* ‘And they heard the
voice of the Lord God walk-
ing, &c.’

3" ‘I heard Thy voice’.

6" ‘And it repented the Lord
that He had made man’.

6" ¢For it repenteth Me".

8! ‘And the Lord said in His
heart, 1 will not again curse,
&’

92 ‘This is the token of the
covenant which I make be-
tween Me and you’.

SO in v, 13.15.16.17

Targ.

‘And they heard the voice of
the Mémra of the Lord God
walking, &c.’

‘] heard the voice of Thy
Memra’.

“And the Lord repented in His
Memra because He had made
man’.

‘ Because I have repented in My
Memra’,

‘And the Lord said in (or by)
His Mémra, 1 will no more
curse, &c.’

*This is the token of the cove-
nant which I am making be-
tween My Meémra and you’.

We cannot fail to notice that in Jn. 1** the writer—no doubt
with intention —brings together all three of these Targumic con-
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ceptions.* In xal & Adyos oapé éyévero we have the Memrd; in
xai doxjvooey év piv the Shokinta ; in kal dBeacdpefa Ty 86fay abrod
the Yara. This is evidence that, so far from his owing his
Aéyos-doctrine to an Alexandrine source, he is soaked through
and through with the Palestinian Jewish thought which is repre-
sented by the Targums. Nor would the teaching of the Prologue
need time for its development. Any disciple of our Lord who
had heard the Targumic rendering of the O.T. in the synagogue,
and who was capable of recognizing a superhuman power shining
through the Master’s Personality in His mighty acts, of detecting
the Divine voice in His teaching, and at length of apprehending
that in His Presence on earth God had come to dwell among
men, could hardly fail to draw the inference that here was the
grand fulfilment of O.T. conceptions so familiar to him through
the Aramaic paraphrase,

whjpys xdpiros kal dAnbelas. The reference of this statement
back to the main subject of the sentence, § Aéyos—which makes «ai
&feacdpefo kT, a parenthesis—is certainly awkward. It would be
possible to assume that m\jpys is a misreading for whijpy,T referring
to = défav aired. If, hoivever, »., which speaks of the witness
of John, and somewhat harshly breaks the connexion of thought,
may be supposed to be misplaced, and properly to follow after
the Prologue before . (‘ John bear witness . .. And this is the
witness of John, &c.’), then another theory lies open. In 2.' ére ék
10D wAnpdpaTos abrol Huels wdvres éAdfBopey, fe. N3ID] Nabm ‘-'\‘.‘.:579 27,
7 may mean, not ‘because’, but ‘ He who’ (the assumed mistrans-
~lation is a converse one to that noted in vv.*®). Thus we get

the statement, ‘Full of grace and truth was He of whose fullness
we have all received’. Aramaic, literally rendered, would express
this by,  Full of grace and truth (was) He who of His fullness we
have all received’.

2., povoyers @eds. This reading has stronger attestation than
the variant povoyens vids, which looks like a correction. It must

* This has been noted by Dalman, /. p. 231,

+ This is the reading of Cod. D. Deissmann (LAE. pp. 125 fl.) defends mAdjpys
as an indeclinable adjective, on the score of popular usage; and is followed by
Moulton (NTGS3 p. 50). The same view was earlier put forward by Blass,
Grammar (Eng. tr. 1898), § 31, 6, and by C. H. Turner in Jowrnal of Theol. Studics

i (1900), pp. 120 ff.
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be admitted, however, that the expression (though fully in accord
with the teaching of the Prologue) is hardly to be expected after
the preceding, ‘No man hath seen God at any time’. It may
be suggested that the Aramaic NQ§§ Y, ‘the only-begotten of
God’, has been misunderstood as N-'J'?.ES ' (Absolute for Construct
State), and so rendered, ‘the only-begotten God’.

It thus appears that nearly every verse of the Prologue yields
evidence pointing to an Aramaic original. Besides, however, the
special points which have been discussed, we notice generally
(1) the simplicity of construction, with its fondness for co-ordination
of sentences linked by «af (cf. especially vo.'*5*%¥), and (2) the
many cases of parallelism in thought and expression—a marked
trait of Hebrew poetic composition. Close study of this latter
characteristic brings to light a most interesting fact. The Prologue
seems to take the form of a hymn, written in eleven parallel
couplets, with comments introduced here and there by the writer.
This may be clearly seen in the Aramaic translation which follows,
together with an English rendering of it. In making the translation
the Judaean dialect has been used as far as possible. On the
distinction between the Judaean and Galilaean dialects of Aramaic,
see Dalman, Gramm. pp. 33 f1.*

NI N NP3
NN Ml N1 N
YR K NTN)

NTPY Y NP3 N e
Ty A3 b3

o3 ayne 8 M 3
U0 2 N

NP 337 KT
Np 8D MYAN
IR Ky Np3)

* The differences are slight. We have chosen NiIl see * rather than Npf, y
‘know’ rather than D3N, ;n';*x ‘but’ in preferen-ce to N?S, and the nominal
1st plural suffix 83 _ rather than }-—» verbal ist plural suffix NJ__ rather than
13—, Possibly the Relative should be '] as in Biblical Aramaic; but 7 is the

Targumic form. Choice of the Judaean dialect is bound up with the view of
authorship put forward on pp. 133 ff.
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siny by ™D MNod NN PID RR MEY NTRN D TR M3 N0
Wi n X7 Sy ooy o waim xn N D Sha g v

NN NpdyR (NDDYD N U3 D) TR NDEPY

TIP3 by
YT 8D RRD

g m m
Fpdap &b by

ApYa b NIDK 33 (177 or) wipd KW find 30y mpba (i
NTD I TP N3 TR3Y D NDY 903 Ay > D) (20T or) NPT IR ¥DT
ST
I XD NI )
N2 ATRY PN

AVIRY NN
RIE D RTOD NP

Mopip) 8 D
330} MDD NP2 17

W30 SR N
IO AP 0 KON

NIV KDY N3N
abip NI NZNT NDWD P NODN T SRR D U MDD MDY
1. ‘In the beginning was the Word,

And the Word was with God.

2, And God was the Word;
He was in the beginning with God.
3. All things by Him were made;
And without Him there was made naught;
4. Because in Him was life,
And the life was the light of mankind.
5. And the light in darkness was shining,
And the darkness obscured it not.

There was a man sent from God, his name, John. That one
came for a witness, that he might bear witness of the light, that
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all might believe init. That one was not the light, but one who
should bear witness of the light. It was the true light that lighteth
every man coming into the world. He was in the world,

6. And the world by Him was made,
And the world knew Him not.

7. Unto His own He came,
And His own received Him not.

As many as received Him, to them gave He power to become
the sons of God —to those that believe in His name ; because He
was born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the
will of a man, but of God.

8. And the Word was made flesh,
And set His Sh*kinia among us.

9. And we beheld His Glory,
Glory as of the only-begotten of the Father.

10. He was full of grace and truth,
Of Whose fullness we all have received,
And grace for grace.
11. For the law was given through Moses,
Grace and truth through-the Messiah.

No man hath ever seen God ; the only-begotten of God, Who is in
the bosom of the Father—He hath revealed.’

A striking feature of the hymn is that it contains several
examples of the somewhat rare but well-marked form of parallelism
which is known as Climactic. In this form stichos b of a couplet

does not offer a more or less complete echo of stichos a, but adds

something more which completes the sense of the distich, thus
forming, as it were, its climax. Dr. Driver (Literature of the O. T
p- 363) remarks that ‘this kind of rhythm is all but peculiar to the
most elevated poetry’; and quotes as instances Ps. 2¢% 92%, 93’,
94% 96% 113 ‘There is something analogous to it, though much
less forcible and distinct, in some of the “Songs of Ascents”
(Pss. 121-34), where a somewhat emphatic word is repeated from
one verse (or line) in the next, as Ps. 121'" (help); v. 2™¢; . **%*;
2.7%%; 122" &c. Climactic parallelism is very characteristic

.
kY
o



OF PROLOGUE 43

of the Song of Deborah; see note in the writer’s Commentary on
Judges, pp. 169f. The following examples may be noted in the
poem of the Prologue :—

4. Because in Him was life
And the life | was the light of mankind.

5. And the light in darkness was shining,
And the darkness | obscured it not.

7. Unto His own He came,
And His own [ received Him not.

9. And we beheld His glory,
Glory | as of the only-begotten of the
Father.

10, He was full of grace and truth, -
Of Whose fullness | we all have received.

Of the remaining couplets, 1, 2, and 8 may be reckoned as
synonymous, while 3, 6, and 11 are antithetical,

It should be noted that the couplets, besides being parallel,
appear also to be rhythmical, each line containing three stresses.
In 2.7, in place of 8 Tnyood Xpiorod the translation offers ‘through
the Messiah’ simply, metri gratiG. ’Inocod may very naturally have
come in as a later addition.

Additional Nole on the interpretation of Jn. 1% as referving to
the Virgin-Birth (¢f. p. 34).

There is an essential unity in the teaching of St. Luke, St. Paul,
and St. John as to the mode and meaning of the Incarnation
which ought not to be overlooked. All go back in thought to the
appearance of Jesus Christ on earth as a new Creation, to be
compared and contrasted with the first Credtion of the world and
of mankind ; and all therefore draw upon Gen. 1, 2 in working out
their theme. Just as God’s first creative act was the formation of
light, breaking in upon the physical darkness which had previously
covered primeval chaos, so was the birth of Christ the dawn
of Light in the midst of the spiritual darkness of the world.
That this idea was in St. Paul’s mind is definitely stated
by him in 2 Cor. 4%, od yap éavrods sypioooper dAAL Xpiordv “Inooiv
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Klpiov, « . . 611 & Beds & elmdv "Ex gxbrovs pds Adper, 85 Eoprer & Tals
Kkapdiais Hpdv wpds GpuTioudy THs yrooews Tis 86éns Tob Oeod & TpoTBry
Xporod. Cf. also 1 Cor. 4% 2 Cor. 6%, Eph. 5 Col. 1'% Allusion
to Gen. 1, which is clearly seen in the opening words of Jn.1,
‘In the beginning’, seems also to be behind 7v.*%, where it is
stated that the Logos, as the Agent in Creation, represented the
introduction of Light into the world, and, by an almost imperceptible
transition, the writer’s thought passes from the introduction of life
and light at Creation to its spiritual introduction at the Incarna-
tion. Moreover, just as the introduction of light into the world at
Creation did not immediately abolish physical darkness, but led to
the setting by God of a drvision (‘?3?31, Gen. 1*) between light and
darkness, so (Jn. 1% in the Incarnation the Light was shining in
darkness and the darkness did not obscure it ; its introduction into
the world producing a «plois whereby Light and darkness were
sharply distinguished and men had to range themselves under the
one or the other (Jn.3®™; cf. g% 12%®%* Turning to the
Birth-narrative of St. Luke, it is surely not fanciful to find in the
words cf the angel in 1%, Tlvebua dywov éreleloerar &rt o, kal Svvaps
“Yyiorov émoxidre oo, an implied reference to Gen. 1% where the
Spirit of God is pictured as brooding or hovering (PRIIY) over the
face of the waters in the initial process of Creation which issues in
the production of lightt+t So for St. Luke the Divine Birth
means the dawning of dvaroly ¢ {Yous, émpavar Tois & oxdrew xal
axid Qavirov kabnpévors (1% 7), and ¢ds els droxdAvw éviv ™).

Again, the connexion in thought between the Old Creation and

* A similar mystical interpretation of the Genesis passage is given in Midrash
Bereshith Rabba, par. iii. 10; ¢ Rabbi Yannai said, When He began to create the
world, the Holy One \blessed be He) observed the works of the righteous and
the works of the wicked, ‘' And the earth wasa waste”, i.e. the works of the
wicked. “And God said, Let there be light”, i.e. the works of the righteous.
. ““And God divided between the light and between the darkness’'—between the
works of the righteous and the works of the wicked. **And God called the light,
day”, i.e. the works of the righteous. ‘*And the darkness he called, night”,
i.e. the works of the wicked. ¢ And there was morning?, i.e. the works of the
righteous. ‘‘And there was evening?, i.e. the works of the wicked. * One
day , inasmuch as the Holy One blessed be He) gave them one day. And what
is this? The Day of Atonement.’

4 This Genesis passage is applied in Midrash Bereshith Rabba to the endowment

of the Messiah with the Divine Spirit ; * This is the Spirit of the King-Messiah, as
it is said, ‘* And the Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon Him **.
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the New is explicit in St. Paul’s teaching as to the first Adam and
the second Adam in 1 Cor. 15%; obrws kal yéyparrar "Evyévero 6 mparos
dvfpwmos "Adap els Yoy {doar & Eoyaros 'Adip els mvedpa {womoioly.
This is worked out in the frequent antithesis between odp¢ and
avetpa, #nd in the representation of baptism as a burial with Christ
in which 6 malaws judv dvfpwroes is put off, and the baptized rises
with Christ to newness of life (Rom. 6'f), We find the same
antithesis between odpf and =vedpe in Jn. 3%, 6%, the whole of the
discussion with Nicodemus in ¢k 3 turning on the new birth which
is éx Tob mvedparos. In 6% it is stated, in contrast to odpf, that
16 mvedpd dorw 76 {womrowdv, a thought of which the connexion with
St. Paul’s éyévera . . . & éoxaros "Alp. eis mvebpa {worowdy can hardly
be accidental. This connexion would, it may be presumed, be
generally explained by the theory of the influence of Pauline
Theology upon the writer of the Fourth Gospel; and this may
be so. A fact, however, which is surely beyond question is that
St. Paul’s orws xal yéyparras refers not simply to the quotation from
Gen. 27, ‘He breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and
man became a living soul’, but to the whole passage relating lo the
first Adam and the second Adam, from éyévero down to {womorodv.
6 &oxaros "Adap els mvedpa {worowdy depends upon éyévero introducing
the quotation equally with what goes before, from which it should
be divided by a comma merely, and not by a colon (WH.) or full
stop (R.V.). Had it been St. Paul’s own addition, could he
possibly have phrased the sentence thus, and not have written at
least 6 8¢ Zoyaros "Adau éyévero els mveipa {woroioly ?

If, however, the whole passage is a quotation, whence was it
derived? There can be no doubt that the form in which St. Paul’s
argument is cast is influenced by Rabbinic speculation, and that
the Rabbinism of Palestine.* Though born at Tarsus, he claims

* The expression fi:."t\"!t'} D ‘the first Adam’ is well known in early
Midrashic literature, ;iﬁggq By ¢the second Adam’, i.e. the Messiah, is not
known to us in Midrash before the N*w¢é shalém, the work of a Spanish Jew in the
15th century a.p (cf. Thackeray, 7he Relation of 5t. Paul to Contemporary Jewish
Thought, pp. 40 {L.); but the Midrash Bereshith Rabba (ascribed by tradition to
R. Hoshaial, 3rd century A.p.) brings the Messiah into contrast with ‘the first
Adam’ when, in commenting on Gen. 24, ¢ These are the gencrations of the heaven
and the earth’, it quotes earlier Rabbinical speculation as to the reason why the
word for ¢ generations’ is written plene with y only in this passage and in Ruth 418,
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to be ‘Efpatoes ¢ Efpaiwv (Phil. 3%, 1. e. not a 'E?\).\nw.a'rﬂg (cf. Acts 6Y),
and he obtained his education at Jerusalem under Gamaliel, who
was one of the most prominent Rabbinic teachers of the time
(Acts 22%). But prior to St. Paul’s conversion the earliest circle of
Christian believers at Jerusalem was drawn not merely from the
peasant-class, but embraced (according to Acts 6) ‘a great company
of the priests’, who would scarcely have been unversed in Rabbinic
teaching, but may be supposed to have applied such learning as
they had acquired to the service of the new Faith.

It is by no means improbable, therefore, that the passage as
a whole may have been drawn from a collection of O. T. Zestrmonta,
composed with the object of meeting Rabbinic Judaism upon its
own ground.* If it be objected to this suggestion that elsewhere
throughout the N. T. yéyparras introduces a definite citation from
the O. T., and that this is also the case with allusions to % ypag

¢ These are the generations of Perez’ (nﬁ‘;m, but elsewhere always n‘lsm), and
cites the inference that 1, which numerically = 6, implies that the six things which
Adam lost through the Fall shall be restored at the coming of ‘the son of Perez ’
i.e. the Davidic Messiah. The Messiah appears as a life-giver (cf. mveiua (wonooiv)
in the Midrash hag-gadol to Genesis (compiled by a Yemenite Jew of the 14th
century) which, commenting on Gen, 16!, states that there are six persons whose
names were given to them before their birth, viz, Ishmael, Isaac, Moses, Solomon,
Josiah, and the King-Messiah. On the last it says, ¢ The King-Messiah, because
it is written, ¢ Before the sun his name shall be Yinaudn”. And why is his name
called Yiunon ? because he is destined to quicken those who sleep in the dust.’
Here the Scriptural passage quoted is I's, 7217 i3y 1i) wr:’.r‘) '355 ¢ Before the
sun shall his name progagate’ (or ¢ produc-e life"), and the verbal form, only here in
0O.T., is treated as a Messianic title—* He who quickens’. This Midrash is quoted by
Raymund Martin in his Pugio Fidei, chap. ii, 11, who refers it to Moses had-Darshan,
born at Narbonne about tlie middle of the 1:th century A.p. Late as this is, we
have the evidence of the Talmud (Sankedrin, 98 b) that Yinunon was early regarded
as a Messianic title, for in the passage in question the pupils of R. Yannai (an
Amora of the first generation—and to 3rd century A. p,) maintain, as a compliment
to their teacher, that the Messiah’s name is to be Yinnén. The Psalm-passage is
quoted in Midrash Bereshith Rabba, par. i. 5, as evidence that the name of the
Messiah exisled prior to the creation cf the world, though it is not there stated
that Yinnén is to be taken as his name.

Though no part of this Midrashic speculation can be traced back to the
15t century A.p., it serves to illustrate the kind of Rabbinic teaching which may
well have formed part of St, Paul's early training. .

* CIf. Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Cenlury, p. 272; * We know that types
and prophecies were eagerly sought out by the early Christians, and were soon
collected in a kind of common stock from which every one drew at his pleasure.’
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(with the possible exception of 1 Tim. 5% where our Lord’s words
YAfwos & épydrys Tob puobo’ adrod seem to be included under the term),
it may be replied that St. Paul’s quotation does consist of such
a citation from the O. T. plus a deduction therefrom, and would
ex hypothesi be derived from a collection of proofs based on the
O. T. and therefore drawn é r&v ypapdv. We may further draw
attention to the use of this formula of ‘citation in the Epistle of
Barnabas 4" where our Lord’s words in Mt. 22" are quoted:
Tpovéxwper pajmore, bs yéyparrat, wolloi kAntol, SAiyor ¢ éxhexToi elpé-
fopev. Similarly, the formula Aéyer yap 4 ypasj is used in Barnabas
16° to introduce a quotation from Enoch 8g%%,

If, then, this interpretation of 1 Cor. 15" as wholly a quotation
be correct, the implication is that some time before St. Paul wrote
his Epistle in A.p. 55-6, the antithesis between the first Adam
and Christ as the second Adam had been worked out in Christian
Rabbinic circles and was used in argument. This conclusion
surely modifies the question of the dependence of the Fourth
Gospel upon St. Paul in regard to the teaching here involved,
suggesting as it does the alternative theory that both may have
been dependent upon a common earlier method of theological
expression of the truths of the Incarnation.

St. Luke supplies us with further food for thought in this con-
nexion. His Birth-narrative is certainly from a Jewish-Christian
source, and is generally acknowledged to be early. If any portions
.of it are earlier than the rest, these are the poems which it contains ;
and the angel’s words at the Annunciation are no less a poem
cast in rthythmical parallelism than are the Magnificat, Benedictus,
and Nuwnc dimiltis. 'We have had occasion to cite passages from
all these, except the Magnificat, in arguing the unity of their
thought with that of St. Paul and St. John. We may now note
the fact that St. Luke carries back our Lord’s genealogy to Adam,
‘who was the son of God’(3®). What is the reason for this?
Doubtless one reason is to be found in the fact that his Gospel
is pre-eminently a universal Gospel—not for the Jews only but
for the whole Gentile world also. May not, however, another
(and perhaps the prime) reason be that the fact that the first Adam
was born not by natural generation but by an act of God, in itself
suggests the reasonableness that the second Adam should likewise
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so be born ? If this is so, it is of course likely that St. Luke may
have owed his conception to St. Paul’s doctrine of Christ as the
second Adam; but, if our argument has been sound, St. Paul
himself owed it to an earlier source, embodied in a collection of
Testimonia for general use. If; then, St. Luke’s 7of *Addp, tob @cob
links itself on to vids @eod in the words of the Annunciation, and if
his thought shows connexion with St. Paul’s doctrine of the two
Adams, is it likely that St. Paul, in enunciating this doctrine, was
ignorant of the tradition of the Virgin-Birth ?*

* This point has already been brought out by Dr. Box, The Virgin Birth of
Jesus, pp. 38f., 150



CHAPTER 1I

THE SENTENCE
Asyndeton.

It is highly characteristic of Aramaic to open its -sentences
abruptly without the use of a connective particle. In this respect
its contrast with Hebrew is very marked, the latter language
regularly employing ‘And’ in prose to connect a sentence with
what goes before, the force of this ‘And’ varying as determined
by the context (And, So, Then, But, Yet, &c.). This difference
in usage may well be illustrated from the Book of Daniel, in which
chs. 1'—2'% 8-—12 are written in Hebrew, while ¢chs. 2'*—7 are in
Aramaic.

Dan. 1'—2' (Hebrew) consists of 28 sentences. Of these, 22
(i.e. all but the opening verse of ¢k 1) begin with ‘And’ (some-
times variously rendered in R.V, ‘Then’, ‘But’, *So’).

Dan. 2 (Aramaic) contains 44 sentences. Of these, 22 begin
with a connective particle, and 22 without such particle. The
openings are as follows :

With connective particle. Without connective particle.
2.5 m ‘And if’. v5 835 My ‘Answered the
98w ‘Forif’. king’.
v xrom ‘And the word’. 2.7 2y ‘They answered ’,
2.% ¥nm ‘And the decree’. 25 aatp my ¢ Answered the
».% 5037 pxa ‘Then Daniel’. king .
v.%* xnin X ‘Then  the 220 wws Wy ‘ Answered the
word’. Chaldaeans’.
2. Sp ¢ ¢ And Daniel went 2.2 131 53p 55 ‘Because of this’.
in’. .5 oy may ‘He answered
2.7 5891 pax ‘ Then Daniel’. and said’.
299 Snyrd px ‘Then to 2.2 bavv oy ¢ Answered

Daniel ’. Daniel ’.

2520 E
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2.9 bxoyy i ¢ Then Daniel . 2.2 x5 s ‘He revealeth’,
2.% Jmx px  Then Arioch’. 2.2 nnar mox 15 “To thee the
2.5 i ‘And I, God of my fathers’.
22 %7 w3 ‘Then were v2 a1 S3p 53 Because of

broken’. this’,
2. 7N ‘And after thee’. 2% 82OD My ‘Answered the
2.4 ayran 1wy ‘And the fourth king ’.
' kingdom™. 2% 5w my ¢ Answered
oM amin " ‘And  whereas Daniel .

thou sawest ’, 2.2 ywdn ‘Thy dream’,
.2 w537 nyasw ‘And the toes’. 2.2 835 nnax ‘ Thou, O king’.
2.°% ann ' ‘And whereas thou v.3e 4d,

sawest’, . 2.3 137 by ‘ This image *,
.M yora ‘ And in their days . v® noby a0 ¢ That image .
2% 835 P83 ¢ Then the king . . i n ‘ Thou sawest’.
2. nobm mx ¢ Then the king . 2% wpbn mv ¢ This is the
2. txon  And Daniel . dream’,

2.5 nab» Anax  Thou, O king’.

2% anin W 5:1p %5 ¢ Whereas
thou sawest’.

v.% x50 Yy Answered the
king’.

This great frequency of unconnected sentences is equally
characteristic of the rest of the Aramaic portion of the Book
of Daniel. In ch. 8 the Hebrew begins again, and here we have
27 sentences (corresponding with the verse-division). Of these,
24 begin with ‘And’ (sometimes rendered, ‘ Then’, * Now’, ‘So’,
‘Yea’), and 8 only (vv.'*®) without any connective particle. It
will thus be seen how clear is the distinction in style between
Aramaic and Hebrew even of so late a date (¢. 167 B.c.). When
we come down to the Hebrew of the Mishna, we do find a paucity
of connective particles, entirely owing to the influence of Aramaic.

Now great frequency of sentences opening without a connective
particle is a marked characteristic of the Fourth Gospel. If we
take ch. 1—neglecting openings in speeches (vv.* %, &c.), where
asyndeton is #afural in Greek as in English—we find 84 asyndeton
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openings, as against 28 with connective particle. In the 28 sen-
tences which have connective particles, these are «a/ 19 times,
8¢ 4 times, &r. twice, odv 8 times. ‘And’, which is thus more than
doubly as frequent as all the others taken together, is the ordinary
Semitic connective particle, which bears various forces according
to the context (cf. p. 49). The openings are as follows :

With connective particle. Without connective particle.
v v dpxn v
22 obroes fv.
’ L T Y 4
TAVTA SL avTou EYCVETO.
vt} & adrd {omy .
2. kal 7O s, 2.5 éyévero dvbpurmos.
2.7 obros H\Oev.

08 olk v ékelvos TO Pis.

v v 18 Pds T dAnluwdy.
o) & 73 kbouw Y.
2. s ra (B MG

o2 oo 8¢

v.1% kal & Adyos.

2.4 kal éfeacdpcha. 2.°  Todvrys paprupel.

2.8 ri & Tob wAnpdparos.

2.% i b vipos. 278§ xdpis Kal § dMjfea.
0.1%% @eov obdels évpaxe.
0.5 povoyeris @eds.

2.7 kal admy éoriv.

2.7 kal Hpordynoev.

2.2% kal fpdrnoar.

2.2 kal Néyer,

v kal dmexpit.

2.2 clrav olv. v.2 .

0.2 «al dweofa}\lu’um. 2

2.5 kal HpoTyoav.

2.3 T{ o3y Bamriles; VB¢ drexpifn abrols.
2.2 wloos Sudv amikes
0.2 radra & Bybavig éyévero.
2.2 1y éradpov SAére.

2. kéyd olx fjdew adrdv.

2.2 kal éuapripyoer.
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. »
9.3 kdyw otk pdew adrir.

VM kiyd Edpaka. v.% 1y éradpov wdhw {oTijke
2% kal duBAéfus.
2.7 kal frovear.
2.7 orpadels 3¢,
%Y of 8¢ clwav. 2.2 Aéye abrols.
2.2 FX\8av obr. 2.%° dpa Ry o5 SexdTy,
2.9 fv AvBpéas.

v ebploxe obros,
¥ ¥y 7
ﬂ'yayfv QauTOV.
épPAéyas adri.
2.5 1y éradpor HPéAyoer,
ub
v kel ebploxer ®iNarmor.
o.M

G 8¢ 6 BlM\rmos. 0% ebploker DlhrTos.

2.55% kal elrey abTd. ?, Mye abrd 6 Pihurmos.
2.7 €Bev “Iyaols.
2.%% Aéyer alrd Nabava)h.

,v.amb

dmexplln “Inoovs,
v Gmexpilfy aird Nabovai).
2.5 dmwerplfy Inoads.

0.3 kal Mye adrd.

In order to prove that this characteristic is found throughout
the Fourth Gospel, we may take two other chapters—from the
middle and end—consisting mainly of narrative. Ch. 11 contains
59 sentences, of which 17 have no connective particle (vp, 89Vs1122
BATNBWVis A1) - cfy, 18 contains 52 sentences, and 20 of these
are without connective particle ('U'ZI 15D u.s.l'.20.21.23.-25.25.30.::1.34.asbia.aﬁ.:ﬁt«-r.::t;)'
This is a smaller proportion than in ¢h. 1; yet, as compared with
the Synoptists, it is a very high one. To take three chapters at
random from the Jatter—Mt. 3 contains 13 sentences, none without
connective particle; Mk. 1 contains 88 sentences, 2 only without
connective particle (vv.'%); Lk. 8 contains 60 sentences, 2 only
without connective particle (vv.5%*),

Asyndeton dmwexply, drexplbnoay = asyndeton 13V, “JX.

In the openings of unconnected sentences given above from the
Aramaic of Dan. 2, it will be noticed that 9 out of the 22 take
the form, ‘Answered (so and-so)’. This is very characteristic,
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" 28 examples occurring in the six Aramaic chapters, while there
are only 2 cases of ‘ Then answered’ (57, 6"), and none at all of
¢ And answered’. In contrast, the whole Hebrew O.T. offers
only 2 such unconnected openings, ‘Answered’ (Song 2", rendered
‘spake’ in R.V.; Ps, 118", while there are 145 cases of ‘And
answered (so-and-so)’, M, wiM, &c.

Theodotion’s version of Dan. does not always represent this
Aramaic ‘Answered’; but where it does, it regularly renders
dmwexpify, dmexpifpoav (11 times; ownce dmokpifels), preserving the
asyndeton in 4 cases (2*7", 47), but elsewhere prefixing xal. These
12 passages, in all of which the Aramaic phrase is regularly
followed by ‘and said’, before statement of the words spoken,
are as follows :

2° WNY, L. Y dmesplfn.

27 MmN L. WY dmrexpiyoay . . . kai elmav.

28 hu bl 3 3 I b Kkal Gmexplfy . . . kal elmev.
20 Ny L, L WY dwexplfipoar . . . kel Méyovown.
2% Ny L LY kol dwexplfy . . . kai elmer.
27 aERY L L L Y kal dwexplBy . . . kal Aéyel
2% MY . .. Y kel dmokpllets . . . elmer.

3" TORY L L. Y kol dwexpify . . . kal elmev.

3% PNy L L L WYkl dmexplfyoar . . . Aéyovres.
) Ny L . . MY kal dwexpify . . . kol elmey.

3 pity

4" MR L, A kal dmexplfy . . . xal elmer.
4% TN L, . Y amexplfy . .. kai elmer.

In the Fourth Gospel drexpifiy or émexpifqoav occurs as asyndeton
openings 65 times (see below), dwokpiverar once, 13*. On the other
hand, we have dmexpifiy odv, 7% 9%, 12" ; dmexpifinoar odv, 2", 7Y, 97;
s 8¢ dmexplly, 5"; dmexplvato olv, 5'%; & 8¢ drexpivaro, 57 ; dmoxpiverar
olv, 13%; & & ’Inoobs dmoxpiverar, 127; i.e. 11 cases of this verb
as an opening with connective particle, as against 66 cases without.
Elsewhere in the whole N.T. dwexpify as an asyndeton opening
occurs only in Mk. 12®. In the Synoptists the common phrase
is & 8¢ amoxpifels (dmoxpfels 88) elrev, which rather resembles the
common Hebrew phrase =wxn M ‘And he answered and said’,
of which it is frequently the rendering in LXX.

Of the 65 cases of asyndeton opening dmexpifly, dmexplyoav in
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Jn., 88 introduce the words spoken without further verb, viz.
1%, 39, gl GIOMI nE QUMM QAN poBRBH -y 1389, 16%,
18reN BRI gl BB 215 ) we once have dmwexplfy . . . Aéywy, 1% ;
while in the 26 other cases the opening is dmrexpifiy (dmexpibyoar) . . .
kol mer (dlway), viz. T, g1 g L0037 G4 A2 Gl
gt 12" 197, 14%, 18%, 20%. It is difficult to resist the conclusion
that drexpify kal elrev is a literal rendering of the Aram, 0¥} N3y,
and édwexpifpoar xal drav of 1"OYY Y, for which, as we have seen,
they stand in Theodotion’s Daniel.

Asyndeton Méyer, Méyovow = asyndeton ¥ (participle), MDY,

Similarly, we constantly find that Jn. uses Aéye as an opening
without connective particle. The cases are 1%4048 287 g1 graLIIGIzIS.
NBAMMN, B G 79, 8%, gl TIBWAMBiAM 680037 p 66802
185.17.‘36.38’ 196.15! 2013.'5.15.17.*&’ 213.!0.12.15bi&lG{er.l?(){a.EZ; a total of 68.
Méyovoww without connective particle occurs in 1r**, 16%, 2r1%;
kelvy . . . Aéyer, 20™; dAhou Eeyov in 10%, 12®.  On the other hand,
we have the opening «al Méye in 2% 1g"; xal Aéyovow in 20";
xal Eleyev in 6%, 8%; xal eyor in 6%; Mya olv in 4%, 7%, 137, 187,
16", 21%7; Myovow olv in 9'7; &eyev olv in 87 ; E\eyor odv in 4%, 5",
895, '™, 11%, 16%, 197, 20”; Mye 8¢ in 12*; E\eyer 8¢ in 67 dreyov
8¢ in 10”; elro Aéya in 19%; 20%; i.e. a total of 31 openings with
connective particle, as against 70 without such particle.

In Mt. Aéyee as an asyndeton opening occurs 16 times, viz.
169, 17%, 182, 1gM8N QPN o2 a8 EBHEM oo Aougw
10 times, viz. g%, 19™, 207"% 21%, 22%, 27 In Mk. Aéye thus
never ; Méyovew in 8% In Lk. Adye in 167, 19%; Aéyovow mever.
In Acts there are no occurrences of Néye, Aéyovow as asyndeton
openings. ‘

That the historical present in Jn., of which Aéye is the most
frequent example, represents the similar usage of the participle
in Aramaic, is argued later on (p. 88). There are no instances
of the asyndeton opening ¥ (participle) in Dan., because the

* The absence of this asyndeton usage in Mk. is a point against the view that
this Gospel is a liferal translation of an Aramaic document. There are very many
cases where Mk. uses xai Aéye, & 3¢ Adyer as openings, where Jn. would certainly
have used asyndeton Aéya. Cf. e.g., for the difference in style, the dialogue of
Mk, 12117,
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writer of this book prefers the formula ‘Answered and said’
which we have already noticed. This latter phrase, however,
so much favoured in Dan., seems to have been practically confined
to Western Aramaic, being unused in Syriac, except in transiation,
as in the Peshitta of the O.T.* Ordinarily in Aramaic, especially
in its Eastern branch, the asyndeton opening ¥, :35(" (participle)
is one of the most characteristic features of the language in
description of a dialogue ; and this naturally lends itself in Greek
to a rendering by the asyndeton historical present Aéye. For
example, the Syriac 4cta Thomae in the first four pages (ed. Wright)
offers twelve examples of the usage. The following is a literal
rendering of a dialogue-passage from this work (p. «w0):

‘And when they had embarked and sat down, Habban the
merchant says to Judas, “What is the craft that thou art able
to practise?” Judas says to him, ‘Carpentry and architecture—
the work of a carpenter”. Habban the merchant says to him,
““What art thou skilled to make in wood, and what in hewn
stone?” Judas says to him, ‘“In wood I have learned to make
ploughs and yokes and ox-goads, and oars for ferry-boats and
masts for ships; and in stone, tombstones and shrines and temples
and palaces for kings”. Habban the merchant says to him,

»”

“I was seeking just such a workman .,

With this we may compare the structure of the dialogue in
Jn. 215747, ‘

‘So when they had broken their fast, Jesus says to Simon Peter,
“Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me more than these?” He
says to Him, “ Yea, Lord; Thou knowest that I love Thee”.
He says to him, “Feed My lambs”., He says to him again
a second time, ‘Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me?” He says
to Him, ‘“Yea, Lord, Thou knowest that I love Thee”. He
says to him, “Tend My sheep”. He says to him the third time,
““Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me?” Peter was gricved
because He said to him the third time, “ Lovest thou Me?”
And he said to Him, “Lord, Thou knowest all things; Thou
knowest that I love Thee”. Jesus says to him, “Feed My
sheep "’ ‘

* According to Dalman (#J. p. 25) the formula is unknown in later Jewish
Aramaic.
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This very striking resemblance in structure between the two
passages—both as regards pictorial (= Méye and asyndeton
usage—is no mere chance and isolated phenomenon. Dialogues
so framed are frequent in the Fourth Gospe! (cf. especially the
references to Aéyew in chs. 4, 11, 13, 14, 18, 20), and innumerable
parallels from Aramaic might be collected.*

Parataxis.

Peculiarly Semitic is the simplicity of construction employed
throughout the Fourth Gospel. Sentences are regularly co-ordi-
nated, and linked by «ol. Subordinate sentences are few and
far between. In 6% where the writer embarks exceptionally
upon a somewhat complex sentence, he speedily becomes involved
in difficulty. 13" is more successful as Greek; but this passage,
in point of style, practically stands alone.t Such simplicity of
construction can of course to some extent be paralleled from the
Synoptic sources, particularly from Mk. But not even in Mk,
does it attain anything like the vogue which it has in Jn.

Comparative rarity of Aorist Participle describing action
antertor fo finite verb.

In speaking above of Jn.’s phrase dwexp{@y xai elrev, we noticed
that the Synoptic equivalent subordinates the prior action by use
of the Aorist Participle, e.g. 6 8¢ dmoxpilfeis elrev, i.e. the natural
Greek construction. Though we occasionally find this latter con-
struction in Jn.—e.g. 1% kai éuBAéfas. . . Aéya—it is far less common
than in the Synoptists. An approximate count yields the following
figures, the proportions of which are worked out according to the
pages of WH.

* The asyndeton construction is also frequent in Rabbinic Hebrew (under the
influence of Aramaic), though here in description of past events the Perfect is
normally used, Several examples are cited by Schlatter (Spracke, pp. 25 £).
Cf. e. g. Midrash Rabba on Exodus, par. v. 18 (Moses and Aaron before Pharaoh),
¢He said to them, Who are ye? They said to him, We are the messengers of the
Holy One, blessed be He. What are ye seeking? They said to him, Thus saith
the Lord, &c. .

T We may note that 2.2 contains two out of the only seventeen otcurrences
of the Genitive absolute which are found in Jn,
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pp. in WH. Occurrences. l;zznggzn
Mt. 68 338 5
Mk. 41 224 5%
Lk. 72 324 41
Jn. 53 58 1

Prof. Moulton (N7G.? i, p. 12), in speaking of co-ordination
of clauses with the simple xaf, in place of the use of participles
or subordinate clauses’, remarks that ‘in itself the phenomenon
proves nothing more than would a string of “ands” in an
English rustic’s story—elementary culture, and not the hampering
presence of a foreign idiom that is being perpetually translated
into its most literal equivalent’. This may be so ‘in itself”; here,
however, we have to ask why, if avoidance of the participial
construction in favour of co-ordination is natural to Kowsy Greek,
we find this striking disproportion between Jn. and the Synoptists
which the figures reveal. The answer has been supplied else-
where by Dr. Moulton himself. ‘The over-use of locutions which
can be defended as good Kows Greek’ is a test of ¢ Greek which is
virtually or actually translated ’.*

Comparattve rarily of Genitive absolute.

As compared with the Synoptists, the use of the Genitive
absolute in Jn. is infrequent. The approximate figures are, Mt.
48, Mk. 86, Lk. 59, Jn. 17; i.e. the Synoptists exhibit but slight
variation in their use of the construction, and use it about 2}
times as often as Jn. While the Synoptists use the construction,
almost without exception, in temporal clauses, Jn. ‘employs it
with more elasticity of meaning than is found in the Triple
Tradition. A causal meaning (“as” or “because’”) is implied,
probably or certainly, in 2% g%, 6", “Though” is certainly implied
in 127, 21", and perhaps in 20"’ (Abbott, /G. 2028-31).

The rarity of the Genitive absolute in Jn. is due partly to the
use of parataxis: e.g. 1% kat fpdrpoav abrév T{ obv; ab 'Hlelas €
xai Myer Obx epl. T kai elmey abrd Nabavayd, . . Aéyer atrdg & ihmmos.

* Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 474. The quotation has already been given in
full on p. 7.
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1® Aéyew adrg Nabavarfh . . . dmwexpify "Inoovs kal elmev abdry (contrast
Mt. 17% eimdvros 8¢ "Awd Tév dAhorplwy, ipn aird 6 'Iyoods. Lk, 21°
kol Twwy Aeyovrwv ... erev). 4% Ay odv . . . kol v Tis Baothwds.
7% "HXMov odv of dmypérar mwpds Tods dpyepels kai Papiralovs, kai oy
adrols ékevou (contrast Mt. 8% kal éAOdvros adrol . . . Iwfyryoar abrg.
Mt. 17%% 21%), 69 kal oxoria #3y dyeydver, kal otmw EAphifec wpds
adrovs & Ingods (contrast Mt. 8' Syias 8¢ yevopévnys mpooiveykay abrd).
10" kai wepierdre 6 Tpoods &v 78 lepd . . . dkikAwoay odv adrdv of
“Tovdator (contrast Lk. 11® Tav 8¢ dxAwr érabpolopévov fpfaTo Aéyew).

The place of the Genitive absolute is also taken in Jn. by
a temporal clause introduced by §re, a construction for which, as
compared with the Synoptists, this writer shows a relative fond-
ness. Neglecting cases in which dre has an antecedent (e.g. Jn. 4%
épxerar dpa dre.  So 4%, 5%, g, 16%), there are 16 cases of ére intro-
ducing a temporal clause in Jn., as against 13 in Mt.,, 10 in Mk., -
10 in Lk. If Jn. were as long as Mt., there would be propor-
tionately 21 cases ; if as long as Lk., 22 cases; if as short as Mk.
13 cases. The occurrences of és=‘when’ introducing a temporal
clause in Jn. are 16; Lk. 16; Mt. and Mk. noxne.

In cases where the subject of the &re or &s clause is the same
as that of the principal clause, the temporal clause so introduced
of course takes the place of an Aorist Participle in the nominative.
These in Jn. are—égre, 6%, 13% 177 19™%% 21'%; &s, 2° 49,
T1#OR3EN 1™ 21° - There remain 8 cases in which, the subject
of the §re clause being different from that of the principal clause,
the Genitive absolute might have been used; and 5 similar cases
of the &s clause. These are—ére, 1%, 2%, 4%, 127, 13", 20%
21%; @5, 2%, 6", 7% 18, Similar cases in Lk. are—8re 6, ds 8;
Mt. 8re 7; MKk. 87¢ 9. Thus cases in which a ére or és clause takes
the place of a Genitive absolute are in Jn. 138, as against Lk. 14,
Mt 7, Mk. 9. Though the figures in Jn. and Lk. are thus similar,
it should be borne in mind that Lk. is considerably longer (72 pp.
WH. as against 53 pp.), and also contains much more narrative,
to which, in distinction from speeches, by far the greater number
of such temporal clauses belong. Thus we are justified in finding
in Jn., as compared with the Synoptists, a preponderance of
temporal clauses introduced by &re or &s, which serve to explain
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(along with parataxis) the comparative rarity of the Genitive
absolute in this Gospel.

Now the use of ™2, 72, Syr. & =‘when’ to introduce a tem-
poral clause is very common in Aramaic. This is the ordinary
construction employed in the Syriac versions to render a temporal
clause which Greek expresses by the Genitive absolute. The first
few cases of the Genitive absolute in Lk. will serve to illustrare
this (the rendering ‘when’ followed by the finite verb gives the
literal representation of the Syriac construction).

Lk. 2® fyepovedovros mijs Svpias Kupyriov,

Pal. Syr. hjoms watiio Jéo oo ‘when Quirinius was in
Syria’,

Pesh. Lijcms wationy Jlarmge> ‘in the hegemony of Q.
in S’

Sin. Licss baxye wonio wis ‘in the years of Q.
governor of S.’

Lk. 2% kai §re éyévero érbv Swdexa, (iVO‘.,GO.LV(;VT(uV adrdv katd 70 fos
s €opTijs, kal TekewodyTwy Tas Huépas, KTA.

Pal. Syr. goor pdacid ofdm utak wiadulil s e 00
JAés axaNL 00 2 )edaxy alewl! ‘And when He was twelve
years old, they went up to Jerusalem according to the custom
of the feast; and when they had fulfilled the days, &c.’ Con-
struction of Sin. and Pesh. identical.

Lk. 3! #ryepovedorros Movriov Iiddrov 7is Tovdalas, xrA.

Pal. Syr. i SN e wapNS  waupuo Joo oo ‘when
Pontius Pilate was governor in Judaea’.

Sin. J1ooms wapdao wapioy Jlarmges ‘in the hegemony of
Pontius Pilate in Judah’. So Pesh.

Lk. 3" wpoodoxdvros 8¢ 10D Aaod, xal Sahoylopévey wavrov &v Tals
kapdiats abriv.

Pal. Syr. (oomidNs (06N 0s pleuhne Noo Jamw Jéo oy o
‘Now when the multitude was expectant, and all of them were
debating in their hearts’.

Sin,, Cur. \oora2ts> 000 ¢ SIND o ooo tf")‘m’ L-:v‘o ‘And
the men that were hearing him were reflecting in their minds’.

Pesh. paanhs (oodoo % pleas N s Joor i ! P
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o> oos ‘Now when the people were speculating concerning
John, and all of them were debating in their heart’.

Lk. 3% 'Eyévero 8 & 16 Barrwobijvor dravra Tov Aadv kai 'Igood
BorrigBévros kal wpooevxopévov dvewxbijvar Tév odpaviy.

Pal. Syr. s wom. Jivo @olo low odas \aﬁ? o ot 2l
Looa auhol/! '.0.330 \\3.832 ‘Now it came to pass, when all the
multitude had been baptized, and also the Lord Jesus had been
baptized and had prayed, that the heavens were opened’.

Sin. Joor Ny w00 s woas o) o odo oo e o0
Lsaa auhel! ‘And when all the people had been baptized, Jesus
also was baptized. And when He was praying, the heavens were
opened’.

Pesh. I 30 w00 %0 woas ofo 2l odo pod 197 ¢t oo
bsaa auhol! ‘Now it came to pass, when all the people were
baptized, Jesus also was baptized. And when He was praying,
the heavens were opened’.

Lk. 4% xal owrereoleady abriv énelvacer.

Pal. Syr. caret.

Sin. ¢25 foo ?‘3’ IAwe. 2] 3> ¢o ‘and after forty days
on which He fasted, He was hungry’.

Pesh. 2o | PN \mZ fpda 00 ‘and when H¢ had completed
them, afterwards He was hungry’.

Two cases occur in which Mk.’s §re with finite verb (suiting the
theory of an Aramaic background) is altered into the Genitive
absolute in the other Synoptists.

Mk. 1% §re 28v 6 Hheos.
Lk. 4™ 8dvovros 8¢ 70D HAiov.
Mt., 8" &yias 8¢ yevopévys.®

Mk. 4° kai dre dvérekev 6 Hhios,
Mt. 13° HAlov 8¢ dvareldavros.
Lk. 8° omits,

* Mk, also has &plas 8¢ ~yevopévns before fre v & fiAwos, If this is part of the
original Mk, and not a conflation, and if Mk. wrote in Aramaic, the text must have
run NEY:’D!_? Y N3 Z\‘Tw'pj_:ﬁ *And in the evening, when the sun was set’. [t
would be more .natural to'w;'ite ag'ng/ amn N?p‘l N0 12) ‘And when it was
cvening, and the sun was set’; but ;Nould this have beer; tl‘ar;slated as we have it?



THE SENTENCE 61

It is interesting to note that this construction of ‘when’ with
a finite verb and the absence of an alternative construction resem-
bling the Genitive absolute in Greek, is not common to Semitic,
but is specifically Aramaic. Hebrew uses WX2 ‘ when’ with a finite
verb .somewhat rarely, but far more frequently employs the Infini-
tive construct with pronominal suffix, and prefixed 3 “in’ or 5 ‘as’;
e.g. INiX72 ‘when he saw’, lit. ‘in his seeing’. Further, it has
a usage of the Participle absolute (cf. Driver, Tenses, § 165) closely
resembling the Greek Genitive absolute, and regularly rendered
by it in LXX. In the passages where this construction occurs in
O.T. it will be found that Targ. Hebraizes its Aramaic to a large
extent, while exhibiting a tendency to use the true Aramaic con-
struction. Pesh,, on the other hand, regularly breaks away from
the Hebrew construction, and renders by .o ‘when’ with a finite
verb, The English renderings aim at exactly reproducing the
Semitic constructions.

Gen. 42%° P 1vD3 MY LW M DTPY P b M ‘And it
came to pass, they emptying their sacks, and behold, each man’s
bundle of money in his sack’.

LXX éyévero 8t év 13 xataxevolv abrods tods adrxovs adrdv, xal v
ékdoTov & Seapds Tod dpyuplov & 16 odkke abriv.

Targ. mpwa nad3 A9 M2 8 pAPY PP PN mm, exactly
follows Hebrew.

Pesh. Jiag? o2mo ]ii3 Jor T \OOKBD (aPim0 (e 409 Jome
oidd peas ‘And it came to pass that when they were emptying
their sacks, behold, each man’s bundle of money in the mouth of
his bale’.

1 Kgs. 13° mm 127 v jnben Sy paer ba o ¢And it came to
pass, they sitting at the table, and there came the word of Yahweh ',

LXX xai &pévero adriv kabppévov [&ri s Tparélys], kol éyévero Aéyos
Kvplov.

Targ. My DIp (D AX2 DAD MM KTMAD Oy PANNoD PPNT W
¢ And it came to pass, whilst they were sitting round the table, and
(= then) there came a word of prophecy from before Y.’

Pesh, Lixy ooy Mo Joo Jiohe N\ codl (oo 20 “And
when they were sitting at the table, there came the word of the
Lord’.



62 THE SENTENCE

2 Kgs. 2" /% t% 330 mm 13m oA oo%n ann M ‘And it came
to pass, they going on—going and talking (= and talking as they
went), and, behold, a chariot of fire, &c.’

LXX «ai éyévero adrdv mopevopdvwy, éropedovro kai édloww' kal idov
dppa Tupds KTA.

Targ. ®RNUNT P20 &M poOomy Spm pbe o 9y Moy ‘And it
came to pass, whilst they were going on-—going and talking, and
(= then) behold, chariots of fire’.

Pesh. Jiass JAa0io Joo podows eddav o 91 Jooo
“And it came to pass that when they were talking and going on,
and (= then) behold, a chariot of fire’.

2 Kgs. 8 monn mm non N8 R awx ns b mmon xin
‘[51:»'1 5% npyy ma ny mRA s ‘And it came to pass, he telling
the king how he (Elisha) had raised the dead, and, behold, the
woman whose son he had raised crying unto the king’.

LXX xal éyévero adrod &npyovpévov 16 Baaihel Gs wmipnoey viow
Tebynrira, kai iBod ) yovy s wmdpnoer v vidv adrfis Boboa mpds Tov
Baoi\éa.

Targ. n92 n* \NT AR &M XD R mNT R3Omb cpnwn i mm
x50 o1p ®53p, as in Hebrew.

Pesh. Jaa 6 walt JIA{ Jlo Ao vy fadsdN fShax o0
Jadso peo ‘And when he was relating to the king that he had
raised the dead, he saw the woman whose son he had raised making
supplication before the king’.

2 Kgs. 84 pyn oM, ., wdy 2a0m ovme ne oo > op am
¥ ‘And it came to pass, he arising (or arose) by night and
smote Edom who surrounded him ... and the people fled to their
home’, ‘

LXX «ai éyévero adrod dvaordrros, al erdrafey Tov "ESbu 7ov kukAd-
oavra &r’ alrov . . . kal épvyer 6 Aads kT

Targ. 8y 7081, . . O PEPDT DVIR AN 1 NFDY X903 Dp R M
s"pb, construction as in Hebrew.

Pesh. apino . . . o auior kdorll womur boNs po 90
\ComtdasaN ks ‘And when he arose by night that he might
destroy the Edomites who were surrounding him . . . and (= then)
the people fled to their homes’.
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2 Kgs. 13" 70 nn wn mm s 0ap on v ‘And it came to
pass, they burying a man, and, behold, they saw the robber-hand’.

LXX «kai éyévero adrdv OGamrdvrov Tov dvdpa, kai t8od (Bov 7oV
povélwvov. :

Targ. MAwn M AR N RO PI3p PRI Y MW ‘And it came to
pass, whilst they were burying a man, and (= then) they saw, &c/’

Pesh, ki, ok +Jing, ©i38 \wao 20 ‘And when they were
burying a man, they saw, &c.’

2 Kgs. 107 w1 =321 o podx 70 13 mnnwn an
o7 ‘And it came to pass, he worshipping in the house of Nisroch
his god, and Adrammelech and Sharezer his sons smote him’,

LXX kal éyévero abrob wpookuvodvros év oiky "Ea8pdy Oeod adrod, kal
A. kai 3. of viot adrod érdrofay airdv.

Targ. *AdBp M2 WK POTIN TMPD TI03 NN TID XA M,
as in Hebrew.

Pesh. woais 532;.»0 ,>m522 t oo/ gins had Joor o 990
woadAo ‘And when he was worshipping in the house of N. his
god, A. and S, his sons killed him”’.

Casus pendens.

It is characteristic of Hebrew and Aramaic to simplify the
construction of a sentence, and at the same time to gain emphasis,
by reinforcing the subject by a Personal Pronoun. Such rein-
forcement is specially favoured if the subject happens to be further
defined by a relative clause, since otherwise the sentence would—
to the Semitic ear—appear involved and overweighted. The same
principle is also adopted with the object, when this, for the sake of
emphasis, is brought to the beginning of the sentence ; and other
oblique cases may be similarly treated. Examples in Hebrew are—
Gen. 3%, ‘ The woman whom Thou gavest to be with me, she gave
me (’.5"'32':‘9 NI) of the tree and 1 did eat’; Gen. 15', ‘But one
that shall come out of thine own bowels, he shall be thine heir’
(M X); Gen. 247, ¢ Yahweh, the God of heaven, who took me
from my father’s house, &c., He shall send (”_55’)'.‘ X)) His angel
before thee’; Deut. 13!, ‘ All the word that I command you, it shall
ye observe to do’ (Niy MY ink); Ezek. 18%,  In his trespass that
he hath trespassed, and in his sin that he hath sinned, in them
shall he die’ (") 03). See further, Driver, Tenses, § 123 y Obs.
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Similarly in Aramaic—Dan. 2%, ¢ Thou, O king, the king of kings,
to whom the God of heaven gave, &c., thou art that head of gold’
(®373 Y1 W) R AmR); Dan. 3%, ‘Those men that took up
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, the flame of the fire slew
them’ (R 7 N2Y o7 5‘@2) ; Dan. 4%, ‘The tree that thou
sawest, &c., it is thou, O king’ (NZ;J?@ NI nmR); Ezr. s, ‘And
moreover, the vessels of the house of God, &c.,, them did Cyrus_
the king take out (Y13 0 pEXY) of the temple of Babylon’;
Ezr. 7%, ¢ All priests and Levites, &c,, it shall not be lawful to
impose trxbute, &c., upon them’ 01‘51? ND‘\DS) Ezr. 7%, ‘Every one
that will not perform the law of thy God and the law of the king,
let judgement diligently be executed upon him’ (73 T2U0» Nl[.}?).

This reinforcement of a Casus pendens by the Pronoun is a
marked characteristic of the Fourth Gospel. We may note the
following illustrations:

1 §oou 8t AafBov adrdy, PBuwker adrols dfovaiay Tékva Beol yevéoar.

I povoyerijs @eds & & els Tov k6Amov Tod matpds ékelvos ényioaro.

6 wéupas pe Borrilew & 8are ixelvds pov elmev.

s fv peta aob . . . I8¢ odros Bawrile*

b édpaxey kal frovoey Tobro paprupel

‘0 wovjoas pe Sy} dkevds po elrev.

& yap &v exetvos wou, Tatra kai b vios dpolws moiel.

5% 14 ydp dpye & 8wkéy pot 6 mamip a T adow abrd, adrd 14 dpye &
Toud, paprupel mwepl éuod O & marp pe dméorakxer (we should surely
omit the comma after =, and make aira 74 &ya the subject of
paprvpet, reinforcing & yap épya after & 8édwxéy pou kTl ’

57 xal 6 méupas pe waTip Ekeivos pepapripnker wept Euod.

538 FOV (l‘K‘EU'TELXGV GKELVOS TOUT(.P UIMELS OU TLUTGUGTE.

6" lva wiv & 8édwkéy pou pi) droléow ¢§ adrod,

6% & &y wapd Tod Beod, obros édparer Tov warépa.

7 & 88 Lyrdv iy 8déav Tod wéupavros adrdy ofiros dAnbijs dorw.

8% xdyd & frovoa wap’ abrod Tabra AaXd els Tov kdopov.

I0' & ) eloepxdpevos Su& v7js Bipas . . . ketvos kAérrys dotiv kal Agoris.

* Schlatter (Sprache, pp. 49f.) quotes a number of instances from Rabbinic
Hebrew in which ; 7 swn ¢behold, this one, &c.’ reinforces a Nomiinativus pendens.

Thus e, g. Mechilta on Ex. 164, p 12N oM Sax v o b e w5
FABN DD M N MBS Whosoever hath whiat he may eat to-day, and saith,
What shall I eat to-morrow ? behold, this one lacketh faith.’
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10% 718 &pya & éyw wod & T Svdpari Tob warpds pov Tabra paprupel
mept Enod.

12* § Adyos bv éNdAyoa exelvos kpwel adrov v Ty éaxdry Huépg.

12" & wéupas pe waryp adrds pou dvrodsy Sédwrer.

14% & moredov els e T Epya & éyd Totd xdreivos woujoer

14" kai 61 dv almjoyre &v 76 dvdpar( pov TolTo Toujow.

14% 6 éywv 1as dvTodds pov kal Tpdy adris éketvds doTww & dyawdy pe.

14% 6 8¢ mwapdxdyros, T0 Tvedpa TO dytov b wéuprer & waTip év TH Svduori
pov, éxetvos Suds Siddfer mdvra.

15% wiv kAfjpa v duol ui) Pépov kapmwdv alper adrd, kal wov O Kapmwdv
Pépov xabuiper adrd.

15° 6 pévay év épol kdyd & abrd olros pépe kopmiv ToATv.

17° va wiv b 8édwxas adrd ddoel abrols Lwny aldviov.

17% 8 88wkds poi, Béhw va Smov elpl dyd kdkelvor dow per uod.

18" 75 woriptov & 3éwkév pot & warip od uy wiw adrd;

Against these 27* instances in Jn. we can only set 11 in Mt,
(4'5, 132253 15l 1P, 21 241 25® 26%), 4 in Mk. (6%, 7%, 12Y,
13"), and 6 in Lk. (85, 12%, 20", 21°% 23°%); and of these Mt. 4"
and Mt. 21% = Mk. 12" = Lk. 20" are O.T. quotations.

Of course it cannot be claimed that the use of Casus pendens
is specifically a Semitism, since—to go no farther—it is a familiar
colloquialism in English. Prof. Moulton remarks that ‘it is one
of the easiest of anacolutha, as much at home in English as in
Greek’ (N7G.? i, p. 69). The fact which concerns us is the
remarkable frequency of its occurrence in Jn. as compared with
the Synoptists. If Lk., for example, is a fair specimen of Kouws
Greek, why should we find that a construction which occurs there
but 6 times is employed in Jn. with six times the frequency? An
adequate answer is forthcoming in the assumption that a common
Aramaic construction has been exactly reproduced in translation.

* Abbott (JG. x921) adds 103038, §v & mardp fylager ral dnéareiher els Tov Kdopov
dpeis Aéyere S Braapnuels ; ¢ ** Whom the Father sanctified, . . do ye say [to him]
Thou blasphemest ? 7, best explained as [xeivos] v,) 7%, 6 moredor els iué ...
worapol ik 7is roklas atirob (also cited by Abbott) is not included as involving—on
our theory—a mistranslation. Cf. p. tog.

2520 F



CHAPTER 1III

CONJUNCTIONS
kai, olv.

As compared with the Synoptists, xal in Jn. is infrequent in
narrative. The occurrences, as given by Abbott (/G. 2133; cf.
Bruder’s Concordance®, pp. 456 ff.) are, Mt. about 250 times, Mk.
more than 400 times, Lk. about 380 times, Jn. less than 100 times.
This comparative infrequency seems to be due partly to the
writer’s use of asyndeton (cf. p. 50), partly to his fondness for
odv, which he uses some 200 times, as against Mt. 57 times,
Mk. 6 times, Lk. 81 times. «af is frequent in Jn. in speeches,
linking co-ordinate clauses, as in a Semitic language. A striking
Semitic usage may be seen in its employment to link contrasted
statements, where in English we should naturally employ “ and yet’
or “but’. This is most frequent in speeches, though occasionally
we find it also in the reflections of the author upon his narrative.
So 101, 2% glotLsss 4%, gRse 6, 74.19.30, guaesl ghM 18 12,
16% 20”, 21", Cf, in Hebrew, Gen, 27, ‘Of every tree of the
garden thou smagyest eat; and (= buf) of the tree of knowledge of
good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it’; 3*3, ‘Of the fruit of the
trees of the garden we may eat; and (=bu#) of the fruit of the tree
which is in the midst of the garden God hath said, Ye shall
not eat, &c.”; 17°%, ‘And as regards Ishmael I have heard thee;
behold I have blessed him, &c. And (=Buf) my covenant will
1 establish with Isaac’; 32* (Heb. 32"}, ‘I have seen God face
to face, and (=and yef) my life is preserved’ (other instances of
this common usage in Oxford Heb. Lex. p. 25258). The same
usage in Aramaic—where it is equally common—may be illustrated
from Dan. 2°% ‘If ye make not known to me the dream and its
interpretation, ye shall be cut in pieces, &c.; and (=but) if ye
shew the dream and the interpretation thereof, ye shall receive
of me gifts, &c.”; 3%, ‘At what time ye hear . .. ye shall fall down
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and worship the golden image, &c.; and (=but) whoso falleth not
down, &c.’; 3V, ¢If our God, whom we serve, be able to deliver
us, He will deliver, &c.; and (=bu«?) if not, be it known, &c.’;
47 (Aram. 4%), ‘And I told the dream before them, and (= ye/) its
interpretation they did not make known to me’.

In Hebrew and Aramaic ‘and’ may very idiomatically introduce
a contrasted idea in such a way as to suggest a guestion, this
being implied by the contrast without the use of an interrogative
particle. So in Hebrew, Judg. 14, ‘Behold, to my father and
my mother I have not told it, and shall T tell it unto #hee?’ (lit.
‘and to thee I shall tell it!’); 2 Sam. 11%, ‘ The ark, and Israel,
and Judah are abiding in tents; and my lord Joab, and the
servants of my lord, are encamped in the open field; and shall
I go into my house, to eat and to drink, &c.?’ (lit. ‘and [ shall
go, &c.!’ see further instances in Oxf Heb. Lex. p. 252). The
same usage may be illustrated in Aramaic from passages in Acta
Thomae (ed. Wright).

(p. «26). A{ I3 Johms Molo Rt SR l&.n: | FIAEN oo,
“All buildings are built in summer; and #ox buildest in winter I’

(p. wd) JIhnaw X0 Jadsd Lyl wiw - SN, «OAD A
wi axawsed oy I ohole. “On thy account I excused
myself from my lord, king Mazdai, and from the supper; and
thou dost not choose to sup with me !’

(P yon) wos Jo lsa fou \2 Wohua Jod 0 ywate T
00 ¢aadm Jua./ Ns{. ‘Thou thyself hast not departed from
us, except for a moment; and thou knowest not how we were
shut up !’

With inverted order, (p. j3) JADAS kb ssbao Mo/ o N/
gy 15 oo Janss utfsoo. ¢ Thowu sittest and hearkenest
to vain words; and king Mazdai in his wrath is seeking to
destroy. thee!’

In a precisely similar way «af introduces a paradox in several
passages in Jn., and the paradox, being hypothetical, is treated
as a question.

2® Teoaepdrovra xai ¢ érecw olkodopify & vass obros, xal ob év Tpioiv
Hpépais éyepels abriv ; v

3% b € § 8ddoratos rod Topan) xal radra ob ywhokes ;

8 Ievrixorra éry obrw éxes xai "ABpadp édpaxas ;

F2
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9% "Ev dpapriais ob dyeriifiys Shos, kai ob Siddokess Huds ;

11° “Paffel, viv éfrovw oe Mbdoar of Tovdalor, kal mdhwv tmdyers exet;

The use of ‘and’ with the sense ‘and so’ is very frequent in
Semitic, Some few cases of «af so used are to be found in Jn.,
e.g. 57 SdfBBardy éorw, kal odx eariv oou dpar Tov xkpdBBarov, 67 xabibs
dméoraléy pe & {Gv marip kdyd (& &id TOv warépa, kal & Tpdywv pe
kékeivos Ojoer 8 ué, 1I% & ddpdpev adrdv odrws, wdvres moTedrovow
els adrdv, xal éxedgovtar ol ‘Pupalol kal dpolow Nudv kal Tov Témov kol 1o
#vos. Usually, however, this consecutive connexion is expressed
in Jn. by ody, which, as we have seen, is extraordinarily frequent
(200 occurrences). It is highly probable that olv represents an
original ‘and’ (‘and so’) in Aramaic in many cases*; in others
it may have been inserted by the translator to introduce a sentence
which stood asyndeton in the original. The cases cited by Abbott
(JG. 2191 a), in which Mk. omits ofv while Mt. or Lk, has it
in parallel passages, suggests that the particle in Jn. is due to the
translator. Ov is usually rendered in Pal. Syr. by o ‘and’ simply;
but sometimes by vy =8¢ : :

pév, 8¢, ydp.
pév, which is very rare in Jn., is infrequent also in the Synoptists.

The occurrences are, Mt. 20, Mk. 6, Lk. 10, Jn. 8.

* The writer's conclusion as to olv given above stands as he had worked it out
before reading the words of Prof. Burkitt in Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ii, p. 89 :
¢ In the course of working at the Syriac equivalents for S. Mark’s ef8%s and S, John's
oDy it has occurred to me that fundamentally they mean the same thing. and that
they really correspond to the Hebrew ‘‘waw consecutive”. Not, of course,
that either of these Gospels is a translation from the Hebrew ; but if the authors
of these Gospels were familiar with the Old Testament otherwise than through the
awkward medium of the LXX, they might well have felt themselves in need of
something to correspond to the Hebrew idiom. The essence of the meaning of
““waw consecutive?’’ is that the event related is regarded as happening in due
sequence to what has gone before. To express this xai is too inadequate a link,
while 3¢ implies a contrast which is wholly wanting in the Hebrew: the tuen
of thought is more or less our English ¢'and so”. But this is exactly what S, Mark
means by his xal e06¥s, and it is what is generally meant in the Fourth Gospel
by ofv. Simon's wife's mother was sick of a fever and so they tell Jesus of her
(#ai €0@%s Mk, 13%): S, Mark does not mean to emphasize the haste they were in to
tell the news. Similarly in S. John there are literally scores of verses beginning
with elmer obv or elmov ofv where * le said therefore ’ brings out too prominently
the idea of causation. All that is meant is ON* “and so he said”, or “and so
they said?, as the case may be.” That olv corresponds to the Hebrew wdw con-
secutive was noticed by Ewald, Die johann. Schrifien (1861), p. 45, n. 2.
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8¢ is uncommon in Jn. and Mk. as compared with Mt. and Lk.*

The numbers are, Mt. 496, Mk. 156, Lk. 508, Jn. 176. +

Thus, while the average number of occurrences per page (WH.)
are 7% in Mt. and 7 in Lk., in Mk. they are only 3% and in Jn. 3.

Now W. Aramaic, like Hebrew, has no equivalent of &, both
languages employing ‘and’ in its place, or (Aramaic) an asyndeton
opening. The comparative avoidance of 3 in Mk. and Jn. is there-
fore strongly suggestive of translation from Aramaic in which the
Semitic use of ‘and’, or of no connective particle at all, was
usually copied. In Syriac the need for such a particle as 8¢ was,
under Greek influence, so much felt that the Greek particle was
introduced in the form 9 dén, in Pal. Syr. vy 4.

vdp Is less frequent in Jn. than in the Synoptists. The occur-
rences are Mt. 125, Mk. 67, Lk. 101, Jn. 66. If Jn. were as long
as Mt., there would be proportionately 86 occurrences; if as long
as Lk., 92 occurrences ; if as short as Mk., 53 occurrences, If Mk,
were as long as Mt., there would be 96 occurrences; if as long
as Lk., 109 occurrences; if as long as Jn., 82 occurrences,

In W. Aramaic such particles and phrases as correspond more
or less to ydp, "%, T 213, Biblical Aram. *1 52p™52, &c., are really
much more weighty, bearing rather the sense because, since. In
many cases in which Greek would use ydp, Aramaic would be
content with ‘and’ simply; and this may account for the com-
parative infrequency of vdp in Jn. Syriac, feeling the need for
a light particle like ydp, introduced it in the form ins, g27-

[

wa.

The frequency of va in Jn. is one of the most remarkable pheno-
mena in this Gospel. The approximate number of occurrences is
127 ; whereas in Mt. we find 88, in Mk, 60, in Lk, 40. If Jn. were
as long as Mt., there would be proportionately 163 occurrences ;
if as long as Lk., 178 occurrences ; if as short as Mk., 101 occur-
rences. e pyj occurs in Jn. 18 times, in Mt. 8 times, in Mk,
5 times, in Lk. 8 times. On the other hand, psjmore in the sense
‘that ... not’, ‘lest’, never occurs in Jn., ! whereas it is found in
Mt. 8 times, in Mk. fwice, in Lk. 6 times,

* In Apoc. 3¢ is excessively rare, occurring some b times only.

+ The numbers for the Synoptists are those given by Sir John Hawkins, HS?
p. I51.

1 Similarly in Apoc, we find fva u 11 times, pfnore never.
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Now there exists in Aramaic a particle—in origin a demon-
strative—which is used with peculiar frequency to denote various
shades of connexion. This particle appears in W. Aramaic as "7 d7
or 1 dé, in Syriac as y d¢. As a particle of relation it denotes
who, which, that (properly a connecting link between the relative
sentence and its antecedent—#at one, usually completed by a pro-
noun or pronominal suffix in the relative clause; e.g. ™2 "R Y1
‘who he said to him’, i.e. ‘to whom he said ’), and also the relative
when. It may be used as a mark of the genitive, e.g. ‘th*_ﬁr_&
N??’Q"'! ‘the king’s captain’ (lit. ‘the captain, that of the king’).
Further, it is especially frequent as a conjunction, #af, in the
sense  that, inasmuch as, because, and in a final sense, in order
that. Our purpose is to show that iva occurs in Jn. in all the
senses of 1 or 7 except that which marks the genitive
relation.

The frequent occurrence of e in a telic sense calls for no
comment, beyond note of the fact that the use of da uyj to the
exclusion of wimore favours the theory of literal translation of the
Aramaic phrase Néﬁ ‘that...not’.* Further, the use of {va = con-
junctive #kat, followed by a finite verb, where in classical Greek we
should expect an Infinitive, is a well-ascertained characteristic of
Kouwy Greek, and has come through the Kous) into modern Greek
in the form vd. What 7s remarkable, however, in Jn.’s usage of
this idiom, as compared with Mt. and Lk., is its extreme frequency.
This is also—though to a less extent—true of Mk.; and it is
instructive to notice how many different expedients Mt. or Lk., or
both of them, frequently employ in order to get rid of Mk.’s iva,
whether used in a final sense or otherwise.t

Mk. 4 Kai \eyev abrois dre Myre &pxerar 6 Aixvos va dmd Tov pddiov
~ h e \ N £
Telg) §) Dmod Ty kAdy 5
Mt..5% od8¢ xalovow Adyvov rai miféacw abrov Hmd Tov mddiov.
Lk. 8" Od8eis 8¢ Aixvov dyras kadimrer alrov okedel 3 vwokdrw kAivys
Tifnow.

* Contrast the translation of Hebrew B ‘lest’, Isa. 6!%, by pgmore (as in LXX)
in Mt. 1315, Mk. 4%, with Jn. 124 fva u3 iwoww Tofs dpfadpols kX, (cf, p. 100).

+ The following Synoptic comparisons were kindly supplied to the writer by
Sir John Hawkins.
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22 3 \ ¥ 2 N\ AR A ”~
Mk. 47 ob yap torw rpywréy &av pi) Wo. davepwby.
Mt. 10% oddev ydp éorw kekadvppérov § odx dmokadvgbijrerar,

Lk. 87 ob vdp éoTw xkpumTdv b 0b Pavepdy yerjoerad.

Mk. 5% kat éuBaivovros atrod els 0 mAotor wapekdher adrov & Saypove-
T ] ] ~ %
ofeis va per’ adrob .
< Mt. 8% om.
Lk. 87 airss 8¢ ¢uBis els wholov tméorpefev. Edeiro 8¢ adrob & dvip

ad’ ob éfedpAife 1o Saupdnia elvar oy odTd.

Mk. 5% «ai mapaxadei odrov woAAd Aéywy 8 TS Ouydrpidy pov éoxdrus
Ixer, o ENBOY Emibis Tas xeipas adrh va owly kal Hjoy.
18 30 N ¥ . \ , 3y A 7 g ¢ ’
Mt. g% 8ob dpxwv els wporedfiw mwpooexiver atTd, AMéywy éri 'H Quydryp
~ 3
pov Gpre érededtyoer, dANL EABov émifles Ty xeipd oov ér
3 4 \ i
adriy, kai {ioerat

Lk. 8 kol weodw wapd Tovs wédas Tnaob TapexdAer adtdv eloefeiy els

Ay > 3 ~n hd 4 A r 3~ \ 2 A\
Tov olkov adrod, 8 Guydrnp povoyerys w adr@ . . . kai abTy
3 7
dmébyyorer.

Mk.5® kol Sieorefdaro adrols wodAd fva pndels yvot robro,
{1 Mt. 9% om,

Lk, 8° § 8 wapiyyelhev atrots undevi elmeiv 70 yeyovds.

- ~ 2
Mk. 6® @&w Iva iavrijs 8Gs pou éml mwivaxe Ty rkepalyy Tudvvov T0d
Barrirrod.
< Mt. 14° Ads pot otv, &8¢ éwl wlvaxe T kepaliy ledvvov Tod
poLy, POy, W 1

Barrorot.

Lk. om.

Mt. 14" &wkev Tols pabyrals Tods dprovs, of 8¢ pabyrail Tols Sxlots.

16 AEINYS ~ -~ ~ -~ ¥
Lk. 9" Kkai ESLSOU TOLS paﬁnraw wapa@etvan TW OXA({).

{Mk. 6V kai é8{ov Tols pabyrals va maparfbow airols.
Mk. ¢° Kai koraBawdvruv abrdv é Tob dpovs, Sieoreldaro adrols iva
: AU S 7
pndevi 4 eldov dupyrjowvrat.
‘{ Mt. 17° Kal xaraBawdvrov adrdv & Tob Spovs éverelAato abrois & Inools
’ Méywy Muyleri elmyre k7.

| Lk. om.

Cases in which Mk.’s &va is retained by one or both of the other
Synoptists are Mk, 6* = Mt. 14*; Mk. 8° = Mt. 16® (contrast
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Lk. ¢”); Mk. 9" = Lk. " (contrast Mt. 17"); Mk. 10¥ = Mt. 20" ;
Mk. 10® = Mt. 20" = Lk. 18¥; Mk. 12° = Lk. 20® (contrast
Mt. 22%).

In face of this evidence it can hardly be maintained that the
deviations of Mt. and Lk. from Mk. resulting in elimination of
the construction with fva are merely accidental. Mk.’s use of a,
which in proportion to the length of his Gospel is 3 times as
frequent as that of Mt., and 2} times as frequent as that of Lk.,
must have appeared to these latter Evangelists to some extent
offensive to normal style. Since it is generally acknowledged that
in other respects Mk. exhibits Aramaic influence, it is reasonable
to suspect that this influence may account for the characteristic
under discussion ; and such an inference is supported by the fact,
already noted, that the Aramaic *7 or 7, which is the natural repre-
sentative of iva with a telic force, has a much wider range of usage,
standing, for example, for the conjunctive #af which &va in Mk, so
frequently represents. ‘

If, however, the theory of Aramaic influence may be taken as
accounting for the excessive use of ive in Mk, the case for such
influence in Jn. must be regarded as much stronger still, for fva is
there proportionately nearly twice as frequent, while it is some
5 times as frequent as in Mt., and some 4% times as frequent as
in Lk,

It is instructive to notice that there are certain phrases in which
the Greek of the Gospels varies between the construction of &a
with finite verb and the Infinitive construction, and that in these -
the Syriac versions normally represent both constructions by y &
followed by the finite verb, i.e. the construction which, on our
theory, is literally rendered by the &a construction.

One such is introduced by odx elpl déios {or ixavds)

- ~ \
Jn 1% of odx eul [éyd] dfios o Mow abrob Tov ipdvta Tob

{)77087;#(17'09.
Pal. Syr. oodat JAois Jiast Jaa b/ Ay g g
Sin., woratmy foid Jinfy baa Iy oo
Pesh. vordimxy ko Jaalr Joa M Ly o

‘ That one who 1 am not worthy that I should loose the latchet of
His sandal’ (Pesh. ‘the latchets of His sandals’).




CONJUNCTIONS 7

Mk. 17 of odx eipl ixavds xias Aot Tov ipdvra év Smodnpudrev airod.

Pal. Syr. voatesdy [hoid Jiae yaay lwos bl Ay J

Sin. deest. :

Pesh. oty ko Jial (ol b/ Jéa Yy o6
“That one who I am not worthy that I should stoop should loose
the latchet (Pesh. latchets) of His sandals’.

Lk. 3% of otk eyl ixavds Adoar Tov ipdvra Tév Imadypdrov atrod,

Pal. Syr. wosaas Aois Jiasy ollooy b/ Ay

Sin. coatmwy bors Jialy baa Jy oo

Pesh. vodtmwr fois Jialy Ll Jos Yy oo
‘That one who I am not worthy that I should loose the latchet
(Sin., Pesh. latchets) of His sandals’.

Acts 13% ob ol elul dfios 70 tmddypa Tév woddv Aoat.

Pesh. wordtmwy lois. Jialy L/ Joa Ny oo
‘ That one who I am not worthy that I should loose the latchets of
His sandals’. The rendering of Pesh. is here verbally identical
with its rendering in Jn. 1%

Lk. 1557 odrére el déios kAnbijvas vids oov.

Pal. Syr. 4> Jiohar Jos b/ A gex

Sin., Cur. Jiol! ¢:>1 Nuax lsaa Yo

Pesh. Jeold 951 ! Joa Nuas Yo

I am no longer worthy that I should be called thy son’.

In the Q passage Mt 8° = Lk. 7° where we have the iva construc-
tion after otk elui ixavds, the Syriac versions naturally represent this
by ¢ with the finite verb.

Lk. 77 86 0b8t duavrov féiwoa wpos aé ENbeiv.

Pal. Syr. ylon JlLy Jaa Aot Jwoi N 00/ (oo

Sin. om.

Pesh. 1/ 71&2 Noaa J o/ ca N
‘ Therefore I did not count myself worthy that I should come to
Thee’.

Thus out of all these passages only Jn.17 and Mt. 8 = Lk. 7°
have the a construction, and this agrees with the construction
with ¢ which is used in all passages by the Syriac versions.
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Again, oupdépe is followed both by the da construction and by
the Infinitive, and both constructions are represented in the Syriac
versions by 3 followed by the finite verb. A

Jn. 11® cupdépe Sutv e €ls dvbpomos dmofdiy.

Pal. Syr. loxas wis sut O of

Sin. and Pesh. loxs Jing ! & wae
‘It is good (Sin., Pesh. profitable) to us that one man should die’.

Jn. 18" cvudéper &va dvfpwmov dmobaveiv.

Pal. Syr. Loxs wiis w00 of

Sin. and Pesh. Loss Jiag sw? (wao Pesh.) Jo
‘It is good (Sin. fitting, Pesh. profitable) that one man should die’.

Mt 19" o qupdéper yopijoa.

Pal Syr. ws/ olhasg ad i
‘It is not good that a man should marry’.

But Sin., Cur., Pesh. JIho! amsaN weo J
‘It is not profitable to take a wife’.

aupdépe tva is also found in Jn. 167, Mt. 5%, 18%

The construction owriflepar va in Jn. 9%, 43y yip ovverébewro ol
"Tovdaiow Wva édv Tis abrdv Gpoloyioy Xpiord, droswvdywyos yémrar, is
reproduced in the Syriac versions by s with the finite verb; so
Pal. Syr. oo ws! o> Jrau \(2 o> Slgoon a1olly Jdo s 22
Jhaus 0 AN @y Jou usax. In the other two occurrences
of guwrifepa, it is followed by the normal construction of the Infini-
tive, and this again is represented in Syriac by s with the finite
verb: Lk. 22° cwéfevro alrd dpydpiov Sotvas, Pal. Syr. \ahl\-t oo
Qums o\ ‘they agreed that they should give him money’; Acts23”
o "Tovdalot cwvéfevro Tod épuriral e, Pesh. Yo (o) asank! Jojoom
‘the Jews have planned together that they should ask of thee’.

Similarly, in the variants &ov . . . va maparibéow Mk. 6%, é8idov
rapabeivar Lk. 9% Pesh. reads \OMamiy . . . oo ‘gave. .. that
they might set’ in both places (Pal. Syr. and Sin. desunt in Lk.);
in Lk. 8% é8ctro . . . elvar odv adrd is rendered by Pal. Syr. R RN
o> Jory, by Sin. and Pesh. Joow alaNg . . . Joo Joo ‘was
begging . . . that he might be with Him’ as in mapexdre. . . . va
per’ adrod 7 of Mk. 5" ; in Lk. 8% 6 8¢ wapifyyeev adrols ppdevi elmwetv
is rendered by Pal. Syr. \osasohs § wlly (eoh cno ooe, by Sin,,
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Cur. (ool Bl \wi «a9 ooo, by Pesh. willy \mi o ot oo
\e-..soh ) “He commanded (Pesh. warned) them that they should
tell no man’, as in xal Sieoreldaro adrols moAA& Wa srA. of Mk, 5%
Such iflustrations could be almost indefinitely muitiplied.

a as a mistranslation of 7 relative, ‘who’, ‘which’.

Sa far, the most that we have accomplished is to establish
a good case for the hypothesis that the excessive use of iva in
Mk., and still more in Jn, may be due to the fact that the
writers of these Gospels were accustomed fo think in Aramazc.
The frequent use of the e construction in place of an Infinitive
is not in itself sufficient to prove transiation from Aramaic; for
an Aramaic-speaking Jew, in writing Greek, would naturally tend
to exaggerate the use of a Kowsj construction which resembled his
own native idiom. Now, however, we have to notice a usage of
va in Jn. which can hardly be explained except by the hypothesis
of actual mistransiation of an original Aramaic document, There
are several passages in which #a seems clearly to represent
a mistranslation of 7 employed in a relative sense. Translate
them into Aramaic in the only possible way, representing ive
by %, and an Aramaic scholar would, without ‘question, give to
that 7 the sense ‘who’ or ‘which’.

I® obx fv ekeivos 70 $hs, GAN va poprupoy mepl Tod pords. This
passage has already been discussed in our notes on the Prologue
(p. 32). The accepted interpretation of a with a telic force
involves the assumption of an ellipse—‘but (he came) that he
might bear witness, &c.’ If %a is a mistranslation of 7 relative
no such ellipse is required, the passage meaning, ‘ He was not
the light, but one who was to bear witness of the light’.

57 dvfpwmov otk Exw va. . . BdAy pe els Ty kohvuBibpav. Pal. Syr.,
quite literally, hmmaN oh. fsom .. o9 WO AN wis. The
obvious meaning of this in Aramaic is, ‘I have not a man who . . .
shall put me into the pool’.

6" T{ odv wouels ob onpeiov, va Swpev; Pal. Syr., quite literally,
| RTINS L) N/ k». The sense intended may well be, ‘ What
sign then doest thou whsch we may see?’ though, since the final
sense of 7 would here be appropriate in Aramaic as in the Greek
iva, the evidence of this passage is not pressed.
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6% ofrds éorw & dpros & ¢k Tob odpuvod karafalvev va Tis ¢ abdrod
$dyy xai py drofidvy. Pal. Syr., quite literally, 309 ko oo 3o
losas Jo oo ws/ Noskt Nes haa. This is naturally to be
rendered, ‘This is the bread which came down from heaven,
which, if a man eat thereof, he shall not die’ (expressed in
Aramaic, ‘ whick a man shall eat thereof and shall not die’).

9" Kat 7is éorw, «ipe, va moredow es adrdv; Pal. Syr., quite
literally, o> eauo0? i 0o ¢200. This means, without a
doubt, ‘And who is he, Lord, on whom I should believe ?’ (the
Aramaic construction is, ‘who I should believe on him’). This
meaning is surely much more natural and appropriate than is
the final sense given to &e by A.V. R.V, ‘that I may believe
on him’, which can hardly fail to make us discount the quality
of the man’s faith, suggesting, as it does, that his gratitude to
our Lord made him willing to believe on any one whom He
named.

14 dAov mapdidyrov Sdoe Dply va §f peld Sudv s Tov albva. Pal.
Syr., quite literally, s Jo CRmi®  Jow (ead ool oo
p>3N aass.  The natural meaning is, ‘He shall give you
another Comforter, w/o shall abide with you forever’, So £ (vt. ™)
‘qui’. _

If the fact that Wa in these passages is a mistranslation of
7 relative be thought to need further evidence to clinch it, this
may be found in the variation between Mk. 4® and the parallel
passages Mt. 10% Lk. 87 already noted. Here Mk.s é&w py bva
povepwly is reproduced in Mt. by & odx dwokehvpbicerar, and in
Lk. by & o gavepdv yewjoerar. Thus éw ph a davepwlij seems
clearly to represent an original ‘f’;ﬂ?-‘i'! ?D?’S ‘except that which
shall be revealed’, i.e. ‘which shall not be revealed’, and this
is the rendering of Pesh. M Vs (Pal. Syr., Sin. vacant).*

8nv similarly a mistranslation of * relative,

In Jn. o' T od Myes wept adrod, §n fréufer cov rvods dpbalpods ;
the use of ér is very awkward, and the ‘in that’ of R.V. un-
convincing. The passage, however, at once becomes clear when
we recognize that 8r is simply a mistranslation of 7 relative—
‘What sayest thou of him who hath opened thine eyes?’ This

* That iva is here a mistranslation of 9 relative has been noted by Wellhausen,
Einleitung®, p. 15. )
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sense, which is naturally to be deduced from the Aramaic, is given
by the Arabic Diatessaron _:3 (s))}; and the best-attested reading
of & (vt.vg.) is ‘ qui aperuit’.” Similarly, in 8% &y& 8¢ &re T dMjfesar
Aéyw is rendered by Pal. Syr. lyaas w8/ by w9 s/, which would
naturally bear the sense, ‘1 who speak the truth’. This meaning,
which offers a superior antithesis to ‘he is a liar’ of the preceding
verse, is offered by the Diatessaron i}l ‘who’, and by two MSS,
of ¥ (vg.) ‘qui’. In our notes on the Prologue a similar case
of mistranslation is suggested in 1' dr. & 70D wAnpdparos adrod
«rh. (cf. p. 39), and, conversely, 7= ‘because, inasmuch as’ seems
to have been wrongly treated as the relative in 1** (cf. pp. 29, 34).
A case in Mk. where §r. seems to be a mistranslation of 7 relative
(@) is 4%, Tl dpa olrds éorwv 6t xal & dvepos kal 9 Odhacoa dmwaxode
atrd; ‘Who then is this whom (¢ . . . a¥r3) even the wind and
the sea obey?’* Another may very possibly be seen in 8%
Bhérw Tods dvfpdmovs dri s 8&dpa 6pd wepuratolvras, where the
difficult é~« may represent a wrong rendering of 7 (ofs).* In
Mt. 13" Spudv 8¢ pakdpior oi dpfalpol Srt BAémovow, kai va dra [udv)
ért drovovow, the words 8ri BAérovew . . . 81t drodovoew are rendered
by Sin., Cur., Pesh. eDNAY . e, which may mean ‘ because
they see, &c’, or ‘whick see, &c.” The latter sense is given by the
Diatessaron C...: o ed (g, and by several MSS. of &
(vt.vg.) ‘qui vident. . . quae audiunt’. Hegesippus quotes the
passage in the form paxdpiot of dpfadpot dpdv of BAémovres, xkai Td dra
udv re deovovra.l Since Hegesippus (according to Eusebius,
HE. iv. 22) was a Hebrew by birth and made quotations from
Syriac and Hebrew, we may infer that in this case his quotation is
-based upon a Syriac translation of Mt. The rendering of ¢ vt,
here and in the passages previously noticed shows the influence of
a Syriac version upon this translation, and illustrates the natural
sense which a reader of Aramaic would attach to the particle y in
the contexts in question. Conversely, the same influence upon the
so-called Western text is seen in Jn. 8D, uj ov pellwv e 10b
"ABpadps 8ri drébaver, where WH, rightly has doris dnéfave.

* Noted by Wellhausen, Ernleitung®, p. 15. 1 Cf. Allen, St. Mark, ad loc.

t Cf. Grabe, Spicilegium SS. Patrum ; edit, alt. ii, p. 213—a reference which the

present writer owes to Dr. Cureton’s discussion of the passage in Remains of a very
antient vecension of the Four Gospels in Syriac, p. Xxv.
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va as a mistranslation of "= ‘when’.

We have noticed, when speaking of the usage of 7, that it can
bear the meaning ‘when’, ére. Strictly speaking in such a usage
it is relatival ‘which’, with ellipse of ‘in it’—™37 ‘which in it’
="in which’; cf. Jn. 5%, where &xerar Gpa & 3 appears in Pal.
Syr. as o> Jtor Joa b1/, The following cases occur in Jn. of
Wa standing for dre:

12% e fhvbev 4 dpe Wa Sofaaby 6 vids Tob dvbpdmov.

Pal, Syr. Jasisy o> wohasy JAsa LU/,

13! fAfev abrod 4 dpa lva weraS7 éx Tod kbopov TovTOV.

Pal. Syr. lsa>a. 10 ¢ lioly abhsa L1/,

16° Zpxerar dpa wa wds 6 dmwoxrelvas duds 86&y Aarpelav wpoodéper
6 @eh.*

Pal. Syr. ¢>3a0) was Joo (@ohs NA0r ¢ Ny INoa Ll
Jor) siax oo,

16™ Zpxerar dpa . . . iva okxopmicijre.

Pal. Syr. (odeally . . . ksa LA/

That in all these cases iva simply stands by mistranslation for ére,
and that no mystic final sense is to be traced in the usage such asis
postulated by Westcott, is proved by the use of the normal phrase
Loxerar dpa dre in 47, 5%, 16%, and pxerar dpa &v 7 in 5%

dn stmilarly a mistranslation of = "‘when’.

In 9® of Bewpaivres adrov T6 wpdrepov S1i wpogairys fv we have a very
awkward ér, and R.V.’s halting rendering, ‘they that saw him
aforetime, that he was a beggar’, is the best that can be made
of the sentence. Clearly the sense demanded is ‘when (5r¢) he
was a beggar’, and the natural inference is that %= ‘when’ has
been wrongly interpreted as conjunctive ‘that’. Another clear
instance of the same mistranslation is seen in 12", rabre erev
"Hoalas 7t €ldev Ty 86fav adrod (R.V. ‘because he saw his glory’),
where the sense demanded is ‘when (3r<) he saw His glory’.+

* Freely quoted in the letter from the church at Lyons (Eusebius, HE. v, 1) with
the correction &v § . . . 8éfe for fra . . . dégy—eredoerar kaipds év & nds & dmorrelvas
vuds Sbfer Aatpeiay mpoopépew T Del.

4 It is just possible that §7« may here be a mistranslation of % relative—‘These

things said Isaiah who saw His glory and spake concerning Him’, but the sense
‘ when ' seems to be preferable.




